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The primary problem with which this investigation is con-

cerned was the assessment of the perceptions of lower-level

administrators as to leadership styles they see to be in

effect in their respective colleges and universities in

Texas. Secondary problems of the study were to determine

which styles prevail, whether administrators tend to share

similar styles, and to assess the relationship between the

styles of leadership and other characteristics of the school

and administrators.

The purposes of this investigation were to

1) identify the administrative leadership styles in

effect,

2) determine the prevailing leadership styles among

presidents and lower-level officers,.

3) test the assumption that lower-level officers select

leadership styles similar to those styles perceived to be

descriptive of chief officers and other administrators,

4) determine if the type of institution (public/

private) is a factor in the choice of leadership styles,

5) determine if institutional size is a factor in the

choice of leadership styles,
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6) ascertain if age is a factor in the choice of

leadership styles,

7) determine if educational level is a factor in the

choice of leadership styles,

8) determine if institutional level is a factor in the

choice of leadership styles,

9) ascertain if tenure in an administrative position

is a factor in the choice of leadership styles,

10) determine if administrative position is a factor in

the choice of leadership styles.

A survey instrument was developed to assess the percep-

tions of lower-level officers as to their own personal

leadership styles, the styles of their chief officers, and

the styles of other officers from the various colleges. The

instrument was presented to a panel of jurors to establish

its validity. Research questions were answered by rank

ordering percentages of responses for interpretation. Also,

the Rank Order Correlation Coefficient technique was used.

The chi square test of independence was used to test all

research hypotheses. The hypotheses were either retained

or rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Analysis of the findings revealed the most popular styles

of leadership were democratic, pragmatic-functional, and

organismic. The prevailing style of leadership of the

chief officer was democratic. Lower-level officers tend to
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select leadership styles similar to those styles they per-

ceived to describe chief officers. The following character-

istics of the institution or administrators were not signif-

icant factors in selecting leadership styles: public/

private colleges, institutional size, position of the admin-

istrator, educational level of the institution, and years

in an administrative position. The age and education of the

administrator were significantly related to leadership styles.

The administrators, for the most part, were educated in

academic disciplines that were not management related.

The following major recommendations were made:

1) Research studies are needed to describe the educa-

tional background of persons entering the field of higher

education administration.

2) Further research is needed to understand age as a

factor in selected leadership styles. This study revealed

significant relationship, but additional study may help to

delineate specific styles found among various age groups.

3) Further study is needed to qualify the current

assumption that leadership is flexible or changes to meet the

situation. The situations for public and private colleges

are different, as well as for junior and senior institutions.

However, this study revealed no significant impact of insti-

tutional type and level upon leadership styles.
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4) Further study is needed to ascertain if a choice of

leadership style of the administrator is influenced by the

style of the chief officer.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Introduction

Leadership can be differentiated from administration by

considering the source of authority or power. Administration

is authority or power vested in an office or position, and

the source of this power or authority is from outside of the

group being led. On the other hand, leadership receives its

authority from within the group, and this authority can be

withdrawn without a great deal of effort (14). Since cooper-

ation and support from within the group are also essential to

successful administration (2), then it follows that competent

administration in higher education is dependent upon effective

leadership.

People take it for granted that groups or organizations

will prosper and succeed under good leadership and fail under

poor leadership. If the institution is doing well financially

and employees are happy with their work, then good leadership

is assumed to be in effect. If the opposite is true, poor

leadership is blamed. In either instance, the chief officer,

or president, of the institution is viewed as responsible

for the success or failure.

The emphasis placed upon leadership as a determining

factor in successful administration has initiated several
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studies designed to better understand leadership and to

devise methods of training that produce good leadership. In

the business world, these training methods were intended to

enhance production, thus achieving greater profit.

Early studies by White and Lippett (20) described three

styles of leadership: autocratic, democratic, and laissez-

faire. These styles have traditionally remained in the

literature as the methods most easily understood and prac-

ticed in most all management situations. The earlier studies

were conducted within the context of business. Later studies,

such as the one reported by Bartky (2) in 1956, focused on

administration as educational leadership. The traditional

styles described by White and Lippett are again referred to

in Bartky's research.

Looking more specifically into the realm of leadership

within higher education, one will find differing views exist

as to the effectiveness of certain styles. Wiles (21) cited

a number of research examples which indicate that democratic

leadership is more effective than autocratic leadership.

Nimnicht (16), on the other hand, reported that a significant

correlation exists between success and authoritarian leader-

ship.

Research into leadership styles has revealed varying

degrees of success associated with differing leadership

methods. No specific leadership style has been or could be

reported as superior to all other styles in every management
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situation. Considering this information, it seems superfluous

to attempt another assessment of each style as to the effec-

tiveness. However, an attempt should be made to survey higher

education in regard to describing what leadership styles are

in effect within the management of educational institutions.

The president of an institution of higher education

carries the greatest leadership responsibility. His style of

leadership should be obvious to those working directly under

him, the lower-level officers. Thus, a description of the

leadership styles of the president and other officers within

an institution might be effectively obtained by surveying

the perceptions of lower-level officers as to the leadership

methods they see to be in effect on their respective campuses.

The perceptions of lower-level officers should enable

one to identify the leadership style of the president, the

styles of individual officers as self-reported, and the

styles most prevalent among all administrators. Having

knowledge of that which is in effect may have some impli-

cations for the future education of college or university

administrators.

A motivating factor for beginning the study of leader-

ship style is seen in the following statementby-Bird:

A prime factor determining the choice of leadership
styles for the individual supervisor is the prevailing
styles practiced throughout the organization. A lower
level supervisor could hardly be expected to success-
fully carry on a participatory leadership if his boss
and all other managers were autocratic in their
behavior (4, p. 60).
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Bird's inference should be investigated. Is there a relation-

ship among administrators, especially in supervisor to sub-

ordinate relationships, that dictates one administrator's

choice of leadership style? Do chief officers of institu-

tions set the pattern for styles of leadership to be prac-

ticed by all other administrators working under their super-

vision?

Statement of the Problem

The primary problem of this study was to assess the per-

ceptions of lower-level administrators as to leadership styles

they see to be in effect in their respective colleges and

universities in Texas. Secondary problems of the study were

to determine which styles prevail, whether administrators at

the same institution tend to share similar styles, and to

assess the relationship between the styles of leadership and

other characteristics of the school and administrators.

Statement of Purposes

The purposes of this study were as follows:

1. To identify the administrative leadership styles in

effect within the educational institutions to be studied.

2. To determine the prevailing leadership styles among

presidents and lower-level officers within the selected col-

leges and universities in Texas.

3. To test the assumption that lower-level officers

select leadership styles similar to those styles perceived
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to be descriptive of chief officers and other administrators

on the various campuses.

4. To determine if the type of institution (public/

private) is a factor in the choice of leadership styles among

chief officers and lower-level officers.

5. To determine if institutional size is a factor in

the choice of leadership styles among chief officers and

lower-level officers.

6. To ascertain if age is a factor in the choice of

leadership styles among lower-level officers.

7. To determine if educational level is a factor in

the choice of leadership styles among lower-level officers.

8. To determine if institution level (junior/community

college and senior college) is a factor in the choice of

leadership styles among lower-level officers.

9. To ascertain if years of service in ad administra-

tive position is a factor in the choice of leadership styles

among lower-level officers.

10. To determine if administrative position on the campus

is a factor in the choice of leadership styles among chief

officers and lower-level officers.

Questions and Hypotheses of the Study

The following questions and hypotheses were formulated

for this study:
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Questions

1. What are the various leadership styles found to be

in effect within selected colleges and universities in Texas?

2. What prevailing styles of administrative leadership

are in effect within the selected colleges and universities

in Texas?

3. Is there a significant positive relationship between

the perceived leadership styles of chief officers and selected

styles of lower-level officers surveyed?

4. Is there a significant positive relationship between

the perceived leadership styles of lower-level officers

reporting for the study and their perceived leadership styles

of other officers?

Hypotheses

1. There are no significant differences between the

lower-level officers of public and private colleges in regard

to their perceptions of leadership styles of their chief

officers, their own personal styles of leadership, and the

leadership styles of other administrators on their respective

campuses.

2. Lower-level officers from institutions of different

student populations do not differ significantly in their

perceptions of the leadership styles of chief officers, their

own personal styles, and the styles of other lower-level

administrators.
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3. Lower-level officers of varying age groups do not

differ significantly in regard to their selected leadership

styles.

4. Lower-level officers of three post-secondary

educational degree levels do not differ significantly in

regard to their selected leadership styles.

5. There are no significant differences between lower-

level officers of junior/community colleges and lower-level

officers of senior colleges in regard to their selected

leadership styles.

6. Lower-level officers with varying years of service

in their institutions do not differ significantly in regard

to their perceptions of the leadership styles of their chief

officers, their own personal styles, and the styles of other

lower-level officers.

7. Subordinate lower-level officers, with varying

positions held on their respective campuses, do not differ

significantly in regard to their perceptions of the leader-

ship styles of chief officers, their own personal styles,

and the styles of other lower-level officers.

Definition of Terms

For the purpose of this study the following definitions

were accepted:

1. Authoritarian/autocratic Leadership: The leader

makes decisions and gives orders without consulting others.
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He centralizes power and decision making in himself, and he

structures the complete work situation for his employees.

They do what they are told. He takes full authority and

assumes full responsibility.

2. Democratic Leadership: The leader decentralizes

power and encourages subordinates to use their own initiative

in handling the details of their jobs. The leader assumes

subordinates want to do their best, and he makes it easy for

them by supporting them rather than commanding them. This

style is also referred to as participative or consultative

leadership because such a leader participates or consults

with his subordinates concerning decisions that will affect

them or decisions they will have to institute.

