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there was no significant difference for the expectations of

deans, faculty members, and department chairpersons on

either dimension, (c) there was no significant difference in

the perceptions of and expectation of deans on both

dimensions, (d) the significant differences of faculty

members between perception and expectations were found to be

larger than those of department chairpersons, and (e) there

was a significant difference between perception and

expectations of the department chairperson in both

dimensions.

In conclusion, role conflict between the department

chairpersons can be reduced if the department chairpersons

concentrate on the expectations of faculty members.

The department chairpersons need to reevaluate their

leader behavior in relation to both deans and faculty

members in order to fulfill the organizational goals and

personal needs.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

One of the great concerns of teacher colleges in

Thailand is to produce more qualified teachers who are

needed by the general educational system. Therefore, it is

the responsibility of the institutions, especially the

faculty of education, to educate teachers and assist in

improving the quality of teachers in the institutions.

Teacher colleges, like other organizations, cannot exist

without subdivisions or units. The academic department is

one of the basic administrative units in higher education

institutions. Probably 80% of all administrative decisions

take place at the departmental level rather than at the

higher level of responsibility and policy formation

(Heimler, 1967). The department is the facilitator for the

recruitment of new personnel, decisions on promotion of

faculty and staff, and budgets including salary

recommendations; the department is also the chief initiator

of new courses and programs. The department handles most

aspects of student relations and makes decisions on such

vital matters as semester schedules, teaching loads, and

assignment of courses, sections, and facilities (Fellman,

1967).
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The recognition of the department chairperson as a

vital component of higher education is not new; various

writers have been calling this fact to the attention of the

academic community for decades. Wilson (1942) characterized

the chairperson as the key "position" not only in the

organization of the department but also in the institution-

wide organization. Eighteen years later, Corson (1960)

stated that the department chairperson is probably the key

administrative officer of the typical university. In the

1960s, Patton (1961) stressed the importance of the

department chairperson even more, when he stated that, "no

one plays a larger part in determining the character of

higher educational institutions than the department

chairman" (p. 459).

The position of department chairperson is not easy to

handle due to its many ambiguities and the conflicts and

tensions that the chairperson encounters regarding his or

her roles as a member of the faculty and as a key

administrator (Bennett, 1982). These problems exist not

only in four-year institutions of higher education but also

in community colleges as well. Monroe (1972) succinctly

described the stress inherent in the chairperson's situation

when he stated:

Department chairpersons are in the nebulous and
difficult position of having both faculty and
administration but belonging completely to neither; why
anyone seeks this position is hard to explain. The job
carries little prestige and little extra compensation
either in the form of released time or pay. Until one
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has experienced being a department chairman, one does
. not realize how literally he is the nut in the

nutcracker, the arms being the faculty and
administration. His fellow members in the department
expect him to give his loyalty to the faculty, not the
administration. (p. 319)

Since the department is so important in institutions of

higher education, it follows that the department chairperson

has a concomitant importance. The leadership expertise of

department chairpersons is an integral part in shaping the

nature of the institution. The chairperson is responsible

to the dean primarily for institutional matters and to

faculty members for educational matters. Deans and faculty

members expose their expectations to chairpersons regarding

their behavior as leaders. When these expectations are

contradictory or inconsistent, the chairperson is placed in

a position of role conflicts that can be solved only by the

clarification and harmonization of these expectations with

reality (Chase & Guba, 1955).

Miller (1974) recommended that research and evaluation

include all segments of the collegiate enterprise:

students, faculty, staff personnel, and administrators.

Although much research literature is available on the

experiences of students and faculty, very little research

has been done on staff personnel and administrators. Even

less literature is available about the college division or

department chairperson. This is even worse in higher

education institutions in Thailand (Ketutat, 1978; Wootirat,

1976).
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Therefore, a study of leadership as it pertains to the

behavior of academic department chairpersons in Thailand

needs to be carried out. This study focuses on the

leadership behavior of department chairpersons in Thailand

as perceived and expected by deans, faculty members, and

department chairpersons themselves.

Statement of the Problem

The focus of this study is a comparison of the

perceptions and expectations of the leadership role and

function of the department chairpersons in the faculty of

education by the respective department chairpersons, deans,

and all faculty members from eacil of the six public teacher

colleges in Bangkok, Thailand.

Purposes of the Study

The purposes of this study are as follows:

1. to determine whether differences exist among the

perceptions of deans, department chairpersons, and faculty

members regarding leadership behavior of department

chairpersons;

2. to determine whether differences exist among the

expectations of deans, department chairpersons and faculty

members regarding leadership behavior of department

chairpersons;
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3. to determine if differences exist between

perceptions and expectations of the deans regarding

leadership behavior of department chairpersons;

4. to determine if differences exist between

perceptions and expectations of the faculty members

regarding leadership behavior of department chairpersons;

5. to determine if differences exist between

perceptions and expectations of the department chairpersons

themselves regarding their own leadership behavior.

Hypotheses

To carry out this study, the following hypotheses will

be tested using data collected from the Leadership Behavior

Description Questionnaire (LBDQ).

1. There will be no significant differences among

deans, faculty members, and department chairpersons in their

ratings of chairpersons' leadership behavior in the real

(perceived) dimension of initiating structure and

consideration.

2. There will be no significant differences among

deans, faculty members, and department chairpersons in their

ratings of chairpersons' leadership behavior in the ideal

(expected) dimension of initiating structure and

consideration.

3. There will be no significant differences between

the real (perception) and the ideal (expectation) ratings by

faculty members of each dimension of department
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chairpersons' leadership behavior in initiating structure

and consideration.

4. There will be no significant differences between

the real (perception) and the ideal (expectation) ratings by

deans of initiating structure and consideration dimension of

department chairpersons' leadership behavior.

5. There will be no significant differences between

the real (perception) and the ideal (expectation) ratings

chairpersons' initiating structure and consideration

dimension of their own leadership behavior.

Background and Significance of the Study

Higher education in Thailand began with the

establishment of Chulalongkorn University in 1941 by

amalgamating the Royal Medical School, the School of Civil

Servants, and the Engineering School (Ketutat, 1978). In

1933, Thamasat University, which had been the University of

Moral and Political Sciences, was opened as a center

specializing in law, economics, politics, and related

courses in social sciences. In 1942, the School of Medicine

of Chulalongkorn University became the separate University

of Medical Sciences. It is called Mahidol University.

In 1943, Kasetsart University was established, which

specializes in agricultural science. Also, in the same

year, Silapakorn University was established for the study

and preservation of the art and archeological artifacts of

Thailand (Kingdom of Thailand, 1977). These original
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institutions of higher learning are centered in Bangkok and

are designed to train government servants.

In 1954, the College of Education, which received

university status in 1974 as Srinakarinwirot University, was

inaugurated. It has four campuses in Bangkok and four in

the provinces (The Office of State Universities, 1977).

During the late 1950s and early 1960s, efforts were

made to expand undergraduate programs, to introduce graduate

programs, and to improve the quality of teachers. Teacher

training colleges were established in rural areas, and the

concept of regional institutions outside the Bangkok area

was introduced (Ketutat, 1978).

Chiengmai University opened in the north, in 1964, Khon

Kaen University opened in the northeast in 1965, and Prince

Songkla University was established in the south in 1967. To

meet the increasing demand for higher education, several

private colleges were also established, and a specialized

institution, the National Institute of Development

Administration, was founded in 1966. It offers programs at

the graduate level in public administration, business

administration, economic development, and applied statistics

(The Office of State Universities, 1977).

In 1971, King Mongkut's Institute of Technology came

into existence through a merger of the North Bangkok

Institute of Technology, the College of Telecommunication,

and the Thonburi College of Technology. It offers
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bachelor's degree programs in technology and produces

teachers of vocational education (Wootirat, 1976). In 1972,

the "open admissions" Ramkhamhaeng University was founded.

In 1975, Chiangmai College of Agriculture, formerly

under the Department of Vocational Education, Ministry of

Education, was reorganized. It was also upgraded as the

Institution of Agricultural Technology (The Office of State

Universities, 1977). In 1980, Sukhothaithamatirat

University, a British type of open university, was founded.

This college emphasizes the use of mass media and

correspondence learning methods.

Traditionally, the institutions of higher learning in

Thailand have been established for different purposes and

have performed different functions. Some institutions have

been assigned to limit their responsibility to certain

academic areas while others have a wider range of

responsibility. Today, the institutions that were oriented

toward certain specialized fields of study are moving toward

the concept of multiuniversities; nevertheless, they still

maintain their identities in their former specialization

(Siriparp, 1983).

Teacher Education

Teacher education, in the early stages, had as its goal

to educate prospective teachers to emulate exemplary conduct

and to perform the task of teaching as practiced by their

elders in the schools (Attagara, Tanboontek & Tunsiri,



9

1976). Prior to the organization of formal education of

royal children and the sons of high-ranking officials in the

royal palace in 1871 and the extension of education to the

common people in 1884, basic education for Thai children was

provided by Buddhist monks in temples. Thai boys were

expected to become literate, develop, a good character, and

follow the vocational line of their family. Girls were

prepared to become good housewives (Sunthornpithag, 1974).

When provisions for a formal public education were

established as a government function, the traditional

pattern of education, which had been the function of monks,

was determined to be inadequate. The government specified

what was to be taught in schools. Due to the great

shortages of qualified teaching personnel, however, the

monks continued to play a major role in formal schooling,

and schools were established in temple compounds.

When formal schooling was extended to the public in

1884, a much greater number of qualified teachers was

needed, and teacher recruitment became a problem (Attagara,

Tanboontek, & Tunsiri, 1976). Furthermore, as years passed

and the Thai people increasingly acknowledged the importance

of education in terms of life prospects and prestige in

future careers, there arose a public demand for more and

better education.

The first teacher institution was founded in Bangkok on

October 12, 1892, the same year the Ministry of Education
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was established (Chongol, 1976). Since the founding of the

first teacher education institution in 1892, until 1927,

teacher education continued a steady but slow growth. From

1932 on, the need for certified teachers became greater and

more varied, especially on the secondary level. Hence, an

increasing number of secondary teachers began to receive

training in vocational, agricultural, and physical

education, all at the certificate level (Thailand Official

Yearbook, 1968).

Thailand has a centralized system, and only government

colleges and universities can offer programs in teacher

education. Historically, the authority for the

administration of the educational system has rested solely

with the Ministry of Education in Bangkok, and the

Department of Teacher Education has been directly under the

Ministry of Education. Therefore, teacher colleges are

subjected to political pressures, restricted by the

regulations that make it virtually impossible for them to

exercise control over matters of personnel recruitment and

broad administration (Sunthrayuth, 1984).

At present, all teacher colleges operate under the

Teacher Colleges Act of 1975. As a result of the act, all

teacher colleges in Thailand are degree-granting

institutions, and the Department of Teacher Education is

somewhat more autonomous from the Ministry of Education.

The Department of Teacher Education now has the
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responsibility for establishing goals and priorities for

teacher colleges. Today, teacher colleges in Thailand tend

to have more freedom and autonomy than before (Sikun, 1978).

Teacher colleges offer a four-year program in education

in 25 areas, and they offer 38 programs leading to the

baccalaureate degree in areas other than teacher education.

During the Sixth National Economic and Social Development

Plan (1987-1991), the teacher colleges were reorganized to

perform the tasks of higher education. The Department of

Teacher Education improved the academic status of its

personnel, conduct research, preserved and promote art and

cultural development, and provided academic service to the

community. Such effective and efficient measures are

beneficial to national economic and social development.

The teacher college is a governmental unit equal in

status to the division. Each individual college consists of

faculties, departments, and other college units. The

president is the top administrator of the teacher college.

Each teacher college has its own college board. The college

board lays down all detailed line-item policies. The chief

executive officer of the faculty is the dean who heads the

faculty board consisting mainly of department chairmen

(Attagara, Tanboontek & Tunsiri, 1976). In Thailand, the

Deans and Chairmen are elected by the faculty for terms of

four years.
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Very few studies have been done at the university level

on the leadership behavior of Thai administrators,

especially on the academic department chairpersons.

According to Dressel, Johnson, and Marcus (1969), most

colleges and universities consider the role of the

department chairperson to be an important one. Deans and

faculties look toward department chairpersons to interpret

departmental needs in accordance with the goals and

priorities of their institutions.

Nicoll (1971) states that "department chairmen are

usually expected to be both administratively responsible to

the administration and representative of and responsive to

their departmental colleagues" (p. 82). Heimler (1967) also

indicates that chairpersons serve as the primary means of

communications between the faculty and administration.