3. Laissez-faire (free-reign) Leadership: The leader

adopts a "hands off" attitude and helps only when asked.

This style of leadership is recommended when the group is

composed of individuals competent to perform independently,

when the supervisor is new or not yet accepted by the group,

or when experience has shown that the group functions more

effectively when authority is applied sparingly.

4. Chief officer: President of the college or uni-

vers ity.

5. Lower-level officer: Those officers who work

directly under the president of the college or university.

They may include the following: vice-president, academic
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deans, student deans, business officers, development officers,

public relations officers, admission officer, directors,

department chairmen, and division chairmen.

6. Leadership: A process whereby one person is capable

of exerting influence over the individual members of a group.

A leader then is a person by whom others will permit their

behavior to be influenced.

7. Humanistic: Describes a doctrine, attitude, or way

of life centered on human interests or values; a philosophy

that asserts the dignity and worth of man and his capacity

for self-realization through reason.

8. Exploitive/autocratic: A pattern of management in

an organization which emphasizes only money and basic physi-

cal working conditions as positive motivating factors. Fear

of loss of job, fear of loss of pension, fear of demotion--

these and other negative reinforcements are employed freely

to keep people in line.

9. Benevolent Autocratic: One who is reasonably

sincere in believing that he must closely order the behavior

of his subordinates and that he must provide their basic

economic wants and, to some extent, their social wants. He

is fully authoritarian, but he is concerned about the well-

being of his people.

10. Consultative Leadership: Subordinates are invited

by the manager to make suggestions and contribute ideas
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toward the solution of problems. However, the manager makes

it known that he is going to make the final decision.

11. Participative Leadership: The employees and sub-

ordinate managers are granted the opportunity to have some

say-so in the affairs that affect them and the organization.

They are considered an integral part of the organization.

With this type of leadership there is upward and downward

communication.

Assumptions

The survey instrument in its final form was assumed to

be a realistic measure of the perceptions of the selected

administrators.

A further assumption was that presidents of the colleges

would be the best source of judgment in validating the ques-

tionnaire.

Value of the Study

The study served to identify popular styles of leader-

ship in effect within higher education institutions in Texas.

While it was not an assessment of the effectiveness of

leadership styles, it did reveal those styles that have

been implemented within the colleges and universities. To

the degree that these institutions are witnessing success

under a certain style of leadership, future assessment of the

effectiveness of specific leadership styles can be pursued.
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The study also answered the question of whether adminis-

trators are likely to perceive themselves as possessing

leadership styles that prevail among other administrators

within the institutions studied. These findings have impli-

cations for further study of the professional education of

prospective administrators within higher education.

Another important aspect of this study was that it

extended beyond the three traditional styles of administra-

tion (autocratic, democratic, and laissez-faire) by presenting

several additional styles for selection by the lower-level

officers. The significance of this factor was to identify

other methods of leadership that may exist. Also, it exposed

administrators to other styles of leadership that are used in

the management process.

A final dimension of the study that proved to be impor-

tant was the comparison of the public and private educational

sector in regard to leadership styles. This was significant

first of all because it was not known if there was a signif-

icant difference between the two types of institutions.

Secondly, if differences were found to be significant, then

further study would be needed to see if this is a result of

public or private control. In addition, further study may

be needed in the area of professional education of public

administrators compared to the private sector. The impli-

cations of such knowledge relate to the effectiveness of
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certain styles in the management process. Should further

research indicate that certain styles are definitely more

effective than others in a particular setting, institutions

will want to modify their programs to bring about the best

method of educational leadership.

While the study asked for demographic information, that

was not the focal point for which the research was intended.

However, the information may reveal other areas of study.

Specifically, the demographic data included age, years in

the administrative position, job title, and highest degree

earned. Should comparison of these variables with leadership

styles reveal some positive relationships, further study is

needed to ascertain the degree of relationship.

Background and Rationale for the Study

Several years of administrative experience and graduate

study in administration have provided the interest in the

study of leadership styles. Graduate study provided insight

into personality types and leadership. Especially inter-

esting was the isolation of the authoritarian personality

and noting the value of this type of personality in certain

leadership situations.

Administrative experience is a teacher of several styles

of leadership. Observing the patterns of leadership within

an administrative staff is interesting and motivates one to

look more closely into the style of leadership an individual
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may possess and utilize in management. Furthermore, the

trial and error method of establishing a leadership style

most suitable for individual use was influential in creating

interest into a formal research project in the area of

leadership.

The literature supports the need for additional studies

of leadership. Greenfield (12) in 1968 and Lipham (15) in

1964 both call for greater attention to external focus and

relationship of variables on leadership. They have summar-

ized questions concerning what the researchers should con-

centrate on in studying leadership. They point out that the

focus on leadership research has moved from leaders and

events to situations, behaviors, and relationships. In

addition, greater emphasis has been placed on effects and

numerous group variables.

Gephart (11), in 1969, further emphasizes the need to

study leadership by discussing the subject of problem con-

ceptionalization. He feels that researchers themselves

cannot profitably explore the nature of variables unless

the variables themselves are known. Specifically, he indi-

cates the need to define the variables and relationships of

the variables. One way to accomplish this definition is to

catalogue the variables related to leadership. The cata-

loging process would contribute to definition precision and

conceptionalization clarification and ultimately to more

research into the variables that relate to leadership styles.
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Filly and House (9) agree that one of the most researched

and least understood variables of the management process is

leadership. Indeed researchers have used a variety of

leadership definitions. Shartle and Stogdell (19) see the

leaders as the occupant of a given office. Redl (17) views

him as the focus for the behavior of group members. Bates

(3) sees him as a sociometric star in task and/or social-

emotional group development. French and Raven (10) and Bach

(1) understand him as the person who exercises the greatest

influence over group syntality or cohesiveness. Carter (5)

and Hemphill (13) view him as a person who engages in

leadership behavior, i.e., initiates structure in interaction.

Chen (6), 1967, in studying the relationship between

leader behavior and change processes discovered that the

literature is lacking in this area. He wanted to know what

kind of leader behavior energies change processes in the

most effective fashion and whether some kinds of leader

behaviors are more appropriate to one type of change process

than to another.

Erickson (7, p. 430) states, "Research on the school

administrator represents an immature field, lacking well

established canons of inquiry of any notable rigor and

suffering still from efforts that reflect little awareness

of previous developments." His recommendations for improve-

ment make reference to the need for critical examination of
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simplistic models, for the development of better instruments

and methods, for continued critique of accepted interpreta-

tions and assumptions, and for the development of designs

encompassing more complex combinations of related variables.

Bird (4, p. 60) questions whether lower-level super-

visors could be expected to carry on democratic styles of

leadership if their superior officers and other officers

practiced an autocratic style of leadership. This study was

designed to stimulate interest in leadership patterns and how

they are developed within the organization.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The literature dealing with leadership is extensive.

Leadership concepts of different investigators from 1950 to

1964 have already been summarized by Bowers and Seashore (11).

However, the focus of their review centered upon identifying

four dimensions of leadership: (1) support, (2) inter-

action facilitation, (3) goal emphasis, and (4) work

facilitator. Studies of leadership seem to follow a much

broader pattern. This pattern may be categorized as follows:

(1) looking at biographies of great men for leadership

models; (2) the study of leaders for specific traits that

could be identified and emulated by those desiring to be

leaders; (3) studying the styles of leadership and the

situations that affect or are affected by them; and (4) the

analysis of leadership from a behavioristic viewpoint.

Biographical Studies

In the early descriptive studies of leadership the

researchers concentrated on the common characteristics of

great men. This theory is based on the belief that people

learn from the example of great men. In 1888, Emerson wrote,

"Based on biographies of great men, readers are able to com-

pare and invigorate their own lives from models of the past"

18
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(18, p. 26). Gustavson (26), in 1955, reported that great

men were able to tower over the men of the times in their

vision and ability to lead others. More recent studies were

negative toward the "great men theory." Haslett (29, p. 70)

in 1973 felt that

The great man theory can be dysfunctional to the serious
study of leaders and leadership, and especially to an
assumed scientific study of these matters which will
hopefully yield practical guidance for the recruitment
and training of administrators in education. Following
the great man approach for the study leadership may be
confounded by the vain search for a general definition
and explication of greatness. A more reasonable way to
approach the matter is to address specific questions of
interest to the biographical and historical data relating
to persons in formal leadership positions without concern
for whether or not those persons were great and the
basis of their assumed greatness.

Classification Studies

Later approaches of research regarding leadership were

concerned with identifying the personal characteristics or

traits of leaders. Investigators analyzed physical attri-

butes, intellectual capacity, and personality characteristics

of the leaders as compared to those being led.

These early studies focused on the traits that can be

attributed to "natural leaders," but the findings cannot

substantiate the assumptions that similar characteristics

are common among all leaders. Bird (8) in 1940 found that

only 5 percent of the discovered traits (physical attributes,

intellectual capacity, personality characteristics) of leaders

are common to four or more investigations regarding leadership.
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A more recent survey by Stogdill (55) reported that leaders

excel non-leaders in intelligence, scholarship, dependability

and responsibility, activity, social participation, and

socioeconomic status.

Demographic Studies

A number of studies described a leadership style rather

than a specific trait of a leader. Generally, their intent.

is to determine how particular styles affect, or are

affected by, the environment in which they are found.

Sergiovanni, Metzers, and Burdent (53) identified two

qualities of leadership styles which they called "optimizing"

and "controlling." They found that teachers, regardless of

orientation, generally respond favorably to the optimizing

style rather than to the controlling style of leadership.

Optimizing in this context means facilitating need satis-

faction among those being led.

The Unitary concept of Blake and Mouton (10) used a

grid theory of management. They believed that an adminis-

trator or manager usually adopts one basic style to meet all

of the various needs of the organization. The grid was

designed to show the degree to which an administrator

expresses concern for people or a concern for production.