Therefore, a study of the leadership behavior of

department chairpersons as perceived and expected by

themselves, deans, and faculty members in the faculty of

education at six teacher colleges in Thailand could

be considered a starting point for the study of the

leadership behavior of other higher education administrators

in Thailand. It is hoped that this study may contribute to

the advancement of teacher colleges as well as help

department chairpersons to be aware of their behavior and

interpersonal relations with their deans and faculty

members. It is also hoped that the outcome of this study,
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because of the similarities of the Thai university

organization, may provide some information that can be used

to guide teacher college personnel in departmental

self-studies, organizational development, and evaluation.

Definition of Terms

For the purposes of this study, the following

definitions are used.

1. Consideration refers to behavior that is indicative

of friendship, mutual trust, respect, and warmth in

relationships between the leader and members of the group

(Halpin, 1955).

2. Expectation is the desirable or appropriate

behavior associated with a certain role (Teepanont, 1986, p.

12).

3. Initiating structure is the leader's behavior in

delineating the relationships between himself and members of

the working group and in endeavoring to establish well-

defined patterns of organization, channels of communication,

and ways of getting the job done (Halpin, 1955, p. 18).

4. Leadership behavior refers to the leader's ability

and readiness to inspire, guide, or manage his subordinates

(Good, 1972, p. 332).

5. Perception is an immediate or intuitive cognition

or judgment (Ideal Leader Behavior, 1957, p. 1).
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6. Role is the expected behavior patterns attributed

to a particular status position (Gibson, Ivancevich &

Donnelly, 1976).

Limitations of the Study

This study will be limited to the following:

1. The investigation of the leadership behavior of

department chairpersons as perceived and expected by deans,

chairpersons, and faculty members in the faculty of

education at teacher colleges in Bangkok, Thailand; and

2. the biases, expectations, and perceptions of the

deans, chairpersons, and faculty members in the faculty of

education at teacher colleges in Bangkok, Thailand.

3. Differences in age, sex, length of service, and

academic degree of the deans, chairpersons, and faculty

members are not considered in this study.

The Survey Instrument

The research instrument used in this study is the

Leadership Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ) (see

Appendices A, C, and D) devised by the Personnel Research

Board at Ohio State University (Halpin, 1966). The LBDQ was

developed to measure the behavior of the leader or leaders

as perceived by members of their working groups. The LBDQ

was chosen for this study because it incorporates two

significant dimensions of leadership behavior:

"consideration" and "initiating structure." The LBDQ asks
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respondents to describe how the leader acts (real) and how

they think he should act (ideal). Moreover, the leader is

asked to describe his own behavior. Halpin (1955) indicated

that for the LBDQ-real, the estimated reliability by the

split-half method is .83 for the initiating structure

scores, and .92 for the consideration scores. For the LBDQ-

ideal, the corresponding estimates of reliability are .69

and .66.

The LBDQ has undergone many revisions and has been used

for research purposes in industry, the armed services, and

education (Bass, 1981; Carson & Schultz, 1964; Fleishman,

1953; Hemphill, 1955; Knight & Holen, 1985; Schriesheim &

Kerr, 1976; Skipper, 1976, 1977, 1978; Stogdill, 1969,

1974). In Thailand, the LBDQ has been translated into Thai

and used in various studies of education administration

(Deoisres, 1979; Ratanakiranaworn, 1980; Siriparp, 1983).

Moreover, Fleishman (1973) emphasized that the concept of

consideration and initiating structure is little influenced

by the cultural difference. The LBDQ is composed of 30

short, descriptive statements that reflect the real and

ideal ways in which leaders behave. Leadership measured in

this study is based on the instrument's ability to assess

the total elements of higher education leadership in this

setting.
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Population and Sample

The population consisted of deans, department

chairpersons, and full time faculty members (in the faculty

of education) of six teacher colleges: (a) Bansomdej

Chaopraya Teachers College, (b) Chantarakasem Teachers

College, (c) Dhonburi Teachers College, (d) Suansunanta

Teachers College, (e) Suandusit Teachers College, and (f)

Pranakorn Teachers College. All of the population was

employed at the six teachers colleges at the time of this

study. The universe for this research was studied from the

population so that all deans, all chairpersons, and all

faculty members were surveyed in the faculty of education.

This included 6 deans, 42 chairpersons, and 375 faculty

members in the faculty of education. At the time the survey

instrument was administered, in the spring of 1991, about 35

of these faculty, or about 10%, were on leave for further study.

Procedure for Collection of Data

1. A letter requesting permission to conduct this

study was sent to the Director General of the Department of

Teacher Education, Ministry of Education, and the president

of each of the six teacher colleges in Bangkok, Thailand.

2. A letter acknowledging their permission and asking

for cooperation with this study was sent to each department

chairperson at all six teacher colleges.

3. A letter explaining the purposes of the study, a

separate demographic sheet, and a copy of the questionnaire
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were sent to two assistant researchers in Thailand. Each

questionnaire received a designated color code to separate

various responses into the respective categories--deans,

department chairpersons, and faculty members.

4. The respondents were asked to fill out this

instrument as they perceived what an ideal department

chairperson would be. Respondents were asked not to rate a

particular department chairperson who is your concept of how

department chairpersons would be.

5. The assistant researchers administered the

questionnaires to all deans, department chairpersons, and

faculty members from the list of names provided by each

teacher college.

6. The assistant researchers collected the completed

copies of the questionnaire from the respondents and

returned them to the researcher at the University of North

Texas.

Procedure for Analysis of Data

The questionnaires were distributed over a one month

period and manually checked for accuracy and completion. A

separate demographic sheet was given to each respondent

including gender, age, year of service and academic degree.

Data from the color coded by dean, chair, and faculty

instruments were tabulated and analyzed by computer. To

test the first two hypotheses, the scores of the

chairpersons were compared to the scores of both deans and
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faculty members on the dimension of initiating structure and

consideration. To test the remaining three hypotheses, the

real (perceived) scores and ideal (expected) scores for each

group (deans, chairpersons, and faculty members) were

compared on initiating structure and consideration.

Analysis of variance, specifically, one-way analysis of

variance was applied to discover if significant differences

exist among the three group means for deans, faculty

members, and chairpersons, on the chosen dimension. Tukey's

HSD multiple comparison was utilized when the test results

were found significantly different at .05 level or greater.

Multivariate Analysis of Variance was used to determine

whether significance existed between real (perceived) and

ideal (expected) on both dimensions of initiating structure

and consideration. The computation for the hypothesis

testing was made through the use of Statistical Packets for

the Social Sciences (SPSS) at the University of North Texas

Computing Center.

Organization of the Study

This study is organized into five chapters as follows:

Chapter 1 presented the introduction, a statement of

the problem, the purpose of the study, the hypotheses, the

background and significance of the study, the definitions of

terms, the limitations of the study, and the survey method

of the study.
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Chapter 2 contains the review of literature related to

the study.

Chapter 3 describes the population of the study and

will provide a detailed presentation of the instrument,

method of data collection, and an explanation of the

statistical treatment of the data.

Chapter 4 contains the presentation, analysis, and

interpretation of the data gathered.

Chapter 5 summarizes the major findings and presents

the conclusions and recommendations for future research.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Introduction

This review of literature is divided into six sections:

(a) role and function of the department chairperson, (b)

definitions of leadership, (c) development and modification

of organization theories, (d) leadership and leadership

styles, (e) theories of leadership, (f) research on

leadership behavior, and (g) research studies in Thailand.

Role and Function of the
Department Chairperson

As stated in the first chapter of this study, the

department chairperson is a vital component of higher

education, not only in the United States but also in

countries such as Thailand. The position of department

chairperson, however, is not an easy job to handle, due to

the ambiguities and tensions that usually face the

individual on the job. In Bennett's (1982) words, "a fairly

constant theme is the ambiguity chairpersons feel because

they are neither pure faculty members nor administrators,

and yet are expected somehow to represent both sets of

interests" (p. 54). Through conducting workshops on

leadership development for department chairpersons, Bennett

24
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discovered some department chairpersons, had their clear

share of role ambiguities.

1. The department chairperson was seen as just another

faculty member who happened to have, temporarily, some

additional duties in his or her department. This view was

given by workshop participants in departments that elected

their chairpersons among faculty members on a rotation

basis, as is done in most universities--including those in

Thailand.

2. In assuming the office, the chairperson had changed

in some basic way by becoming an extension of the

institutional administration. This view was held by

workshop participants in departments where chairpersons were

selected by their institutional administrations, as occurs

on a limited basis, in some Thai universities.

3. The department chairperson was the primary

representative of the academic discipline, and the mandate

to lead the department was not given by colleagues or

administrations, rather, it came from the discipline itself.

Workshop participants with this perspective commented on the

opportunity the job presented for functioning as a role

model for department faculty (Bennett, 1982, p. 54).

Branch and Hammons (1984) reviewed more than 40

dissertations and from them selected 14 that dealt

specifically with the identification and clarification of

the chairperson's roles and responsibilities. After
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performing a content analysis of these studies, they

identified 44 different non-teaching functions and

classified them under four different categories as follows:

1. Faculty-oriented activities (e.g., assigning

faculty to teaching schedules; being a liaison between

faculty and administration; recruiting, screening, and

interviewing prospective faculty; recommending promotion,

tenure, and dismissal; evaluating faculty performance),

2. general administrative duties (e.g., interpreting

and supervising college philosophy and policies; reporting

accomplishments and concerns to administration;

administering the division; developing and evaluating

division goals and objectives; preparing and maintaining

public relations programs),

3. curriculum and instruction responsibilities (e.g.,

articulating courses and programs with other institutions;

participating in selection of learning materials for the

division; reviewing and supervising instructional practices;

planning and developing new courses and programs; assisting

in preparation of the division's schedule of course

offerings),

4. student-oriented activities (e.g., advising and

counseling students; resolving conflicts; recruiting and

placing students) (pp. 26-29).

The resultant list of responsibilities synthesized by

Branch and Hammons (1984) are functions that must be
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performed and performed well if today's college or

university is to remain a viable part of the post-secondary

education scene of the future in the United States or

Thailand.

Definitions of Leadership

There is no clear-cut agreement on the meaning of

leadership under all circumstances; most definitions take on

the focus of the persons who have attempted to define what

leadership actually is.

According to Mumford (1906), leadership is "the

preeminence of one or a few individuals in a group in a

process of control of societal phenomena (p. 216). Blackmar

(1911) views leadership as a group expression of power

through centralizing efforts in one person. Supporting the

concept of leadership, Bernard (1927) said that

leadership is necessary as a means of focusing the
attention of a constituency or group upon an issue or a
piece of work which needs to be done. Leadership is
nothing other than this process of focusing attention
and releasing the energies of people in the desired
direction. (p. 484)

Pondy (1978), however, moves in a slightly different

direction; he defines leadership as "social influence

exercised by a person in some position of superior authority

over some subordinate" (p. 87). This same idea is expressed

by Koontz and O'Donnell (1978), who view leadership as "the

art or process of influencing people so that they will

strive willingly toward the achievement of group goals" (p.
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439). Tead (1939) also indicates that leadership is "the

activity of influencing people to cooperate toward some

goals which they come to find desirable" (p. 20).

Gibb (1969) maintains that leadership is an aspect of

organization and could operationally be considered as "the

process of influencing the activities of an organized group

in its efforts toward goal setting and goal achievement" (p.

42). Terry (1977) adds the element of interaction to the

aspect of influence; he believes that leadership is "the

relationship in which one person, the leader, influences

others to work together willingly on related tasks to attain

that which the leader desires" (p. 412). Hollander (1978),

supporting the idea of influence and interaction, summarizes

leadership as "a process of influence which involves an

ongoing transaction between a leader and followers" (p. 16).

Cribbin (1972) confirms some of the previously

mentioned ideas concerning leadership, and he stressed that,

leadership can be described as a process of influence
on a group in a particular situation, at a given point
in time, and in a specific set of circumstances that
stimulates people to strive willingly to attain
organizational objectives, giving them the experience
of helping attain the common objectives and
satisfaction with the type of leadership provided.
(p. 9)

Stogdill (1973) has observed that the vast multitude of

definitions of leadership can be categorized under the

headings listed below, a close examination of which reveals

the presence of one or more of the three basic elements--

people, processes, and systems: (a) leadership as a focus
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of group processes, (b) leadership as a personality and its

effects, (c) leadership as the art of inducing compliance,

(d) leadership as the exercise of influence, (e) leadership

as an act or behavior, (f) leadership as a form of

persuasion, (g) leadership as an instrument of goal

achievement, (h) leadership as an effect or interaction, (i)

leadership as a differential role, and (j) leadership as the

initiation of structure (pp. 7-16).