Using a number system of one to nine, the administrator can

be measured as chiefly autocratic or chiefly democratic. A

middle figure, such as five, would indicate the manager is
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both maintaining work production and the morale of the

workers.

In 1959, Anderson (2) surveyed some sixty studies of

democratic and autocratic leadership in the classroom. The

evidence failed to demonstrate that either pattern of

behavior was consistently relative to achievement or pro-

ductivity. There was a qualified tendency for morale to be

higher under democratic than under autocratic leadership.

Anderson concluded that "the democratic-authoritarian con-

struct provides an inadequate conceptualization of leader-

ship behavior" (p. 201).

Kast (32) reflected on the intensity of research into

leadership styles, but concluded there are no clearcut

decisions regarding the relative merits of autocratic,

democratic, and laissez-faire styles. He further inferred

that a particular leadership style develops as a result of

established objectives, subordinates or followers, and the

situation.

Beach (7) classified leaders in terms of exploitative

autocratic, benevolent autocratic, consultative, and

participative. These classifications range from a purely

autocratic (described as exploitative) to the more demo-

cratic (participative) style of leadership. This was a

closer attempt to begin a description of styles that was

more definitive than the traditional autocratic, democratic,

and laissez-faire styles.
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A unique approach in the study of leadership styles was

offered by Dubin, Homes, Mann, and Miller (17). They

reported, in their study of supervision, four types of

supervisory behavior. These behaviors reveal the super-

visor taking on the role of (1) representing management,

(2) representing employees, (3) representing both employees

and management, and (4) identifying strongly with other

supervisors as a social group. The point was made that the

supervisors will see the difficulty in trying to please all

groups and will chose one group to represent that will pro-

vide security for his own role in the company. However, it

was noted that the supervisor will attempt to orient himself

to all groups at one time or another.

An example of the difficulty a manager may experience

in pleasing all groups was given by Garrison (23). He

focused on leadership behavior of Oklahoma secondary school

principals. The study revealed that the high-innovation

principals tended to be effective leaders when working with

their staffs but less effective in their dealings with their

superintendents. The opposite appears to be true of low-

innovative principals. Moreover, Garrison found that super-

intendents appear to value principals who are administrators

rather than leaders. The superintendents seem to place

higher priority on maintenance tasks than on change respon-

sibilities. In contrast, Roosa (50) reported no significant
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relationship between the rate of adoption of educational

innovations and the teacher behavior characteristics of the

chief school administrator.

Another attempt at describing leadership was done by

Davis (15). He spoke of a "positive" and "negative" leader.

The positive leader is defined as one who motivates people by

increasing their satisfactions with the job. The negative

leader motivates through fear and insecurity and decreases

job satisfaction. Davis went further to relate three classi-

fications of leaders: autocratic, participative, and free

rein. The terms themselves are interpreted with the auto-

cratic centralizing all decision making within himself. The

participative leader would decentralize his authority and

allow input from lower-level supervisors into the decision

making process. The free rein (laissez-faire) leader would

depend on the group to establish its own goals and work out

its own problems.

Advantages and disadvantages can be pointed out for each

of the styles listed. Denhardt (16) hypothesized that open

styles of organizational leadership will result in greater

worker involvement, as measured in terms of perceived per-

sonal fulfillment. He tested this hypothesis by measuring

the degree of group involvement under authoritarian leader-

ship and under democratic leadership, respectively. The

results indicated that, indeed, open styles produce greater
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employee fulfillment in the job than do authoritarian styles.

These findings were supported by Birenbaum (11) and Weed,

Terrence, and Mitchell (58).

From a slightly different viewpoint, Likert (37) defined

an open or democratic management system as one which approaches

the leadership process on the basis of teamwork, trust, and

participation in decisions. He found that production is

more likely to improve and/or remain high under such systems

of management. In support, Hersey and Blanchard (31) cited

increasing production in the clothing industry when the

management system of a particular plant was changed from an

authoritarian system to one more closely resembling a demo-

cratic system.

Erving (19) also described a democratic approach of

leadership that implies working with people to accomplish

goals through implementing programs. The point was made that

planning should involve those who must implement it. To do

otherwise, Erving explained, may cause the program to fail.

Additional studies implied the greater effectiveness

of democratic styles of leadership by reporting the negative

aspects of authoritarian styles. Kelly (33) found that the

more rigid the social structure, the less honest the members

will be in their communication. Lippett and White (38)

reported that authoritarian leadership was not as effective

in getting people to work together. Also, they found that
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authoritarian leadership produces a great deal more person-

to-person irritability and aggressiveness within the group.

Lewin (36) discovered that people are more prone to change

if they are involved in the decision making process.

Argyris (3) looked into the attitude of authoritarian

management personnel and its impact upon employees. He

related that top level management looks negatively upon

employees, blames them for errors and waste, and views them

as basically lazy. In response to these attitudes, manage-

ment becomes more directive in the employer/employee relation-

ship. The direct result of this as related by Lippett and

White (38), Adams (1), Mowrer (45), and Robbins (47) is that

subordinates tend to adapt to authoritarian leadership by:

(1) leaving, (2) becoming submissive and dependent, (3)

releasing their pent-up feelings when the leader is away,

(4) demanding increasing attention from the leaders, (5)

fighting and competing among other persons for the leaders'

favor, (6) releasing some of their feelings by creating a

scapegoat, and (7) increasing their emphasis on the

material aspects of their relationships.

Considering the effects of autocratic leadership as

reported by Robbins (47), some effort has been given to

finding better ways of relating to subordinates. Mayo (42)

and Roethlisberger and Dickson (48) presented evidence that

poor human relations lowers production. The logical conclusion
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drawn here is that improving employer-employee relations

would reverse the problems of poor production. The business

world has responded to the message by placing great emphasis

on bettering human relations on the job. Business leaders

have appropriated many dollars for good communication systems

designed to develop better personnel relations. Most of the

communication was in written form and designed to bring the

employee over to the employer's side. Smith, Bruner, and

White (54) researched this system to find that this kind

of communication did not tend to change attitudes of the

employees and was not effective in improving production.

The concern for human relations is seen as a more

democratic method of leadership. However, it is not, as

Rogers (49) pointed out, a panacea for some of the stated

ills of autocratic leadership. Rogers related that communi-

cation, or an attempt to be more concerned about employee

relations, actually is influential in making the person who

is more easily "managed" by the communications of others to

be passive, rigid, insecure, and authoritarian.

At this point, a summary of some of the findings

regarding democratic leadership is in order. When using the

term "democratic leadership," educators usually are referring

to a point or an area upon a continuum where autocratic

leadership and laissez-faire leadership represent extremes.

Bartky (5) pictured democratic leadership as the mean between
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the autocratic leader and the laissez-faire leader. In this

form of leadership, all policies and decisions are a matter

of group discussion and decision which are encouraged and

assisted by the leader. Ladd (35) felt that it is impossible

to have a truly "democratic school administration" (p. 56).

He said that those who use this term simply mean a manner of

administration which involves subordinates in policy-making

and treats them justly and kindly. Haiman (27) pointed out

several values of the democratic method. These are seen in

terms of better understanding through participation in the

formulation of ideas, greater support of decisions made when

the group is allowed to participate in decisions, greater

utilization of human resources, creation of stronger, self-

reliant persons, better morale, and greater opportunity to

disagree without isolation.

Some of the limitations of the democratic method as

suggested by Haiman (27) include: the fact of inequality,

which suggests that democracy in its purest form would allow

the least able to be as important as the most capable in

decision making; the abstraction of social policies which

are not detailed because of group discussion which leads to

generalities in verbal agreement; the delay in decision

making which is created by the democratic process of group

discussion and voting; and, finally, the individualism that

brings about nonconformity.
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The most current research seems to place more emphasis

on leadership for the situation rather than a common style

for all situations. This is pointed out by McGregor (41) in

the following:

Research findings to date suggest that it is more
fruitful to consider leadership as a relationship
between the leaders and the situation than as a uni-
versal pattern of characteristics possessed by certain
people. The difference in requirements for successful
leadership in different situations is more striking
than the similarities (p. 185).

Looking further, there is a study which related that one

may use all three forms of leadership: autocratic, democratic,

and free rein (laissez-faire). Uris (57) explained that these

three approaches are not mutually exclusive, and one does not

have to choose between them. His point was that one can

direct a secretary to make up a report, consult with five

department heads about business matters, and suggest to this

assistant to figure out a better way to increase productivity.

The same person, then, has utilized all three approaches.

Rosenbaum (51) observed that situations demand certain

styles of leadership. In his research he found that a group

subjected to high stress manipulation performed best under an

authoritarian style of leadership, whereas as a group in

which competitive pressure was minimal faired best in

response to democratic leadership. Fodor (21), in another

study of leadership styles, focused on the question of what

style of leadership supervisors adopt in response to a
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situation of group stress. Using simulated models of pro-

viding group stress, he found that supervisors subjected to

group stress displayed a heightened tendency toward authori-

tarian leadership.

Miller's (44) research indicated that democratic leader-

ship is successful in terms of humanistically working with

people. Although he found that authoritarian attitudes quell

individual initiative, corporate group effort, and any effort

to become self-fulfilled in one's employment, he explained

that authoritarian styles tend to bring increased production

to a group effort. Laissez-faire styles are found to be

good only for "do-nothing" groups.

The research is plentiful on the subject of leadership

styles, often referred to as autocratic, laissez-faire, and

democratic. The findings have shown these styles to differ

in the effect they have upon employees. The conclusions one

might come to would not favor one over the other in all

instances. For example, if the goal was productivity in

goods and services, a business value necessary for survival,

research seems to favor the autocratic method. If one seeks

job satisfaction, happiness, better morale, etc., the

research seemed to favor the democratic style, though not

all the findings reported this to be the case.

McCarty and Ramsey (40) summarized as follows:

Most research by students of leadership has focused
on two contrasting styles, one labeled as directive
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or task oriented, and the other as democratic or group
oriented, with high consideration for the needs of the
individual. Experiments comparing the performance of
both types of leaders have indicated that each is
successful in some situations and not in others. No
one has been able to show conclusively that one kind
of leader is always more superior or more effective
(p. 190).

Behavioral Studies

Some research studies focused on the behavioristic view-

point of leadership. Getzels and Guba (25) have studied

social behavior and the administrative process. They

explained that the behavioral approach to the study of

leadership served as the basis for much of the work at the

Midwest Administrative Center at the University of Chicago,

where three distinctive behavior styles of leaders have been

identified. These three styles were

(1) normative (nomothetic) placed emphasis on the
normative dimension of behavior, accordingly on the
requirements of the institution, the role, and the
expectation. The (2) personal (idiographic) style
places emphasis on the personal dimensions of behavior
and, accordingly, on the requirements of the individual,
the personality, and the need disposition. The (3)
transactional style calls attention to the need for
moving toward the normative styles under one set of
circumstances and toward the personal style under
another set of circumstances (30, p. 423).

In 1957 Hemphill and Coons (30) developed the Leadership

Behavior Description Questionnaire. This questionnaire

sought to identify the following aspects of leadership:

(1) representation--speaks and acts as representative;
(2) demands reconciliation--reconciles conflicting
demands and reduces disorder in the system; (3)
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tolerance of uncertainty--leader is able to tolerate
uncertainty and postponement without anxiety or being
upset; (4) persuasiveness--the leader uses persuasion
and argument effectively, and exhibits strong con-
victions; (5) initiation of structure--leader clearly
defines his role and lets followers know what is
expected of them; (6) tolerance of freedom--the leader
allows followers scope for initiative, decision and
action; (7) role assumption--the leader actively exer-
cises the leadership role rather than surrendering
leadership to others; (8) consideration of the leaders
applies pressure for production output; (9) predictive
accuracy--the leader exhibits foresight and ability to
predict outcomes accurately; (10) integration--the
leader maintains a closely knit organization and
resolves intermember conflicts; and (11) superior
orientation--the leader maintains cordial relations
with superior, has influence with them and strives
for higher status (p. 150).

Stogdill (56) commented upon the design of the Leader-

ship Behavior Description Questionnaire. He spoke of it as

a good identifier of leadership but said what is really

needed is a good evaluative instrument; i.e., something that

would measure leadership when it initiates changes in goals,

objectives, structure, procedures, inputs, processes, or

outputs of a social system. He concluded that there is a

need to define leadership behavior in terms of the behavior

of an individual which initiates a new structure in inter-

action within a social system.

In another analysis Korman (34) found very little

evidence that leadership behavior and/or attitudian varia-

tions, as defined by scores on the Leadership Behavior and

Leadership Questionnaire, are predictive of later effective-

ness and/or satisfaction criteria.
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Miller (43) described responsibilities of the adminis-

trator in four definitions of leadership behavior: (1) making

decisions and taking action pertaining to goals and purposes

in the policy making and probing-interpreting realm, i.e.,

the creative and initiative decision; (2) decisions and

actions pertaining to operations, such as intermediary

decisions or authoritarian decisions, and the passing along

of orders and commands; (3) decisions and actions pertaining

to adjustment within the system, of the system, to the com-

munity or context; and (4) appellate in that they arise most

frequently through the complaints of subordinates.

Brown (12) identified systems and persons orientation

as leader behaviors. He outlined two dimensions: (1) those

behaviors that centered around the needs, goals, and per-

formances of people and (2) those behaviors that centered

around the needs, goals, and performances of organization.

Finally, Havighurst (28) indicated that outstanding

knowledge and performance in instruction, curriculum, eval-

uation, etc., are behaviors to be looked for in attempting

to elect leadership. He suggested that leadership selection

does not rest in administrative or managerial ability alone.

Havighurst (28, p. 6) stated that "the effective educational

leader cannot fully rely solely on his hierarchical status,

nor upon his management skills. He will need to develop a

leadership based upon his recognized knowledge and performance

in those areas in which he proposes to lead."
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Chapter Summary

The research on leadership has been summarized into four

categories. First, a number of studies have looked at the

lives of great men in hopes of realizing how their success

can be replicated through emulation. Emerson (18) and

Gustavson (26) emphasized the importance of the "great man

theory" in understanding leadership. The second category

included several studies intent on establishing or identi-

fying traits of successful men and looking for these same

traits in other persons who are potential leaders. The find-

ings in this area of study could not substantiate the assump-

tion that similar characteristics are common among all leaders.

Thirdly, the literature described styles of leaders in terms

of three basic categories of leadership: autocratic, demo-

cratic, and laissez-faire. Several research reports compared

the different results of these styles as used in various

situations. Advantages and disadvantages, or positive and

negative results, are shown for the three different styles.

The findings were rather contradictory, as noted by Anderson

(2). Recent studies reveal that leaders are able to utilize

several styles of leadership to meet the situation. Finally,

a more behavioristic approach to leadership is cited. This

approach moves from identifying leadership traits or styles

to identifying active changes in goals, purposes, etc., as

initiated by a leader.
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CHAPTER III

METHODS AND PROCEDURES

Introduction

Lower-level officers within institutions holding mem-

bership in the Association of Texas Colleges and Universities

comprised the population for this study. Specifically the

officers from each institution were chosen to represent the

sample. A survey questionnaire developed especially for this
study was sent to each officer. A letter accompanied the

questionnaire.

The survey instrument asked the administrators to give

their perceptions of the leadership styles they possess,

those utilized by the president, and those styles displayed

by other lower-level officers on their campuses. Other

demographic data were asked for in the letter to the admin-

istrators. This included age, highest degree earned, job

title, and years they had been in their respective positions.
Statistical procedures were applied to this information to

determine relationships and differences in regard to leader-

ship styles and the subject areas under study, i.e., size of
the institution, private vs. public institutions, presidents,

and lower-level officers.

39
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Population

Lower-level officers of 117 member institutions of the

Association of Texas Colleges and Universities (Appendix E,

p. 115) were selected as the population for this study.

These were officers working directly under the supervision

of the president and included the following: vice-presidents,

academic deans, student deans, business officers, development

officers, public relations officers, admission officers,

directors, department chairmen, and division chairmen.

Although different titles are sometimes used on various cam-

puses, lower-level officers could still be categorized into

these positions according to their duties. The Association

of Texas Colleges and Universities was selected as a research

source since it includes only the regionally accredited pub-

lic and private colleges of the state of Texas.

Sample

Ten survey instruments were sent to each institution.

The number ten was selected after analyzing the 1976-77

edition of Texas Higher Education Directory, published by

the Association of Texas Colleges and Universities. In this

directory the range of administrators subordinate to a presi-

dent was ten to fifteen persons. The president was asked,

in instances where he had more than ten administrators

working directly under him, to give the questionnaires to

those working closest to him on a day-to-day basis. In
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cases where he did not have ten administrators working under

him, he was asked to move to lower-level positions, again

selecting those with whom he was working the closest.

Instrument

The questionnaire (Appendix C, p. 110) was designed to

initiate a single response to the questions of leadership

styles for the chief officer, the style of the administrator

reporting, and the style of other administrators on the

individual campuses. A simple check sheet was used to allow

the respondent a convenient method of response.

The eleven leadership styles (Appendix D, p. 112) were

formulated from definitions provided by four different

writers. The leadership styles--charismatic, managerial,

personal, intuitive/rationalistic, political/legalistic, and

pragmatic function--were drawn from Miller (4, p. 34). The

autocratic style was taken from Davis (2). The leadership

styles, laissez-faire and democratic, were provided by

Evans (3). Finally the leadership styles creative, organis-

mic, and scientific were defined by Ayer (1).

The questionnaire, with letters and directions, was

submitted to a jury of eight members for content validation.

The jury was randomly selected from the member schools of

the Association of Texas Colleges and Universities. In that

both public and private schools are a part of this associa-

tion, the randomization process was carried through until
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four presidents of the public colleges and four presidents

of the private colleges were chosen for the jury. These

presidents were selected for validation purposes because

of the leadership position they held on their respective

campuses.

The jury was asked to analyze the instrument, the

words, interpretation of the leadership model, and the

instructions. For the questionnaire to be used, six of eight

members of the jury had to indicate it was acceptable. The

jury responded to the questionnaire by rating the instrument

as "usable," "not usable," and "usable with the following

modifications." Modified statements were resubmitted to

the jury for final approval. Six out of eight of the jury

members indicated the instrument was usable without modifi-

cation.

Collection of Data

A letter, with enclosures, was sent to each of the

presidents of the 117 member schools of the Association of

Texas Colleges and Universities. The letter (Appendix A,

p. 105) to the president explained the general purpose of

the study. The enclosures included questionnaires (Appendix

C, p. 110), instructions for respondents (Appendix B,

p. 107), and a stamped, self-addressed return envelope. The

presidents were asked to distribute ten questionnaires to

those officers who worked directly under their supervision.



43

Approximately two weeks after the initial mailing of the

questionnaire, a follow-up letter (Appendix G, p. 121) was

sent to the presidents of those institutions from which no

questionnaires had been returned. The follow-up letter

requested that the questionnaire be distributed in order to

add credibility to the study. A second follow-up letter

(Appendix H, p. 123) was mailed two weeks later to those who

had not responded to the first two requests. Finally, sev-

eral phone calls were made to those presidents who did not

respond to the third request.