Leadership

The concept of leadership is a many-faceted one,

confounded by a mass of myth, conventional wisdom, idealism,

and illusion. Part of the reason for this confusion is

that, as a social science concept, as well as in popular

usage, the idea of leadership evolves from the particular

perspective one holds. As Lipham (1973) stated,

In much of the literature the myth is perpetuated that

leadership is nitary in nature. Hence, one tries to

identify it, describe it, exercise it, rate it, and
above all, correlate and predict it. And all the

while, the simple "it" is a very complex "them." (p.

7)

In this part of the literature review, the concept of

leadership will be presented as it is seen differentially

through the organizational perspectives of classical, social

system, and open-system theory.
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The Classical Theory Perspective

This view finds the leader in the upper reaches of the

hierarchy and endowed with natural psychological traits that

give him or her advantages over most other mortals. Woven

through this perspective is the notion that leaders are born

and not made. In this perspective, definitions of

leadership differ because the viewpoints of writers differ.

As they attempt to dissect the leadership phenomenon and

articulate its essence, however, three basic elements seem

to be emphasized either singly or in combination: people,

processes, and systems.

All three of the organizational perspectives presented

here include the three basic elements of people, processes,

and systems; the difference is the degree of emphasis

attached to each of them. Classical theory definitions of

leadership emphasize psychological characteristics (people),

compelling compliance (processes), and formal structure

(systems). Social system theory definitions of leadership

emphasize behavioral characteristics (people), inducing

compliance (processes), and differential problem situations

and formal and informal structure (systems). Open system

theory definitions emphasize the characteristics of the

other two models, but only as they relate to the demands of

specific situations.

Within the classical perspective, the leadership

environment assumes rationality in people, processes, and
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structures. The leader holds a high position because he or

she is an elitist of sorts--superior in mind, knowledge, and

experience. The environment also assumes predictability in

people, events, and processes. In organizational decision

making, sufficient data and time are always available,

resources are adequate, people are motivated, and the logic

is clear with respect to the "best" solution a leader should

choose among all the alternatives available. In pursuit of

the "best solution" the leader manipulates the formal

organization by creating new structures, forming new policy,

adding, eliminating, or merging departments, and the like

(Bernard, 1927, pp. 163-193).

The Social System Theory Perspective

Katz and Kahn (1966) considered the essence of

leadership to be "the influential increment over and above

mechanical compliance with the routine directives of the

organization" (p. 302). Lipham (1964) wrote of the inherent

contradiction in most definitions of "administrative

leadership," commenting,

The administrator is concerned primarily with
maintaining, rather than changing, established
structures, procedures, or goals. Thus the
administrator may be viewed as a stabilizing force. . .
We may define leadership as the initiation of a new
structure or procedure for accomplishing (or changing)
an organization's goals and objectives. (p. 122)

Getzels (1973) argued that definitions that consider

the leader as one who initiates a new structure in social

systems, as many definitions do, are inadequate. He



32

contends that "the missing ingredient is recognition that

leadership depends on followership, a function of

cooperation or mutuality with the leader rather than

forcible domination and coercion by the leader" (p. 16).

Getzels, Lipham, and Campbell (1968) distinguished between

superordination, where authority is granted to the

individual by the institution, and leadership, where the

authority is extended by the followers. The source of

superordination lies in invested authority, whereas the

source of leadership lies in entrusted authority (pp. 135-

136). Lane, Corwin, and Monahan (1966) wrote that

educational leadership cannot be understood apart from its

complex power environment. Koontz and O'Donnell (1978)

regard leadership as the activity of persuading people to

cooperate in the achievement of a common objective.

The Open System Theory Perspective

The open system theory encompasses two orientations

toward leadership: The first and more popular involves a

"contingency theory" view of leadership, and the second

concerns leadership as a "planning and integrating process"

in an open system environment. The second orientation has

not been well developed in the literature, so only a bare

outline of it can be offered here. What little has been

written on this subject suggests that the leader steps out

of a role exercising and shaping the internal and external
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environments of the organization (Halpin & Winer, 1952, pp.

227-228).

The contingency orientation, on the other hand,

attempts to identify the specific leadership styles that

correlate with high levels of performance and satisfaction.

The relationship between leadership style and performance

levels is moderated by differing situational variables in

the organization. Situational variables influencing the

most appropriate leadership, for example, might be task

structure, leader power, leader-member relations,

environmental turbulence, and time span (Halpin, 1957, p.

27).

Tannenbaum and Schmidt (1958) have provided a

contingency view of the authoritarian-democratic leadership

continuum. At one extreme (the authoritarian), the leader

makes a decision, informs subordinates of that decision, and

expects them to obey. At the other extreme (the

democratic), the leader permits the group to make decisions

within prescribed limits (pp. 96-99). Between these two

extremes lie several styles depending on individual leaders

and the situational environment.

Theories of Leadership

The concept of leadership and leadership behavior have

been subjected to considerable research and study. As a

result, there are today numerous theories of leadership

being expounded that include differences in opinion,
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methodology, explanations, and conclusions. Each has its

advocates who profess that their particular theory is the

right and proper one. Although more is known today about

leadership than ever before, there is still no complete and

integrated theory of leadership that represents the totality

of the concept.

In this review, three theories of leadership will be

discussed that represent a large portion of the research

being done in this area and also illustrate diverse and

valid approaches to the study of leadership. Included are

(a) the behavioral approach, (b) the trait approach, and (c)

the situational approach.

The Behavioral Approach

The most recent approach to the study of leadership

focuses upon observation of the behavior of leaders in

certain situations. The assumption is not necessarily made

that leadership behavior exhibited in a given situation will

transfer to other situations; instead, this became a

variable for investigation. Basically, the behavioral

approach does not posit that leadership behavior is

determined either innately or situationally (Lipham, 1973,

p. 4).

Most research concerning the behavior of leaders is

derived from concepts developed by members of the Personnel

Research Board at Ohio State University (Halpin and Winer,

1952) who also developed the Leader Behavior Description
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Questionnaire (LBDQ). The LBDQ provides a technique whereby

group members may describe the leadership behavior of

designated leaders in any formal organization ( Halpin,

1957, p. 1).

Halpin (1957) stated that he and Winer, through a

process of factor analysis of responses of 300 B-29 crew

members who described the leadership behavior of their 52

aircraft commanders in the LBDQ, identified initiating

structure and consideration as two fundamental dimensions of

leadership behavior. In essence, the behavioral approach to

leadership has been concerned primarily with a description

rather than an evaluation of what the leader does. Halpin

(1966) provides an explanation of the major methodological

advantages of the .analysis of behavior of leaders:

In the first place we can deal directly with observable
phenomena and need make no prior assumptions about the
identity or structure of whatever capacities may or may
not undergird these phenomena. Secondly, this
formulation keeps at the forefront of our thinking the

importance of differentiating between the description
and the effectiveness of their behavior in respect to
specified performance criteria. (p. 86)

Cribbin (1972) suggests that "the practicing executive

is perhaps better advised to deal with observed behavior

than with abstract traits that seem simple but actually

represent a semantic quagmire" (p. 30).

In essence, the behavioral approach to leadership tends

to focus upon the search for significantly-behavioral

dimensions to be used in describing and delineating

leadership behavior. The situational approach, on the other
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hand, focuses on those relationships and variables in social

and environmental situations that appear to generate

leadership behavior.

The Trait Approach

Before World War II, the studies of leadership sought

to isolate unique physical, mental, or personality traits

that could differentiate the effective leaders from other

members of the group. The earliest trait theorists held

that since traits are inherited, certain people are born to

be leaders; furthermore, since traits are carried in the

genes, persons who are sufficiently endowed with the

required traits could lead others better than those who are

less well endowed (Sikula, 1973, p. 146). Lengthy lists of

traits were derived from extensive self-reports of leaders

and descriptions of leaders by others. The lists included

personality traits, social traits. (Molony, 1967, p. 6).

Later theories acknowledged that traits could be acquired

not by inheritance alone, but by learning and experience.

Although this assumption seemed logical, it did not prove to

be practical in application. Studies of successful leaders

nearly always indicated the presence of similarities in

personality and character traits, but since these traits

existed in people to varying degrees, no satisfactory

explanation of leadership could be developed (Sikula, 1973,

pp. 83-102).
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Davis (1972), however, specifies the following four

traits that seem to have an impact on effective

organizational leadership:

1. Intelligence: Research generally shows that the

leader tends to have higher intelligence than the average

intelligence of his followers.

2. Social maturity and breadth: Leaders tend to have

broad interests and activities. They are emotionally mature

and have high frustration tolerance.

3. Inner motivation and achievement drives: Leaders

tend to have a strong personal motivation to keep

accomplishing something. They work hard more for the

satisfaction of inner drives than for external rewards.

They also tend to accept responsibility.

4. Human relations attitudes: Successful leaders

realize that they get their job done through people and

therefore try to develop social understanding and

appropriate skills. They preserve and develop human dignity

and mutual interest among their people (Davis, 1972, pp.

103-104).

Stogdill (1948) examined 124 studies on the

relationship of the personal factors that are associated

with leadership. In summary, he says that the following

factors have been found to be associated with leadership:

(a) capacity (intelligence, alertness, verbal facility,

originality, judgment), (b) achievement (scholarship,
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knowledge, athletic accomplishment), (c) responsibility

(dependability, initiative, persistence, aggressiveness,

self-confidence, desire to excel), (d) participation

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

(e) status (socio-economic position, popularity) (p. 64).

In opposition to the traits approach, Sisk (1969) lists

the shortcomings of this approach when it is used as a means

for analyzing and understanding leadership:

(1) Trait studies, as a general rule, do not assign
weighting to each of the traits so that the relative
importance of each trait as it contributes to
leadership can be determined. (2) There is
considerable overlap between the various traits
mentioned. Seldom are they mutually exclusive. Also
there are many instances of conflicting or incompatible
traits. . . . (3) An analysis of personality traits
made no differentiation between those traits of value
in acquiring leadership positions and those traits
necessary to hold or maintain leadership. (4) Trait
analysis is based upon the rather shaky assumption that
personality is a composite of discrete traits, rather
than viewing personality as an integrated functioning
whole with a continually shifting pattern of
characteristics both in respect of their significance
and to their strength. (5) The trait approach to
leadership ignores situational factors in the
environment that influence the effectiveness of
leadership. (p. 397)

Even though the trait approach has lost favor, Lipham

(1973) notes that the current view is that there are several

patterns of personality variables that differentiate leaders

from followers and that such patterns are situationally

specific. The extreme reaction to the "so-called failure of

the traitist approach has abated and researchers are

examining in fresh perspective the relationship of the

psychological dimension to sociological, cultural, and other
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dimensions of leadership in specific situational contexts"

(p. 3).

The Situational Approach

Subsequent to the increased dissatisfaction with the

trait approach to understanding leadership, attention turned

to the study of situations and the belief that leaders are

the products of given situations. Many of the situational

studies were undertaken in the belief that leadership is

strongly affected by the situations from which the leader

emerges and in which he operates. Thus, in different

situations leaders may show dissimilar characteristics

(Gibb, 1969, p. 141). Terry (1977) notes that leadership is

made up of four variables: the leader, the followers, the

organization, and the social, economic, and political

influences (p. 421).

Gibb (1969) believes that leadership is always relative

to the situation and that the situational approach to the

study of leadership involves four elements:

(1) the structure of interpersonal relations within a
group, (2) group of syntality characteristics such as
those defined by the group dimensions already
discussed, (3) characteristics of the total culture in
which the group exists and from which group members
have been drawn, and (4) the physical conditions and
the tasks with which the group is confronted. (p. 246)

Gibb (1969) further states that leadership is a complex

social phenomenon that cannot be treated meaningfully when

conceived of as an isolated trait or entity that is viewed

apart from situational factors (pp. 267-268). Sanford
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(1951) states that the leader, the situation, and the

follower are three basic and delineable factors that must be

present in any leadership phenomenon if the most meaningful

and general conclusions about leadership are to be reached

(p. 158). Shartle (1956) believes that leadership

performance depends not only on the outcome but also is

related to the particular situation in which the leader

finds himself (p. 110).

Fiedler (1967) combined the trait and situational

approaches and developed a contingency theory of leadership

(p. 151). According to Fiedler, people become leaders not

only because of the attributes of their personalities, but

also because of various situational factors and the

interaction between the leaders and situations. He

concludes that

leadership performance depends then as much on the

organization as it depends on the leader's own
attributes. Except perhaps for the unusual case, it is

simply not meaningful to speak of an effective leader;

we can only speak of a leader who tends to be effective

in one situation and ineffective in another. If we
wish to increase organizational and group
effectiveness, we must learn not only how to train
leaders more effectively but also how to build an
organizational environment in which the leader can
perform well. (p. 261)

The evidence suggests that "leadership is a relation

that exists between persons in a social situation, and that

persons who are leaders in one situation may not necessarily

be leaders in other situations" (Stogdill, 1973, p. 65).