Analyzing the Data

The data provided by the questionnaire were compiled

and appropriately tabled. Frequencies and percentages were

shown in each table. Contingency tables were used for com-

parison of multiple categories.

A chi square test of independence was used for all com-

parisons made in the study; private college to public college;

junior/community colleges to senior colleges; institutional

size categories; years of service categories; and job level

categories. Also, the Rank Order Correlation was used to

ascertain the relationship between the chief officer and

the subordinate officers, and the relationships between the
subordinate officers themselves. In instances where per-

centages only were used for interpretation, they were rank-

ordered for ease of discussion.
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The size categories of the colleges and universities

were acquired through the 1976-77 edition of Accredited

Institutions of Postsecondary Education, published by the

American Council on Education. Size categories of 0-1,000,

1,001-5,000, 5,001-10,000, 10,001-20,000, and 20,001-and

over were used to draw comparisons of leadership styles

selected.

Age categories were formulated in order that all age

groups found in the study were represented and such that

each category contained at least fifteen respondents. Thus,

the following age categories were chosen: 20-30 years,

31-40 years, 41-50 years, 51-60 years, and those adminis-

trators 61 years and older.

Educational degree variables were established for

various degrees reported by the respondents. These included

doctorate, master's, and bachelor's. The educational majors

for the respondents were varied. However, 101 of them

reported college or business management education. This

represented 22 percent of the sampling. The balance of the

majors included such disciplines as accounting, chemistry,

speech, English, psychology, math, history, law, sociology,

counseling, engineering, music, public health, library

science, biology, etc. For the most, these majors were

directly applicable to the positions held on the various

campuses.
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Years of experience categories were formulated so that

each category included at least fifty respondents. There-

fore, the following categories were chosen: 0-4 years,

5-9 years, and 10 years and over.

Job level categories (Group I, Group II, and Group III)

were established based on the positions of those considered

closest to the president and those who would be somewhat

removed from his direct supervision. Group I worked closest

to the president. Group II was an intermediate group who

worked under lower-level officers reporting directly to the

president, and Group III were those lower-level officers who

were administrators but had less direct contact with the

chief officer. See Appendix F, p. 119, for identification

of job titles for Group I, Group II, and Group III.

Testing

Questions one and two of this study inquired what

various and prevailing leadership styles exist within the

selected colleges. They were answered through converting

the frequencies of responses for each leadership style into

percentages and rank ordering them. This ranking allowed

one to see the distribution of choices under the eleven

leadership styles and to choose the prevailing leadership

styles according to the highest percentage of response.

Questions three and four of the study inquired into

the relationships in leadership styles between the presidents
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and subordinate lower-level officers and any relationships

between the lower-level officers themselves. A Rank-Order

Correlation Coefficient (5, p. 155) was used to determine

the degree of relationship. In other words, the percentages

of response given for the leadership styles of the chief

officer, the administrators reporting for the study, and the

other administrators on the various campuses are rank-ordered

and correlated with one another for a study of relationship

in the choice of leadership style. A .05 level of signif-

icance was used.

Hypotheses one through seven dealt with the relationship

between styles of leadership and various demographic variables.

They were stated in the "null" hypothesis form and were

tested with Chi square test of independence. When differ-

ences were found at the .05 level of significance, the "null"

was rejected.
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CHAPTER IV

PRESENTATION OF DATA

Questionnaire Results

The questionnaires for the study were mailed to the

presidents of 117 institutions holding membership in the

Association of Texas Colleges and Universities. Ten ques-

tionnaires were sent each institution, with a possible

respondent total of 1,170. However, only seventy-five (65

percent) of the institutional chief officers distributed the

questionnaires to lower-level administrators at their respec-

tive colleges, thus reducing the possible sample size to 750

respondents. After three follow-up letters and numerous

phone calls, 469 questionnaires were finally returned.

Thus, 40 percent of the total sample was represented, and

approximately 60 percent of the distributed questionnaires

were returned for analysis.

Several reasons were given for not distributing the

questionnaires. These included: (1) "not enough time,"

(2) "do not allow internal evaluations," (3) "referred your

project to a faculty committee to determine any action we

would take," (4) "not in the best interest of our adminis-

tration," and (5) "serving as interim president and do not

feel it would be appropriate at this time."

48
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Of these, ten were not usable due to lack of response

to most of the questions, or failure to follow directions

properly. Four hundred and fifty-nine questionnaires were

finally selected for analysis.

Demographic Data

The 459 questionnaires represented 311 public college

and university administrators and 148 private college and

university administrators. The 222 junior/community college

administrators represented in the sample included eleven

private and 211 public school administrators. The 237 senior

college and university administrators represented in the

sample included ninety-six public school administrators and

141 private school administrators.

The degrees held by these respondents included 196

doctorates, 193 master's degrees, fifty-two bachelor's degrees,

two junior college degrees, and two high school diplomas.

Fourteen respondents did not answer the question regarding

degrees. Those administrators holding bachelor's degrees

were in administrative positions such as business managers,

financial aid officers, and development officers. The two

junior college degrees were found to be attached to a

Secretary and Assistant to the President and a Director of

Administrative Services. Both of these administrators were

from senior independent colleges. The high school diplomas

belonged to a Director of Information and a Vice President
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for Public Affairs. Both of these administrators were also

from senior independent colleges.

The age differences were noted with thirty-three

respondents sixty-one years or older, 115 in the age range

of fifty-one to sixty years, 127 in the thirty-one to forty

age group, and fifteen in the twenty to thirty age group.

Three respondents failed to give their age. The age range

for all respondents was twenty-two to sixty-six years. The

average age of the respondents was forty-five.

The years of service for the respondents ranged from

one to thirty-five years. The average years of service was

found to be six.

The respondents from the various sizes of institutions

included four in the 20,001-40,000 group; thirty-four in the
10,001-20,000 group; eighty-eight in the 5,001-10,000 group;

the largest sampling of 266 in the 1,001-5,000 group; fifty-

three in the 501-1,000 group; and thirteen in the 0-500

group. Approximately 75 percent of the respondents were

within institutions with student population of 1,001-10,000.

A majority of the respondents (291) were in positions

(Group I) directly subordinate to the president. These

included vice presidents, assistants to the president, etc.

One hundred and twenty-five of the lower-level officers

worked in intermediate positions (Group II), i.e., admissions

officer, librarian, etc. A smaller group (Group III) (41)



51

worked in positions further removed from the president, i.e.,

department chairmen, teachers, etc.

Questions of the Study

A collective group of 459 lower-level officers was asked

to give perceptions of the leadership styles of their chief

officers, their own personal styles "self," and the leader-

ship styles of "other" officers on their respective college

and university campuses. For ease of interpretation, and to

save duplication, it was necessary to identify when the lower-

level officers were providing perceptions of their own leader-

ship styles, perceptions of the leadership styles of their

chief officers, and perceptions of the leadership styles of

other officers. Therefore, the words "self," "chief officer,"

and "other" were chosen for the following discussion. "Self"

refers to the self-reported leadership styles of all respond-

ents. "Chief officer" is used when the respondents, or lower-

level officers, are selecting leadership styles they perceive

to most adequately describe their chief officers. "Other"

is the title given when the responding lower-level officers

are revealing their perceptions of the leadership styles of

other lower-level officers on their respective campuses.

Leadership Styles

The first question of the study was directed at identify-

ing the various leadership styles (self) in effect within

colleges and universities in the state of Texcas. To acquire



this information, the questionnaires were analyzed and fre-

quencies tabulated for each style of leadership. The tabu-

lation is presented in Table I, p. 53. The table presented

the frequencies and percentages for each leadership style. To

reveal an order of preference, the styles were rank-ordered

from the highest percentage of response to the lowest.

Using percentages, this ranking shows the selection of

leadership styles in the following order: democratic--33

percent; pragmatic-functional--23 percent; organismic--13

percent; creative--8 percent; managerial, scientific, and

personal-intuitive-humanistic with 6 percent; laissez-faire

and autocratic--2 percent; and, finally, charismatic and

political-legalistic with less than 1 percent.

Thus, every style of leadership was found to exist to

some extent. However, 354, or 77 percent, of the adminis-

trators chose by order of preference: democratic, pragmatic-

functional, organismic, and creative styles of leadership.

In contrast, less than 6 percent of the respondents selected

the leadership styles laissez-faire, autocratic, charismatic,

and political-legalistic.

In summary, lower-level officers chose from a variety

of leadership styles. The democratic leadership style was

found to be most popular while pragmatic-functional,

organismic, and creative were also frequently chosen. The

least represented styles were, respectively, political-

legalistic, charismatic, autocratic, and laissez-faire.
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TABLE I

SELECTED LEADERSHIP STYLES OF LOWER-LEVEL OFFICERS
(SELF) WITHIN SELECTED COLLEGES AND

UNIVERSITIES IN TEXAS

Leadership
Styles

Democratic

Pragmatic-
Functional

Organismic

Creative

Managerial

Scientific

Personal-
Intuitive-
Humanistic

Laissez-faire

Autocratic

Charismatic

Political-
Legalistic

TOTAL

Distribution of Responses

Number Percentage

152 33

107

59

38

29

26

28

8

8

2

2

459

23

13

8

6

6

6

2

2

1

1
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Prevailing Styles of Leadership

The second question of the study sought to identify the

prevailing styles of leadership among chief officers and

subordinate lower-level officers on the various college and

university campuses. Tables I, II, and III reveal the find-

ings for this question.

Table II, p. 55, is a summary of the leadership styles

of chief officers as perceived by lower-level officers within

selected colleges and universities in Texas. The chief

officers, for the most part, were perceived as possessing a

democratic style of leadership. This is witnessed through

129, or 28 percent, of the lower-level officers selecting the

democratic style for their chief officers. Three styles were

chosen with equal percentages of response. These styles,

each chosen by 12 percent of the lower-level officers to

describe their chief officers, were organismic, pragmatic-

functional, and autocratic. Only eleven, or 2 percent, of

the lower-level officers perceived their chief officers as

being political-legalistic in their leadership styles.

Table I, p. 53, summarizes the findings of the leader-

ship styles selected to represent the subordinate officers

reporting for the study (self). Reviewing Table I, the pre-

vailing style of the officers responding to the survey was

determined to be the democratic style of leadership.

Table III, p. 56, is a summary of the leadership styles

of "other" lower-level officers as perceived by their peers.
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TABLE II

LEADERSHIP STYLES OF CHIEF OFFICERS AS PERCEIVED BY
LOWER-LEVEL OFFICERS WITHIN SELECTED COLLEGES

AND UNIVERSITIES IN TEXAS

Leadership Distribution of Responses
Styles Number Percentage

Democratic 129 28

Organismic 57 12

Pragmatic-
Functional 57 12

Autocratic 54 12

Creative 39 9

Managerial 30 7

Laissez-faire 26 6

Charismatic 23 5

Scientific 20 4

Personal,
Intuitive,
Humanistic 13 3

Political,
Legalistic 11 2

TOTAL 459 100
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TABLE III

LEADERSHIP STYLES OF "OTHER" LOWER-LEVEL OFFICERS
AS PERCEIVED BY ADMINISTRATORS REPORTING

FROM SELECTED COLLEGES AND
UNIVERSITIES IN TEXAS

Distribution of Responses
Leadership

Styles Number Percentage

Democratic 166 36

Pragmatic-
Functional 61 13

Laissez-faire 61 13

Autocratic 40 9

Organismic 39 8

Managerial 30 7

Political-
Legalistic 19 4

Creative 13 3

Charismatic 12 3

Personal,
Intuitive,
Humanistic 11 2

Scientific 7 2

TOTAL 459 100
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The table shows frequencies and percentages for each leader-

ship style. They are rank-ordered from the highest to the

lowest percent of response. The table reveals that "other"

officers within colleges studied were perceived as possessing

a democratic style of leadership. This was ascertained

through finding that 166, or 36 percent, of the lower-level

officers reporting for the study chose the democratic style

to represent "other" officers on their respective campuses.

Those leadership styles chosen by less than 5 percent of the

lower-level officers to describe "other" officers included

political-legalistic (4 percent), charismatic and creative

(each with 3 percent), and personal-intuitive-humanistic and

scientific (each with 2 percent). In summary, according to

the lower-level officers, the democratic style of leadership

most adequately described "other" lower-level officers on

their respective campuses.

Relationship of Chief Officers
to Subordinates

Question three of the study focuses on the relationships

that are found between the perceived leadership styles of

the chief officers, the officers reporting ("self"), and the
"other" administrators on the various campuses. To find if

a relationship did exist, a Rank Order Correlation Coeffi-

cient was used. The correlation was achieved by rank-

ordering the percentages received for each leadership style
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and correlating between the chief officer and "self," chief

officer and "other," and "self" to "others." The correla-

tions are presented in Table IV, p. 59.

The correlation between the chief officers and "self"

was .77. A coefficient of .68, with nine degrees of freedom

was needed to be significant at the 5 percent level of

significance. Therefore, a significant positive relationship

was found between the perceived leadership styles of the

chief officers and the lower-level officers reporting for the

study. Thus, in answer to question three lower-level officers

and chief officers were found to select similar leadership

styles.

The correlation coefficient of .74 was obtained for the

relationship between the chief officers and "others." With

nine degrees of freedom, a coefficient of .68 was needed to

attain significance at the .05 level. A significant positive

relationship was found between the chief officers and "other"

administrators. Therefore, chief officers and "other" admin-

istrators were perceived as selecting similar leadership

styles.

The fourth question of the study was designed to deter-

mine if a relationship existed between the individual officers

reporting for the study ("self") and the leadership styles

they perceived to be representative of "other" administrators

on the various campuses. The coefficient of correlation

needed for the .05 level of significance with nine degrees of
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TABLE IV

A RANK ORDER CORRELATION BETWEEN THE PERCEIVED LEADERSHIP
STYLES OF THE CHIEF OFFICERS, "SELF" REPORTED STYLES

OF RESPONDENTS, AND "OTHER" ADMINISTRATORS WITHIN
SELECTED COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES OF TEXAS

Leadership Chief Officers "Self" "Other"
Styles Rank % Rank % Rank %

Autocratic 4 12 8.5 2 4 9
Charismatic 8 3 10.5 <1 8.5 3
Creative 5 4 4 8 8.5 3

Democratic 1 28 1 33 1 36
Laissez-faire 7 6 8.5 2 2.5 13

Managerial 6 7 5 6 6 6

Organismic 2.5 12 3 13 5 8

Personal-
Intuitive-
Humanistic 10 3 6 6 10.5 2

Political-
Legalistic 11 2 10.5 <1 7 4

Pragmatic-
Functional 2.5 12 2 23 2.5 13

Scientific 9 4 7 6 10.5 2

p Needed
for 5%

Correlation p Significance Significance

Chief Officers 9 degrees of freedom
to "Self" .77 .68 p is significant at .05

Chief Officers 9 degrees of freedom
to "Others" .74 .68 p is significant at .05

"Self" to 9 degrees of freedom
"Others" .44 .68 p is not significant

at .05
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freedom was .68. However, the coefficient obtained (.44) was

not significant. Thus, officers "self" reporting for this

study tended to select leadership styles that were different

from those they perceived to be representative of "other"

lower-level officers from the various campuses.

Public and Private Colleges

Hypothesis one states there are no significant differ-

ences between the lower-level officers of public and private

colleges in regard to their perceptions of leadership styles

of their chief officers, their own personal styles of leader-

ship, and the leadership styles of other administrators on

their respective campuses.

Table V, p. 61, presents the leadership styles of chief

officers as they were perceived by lower-level officers of

public and private colleges and universities in the state

of Texas. The table shows the frequencies and percentages

for each leadership style representing the chief officer in

relation to his position in a public or private college.

Lower-level officers from both public and private col-

leges perceived their chief officers as being democratic in

their styles of leadership. This was revealed through

ninety-one (29 percent) of the public lower-level officers

choosing the democratic style, and thirty-eight (26 percent)

of the private college officers selecting the democratic style

to describe their chief officers. A notable sampling of
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TABLE V

LEADERSHIP STYLES OF CHIEF OFFICERS AS PERCEIVED BY
LOWER-LEVEL OFFICERS OF PUBLIC AND PRIVATE

COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES IN TEXAS

Institutional Type

Leadership Public Private
Styles Number Percent Number Percent

Autocratic

Charismatic

Creative

Democratic

Laissez-faire

Managerial

Organismic

Personal,
Intuitive,
Humanistic

Political,
Legalistic

Pragmatic-
Functional

Scientific

Total

X = 16.2

df = 10

p > .05

37

13

22

91

12

22

40

10

10

42

12

311

12

4

7

29

4

7

13

3

3

13

4

100

17

17

38

14

8

17

3

1

15

8

11

7

11

26

9

5

11

2

1

10

5

148 f 100
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thirty-seven, or 12 percent, of the public lower-level offi-

cers and seventeen, or 11 percent, of the private lower-level

officers perceived their president as being autocratic.

Political-legalistic was the least chosen style of leader-

ship. Only ten (3 percent) of the public lower-level officers

and one (1 percent) of private lower-level officers chose the

political-legalistic style of leadership.

The frequencies and percentages for the balance of the

leadership styles perceived to be those of the chief officers

are very similar. To test this significantly, a chi square

test of independence was used. The chi square value needed

for significance was 18.31 with 10 degrees of freedom. Since

the chi square value of 16.2 was not significant at the .05

level of significance, the first part of hypothesis one was

accepted. Lower-level officers of public institutions did

not describe the leadership styles of their chief officers

differently from their counterparts in the private colleges.

Leadership styles as "self" reported by lower officers

of public and private colleges and universities in the state

of Texas are shown in Table VI, p. 63. Both public and

private lower-level officers viewed themselves most often

as possessing a democratic style of leadership; that is,

109, or 35 percent, of the public and forty-three, or 29 per-

cent, of the private lower-level officers chose the democratic

style to describe their own personal leadership styles.
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TABLE VI

LEADERSHIP STYLES AS "SELF" REPORTED BY LOWER-LEVEL
OFFICERS OF PUBLIC AND PRIVATE COLLEGES

AND UNIVERSITIES IN TEXAS

Institutional Type

Leadership Public Private
Styles Number Percent Number Percent

Autocratic

Charismatic

Creative

Democratic

Laissez-faire

Managerial

Organismic

Personal,
Intuitive,
Humanistic

Political,

Legalistic

Pragmatic-
Functional

Scientific

Total

I --

7

1

25

109

5

19

38

18

1

69

19

311

X =4.65

df = 10

p > .05

2

<1

8

35

2

6

12

6

<1

22

6

100

1

1

13

43

3

10

21

10

1

38

7

148

1

1

9

29

2

7

14

6

1

26

4

100
I
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Worth noting is that very few of public and private lower-

level officers selected the autocratic leadership styles to

describe themselves. In fact, only 2 percent of the public

and 1 percent of the private lower-level officers chose the

autocratic style of leadership. Two other leadership styles

observed to be least popular among the lower-level officers

of both public and private institutions were charismatic and

political-legalistic. Both public and private lower-level

officers were represented with only one officer choosing

charismatic and political-legalistic styles of leadership.

A chi square test of independence was used to test the

degree of similarity between the "self" reported leadership

styles from public and private institutions. The chi square

required at the .05 level of significance with 10 degrees of

freedom was 18.31. The result showed a chi square value of

4.65. Thus, the second part of hypothesis one was accepted,

meaning that when selecting leadership styles for themselves,

lower-level officers in public colleges were not significantly

different from lower-level officers in private colleges.