Although many theorists insist that situations present
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opportunities for acquisition of leadership, the situation

is not in itself sufficient to account for leadership

ability. Halpin (1952) believes that understanding of

leadership will be greatly increased if the concentration is

placed upon an analysis of the "behavior of leaders" (p.

81).

Thus, the situation approach tends to maintain that

leadership is determined not so much by the characteristics

of individuals as by the requirements of social situations.

The concept of this approach is that human behavior always

occurs phenomenologically within some situations. This

behavior is determined or influenced by the forced operative

in the situation as perceived by individuals within groups.

Styles of Leadership

Fiedler (1967) defines leadership style as "the

underlining need-structure of the individual that motivates

his behavior in various leadership situations. Leadership

style thus refers to "the consistency of goals or needs over

different situations" (p. 36). Different styles of

leadership could result in very different types of

relationships between the leader and his followers.

The following leadership style continually were

suggested by Hanson (1979): democratic/autocratic styles,

defensive/self-adequate styles, detective/scientist styles,

nomothetic/idiographic styles, and initiating

structure/consideration styles (p. 239).
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Democratic/Autocratic Leadership Styles

One of the first and most influential studies on

leadership styles was conducted in 1938 by Kurt Lewin,

Ronald Lippitt, and Ralph White at the Iowa Child Welfare

Station at the University of Iowa (White & Lippitt, 1960).

The design of the study used five groups of 11-year-old

children, supervised by adult leaders, to perform specific

activities. All group variables were held as constant as

possible, except for the behavior of the leader, which was

deliberately and systematically varied. Trained observers

took systematic notes on the behavior of the children in

each group as they worked with different leaders.

The research question was, "Does the behavior of group

members vary with different leadership styles?" Democratic,

autocratic, and laissez-faire leadership styles were

identified and associated with specific group responses.

Under democratic leadership, group members exhibited higher

degrees of initiative, morale, cohesiveness, freedom of

action, and work quality. Under autocratic leadership, the

children were more productive and more dependent, showed

less creativity, exhibited lower morale, became more

frustrated, often exhibited hostility and aggression, and at

times left the group. Under laissez-faire leadership, less

and poorer work was done, and group members asked for more

guidance and frequently showed discontent.
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Defensive/Self-Adequate Leadership Styles

Gibb (1969) described McGregor's (1960) notions of

Theory X and Theory Y as the backbone for what he identifies

as "defensive" (low trust) and "self-adequate" (high trust)

leadership styles. A defensive leader views the members of

the group with an orientation of low trust. He or she sees

the workers as inherently lazy, irresponsible, and needing

to be pressured into action. According to Gibb, a self-

adequate style is the alternative to defensive leadership.

Getzels (1973) states that:

The self-adequate persons tend to assume that others
are also adequate and, other things being equal, that
they will be responsible, loyal, appropriately work-

oriented when work is to be performed, and adequate to

carry out jobs that are commensurate with their levels
of experience and growth. (p. 321)

Detective/Scientist Leadership Styles

In his analogy between the reaction of physical

scientists and that of organizational leaders to problem

solving, Getzels (1973) drew the following parallel.

The non-creative administrator or manager, like the

non-creative scientist or detective, waits for problems
to happen, to be brought to him--he deals with
presented problems--and restricts his and the
organization's activity to accommodation and reaction,
i.e., to enforced and expedient change. The creative
administrator or leader deals not only with presented
problems but with discovered problems as well, and
broadens his and the organization's activity. (p. 23)

Nomothetic/Idiographic Leadership Styles

The theoretical model developed by Getzels and Guba

(1957) presented three kinds of leadership styles.
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1. The leadership style that follows the upper axis

(nomothetic style) stresses the requirements of the

institution and the conformity of role behavior to

expectations at the expense of the individual personality

and the satisfaction of needs. The leader perceives

authority to be vested in the office, diffuses as much as

possible his or her interactions with subordinates, places

heavy emphasis on rules and procedures, imposes extrinsic

sanctions whenever feasible, and holds effectiveness as the

major standard of follower excellence.

2. The leadership style that follows lower axis

(idiographic style) emphasizes the personal dimension of

subordinate behavior with specific sensitivity to the needs

of subordinates. This style is reminiscent of the human

relations orientation with regard to subordinate-

superordinate interactions.

3. The leadership style that lies between the two axes

(transaction style) identified by Schroeder (1969, p. 20)

recognizes the need to vary emphasis on each of the other

two styles, depending on the situation. The transactional

leadership style responds to the particular task situation.

Initiating Structure/Consideration
Leadership Styles

With the conviction that attempting to understand

leadership as a profile of psychological traits was

fruitless, the Personnel Research Board of the Ohio State
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University inaugurated a fresh approach in the early 1950s.

The emphasis of the study shifted from psychological traits

to leadership behavior. In a few years the Leadership

Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ) instrument was

developed, and it became almost synonymous with the concept

of leadership itself.

This instrument was developed by a group of social

scientists who contributed over 1,800 items describing a

wide range of leadership behaviors. After sorting and

eliminating duplicate behaviors, the items appeared to fall

into ten categories of leader behavior. At this stage,

Halpin and Winer (1952) examined the leadership behavior of

Air Force commanders as seen by their crews. Emerging from

a factor analysis of these data were two major factors,

which were labeled initiating structure and consideration

(Hemphill & Coons, 1957).

Subsequently, different forms of the LBDQ were

developed. For instance, the form on which group members

describe a leader's behavior is called "LBDQ-real, staff,"

and the form on which leaders describe how they should

behave in their specific roles is called "LBDQ-ideal, self."

The generalization drawn from the mass of studies conducted

with LBDQ instruments was formulated by Stogdill (1974).

These generalizations suggest that "both consideration and

structure are positively related to various measures of

group cohesiveness and harmony. Initiating structure is
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related to group unity. Consideration is related to low

absenteeism, grievances, turnover, and bureaucracy"

(Stogdill, 1948, p. 140).

In 1973, Fleishman (1973), one of the original social

scientists who developed the LBDQ, reviewed the 20-year

history of the instrument and distilled a general conclusion

from the mass of findings. He wrote that "the preponderance

of findings . . . seem(s) to indicate that the high-

structure/high-consideration pattern optimizes more

different effectiveness criteria, whereas the low-

consideration/low-structure pattern most often appears the

least desirable" (p. 37). The presence of both dimensions

(initiating structure and consideration) can be important in

the leadership role.

Other leadership styles have also been advocated in the

literature. Perhaps one of the best-known shorthand

classifications of leadership styles is the Managerial Grid,

developed by management consultants Robert Blake and Jane

Srygley Mouton (Carson, 1962). The grid is a two-

dimensional model used to locate the position where a

leader's concern for people (vertical axis) intersects with

his or her concern for production (horizontal axis). On

both axes, 1 is low and 9 is high. Therefore, the grid is a

9 x 9 checkerboard which presents 81 styles, but only the

following five were of significant concern to administration

and management:
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1. the Country Club Manager (or leader)--1/9--who

gives maximum attention to group needs and has little

concern for production;

2. the Production Pusher (authority-obedience leader)--

9/1--who has total interest in the task at hand and

virtually none in people--this type of leader tends to

overpower adversaries and suppress conflict;

3. the Organization Man--5/5--who takes a middle-of-

the-road approach and has an average concern for production

and people;

4. the Impoverished Leader (do-nothing leader)--1/1--

who exhibits a low concern for production--this type of

leader exerts only the minimum effort toward reaching goals

and sustaining the group; and

5. the Team Leader (team builder)--9/9--who exhibits

maximum concern for people and production and realizes that

committed people produce the best work--the 9/9 leader

builds the work group into a cooperative, independent team

and makes decisions only after consulting team members

(Blake & Mouton, 1978, p. 24).

Miller (1981) postulated a leadership model that

represented the democratic, autocratic, and laissez-faire

styles as "extremes." His rationale was that no leader in

the field of education can be completely democratic,

autocratic, or laissez-faire. Instead, he introduced styles
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that are nearer to the "middle of the road" (p. 121). These

styles are,

organismic (the whole individual), the gestaltist or
field theory approach of individuals who are
organizational men or women, creative (innovative, new
ideas, not status quo), or scientific (one who uses a
set process of decision-making such as defining the
problem, listing all alternatives possible, looking at
the advantages of each alternative, making the
decision, choosing the best strategy to implement the
decision, and evaluating the results of the decision.
(p. 120)

In deciding what leadership style to use, however, it

should be noted that no leader uses any of the styles

mentioned thus far all the time. Miller (1975) stated that

the environment in which an organization operates will

usually define the kind of leadership style that is

appropriate to get a given task accomplished (p. 25).

Research on Leadership Behavior

This section focuses on a review of research findings

relevant to the measurement of leadership behavior as

described in the manual for the Leader Behavior Description

Questionnaire, hereafter referred to as the LBDQ, on two

dimensions--initiating structure and consideration (Halpin,

1957). Several research studies on the leadership behavior

of administrators have been reported in which the LBDQ was

employed.

In 1955, Hemphill (1955) employed the LBDQ to study the

relationship between the characteristics of the faculty

members of 22 departments in a liberal arts college and the
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administrative reputations of the departments. Each faculty

member described his department chairman and indicated his

concept of the ideal chairman. Each member ranked the five

best and worst departments according to the quality of

leadership and administration. One of the findings

indicates that the departments that have the best

reputations for good administration also have chairmen who

are described as above-average on both initiating structure

and consideration and who more closely meet the expected

behavior of an ideal chairman.

In 1962, Carson employed the LBDQ to study the

differences in perceptions of an expectation for style of

leadership behavior of junior college deans at 20 junior

colleges in the southeastern United States as viewed by

student leaders in comparison to the department heads,

presidents, and deans themselves. He found that student

leaders within institutions tend to agree among themselves

regarding their perceptions of and expectations for the

leadership behavior of the dean on both the dimensions of

initiating structure and consideration. However, student

leaders and department heads do not agree in their

perceptions and expectations of the leadership behavior of

deans on both initiating structure and consideration.

Although student leaders perceive significantly less

consideration in the leadership behavior of deans than do

other groups, there are no significant differences in the
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expected amount of consideration among the groups. The

difference in the amount of initiating structure perceived

and expected by student leaders and other groups is

significant only for presidents.

Additional findings by Carson (1962) indicate that

although student leaders perceive the leadership dimensions

of initiating structure and consideration of deans to be

almost equal, they expect significantly more consideration

than initiating structure. Student leaders expect

significantly more of both initiating structure and

consideration than they perceive in the deans' leadership

behavior. Because student leaders and department heads

expect significantly more of both initiating structure and

consideration than they perceive in the deans' behavior, and

because they perceive and expect less of both dimensions

than do presidents, Carson recommends that deans need to put

greater emphasis on both dimensions in their interpersonal

relations with students and department heads.

In 1966, Verbeke investigated the leadership behavior

of junior college academic deans as viewed by 22 presidents,

22 deans, and 175 faculty members of 22 two-year junior

colleges in Pennsylvania and New York. It was found that

there were some important disagreements between the three

reference groups' ratings of academic deans in both

initiating structure and consideration. The greatest

discrepancies exist between faculty members and deans; the
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faculty members perceive and expect more consideration than

initiating structure and in the leadership behavior of

academic deans. Verbeke concludes that the major role

conflict facing deans might be between them and their

faculty members. Thus, he recommends that deans seek an

understanding of these differences and utilize the

understanding in appropriate ways for achieving

organizational goals.

In 1967, Molony investigated the relationship between

the perceptions and expectations of the leadership behavior

of deans as seen by their vice-presidents, themselves, and

selected faculty members. Results from the data analysis

indicate that there were significant relationships between

the perceptions of deans and faculty and between vice-

presidents and faculty on the consideration dimension for

the deans' perceived leadership behavior. Further analysis

shows that there were no significant relationships among any

of the three groups on expected leadership behavior. Each

of the three respondent groups shows significant differences

between their perceptions and expectations of the leadership

behavior of the deans.

In 1969, Lindermuth made a study of self-perceptions

held by academic deans and the perceptions held of them by

others. The LBDQ was administered to presidents, academic

deans, administrators, division and department chairmen, and

faculty members to assess the leadership behavior of the
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academic deans in terms of initiating structure and

consideration. Lindermuth concludes that the deans'

perception of their leadership differs significantly from

the perceptions of the respondent groups. As groups, the

respondents to the leadership behavior of the academic deans

agreed on the perceived amounts of initiating structure and

consideration. The most apparent agreement was observed

from ratings between groups, particularly on the element of

consideration. Academic deans disagree more among

themselves on their perceived balance between initiating

structure and consideration than do the members of all other

respondent groups.

In 1973, Wagner analyzed the LBDQ data collected from

25 administrative departments at Michigan State University.

The results reveal that there were no differences between

the scores of the leaders on the LBDQ and the scores of

their subordinates with regard to their perceptions of the

leadership behavior of the college administrators. In

addition, a comparison of sample means and standard

deviations indicates that the LBDQ has the same degree of

variability when employed in a higher education setting as

it does when used in other types of organizations.

In 1973, Carlson conducted a study of the leadership

behavior of physical education department chairmen as

perceived by themselves and their faculties in public

institutions of higher education in the central district of
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the American Association of Health, Physical Education, and

Recreation. He found no significant difference between the

perceptions of the chairmen and faculties regarding the

leadership behavior of chairmen. Consistently higher scores

for consideration as compared to initiating structure

indicate the importance of good human relations between

chairmen and their faculties.

In 1974, Cox investigated superiors' and subordinates'

perceptions and expectations of the leadership behavior of

deans of instruction. Initiating structure and

consideration were the two dimensions analyzed for both real

and ideal behavior. Responses were received from 199

faculty members, 27 presidents, and 27 deans of the North

Carolina community college system. Cox found that faculty

members do not agree with their presidents concerning the

real leadership behavior of deans of instruction on the

initiating structure dimension. However, faculty members

agree with the presidents regarding the ideal leadership

behavior of deans of instruction on initiating structure.

On the dimension of consideration, faculty members do not

agree with presidents on the real and ideal leadership

behavior of deans of instruction. The presidents feel more

strongly than the faculty members that the deans should

exhibit more leadership behavior that is indicative of the

consideration dimension.
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Cox (1974) found that faculty members do not agree with

the deans of instruction concerning the real leadership

behavior of the deans of instruction on initiating

structure. Faculty members perceive the deans as exhibiting

behavior that is less indicative of initiating structure

than they desire it to be. However, faculty members agree

with the deans of instruction pertaining to the ideal

leadership behavior of the deans on initiating structure.

Faculty members do not agree with the deans of instruction

concerning the real and ideal leadership behavior of the

deans on consideration.

Cox (1974) found that presidents do not agree with the

deans of instruction regarding the real leadership behavior

of deans on initiating structure. However, presidents agree

with the deans of instruction concerning the ideal

leadership behavior of the deans on initiating structure.

Presidents agree with deans of instruction respecting the

real leadership behavior of the deans on the consideration

dimension, but they do not agree as to the ideal leadership

behavior on this same dimension.

In 1975, Palmer studied the leadership behavior of

deans of instruction. The LBDQ was administered to 372

community college educators. The data reveal that

presidents, deans of instruction, and division chairmen

agree regarding the deans' real leadership behavior in terms

of either initiating structure and consideration. However,
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the deans of instruction and faculty senate members do not

agree as to the deans' real leadership behavior in terms of

either initiating structure or consideration. All four

respondent groups consider the real leadership behavior of

the deans to be less than ideal in both dimensions. In the

conclusion drawn from the study, it is evident that

discrepancies exist between the viewpoints of superiors and

subordinates in describing the leadership behavior of

middle-level administrators.

In 1976, Nicol investigated the perceptions and

expectations of academic deans' leadership behavior in

community colleges and university branch campuses as viewed

by their immediate superiors (chief executive officers) and

their faculties. Nicol concludes that faculties and chief

executive officers differ in their perceptions and

expectations of the leadership behavior of academic deans.

Faculties expect and perceive less initiating structure

leadership behavior by the academic deans than do the chief

executive officers. The chief executive officers perceive

significantly more consideration by the academic deans than

do faculties. Faculties expect and perceive less leadership

behavior by the academic deans on both dimensions than do

the deans. Conversely, deans expect and perceive

significantly more leadership behavior on both dimensions

than faculties. Nicol also indicates that the chief

executive officers and academic deans do not differ in their
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expectations and perceptions of the leadership behavior of

the academic deans.

In 1977, Munsell studied whether or not teaching

faculty, central administrators, and division chairpersons

envision different leadership role expectations in regard to

division chairpersons at Northeastern Oklahoma State

University. A total of 153 teaching faculty members, 20

central administrators, and 7 division chairpersons served

as subjects for this study. The analysis of data reveals

that there were significant differences concerning the ideal

division chairperson leadership role expectation for

initiating structure and consideration behavior among the

teaching faculty, central administrators, or division

chairpersons. All three groups view the initiating

structure and consideration dimensions as compatible forms

of leadership behavior for the division chairpersons, and

all three groups associate effective ideal division

chairperson leadership with high scores above the median on

both dimensions. However, central administrators expect

slightly more initiating structure behavior by the division

chairpersons than is expected by faculty members and

division chairpersons. Munsell also found that the teaching

faculty expects slightly more consideration behavior than

initiating structure behavior from division chairpersons.

In 1978, Grill investigated the expectations and

perceptions reported by presidents, members of boards of
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trustees, and administrative staff members concerning the

leadership behavior of selected Christian college

presidents. The data reveal that the presidents and staff

members have similar expectations and perceptions relative

to the ideal and real leadership behavior of Christian

college presidents for initiating structure. The

expectations of the trustees are significantly higher than

those of either the presidents or staff members for the

ideal leadership behavior of Christian college presidents

for initiating structure, although all three respondent

groups have the same level of expectations for the ideal

leadership behavior of Christian college presidents for

consideration. The presidents report higher expectations

for ideal consideration than initiating structure; the

trustees have the same level of expectations in both

dimensions, although their perceptions are significantly

higher than other respondent groups for the real leadership

behavior of Christian college presidents for initiating

structure. The presidents and trustees have similar

perceptions of the real leadership behavior of Christian

college presidents for consideration, while staff members

have lower perceptions.

In 1979, Harris investigated community college academic

deans' leadership behavior as perceived by their

superordinates and faculty members in selected colleges in

Florida. Based on analysis of the data, Harris found that
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the perceptions of the presidents appear to be the same as

other groups regarding the academic deans' leadership

behavior but differ from the selected faculty members in the

expectation for the ideal academic deans' leadership

behavior. The academic deans agree with the other groups as

to both the perceptions and expectations of their leadership

behavior. The perceptions of selected faculty members

appear to be the same as other groups but differ from the

presidents in the expectations for the academic deans'

leadership behavior.

In 1980, Karp conducted a study to determine the

multiple relationships to school size, school orientation,

and the leadership behavior of the academic dean to school

organizational climate as perceived by department

chairpersons in a state college system. The LBDQ was used

to measure the chairpersons' perceptions of the academic

deans' leadership behavior. The findings indicate that the

leadership behavior of academic deans on both the initiating

structure and consideration dimensions has the most

important positive influence among the variables on the

intellectual achievements and the individual growth of the

school's organizational climate.

In the same year, Johnson (1980) investigated the

leadership behavior of community junior college business

instructors as perceived and expected by themselves and

students. The findings reveal that the perceptions and
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expectations of business instructors and students do not

agree regarding the business instructors' leadership

behavior on both the initiating structure and consideration

dimensions. The perceptions and expectations of students

regarding the consideration dimension of business

instructors' leadership behavior are greater than those of

the business instructors, whereas the perceptions and

expectations of business instructors regarding the

initiating structure dimension of their leadership behavior

are greater than those of the students. Business

instructors' perceptions agree in reference to their

leadership behavior when the number of management-oriented

courses and years of business management experience are

considered. Their expectations also agree in reference to

their leadership behavior when years of teaching experience,

number of management oriented courses, and business

management experience are considered.

In 1981, Toulyati investigated the expectations and

perceptions of deans, chairmen, faculty members, and

students of the leadership behavior of the academic

department chairmen at 18 colleges and universities in

Arkansas, Kansas, and Oklahoma. The LBDQ was employed to

elicit responses from the groups. The findings indicate

that there are no significant differences between the

perceptions of chairmen and deans as to both dimensions.

Further, no significant differences were found between
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faculty members and chairmen for the ideal initiating

structure. While faculty members disagree with chairmen

only in their descriptions of the ideal consideration, the

students disagree with chairmen in both dimensions of the

leadership behavior of academic department chairmen.

Toulyati also found no significant differences between the

descriptions of deans, chairmen, and faculty members with

regard to real initiating structure, and no significant

differences were found between the descriptions of chairmen,

faculty members, and students with regard to real

consideration. However, deans and students disagree with

chairmen in their descriptions of real consideration and

real initiating structure, respectively. While deans

describe the real leadership behavior of the academic

department chairmen as less considerate than is described by

chairmen, students describe the real relationship behavior

of academic department chairmen as being more initiating

than is described by chairmen.

In 1982, Gonzales investigated the leadership behavior

of selected bilingual program directors in California.

Forty-one directors of bilingual programs and 387 teaching

staff members participated in this study. The data findings

show that directors and teaching staff members have a high

perception of the consideration dimension of the directors'

leadership behavior. Gonzales concludes that the leadership

behavior of bilingual program directors contributes to the
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perceived ineffectiveness of the programs. He suggests that

the directors of California's bilingual programs should be

equally concerned with both the initiating structure and the

consideration dimensions of their leadership behavior if

they are to be perceived as effective by the public.

Leadership Behavior Studies in Thailand

The following LBDQ research studies are related to the

study of leadership behavior of educational administrators

in Thailand.

Cooperat (1978) conducted a study in 1978 to determine

the relationship between the leadership behavior of

elementary school principals and the organizational climate

of schools in the Bangkok-Thonburi metropolitan area using

the LBDQ to assess the principals' leadership behavior. The

findings reveal that the observed behavior of the elementary

school principals on both the initiating structure and

consideration dimensions has a relationship with the

organization climate. She also found that the elementary

schools whose principals scored high on both dimensions are

perceived by teachers as having a relatively open climate;

conversely, elementary schools whose principals scored low

on both dimensions are perceived by teachers as having a

relatively closed climate.

In 1979, Deoisres investigated the organizational

climate of selected schools and their principals' leadership

behavior. A group of 286 secondary school teachers in
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Bangkok participated in the study. The data analysis

indicates that all of the teachers perceive their principals

as being high in both initiating structure and consideration

dimensions. Deoisres concludes that the teachers perceive

their principals as effective leaders regardless of how they

perceive their schools' organizational climate.

In 1980, Sukhabanij investigated principals' leadership

behavior as perceived by secondary school principals and

teachers in Nakhon Pathom, Thailand, using LBDQ Form XII,

which measures 12 areas of behavior: Representation,

Demand, Reconciliation, Tolerance of Uncertainty,

Persuasiveness, Initiating of Structure, Tolerance of

Freedom, Role Assumption, Production Emphasis, Predictive

Accuracy, Integration, and Superior Orientation. The

findings of the study showed that male and female teachers

perceived the principals' leadership behavior similarly, and

so did all teachers regardless of the academic degree they

held. Teachers with more teaching experience rated their

principals higher than did others with less experience.

Teachers in larger schools perceived the leadership behavior

of their principals as more effective than did teachers in

smaller schools. In all of the 12 dimensions tested, the

principals rated themselves higher than did their teachers,

regardless of size of school and years of teaching

experience.
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In 1981, Hongham studied the relationship between the

deans' leadership style and the faculties' professional zone

of acceptance as perceived by 192 faculty members at

selected Thai universities. The LBDQ was used to assess the

deans' leadership styles. Hongham found that faculty

members who have high perceptions of their deans on both the

initiating structure and consideration dimensions have the

widest professional zones of acceptance, whereas faculty

members who have low perceptions of their deans on both

dimensions have the narrowest professional zones of

acceptance. However, faculty members who have low

perceptions of their deans on initiating structures and low

perceptions on consideration have wider professional zones

of acceptance than those who perceived their deans as being

low on the initiating structure dimensions and high on the

consideration dimensions.

Summary

The study of the relevant research and literature on

leadership behavior in higher education institutions was

undertaken in order to understand and explain the background

of the study of leadership in terms of behavior. The

principal elements of such specific past studies indicate

that (a) initiating structure and consideration are

important fundamental dimensions of leadership behavior, and

(b) the LBDQ is a practical and useful instrument with which
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to obtain data that has clarity and provides accurate

descriptions of these two dimensions of leadership behavior.

The literature indicates that, normally, superiors and

subordinates describe leadership patterns differently.

Superiors tend to be more concerned with the initiating

structure dimension, whereas subordinates appear to be more

concerned with the consideration dimension. Most studies

indicate that there is no relationship between the way

leaders perceive themselves, presently or ideally, and the

way in which their superiors and subordinates describe them.

In other words, leaders have higher perceptions of their

abilities and characteristics than are perceived by those

with whom they work.
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CHAPTER III

METHODS AND PROCEDURES

This chapter describes methods and procedures utilized

in the study. Included are the sample, survey instrument,

method of data collection, and an explanation of the

statistical treatment of the data.