Table VII, p. 65, presents a comparison of leadership

styles of "other" administrators as perceived by lower-level

officers of public and private colleges and universities of

the state of Texas. observation of the table indicates that

lower-level officers of public and private colleges were very

similar in their choices of leadership styles they selected

to describe other officers on their respective campuses. The
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TABLE VII

LEADERSHIP STYLES OF "OTHER" ADMINISTRATORS AS
PERCEIVED BY LOWER-LEVEL OFFICERS OF PUBLIC

AND PRIVATE COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES
OF TEXAS

Institutional Type

Public Private
Leadership

Styles Number Percent Number Percent

Autocratic

Charismatic

Creative

Democratic

Laissez-faire

Managerial

Organismic

Personal,
Intuitive,
Humanistic

Political,
Legalistic

Pragmatic-
Functional

Scientific

Total

28

7

8

117

39

18

25

4

17

44

4

311

9

2

3

38

13

6

8

1

5

14

1

100

11

5

5

49

22

10

14

7

3

19

3

148

7

3

3

33

15

7

10

5

2

13

2

100

X2 = 10.4

df = 10

p > .05
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style that received the greatest response was the democratic

style of leadership. One hundred and seventeen, or 38 per-

cent, of the public lower-level officers and forty-nine, or

38 percent, of the private lower-level officers perceived

"other" officers on their respective campuses as being demo-

cratic in their leadership styles. One interesting finding

was that private lower-level officers selected the leadership

style laissez-faire as their second choice to describe "other"

officers on their campuses. Twenty-two (15 percent) of the

lower-level officers from private schools selected the

laissez-faire style. This style ranked third among lower-

level officers from public colleges, with thirty-nine (13

percent) reporting their perceptions of "other" officers on

their campuses as being laissez-faire in leadership style.

Public and private lower-level officers also shared

similar views in selecting styles that reflected less than

5 percent or less of their responses. Four, or 1 percent,

of the public lower-level officers, in revealing perceptions

of "other" officers on their campuses, chose personal-

intuitive-humanistic and scientific styles of leadership.

The private lower-level officers revealed little interest in

these two styles. Seven (5 percent) of the private school

respondents chose personal-intuitive-humanistic and only

three (2 percent) chose scientific. Charismatic and creative

styles of leadership also were not viewed as being descriptive
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of "other" lower-level officers. Seven, or 2 percent, of the

public lower-level officers chose charismatic, and eight, or

3 percent, of the public school officers selected creative

as the style of leadership that described "other" lower-level

officers. The private school officers revealed similar

selection patterns with five, or 3 percent, of them choosing

either charismatic or creative leadership styles to describe

"other" lower-level officers.

Although the perceived leadership styles appeared to

be similar for both public and private institutions, a chi

square test of independence was used to test for statistical

differences. The chi square need for significance was 18.31

(10 degrees of freedom). The computed value for the data in

Table VII was 10.04. This was not significant at the .05

level of significance. Therefore, the third aspect of

hypothesis one was accepted for this study. When lower-level

officers of public institutions selected leadership styles to

represent "other" administrators on their respective campuses,

they were not significantly different from lower-level

officers in private colleges.

Size of the Institution

Hypothesis two states that lower-level officers from

institutions of different student populations (0-500, 501-

1,000, 1,001-5,000, 5,001-10,000, 10,001-20,000, 20,001-

40,000) do not differ significantly in their perceptions of



the leadership styles of chief officers, their own personal

styles, and the styles of other lower-level administrators.

Table VIII, p. 69, presents the institutional size variables

and self-reported leadership styles of lower-level officers

within selected colleges and universities of Texas. The

table lists the size categories of the institution and the

corresponding frequencies and percentages that represent the

administrators' responses to the eleven leadership styles.

A perusal of Table VIII indicates that the leadership

styles of democratic, pragmatic-functional, and organismic

dominate the styles selected to be descriptive of the lower-

level officers, regardless of size of institution. However,

student population of an institution did seem related to

tabular response in some of the other categories of leader-

ship. The personal-intuitive-humanistic style was not chosen

by lower-level administrators from institutions with student

populations of greater than 5,000. Those institutions of

5,000 and over were represented by only one lower-level

officer selecting the personal-intuitive-humanistic style of

leadership. In contrast, twenty-six, or 8 percent, of the

lower-level officers in institutions of less than 5,000

selected personal-intuitive-humanistic as their leadership

style.

Although sample representation is scant, some additional

examples of the relationship between institutional size and

leadership styles were found. The autocratic style was

68
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TABLE VIII

INSTITUTIONAL SIZE VARIABLES VERSUS LEADERSHIP STYLES
OF LOWER-LEVEL OFFICERS WITHIN SELECTED

COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES IN TEXAS

Institution Size

20,000- 10,001- 5,000- 1,001- 501- 0-Leadership 40,000 20,000 10,000j 5,000 1,000 500StylesN. No. %No JN o. % N % N
N.%N.%N. % No. % No. % No.%

Autocratic

Charismatic

Creative

Democratic

Laissez-faire

Managerial

Organismic

Personal,
Intuitive,
Humanistic

Political,
Legalistic

Pragmatic,
Functional

Scientific

Totals

0 0

0 0

0 0

1 25

0 0

o 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

3 75

0 0

0 0

1 3

3 9

15 44

0 0

2 6

6 18

0 0

0 0

4 12

3

4

1

6

33

5 4

1 0

7 22

37 80

2 2

6 7

7 8

1

0

20

81 8

5

1

0

8

30

2

19 7

37 14

1 19

0 2

23 67

9 12

4 100 1 34 100 188 100

X2 = 48.63

7

1

25

5

267 1001

0 0

0 0

5 9

19 36

1 2

1 2

8 15

6 11

0 0

11 21

2 4

53 100

0 0

0 0

0 0

5 38

1 8

1 8

1 8

1 8

0 0

4 30

0 0

13 100

df = 50

p > .05
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perceived only in medium-sized (1,001-10,000) schools. Also,

the laissez-faire style of leadership was not chosen by any

lower-level officers from institutions having population

greater than 10,000.

To determine if statistical differences are found in the

perceived leadership styles of administrators within the

institutions of varying student populations, a chi square

test of independence was used. For fifty degrees of freedom,

a chi square value of 67.50 was required to ascertain signif-

icance. The chi square value of 48.63 was not significant at

the .05 level of significance. Thus, administrators from

institutions with various student populations were not

significantly different in their choices of leadership styles.

Hypothesis two was accepted with respect to leadership styles

as self-reported.

Table IX, p. 71, is a tabulation of institutional size

variables and leadership styles of chief officers as per-

ceived by lower-level officers within selected colleges and

universities in the state of Texas. The table reveals the

categories of the size of the institutions and the corres-

ponding frequencies and percentages that represent the

administrators' responses to the eleven leadership styles.

Examining the frequencies and percentages shown for each

leadership style, one notices that the greatest activity,

among all sizes of institutions, was found in the democratic,

pragmatic-functional, organismic, and autocratic leadership
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TABLE IX

INSTITUTIONAL SIZE VARIABLES AND LEADERSHIP STYLES
OF CHIEF OFFICERS AS PERCEIVED BY LOWER-LEVEL

OFFICERS WITHIN SELECTED COLLEGES AND
UNIVERSITIES IN TEXAS

Institution Size

20,0004 10,000- 5,000- 1,000- 501- 0-
Leadership 40,000 20,000 10,000 5,000 1,000 500

Styles No. %No. %No. % No. %No. % No. %

Autocratic

Charismatic

Creative

Democratic

Laissez-faire

Managerial

Organismic

Personal,
Intuitive,
Humanistic

Political,
Legalistic

Pragmatic,
Functional

Scientific

Totals

1 25

0 0

0 0

2 50

0 0

0 0

1 25

0 0

0 0

o 0

0 0

4 ioc0

3 91

2

3 9

9 27

0 0

7 21

5 15

1 2

0 0

4 12

0 0

12

51 2

7

27

6

14 31

2 17

8 24

31 61

7 17

6 7

10 11

3 3

5 6

8 9

2 2

15

12

6

9

23

6

6

34 13

6 2

6 2

41 15

15 6

- V
34 100 88 100 267 100

4 7

2 4

3 6

24 45

2 4

3 6

6 11

3 6

0 0

4 7

2 4

53 100

2 15

0 0

2 15

5 39

2 15

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

1 8

1 8

13 100

X2 = 53.64

df = 50

p > .05
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styles. One difference is noted under the democratic style

of leadership in contrast to the size of the institutions.

Twenty-nine, or 75 percent, of those lower-level officers

with institutions of student populations of 0-1,000 perceived

their chief officer as democratic. However, among lower-

level officers from institutions exceeding the size range of

10,000, only eleven, or 29 percent, described their chief

officers as democratic. This is a 15 percentage point dif-

ference which may reflect a trend of lower-level officers of

larger institutions to perceive their chief officers as less

democratic than lower-level officers of smaller institutions.

To determine if there were differences in the perception

of the lower-level officers from variously sized universities

with regard to the leadership styles of their chief officers,

a chi square test of independence was used. For fifty degrees

of freedom, a chi square value of 67.50 was needed to attain

significance at the .05 level. The obtained chi square

value of 53.64 was not significant at the .05 level. Admin-

istrators from various sizes of institutions were not

significantly different in their perception of the leader-

ship styles of their chief officers. Again, hypothesis two

was accepted.