The Sample

For the purposes of selecting a sample population, the

six teachers colleges located in Bangkok, therefore, appear

to be a logical choice. The faculty members in these

teachers colleges have various educational backgrounds and

experiences that provide a broad background for a sample

population.

No sampling method, in the strict sense, was used since

the entire target population was queried. The

questionnaires were sent to all deans, all chairpersons, and

all full-time faculty members of education of six teachers'

colleges: (a) Bansomdej Chaopraya Teachers College, (b)

Chantarahrasem Teachers College, (c) Dhonburi Teachers

College, (d) Suansunanta Teachers College, (e) Suan Dusit

Teachers College, and (f) Pranakorn Teachers College. All

of the population will be employed at the six teachers'
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colleges at the time of this study. The universe for this

study was surveyed from the population so that all deans,

all chairpersons, and all faculty members were studied in

the faculty of education. This included 6 deans, 42

chairpersons, and 375 faculty members who were employed

full-time in 1991. At the time the survey instrument was

administered, 35 faculty members were on leave to further

their education in Thailand and abroad; they were not

included in the study (see Table I). Therefore, 340 faculty

members were studied.

Table I

Number of Deans, Department Chairpersons, and Faculty
Members in the Faculty of Education at Six Teachers Colleges
in Bangkok, Thailand

No. of No. of No. of
College Deans Chairpersons Faculty Total

Bansomdej Chaopraya 1 7 64 72
Chantarakasem 1 7 60 68
Dhonburi 1 7 27 35
Suandusit 1 7 92 100
Sansunanta 1 7 47 55
Pranakorn 1 7 50 58

Total 6 42 340 388

Note. From The Department of Teacher Education, 1990.



73

The Survey Instrument

The survey instrument used in this study was the Leader

Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ) which was

developed by the staff of the Personnel Research Board at

Ohio State University (see Appendix D). The LBDQ was

employed to ascertain the differences in the perceptions and

expectations of deans, chairpersons, and faculty members

regarding the leadership behavior of department chairpersons

in the Faculty of Education at six teachers colleges in

Bangkok, Thailand. Two forms of the LBDQ were used.

1. The LBDQ-Real, on which the respondents describe

how they perceive the actual (real) behavior of the academic

department chairpersons; and

2. the LBDQ-Ideal, on which the respondents describe

how they expect or believe that the academic department

chairperson should behave (ideal behavior).

With modified instructions, this same instrument was used to

measure the chairpersons' own leadership ideology.

The LBDQ has undergone many revisions and "has been

used for research purposes in industrial, military, and

educational settings" (Halpin, p. 2). The LBDQ incorporates

the two significant dimensions of leadership behavior:

initiating structure and consideration. It is composed of

30 items, 15 each for the 2 dimensions. Each item is scored

on a scale of 5 = always, 4 = often, 3 = occasionally, 2 =

seldom, and 1 = never. The theoretical range of scores on
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each dimension is from 15 to 75 (p. 1). Halpin (1957, p. 1)

indicates that the estimated reliability coefficient by the

split-half method is .83 for the initiating structure scores

and .92 for the consideration scores, when correction is

made for attenuation with the Spearman-Brown formula.

Hemphill and Coons (1950) constructed the original form

of this questionnaire. Halpin and Winer (1952), in

reporting the development of U.S. Air Force adaptation of

this instrument, identified initiating structure and

consideration as two fundamental dimensions of leader

behavior. According to Fleishman and Peters (1962),

initiating structure reflects the extent to which a role may

be defined and structured to attain projected goals of the

leader and subordinates in a group. A high score on

initiating structure characterizes individuals who play an

active role in directing group activities through planning,

scheduling, communicating information, and implementing

innovative ideas.

Consideration reflects the extent to which job relation

is characterized by mutual trust and respected by

subordinates' feelings. A high score is indicative of a

climate of good rapport and two-way communication. A low

score indicates the behavior of a supervisor who is more

impersonal in relationships with group members. The LBDQ

was developed to use the two dimensions described above to
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measure the behavior of leaders as perceived by work-group

members.

Revised versions of the LBDQ have been used for

research purposes in industry, the armed services, and

education (Bass, 1981; Carson & Schultz, 1964; Fleishman,

1973; Hemphill, 1955; Knight & Hollen, 1985; Schriesheim &

Kerr, 1976; Skipper, 1976, 1977, 1978; Stogdill, 1969,

1974).

Fleishman (1973) emphasizes that the concepts of

initiating structure and consideration are little influenced

by cultural differences. However, in order to eliminate

possible cultural problems, the Thai version translated by

Deoisres in 1979 was used to reaffirm the content validity.

The accuracy of the Thai version was verified by a panel of

judges consisting of three administrators and four language

instructors at the university in Thailand. After the

translation was approved, the Thai-LBDQ was administered to

teachers. In order to administer the LBDQ to deans,

chairpersons, and faculty members in Thailand, permission to

use the questionnaire was granted (see Appendix D).

Responses derived from the LBDQ will reflect the

perceptions and expectations of the deans, chairpersons, and

faculty members regarding leadership behavior of department

chairpersons on both initiating structure and consideration

dimensions. These derivations are shown in Table II.
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The Procedure for Data Collection

In order to facilitate the collection of data, approval

was secured from the Director General of the Department of

Teacher Education to administer the questionnaire. The

cover letter to the president of each teacher college

explains the purpose of the study and requests his

assistance in completing the questionnaire (see Appendix F).

Table II

Scores Derived from Each Respondent

Perceptions Expectations Dimension

LBDQ-Real, Dean LBDQ-Ideal, Dean Initiating Structure

LBDQ-Real, Dean LBDQ-Ideal, Dean Consideration
LBDQ-Real, Chair- LBDQ-Ideal, Chair- Initiating Structure

person person
LBDQ-Real, Chair- LBDQ-Ideal, Chair- Consideration

person person
LBDQ-Real, Faculty LBDQ-Ideal, Faculty Initiating Structure

Member Member
LBDQ-Real, Faculty LBDQ-Ideal, Faculty Consideration

Member Member

To improve the percentage of returned questionnaires,

Dr. Suntharin Thanagosai, an assistant professor of

psychology at Bansomdej Chaopraya Teachers College, and Mr.

Chana Phangrathuk, science instructor at King College,

served as research assistants in Thailand. The research

assistants administered the questionnaire to deans,

chairpersons, and faculty members in the faculty of
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education at all six teachers colleges. A letter explaining

the purposes and procedures was sent along with the

questionnaire. Each questionnaire received a designated

color code to separate various responses into the respective

categories--deans, chairpersons, and faculty members. The

cover letter emphasized that all data collected would be

held and treated in strict confidence, that no participating

individual would be known to anyone but the researcher. The

respondents were not asked to judge whether the behavior

described was desirable or undesirable; they were asked only

to describe how they think department chairpersons act

(real) and how they should act (ideal). However, no direct

reference would be made to either dimension of behavior

under study. The instructions stated that the researcher

was looking for data on the leadership behavior of

department chairpersons, but no indication would be given to

indicate which aspects of behavior were investigated.

Within two weeks, the research assistants collected the

questionnaires from the respondents. Those who had not

responded received a follow-up letter and a second copy of

the questionnaire. A week later, the research assistants

sent a second follow-up letter to non-respondents.

Telephone communication by the research assistants was made

with each college from which fewer than a majority of

responses had been received. Replacement questionnaires

were hand-delivered by the research assistants to non-
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respondents. All completed questionnaires were mailed to

the researcher at the University of North Texas. The total

number of responses in each group, the number of returns,

and the percentage of returns is shown in Table III.

Table III

Questionnaire Responses

No. of Questionnaires Sent No. of Returns
Chair- Faculty Chair- Faculty

Deans persons Members Deans persons Members

Bansomdej
Chaopraya 1 7 64 1 5 54

Chantarakasem 1 7 60 1 6 50
Dhonburi 1 7 27 1 5 20
Suandusit 1 7 92 1 6 54
Suansunanta 1 7 47 1 2 40
Pranakorn 1 7 50 1 6 43

Total 6 42 340 6 30 261
% of Return 100 71.4 76.76

Treatment of the Data

Analysis of variance was conducted to analyze and

interpret data for research hypotheses one and two.

Specifically, one-way analysis of variance was applied to

discover if significant differences exist among the three

group means for deans, chairpersons, and faculty members in

the real (perceived) and ideal (expected) dimension of

initiating structure, and in the real (perceived) and ideal

(expected) dimension of consideration. According to

Ferguson (1981), "analysis of variance can be used for
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testing the hypothesis when two or more independent samples

are drawn from populations having the same meaning" (p. 37).

When the text results were found to be significant at

the .05 level or greater. The TUKEY's HSD multiple

comparisons procedure was utilized to analyze each possible

pair or means to determine if the two means are

significantly different from each other. For hypotheses

three, four and five, Multivariate Analysis of Variance

(Cooler & Lohnes, 1971) was used to determine whether

significant difference existed between real (perceived) and

ideal (expected) on both dimensions of initiating structure

and consideration. Hotelling-Lawley's Trace was used to

analyze overall group effect on dependent variables.

Summary

This study investigated six teachers colleges in

Bangkok, Thailand. The sample for this study consisted of

the following from each college: (a) 1 dean, (b) 7

chairpersons, and (c) all faculty members, making the total

population (a) 6 deans, (b) 42 chairpersons, and (c) 340

faculty members.

The research instrument used in this study is the LBDQ,

which was employed to ascertain differences in the

perceptions and expectations of deans, chairpersons, and

faculty members as related to the leadership behavior of

department chairpersons in the faculty of education of six

teachers colleges in Bangkok, Thailand. An analysis and
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interpretation of the findings are presented in the next

chapter with a more detailed explanation of the treatment of

the data.

The procedures for data collection are as follows:

1. A letter was sent to the Director General of the

Teacher Education Department, Ministry of Education, and

president of each of the six teachers colleges in Bangkok,

Thailand to obtain permission to conduct this study.

2. The researcher mailed the names of the sample from

each teacher college to the research assistants.

3. The research assistants distributed a copy of the

LBDQ, an instruction sheet, and a cover letter.

4. The research assistants collected the

questionnaires from the respondents and mailed them to the

researcher at the University of North Texas.
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CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to present the findings

describing the leadership behavior--Real and Ideal--of the

department chairpersons in the faculty of education at six

teachers colleges in Bangkok, Thailand as perceived and

expected by their deans, faculty members, and department

chairpersons themselves. Analysis was made from a universe

of 340 faculty members, 42 department chairpersons, and 6

deans in the faculty of education at all six teachers

colleges in Bangkok, Thailand through the application of the

Leadership Behavior Description Ouestionnaire (LBDO).

A total of 388 questionnaires were sent; 297

questionnaires (approximately 76.55%) were received in

usable form. These percentages were possible to carry out

the purpose of the study as stated in Chapter I.

The data from respondents are distributed into four

scores reflecting the leadership behavior of the department

chairpersons:

(I) the real (perceived) initiating structure (the

relationship between the department chairperson and members
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of his group in establishing patterns of organization,

channels of communication, and getting the job done);

(2) the real (perceived) consideration (the behavior

indicative of friendship, mutual trust, respect, and warmth

in relationships between the department chairperson and

members of his group;

(3) the ideal (expected) initiating structure; and

(4) the ideal (expected) consideration.

The possible range of scores is from 15 to 75 points

for each respondent.

Presentation and Analysis of Data

Demographic data--the data presented in Table I show

the number and percent of responses from 261 faculty

members, 30 department chairpersons, and 6 deans in the

faculty of education at all 6 teachers colleges in Bangkok,

Thailand according to variables of gender, highest degree,

age, and years of service.

The data from Table IV show that most of the 297

respondents are female (61.30%), received bachelor degrees

or less (56.20%), are between 25-34 years of age (39.70%),

and have been in service between 11 - 20 years (37.40%).

A total of 297 (76.54%) usable instruments were

returned for data treatment. The returns exceeded 70

percent of the test sample in each group; this was

considered sufficient to support the purpose of this study.
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Statistical analysis of each hypothesis is presented in

Table VII to Table XVIII.

TABLE IV

DEMOGRAPHIC DATA FOR ALL RESPONDENT GROUPS

Subjects Total Number Percent of Total

Gender (N = 297):
Male 115 38.70
Female 182 61.30

Total 297 100.00

Highest Degree
Bachelor or Less 167 56.20
Masters Degree 94 31.60
Doctoral Degree 36 12.10

Total 297 100.00

Age

25 - 34 118 39.70
35 - 44 85 28.60
45 - 54 8 2.70
55 - 64 1 0.30

Total 297 100.00

Years of Service
0 - 5 years 86 29.00
6 - 10 years 94 31.60

11 - 20 years 111 37.40
More than 20 years 6 2.00

Total 297 100.00

The mean and standard deviation scores for real

(perceived) and ideal (expected) of each respondent group

regarding the initiating structure dimension of department

chairpersons' leadership behavior are presented in Table V.
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Initiating structure refers to the behavior of the

department chairpersons in attempting to establish well-

defined patterns of organization, channels of communication,

and ways of getting the job done.

TABLE V

RESPONSES ON THE REAL (PERCEIVED) AND IDEAL (EXPECTED)
INITIATING STRUCTURE DIMENSION FOR DEPARTMENT CHAIRPERSONS
AS DESCRIBED BY THREE GROUPS RESPONDENTS

Scores Deans Chairpersons Faculty Members

(N=6) (N=30) (N=251)

Real Ideal Real Ideal Real Ideal

Means 50.33 57.83 51.47 56.30 45.41 55.36

S.D. 9.48 6.08 5.06 5.38 8.42 5.83

Responses on the initiating structure dimension of
leadership behavior.

As indicated by the data in Table V, the mean scores of

the three respondents groups for the ideal dimension of

initiating structure are greater than the scores for the

real dimension. The mean score of expectation (ideal) of

the deans is 57.83 on this dimension. The mean score of

department chairpersons is 56.30 for the ideal initiating

structure dimension and the mean score of the faculty

members is 55.36. The mean score of real (perceived) of the

deans is 50.33. The mean score of department chairpersons

is 51.47 and the mean score of the faculty members on the

real (perceived) initiating structure dimension is 45.410.
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Inferential statistical treatment of these data is reported

in Table VII to XVIII.

The mean and standard deviation score for the

perceptions and expectations of each respondent group

regarding the consideration dimension of the department

chairpersons leadership behavior are presented in Table VI.

Table VI

THE REAL (PERCEIVED) AND IDEAL (EXPECTED) CONSIDERATION

DIMENSION FOR DEPARTMENT CHAIRPERSONS AS DESCRIBED BY THREE
GROUPS OF RESPONDENTS

Deans Chairpersons Faculty Members
Scores (N=6) (N=30) (N=251)

Real Ideal Real Ideal Real Ideal

Mean 49.00 55.17 51.83 54.67 44.56 54.13

S.D. 6.48 3.87 4.82 4.22 8.43 4.70

The consideration dimension refers to behavior that

indicates friendship, mutual trust, respect, and warmth in

relationships between department chairpersons and the other

respondent groups.

As indicated by the data in Table VI, the mean scores

of all three groups for the ideal (expected) consideration

dimension for deans are greater than the mean scores for the

real (perceived) dimension. The mean score of the ideal

(expected) of the deans is 55.17 on this dimension. The

mean score of department chairpersons on the ideal
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consideration dimension is 54.67, and the mean score of the

faculty members is 54.13. Mean score of the real

(perceived) of the deans is 49.00. Mean score of the

department chairpersons is 51.83. Mean score of the faculty

members on the real consideration dimension is 44.562.

Inferential statistical treatment is reported in Table VII

to XVIII.

In summary, as indicated by the data in Table V and VI

the mean ideal (expectation) of all respondent groups is

greater than the mean real (perception) of the leadership

behavior of department chairpersons for both the initiating

structure and consideration dimensions.

Research Question I

Research hypothesis one states that there will be no

significant differences among deans, faculty members, and

department chairpersons in their ratings of department

chairpersons' leadership behaviors in the real (perceived)

dimensions of initiating structure and consideration.

Table V presents the mean scores of faculty members,

deans, and department chairpersons as well as F-ratios for

initiating structure. The results of the test for

significance are presented in Table VII.
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TABLE VII

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR REAL INITIATING STRUCTURE SCORES
AMONG DEANS, DEPARTMENT CHAIRPERSONS, AND FACULTY MEMBERS

Source Degrees of Sum of Mean F-Ratio P
Variation Freedom Squares Squares

Between Groups 2 1053.80 526.90 7.75 <.0005

Within Groups 292 19857.43 68.00

Total 294 20911.23

With a probability of <.0005, the difference of rating

is statistically significant at the .05 level. Therefore,

hypothesis one is rejected, while the data in Table VII of

the real (perception) reflect a significance among the three

groups on the initiating structure (F = 7.75, P =<.0005).

In order to determine where the difference of perception

lies among the three groups, the TUKEY-HSD Procedure for

multiple comparison was used. The results of this test are

shown in Table VIII.

The data in Table VIII indicate that the real

(perception) of initiating structure held by faculty members

is significantly different from the perception held by the

department chairpersons. The perception of the deans is not

significantly different from that held by either department

chairpersons or faculty members.
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TABLE VIII

MULTIPLE COMPARISONS AMONG GROUPS FOR THE REAL DIMENSION OF
INITIATING STRUCTURE

Group
Mean Number Faculty Deans Chairs

3 1 2

45.52

50.33

51.47

(*) Denotes
level

(3) Faculty

(1) Deans

(2) Chairs *

pairs of groups significantly different at .05

TABLE IX

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR REAL, CONSIDERATION SCORES AMONG
DEANS, DEPARTMENT CHAIRPERSONS AND FACULTY MEMBERS

SOURCE OF DEGREES OF SUM OF MEAN F-RATIO P
VARIATION FREEDOM SQUARES SQUARES

BETWEEN GROUP

WITHIN GROUP

2

289

1488.91

18824.73

744.46

65.14

11.43 <.0001

TOTAL 291 20313.19

The data in Table IX indicate that there is a

significant difference among the deans, faculty members, and

department chairpersons for the real consideration (F 11.43,

P < .0001). In order to determine where the difference of

perception lies among the three groups for the initiating
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structure, the TUKEY-HSD procedure for multiple comparison

was used. The results of this test are shown in Table X.

TABLE X

MULTIPLE COMPARISONS AMONG GROUPS FOR THE REAL (PERCEPTION)
CONSIDERATION

Group
Mean Number Faculty Deans Chairs

3 1 2

44.59 Faculty (3)

49.00 Deans (1)

51.83 Chairs (2) *

(*) Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at .05
level

The data in Table X also show that the real

(perception) dimension of consideration held by department

chairpersons is significantly different from that held by

faculty members. The perceptions of the department

chairpersons are greater than those of the faculty members

with regard to the leadership behavior of department

chairpersons.

Research Question II

Research hypothesis two states that there will be no

significant difference among deans, faculty members, and

department chairpersons in their rating of the chairpersons'

leadership behavior in the ideal (expected) dimension of

initiating structure and consideration.
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TABLE XI

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR IDEAL, INITIATING STRUCTURE AMONG
DEANS, DEPARTMENT CHAIRPERSONS, AND FACULTY MEMBERS

Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean F-Ratio P
Variation Freedom Squares Squares

Between Groups 2 60.69 30.35 .92 <.40

Within Groups 293 9686.90 30.06

Total 295

The data in Table XI and XII indicate that there is no

statistically significant difference among deans, department

chairpersons, and faculty members in ideal (expected) on

either dimension. Therefore, the null hypothesis is

retained. The expectations of the deans, faculty members,

and department chairpersons are the same with regard to the

leadership behavior of department chairpersons. The

expectations of the deans are greater than those of the

faculty members and department chairpersons on both

initiating structure and consideration dimensions (see Table

V).

Research Question III

Research hypothesis three states that there will be no

significant differences between real (perceived) and ideal

(expected) scores of faculty members in their ratings of the

department chairpersons in each dimension of initiating

structure and consideration.
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TABLE XII

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR IDEAL, CONSIDERATION AMONG DEANS,
DEPARTMENT CHAIRPERSONS, AND FACULTY MEMBERS

Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean F-ratio P
Variation Freedom Squares Squares

Between Groups 2 14.12 7.06 .33 <.7176

Within Groups 292 6203.25 21.24

Total 294

TABLE XIII

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF REAL AND IDEAL INITIATING
STRUCTURE AND CONSIDERATION FOR FACULTY MEMBERS

Dimension Mean S.D. N 95% Confidence Interval

Real Init. 45.41 8.42 251 44.36 46.46

Ideal Init. 55.36 5.83 251 54.63 56.08

Real Cons. 44.56 8.43 251 43.51 45.61

Ideal Cons. 54.13 4.70 251 53.55 54.73

TABLE XIV

REAL AND IDEAL MULTIVARIATE TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE FOR FACULTY
MEMBERS

Test Name Value Exact F Hypoth.DF Error DF Sig. of F

Hotellings 1.35 167.69 2.00 249.00 <.001

The data in Table XIV indicate that there is a

statistical difference between perceptions and expectations

of the faculty members in both initiating structure and

consideration. Therefore, the null hypothesis is rejected.
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The perceptions of the faculty members are different from

their expectations with regard to the leadership behavior of

the department chairpersons.

Research Question IV

Research hypothesis four states that there will be no

significant differences between the real (perceived) and the

ideal (expected) scores of the deans in their ratings of the

department chairpersons' leadership behavior in each

dimension of initiating structure and consideration.

The data in Table XVI indicate that there is no

significant difference between real and ideal on either

dimension; therefore, the null hypothesis is retained. The

perceptions of the deans can be assumed to be no different

from their expectations with regard to the leadership

behavior of department chairpersons in either dimension.

TABLE XV

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATION OF REAL AND IDEAL INITIATING
STRUCTURE AND CONSIDERATION FOR DEANS

95 percent

Dimension Mean S.D. N Confidence Interval

Real Init. 50.33 9.48 6 40.39 60.28

Ideal Init. 57.83 6.08 6 51.45 64.21

Real Cons. 49.00 6.48 6 42.20 55.80

Ideal Cons. 55.17 3.87 6 51.11 59.23
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TABLE XVI

REAL AND IDEAL MULTIVARIATE TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE FOR DEANS

- Il illlimiin

Test Name

Hotellings

Value

.90

Exact F

1.79

Hypoth.DF Error DF

2.00 4.00

Sig of F

<.278

Research Hypothesis V

Research hypothesis five states that there will be no

significant differences between the real (perceived) and the

ideal (expected) of the chairpersons in their ratings of

their own leadership behavior of each dimension of

initiating structure and consideration.

TABLE XVII

MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION OF REAL AND IDEAL INITIATING
STRUCTURE AND CONSIDERATION FOR DEPARTMENT CHAIRPERSONS

rr rr w~r ~ rw~r.r. 95 percent~i

Dimension

Real Init.

Ideal Init.

Real Cons.

Ideal Cons.

Mean

51.47

56.30

51.83

54.67

S.D.

5.06

5.38

4.82

4.22

N

30

30

30

30

9 5 percent
confidence

49.58

54.29

50.03

53.09

Interval

53.36

58.31

53.63

56.24

mm___._moommmomm

.. ... .
.

0
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TABLE XVIII

REAL AND IDEAL MULTIVARIATE TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE FOR

DEPARTMENT CHAIRPERSONS

Test Name Value Exact F Hypoth.DF Error DF Sig. of F

Hotellings 1.37 19.16 2.00 28.00 <.001

The data in Table XVIII indicate that there is a

statistically significant difference between the perceptions

and expectations of the department chairpersons for either

dimension. Therefore, the null hypothesis is rejected. The

perceptions of the department chairpersons are different

from their expectations with regard to their own leadership

behavior.

Summary

Following is a summary of the major data findings from

this study.

1. Statistically significant differences were found

between the perceptions of the faculty members and

department chairpersons on both initiating structure and

consideration.

2. There was no statistically significant difference

for the expectations of deans, faculty members, and

department chairpersons on either dimension.

3. There was no statistically significant difference

in the perceptions and expectations of deans on both dimensions.
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4. The significant differences of faculty members

between perceptions and expectations were found to be larger

than those of department chairpersons.

5. There was a significant difference between

perceptions and expectations of the department chairpersons

in both dimensions.

A detailed summary of the findings, the conclusions,

and recommendations for future research are presented in

Chapter V.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

The general purpose of this study was to compare

perceptions and expectations of leadership role and function

of the department chairpersons in the faculty of education

among faculty members, deans, and department chairpersons in

six teachers colleges in Bangkok, Thailand, by using a

previously developed survey instrument "The Leadership

Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDO) ." The

questionnaire consists of 30 questions in each real and

ideal dimension. The questionnaires were collected during

the last semester of the 1990-91 school year. The

collection of the data began in the second week of April and

was completed by the end of the second week in May, 1991.

The population of the study was 6 deans, 30 department

chairpersons, and 261 faculty members in the faculty of

education at all six teachers colleges in Bangkok, Thailand.

All respondents were asked, through the use of the LBDQ, to

perceive how their department chairpersons behave (real

behavior) and how they should behave (ideal behavior).

The data, both real and ideal, given by faculty

members, deans, and department chairpersons themselves were

98
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analyzed through the application of an F value of one-way

analysis of variance in order to test the significant

differences between real and ideal perceptions and

expectations of each group. The TUKEY-HSD multiple

comparisons test was utilized to seek further results of

each group. TUKEY uses a single range value for all

comparisons, regardless of how many means are to be in the

subset. (1) The Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA)

was used to determine the difference between the real and

ideal initiating structure and consideration dimensions.

HOTELLING-LAWLEY'S TRACE was used to find significant

differences between the perceptions and expectations and

initiating structure and consideration dimensions of deans,

faculty members, and department chairpersons. The

differences found in the computations, through the use of

the statistical method, were reported at the .05 level of

confidence.

Findings

In order to accomplish the purposes of this study, five

research hypotheses were formulated. Three hypotheses were

rejected and two were accepted.

The findings that resulted from the data analysis are

as follows:

1. There is a difference between perceptions of

department chairpersons and faculty members regarding the
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leadership behavior of department chairpersons on both

initiating structure and consideration dimensions.

2. The expectations of deans, faculty members, and

department chairpersons do not differ significantly

regarding the leadership behavior of the department

chairpersons.

3. There is a difference between the perceptions and

expectations of the faculty members. The differences are

greater than those of the department chairpersons.

4. There is no difference between perceptions and

expectations of the deans regarding the leadership behavior

of the department chairpersons.

5. There is a difference between the perceptions and

expectations of the department chairpersons regarding their

own leadership behavior.

As indicated by hypothesis one and two, the mean scores

of the perceptions of the department chairpersons were

higher than both the mean scores of the perceptions of the

faculty members and the deans. This seems to indicate that

role conflict exists between the department chairpersons and

both the deans and the faculty members.

Conclusions

Based on the findings regarding how these three groups

perceived the department chairpersons' actual leadership

behavior, the department chairpersons perceived themselves
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as being better leaders than they apparently are. While

three hypotheses were rejected and only two were accepted,

there seems to be a close spread between all the results

(see Tables V through XVIII).

1. The faculty members and deans view the department

chairpersons' actual performance in a different way.

2. Since the faculty members have the lowest regard

for the leadership ability of department chairpersons, and

the department chairpersons have the highest regard of their

own ability, it appears that the department chairpersons

need to reevaluate their performance in relation to the

faculty members.

3. Department chairpersons need more review of their

performance.

4. The expectations for the department chairpersons in

three groups appear to be commonly agreed upon.

5. Both deans and department chairpersons agree that

the chairs are doing what ideally they should be doing but

the faculty disagrees.

Implications

The department chairpersons could lead more effectively

if they first concentrate on the expectations of the faculty

members and deans. Second, since the perceptions and

expectations of the deans were not statistically different,

the department chairpersons are placed in the position of

less role conflicts. Third, since expected scores were
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higher. than the perceived scores of both faculty and deans,

the department chairpersons must accentuate both the

dimension of initiating structure and the dimension of

consideration. Fourth, the department chairpersons should

display more personal trust, respect, and warmth in their

associations with the faculty members as well as contribute

to the interpersonal relations with both groups to create a

climate conductive to accomplishment of organizational goals

and satisfaction of personal needs.

Recommendations for Future Research

Based on the findings of this study, specific

recommendations for further research were offered. It was

suggested that additional studies be undertaken of the

perceived leader behavior of department chairpersons. Such

studies might (a) be conducted as an in-depth case study of

one college; (b) investigate such areas as organizational

climate, degree of unionization of the faculty and/or deans,

and measures of leader effectiveness; (c) include role

conflicts and role ambiguity as dependent variables; select

departmental variables of size of department, chairman's

length of service, direction of communications, and

complexity of the organizations; (d) use different research

methodology in order to check the validity of the findings;

(e) be conducted in other regions in Thailand to increase

generalizations of the findings; and (f) interview selected

respondents on "why" they answered items as they did.
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Discussion of Data Findings

Comparatively few studies have been done in Thailand

that address or touch on the leadership behavior of Thai

department chairpersons in Thai institutions of higher

education (Siriparp, 1983 and Hongham, 1981). This study

had only 6 deans which limited its scope in comparison

between 30 chairmen and 261 faculty members also studied.

As indicated by hypothesis one, the mean scores of the

perceptions of the department chairpersons were

significantly higher than the perceptions of the faculty

members. This seems to indicate that role conflicts may

exist between the department chairpersons and the faculty

members regarding how the faculty members perceive the

department chairpersons' actual leadership behavior which

Siriparp (1983) would also agree to be the case.

As observed by hypotheses one and two, there were no

significant differences in the perceptions and expectations

between the deans and the department chairpersons. This

indicates that the department chairpersons encounter less

role conflicts than the would if there were significant

differences between the deans and faculty members. The

department chairpersons should encounter little less

difficulty in determining their leadership behavior. This

finding is similar to the findings of Teepanont (1986),

where she found that there was no significant difference

between the perceptions and expectations of two groups of
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subordinates regarding real and ideal leadership behavior of

those leadership roles in the initiating structures and

consideration dimensions.

As indicated by hypotheses three and four, the expected

scores of both the deans and the faculty members were

significantly higher than the perceived scores for both

initiating structure and consideration dimensions. It

appears that both groups impose their expectations on the

department chairpersons regarding how they should behave as

leaders, as Hongham (1981) would seem to imply.
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List of Six Teachers Colleges in Bangkok, Thailand

Bansomdej Chaopraya Teachers College
Chantarakasem Teachers College
Dhonburi Teachers College
Suandusit Teachers College
Suansunanta Teachers College
Pranakorn Teachers College

Departments in the Faculty of Education

Department of
Department of
Department of
Department of
Department of
Department of
Department of
Department of
Department of

Educational Foundations
Psychology and Guidance
Testing and Educational Research
Curriculum and Methodology
Education Technology
Special Education
Preschool and Early Childhood
Education
Physical Education
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STATEMENT OF POLICY

Concerning the Leadership Behavior Description
Questionnaire and related forms.

Permission is granted without formal request to use the
Leadership Behavior Description Questionnaire and other
related forms developed at the Ohio State University,
subject to the following conditions.

TVS/GA970C 1. USE: The forms may be used in research
projects. They may not be used for
promotional activities or for producing
income on behalf of individuals or
organizations other than the Ohio State
University.

2. Adaptation and Revision: The directions and
the form of the items adapted to
specific research projects may be
duplicated.

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

4. Inclusion in Dissertations: Copies of the
questionnaire may be included in theses
and dissertations. Permission is
granted for the duplication of such
dissertations when filed with the
university microfilms service at Ann
Arbor, Michigan 48106 U.S.A.

5. Copyright: In granting permission to modify
or duplicate the questionnaire, we do
not surrender our copyright. Duplicated
questionnaires and all adaptations
should contain the notation "Copyright,
19--, by the Ohio State University."

6. Inquiries: Communications should be
addressed to:

College of Administration Science
Support Service
The Ohio State University
1775 College Road
Columbus, OH 443210 U.S.A.
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LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR DESCRIPION QJESlTONAIRE
REAL DIRECTIONS:

a. READ each item carefully.

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

c. DECIDE whether he always, often, occasionally, seldom, or never
acts as described by the item.

d. MAW A CIRCLE around one of the five numbers following the item to
show the answer you have selected.

1 = Never
2 = Seldom
3 = Occasionally
4 = Often
5 = Always

1. He makes his attitudes clear to the group. 1 2 3 4 5

2. He tries out his new ideas with the group. 1 2 3 4 5

3. He rules with an iron hand. 1 2 3 4 5

4. He criticizes poor work. 1 2 3 4 5

5. He speaks in a manner not to be questioned. 1 2 3 4 5

6. He assigns group members to particular tasks. 1 2 3 4 5

7. He works without a plan. 1 2 3 4 5

8. He maintains definite standards for performances. 1 2 3 4 5

9. He emphasizes the meeting of deadlines. 1 2 3 4 5

10. He encourages the use of uniform procedures. 1 2 3 4 5

11. He makes sure that his part in the organization
is understood by group members. 1 2 3 4 5

12. He asks that group members follow standard rules
and regulations. 1 2 3 4 5

13. He lets group members know what is expected of them. 1 2 3 4 5

14. He sees to it that group members are working up
to capacity. 1 2 3 4 5



1= Never
2 = Seldcin
3 = Occasionally
4 = Often
5 = Always

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

16. He does personal favors for group members.

17. He does little things to make it pleasant to
be a eer of a group.

18. He is easy to understand.

19. He finds time to listen to group members.

20. He keeps to himself.

21. He looks out for the personal welfare of
individual group members.

22. He .efuses to explain his action.

23. He acts without consulting the group.

24. He is slow to accept new ideas.

25. He treats all group members as his equals.

26. He is willing to make changes.

27. He is friendly and approachable.

28. He makes group .embers feel at ease when
talking with him.

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

30. He gets group approval on important matters
before going ahead.
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LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR DESCIPTION QUETOn:oAIRE
IDEAL DIRECTIONS:

a. READ each item carefully.

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

c. DECIDE whether he always, often, occasionally, seldom, or never
acts as described by the item.

d. L1 AW A CIRCLE around one of the five numbers following the item to
show the answer you have selected.

1 = Never
2 = Seldom
3 = Occasionally
4 = Often
5 = Always

What the ideal leader should do:

1. He makes his attitudes clear to the group. 1 2 3 4 5

2. He tries out his new ideas with the group. 1 2 3 4 5

3. He rules with an iron hand. 1 2 3 4 5

4. He criticizes poor work. 1 2 3 4 5

5. He speaks in a manner not to be questioned. 1 2 3 4 5

6. He assigns group members to particular tasks. 1 2 3 4 5

7. He works without a plan. 1 2 3 4 5

8. He maintains definite standards for performances. 1 2 3 4 5

9. He emphasizes the meeting of deadlines. 1 2 3 4 5

10. He encourages the use of uniform procedures. 1 2 3 4 5

11. He makes sure that his part in the organization
is understood by group members. 1 2 3 4 5

12. He asks that group mnbers follow standard rules
and regulations. 1 2 3 4 5

13. He lets group members know what is expected of them. 1 2 3 4 5



1 = Never
2 = Seldom
3 = Occasionally
4 = Often
5 = Always

14. He sees to it that group members are working up
to capacity.

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

16. He does personal favors for group members.

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

18. He is easy to understand.

19. He finds time to listen to group mmbers.

20. He keeps to himself.

21. He looks out for the personal welfare of
individual group members.

22. He refuses to explain his action.

23. He acts without consulting the group.

24. He is slow to accept new ideas.

25. He treats all group mmbers as his equals.

26. He is willing to make changes.

27. He is friendly and approachable.

28. He makes group members feel at ease when
talking with him.

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

30. He gets group approval on important matters
before going ahead.

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5
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Business Research Support Services College of Business
1773 College Road
Columbus, OH 43210-1309

Phone 614-292-9300

August 11, 1989

Mr . Phairoft Kazpan gkaew
1718 Pine Knot Dr.
Garland, TX 75044

Dear Mr. Kampangkaew:

You have our permission to use the LIDER BEHAVIOR
DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNAIRE for your dissertation. We
grant you permission to translate this instrument into
Thai and copy. We do not grant permission to copy the
English version.

Please follow the guidelines listed in the attached
Statement of Policy.

Sincerely yours

Bar ara L. Roach
- - Director

ahr

T -H - E

STATE
UNWEPSITY
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University of North Texas
Department of Higher and Adult Education
College of Education

Phairot kampangkaew
1718 Pine Knot Dr.
Garland, Tx. 75044

Dear Respondents;

I am undertaking a study of leadership behavior

of academic chairpersons as perceived by deans, chairpersons and
faculty members at six Teacher Colleges in Bangkok, Thailand.
This study is a part of doctoral research project in the
department of higher and adult education at the University of
North Texas.

I would like to have your cooperation in
completion of this study. Enclose are two questionnaires to
obtain information from you concerning leadership behavior of
chairpersons as follows:

1. Demographic data sheet,
2. Leadership Behavior Description Questionnaires

(LBDQ).
Please complete both demographic data and LBDQ and

return to me in the stamped self-addressed envelope provided at

their ealiest convenience. All information received from you will

be held in the strictest confidence, that no participating
individual will be known to anyone. You will not be asked to

judge whether the behavior described is desirable or undesirable;

you will be asked only to describe how you think chairpersons

.act (real), and how they should act (ideal).

Sinc rely,

(Mr. Phairotmpangkaew)
Doctoral Candidate
University of North Texas

3
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