Ae as a Factor in Leadership Styles

Hypothesis three of the study states that lower-level

officers of five age groups (20-30, 31-40, 41-50, 51-60, and
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60 years and over) do not differ significantly in regard to

their selected leadership styles. Table X, p. 74, is a

presentation of the frequencies and percentages of response

for the self-reported of age variables and leadership styles

of lower-level officers within selected colleges and univer-

sities of Texas. To test for differences in leadership

styles, a chi square test was used. The chi square value

needed for significance at the .05 level of significance was

53.76 (40 degrees of freedom). Since the resulting value

was 59.98, chi square was significant at the .05 level of

significance, and hypothesis three was rejected. Different

age groups, within the administrators reporting for this

study, differed significantly in their choice of leadership

styles.

The statistical treatment indicated that there were

differences in the selection of leadership styles among

lower-level officers from different age groups. In observing

Table X, there were several noteworthy features for discus-

sion. First, the lower-level officers in the age group of

sixty-one and over did not select the leadership styles of

autocratic, charismatic, political-legalistic, and scien-

tific. Also, the lower-level officers of the age range of

31-40 and 20-30 did not select the leadership styles of

autocratic, charismatic, and political-legalistic.

Another feature of Table X was that older lower-level

officers tended to be more democratic in their leadership
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TABLE X

AGE VARIABLES AND SELF REPORTED LEADERSHIP STYLES OF
LOWER-LEVEL OFFICERS WITHIN SELECTED COLLEGES

AND UNIVERSITIES IN TEXAS

Age Categories*

Leadership 61-over 51-60 41-50 31-40 20-30
Styles No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

Autocratic 0 0 4 4 3 2 0 0 0 0

Charismatic 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0

Creative 1 4 6 5 14 8 12 9 5 33

Democratic 11 48 37 32 59 35 38 30 1 6

Laissez-faire 2 9 3 3 3 2 1 1 1 6

Managerial 4 17 5 4 10 6 10 8 1 6

Organismic 1 4 17 15 23 14 16 13 0 0

Personal,
Intuitive,
Humanistic 1 4 6 5 8 5 8 6 4 27

Political,
Legalistic 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0

Pragmatic,
Functional 3 13 28 24 34 21 33 26 2 13

Scientific 0 0 8 7 9 5 9 7 1 6

Totals 23 100 115 100 166 100 127 100 15 100

* 13 respondents did not report age.

X2 = 59.98

df = 40

p < .05
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styles than younger officers. The percentages representing

the democratic style for the age group of 61 and over was

48 percent. In contrast, the age group of 31-40 revealed

a 30 percent response to the democratic style, and only 6

percent of the age group 20-30 selected the democratic style.

Similarly the percentages under the creative style of

leadership reveal a tendency for younger lower-level officers

to select the creative style of leadership more than older

lower-level officers. The percentage differences are not

great but do follow an incremental pattern from oldes t to

youngest. Four percent of the lower-level officers in the

age group of 61 and over chose the creative style; 5 percent

of the lower-level officers in the age group of 51-60 chose

the creative style; 8 percent of the lower-level officers in

the age group of 41-50 selected the creative leadership

style; 9 percent of the lower-level officers in the 31-40

age group chose the creative style; and 33 percent of the

lower-level officers in the age group of 20-30 years selected

the creative leadership style. Additionally, an interesting

discovery was that the 20-30 age group was the only age

group in which the democratic style of leadership was not

the first choice. The lower-level officers of the 20-30

age group selected as their choice the creative style of

leadership with five (33 percent) of them choosing this

style.
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Educational Level and Leadership Style

Hypothesis four of the study states that lower-level

officers of three post-secondary educational degree levels

(bachelor's, master's, and doctorate) do not differ signif-

icantly in regard to their selected leadership styles.

Table XI, p. 77, is a tabulation of frequencies and percent-

ages for educational degree variables and leadership styles

of lower-level officers (self reported) within selected

colleges and universities of Texas. To test the hypothesis

a chi square test of independence was used. The chi square

needed for significance was 31.41. The obtained chi square

value was 33.31, which with 20 degrees of freedom, was

significant at the .05 level of significance. Therefore,

hypothesis four is rejected. Lower-level administrators of

three different educational degree levels were significantly

different in their choice of leadership styles.

A review of Table XI revealed that lower-level officers

with master's degrees or above tended to be more democratic

in their style of leadership. The percentage difference is

10 percentage points, as sixty-four, or 33 percent, of those

with doctorates chose the democratic style, while only thir-

teen, or 23 percent, of those with bachelor's degrees selected

the democratic style. Similarly, the lower-level officers

with master's degrees numbered sixty-nine, or 36 percent, in

the category of democratic style of leadership. This percentage
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TABLE XI

EDUCATIONAL DEGREE VARIABLES AND LEADERSHIP STYLES
OF LOWER-LEVEL OFFICERS (SELF-REPORTED) WITHIN

SELECTED COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES IN TEXAS

Degree Levels*
Leadership Doctorate Master's Bachelor's

Style No. % No. % No. %

Autocratic

Charismatic

Creative

Democratic

Laissez-faire

Managerial

Organismic

Personal,
Intuitive,
Humanistic

Political,
Legalistic

Pragmatic,
Functional

Scientific

Totals

1

2

20

64

5

16

27

8

0

40

13

196

1

1

10

33

3

8

13

4

0

20

7

4

0

10

69

4

9

26

11

1

50

9

2

0

5

36

2

5

14

6

1

26

5

2

0

6

13

0

2

4

9

1

16

3

4

0

10

23

0

4

7

16

2

29

5
I4 Iq

100 193 100 56 100
I _ _ _ _Ij I I

* 14 respondents did not

X2 = 33.31

df = 20

p < .05

report degree levels.
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differed from the lower-level officers with bachelor's degrees

by 13 percentage points.

Another trend was noticed under the pragmatic-functional

style of leadership. Lower-level officers of lesser edu-

cational attainment seemed to choose pragmatic-functional

leadership styles more frequently than those of higher edu-

cational levels. This was reflected by 20 percent of the

lower-level officers with doctorates, 26 percent of lower-

level officers with master's degrees, and 29 percent of lower-

level officers with bachelor's degrees choosing the pragmatic-

functional style of leadership.

The laissez-faire style was not selected by those

lower-level officers with bachelor's degrees. Nine, or 2

percent, of lower-level officers with master's degrees or

above selected the laissez-faire style of leadership.

Institutional Level and Leadership Style

Hypothesis five of the study states that there are no

significant differences between lower-level officers of

junior/community colleges and lower-level officers of senior

colleges in regard to their selected styles. The letter

accompanying the questionnaire of the study (Appendix B,

p. 107) requested information that would reveal the level of

the institution (community/junior college or senior college).

A chi square test of independence was used to ascertain if
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there were differences in the leadership styles of adminis-

trators from junior/community colleges and senior colleges.

Table XII, p. 80, is a presentation of the frequencies and

percentages for institutional level (junior/community col-

leges and senior colleges) and leadership styles of lower-

level officers (self reported) within selected colleges and

universities in Texas. The chi square value needed for

significance at the .05 level of significance was 18.31 (10

degrees of freedom). The computed value of 13.06 was not

significant for the established criteria. Thus, hypothesis

five was accepted for this study. Administrators in junior/

community colleges and administrators in senior colleges

were not significantly different in their choices of leader-

ship styles.

The chi square test did not reveal significant differ-

ences in leadership styles among lower-level officers from

junior/community colleges and senior colleges. Table XII

was viewed with this factor in mind, but some features were

worthy of discussion. The dominant leadership style for

both junior/community college and senior college lower-level

officers was the democratic leadership style. Eighty-two,

or 37 percent, of the junior/community college officers

selected the democratic style, and seventy, or 30 percent,

of the senior college lower-level officers chose the

democratic style of leadership.
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TABLE XII

INSTITUTIONAL LEVEL (JUNIOR/COMMUNITY COLLEGES AND
SENIOR COLLEGES) AND LEADERSHIP STYLES OF

LOWER-LEVEL OFFICERS (SELF-REPORTED)
WITHIN SELECTED COLLEGES AND

UNIVERSITIES IN TEXAS

Institutional Level
Junior/Community Senior

Leadership College College
Style Number Percent Number Percent

Autocratic

Charismatic

Creative

Democratic

Laissez-faire

Managerial

Organismic

Personal,
Intuitive,
Humanistic

Political,
Legalistic

Pragmatic-
Functional

Scientific

Totals

X2

6

0

11

82

5

16

24

15

1

49

13

222

3

0

5

37

3

7

11

7

<1

22

6

100

2

2

24

70

4

13

36

13

1

58

14

1

1

10

30

2

6

15

6

<1

25

6

+ +

237 100
I __ __ __' _ __ __ J

13.06

df = 10

p > .05
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Although the percentage difference is not great, lower-

level officers did vary with regard to the creative style of

leadership. Eleven, or 5 percent, of the junior/community

college lower-level officers selected creative leadership

styles as describing themselves. Twenty-four, or 10 percent,

of the senior college lower-level officers chose the creative

style.

Years of Service and Leadership Styles

Hypothesis six of the study states that lower-level

officers with varying years of service in their institutions

(0-4, 5-9, and 10 years and over) do not differ significantly

in regard to their leadership styles. Table XIII, p. 82,

reveals the percentages and frequencies representing the

selected leadership styles self-reported of lower-level

administrators for the three categories of years of service.

Although the chi square analysis did not reveal signif-

icant difference among the leadership styles of lower-level

officers in regards to years of experience, the table did

present some interesting facts for discussion. First, a

noteworthy finding was that those lower-level officers with

0-4 years of service in a position tended to select the

creative style of leadership more than those lower-level

officers with ten or more years of service. Twenty (9 per-

cent) with 0-4 years of service selected the creative leader-

ship style, while three (4 percent) of those lower-level
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TABLE XIII

YEARS OF SERVICE AND LEADERSHIP STYLES OF LOWER-LEVEL
OFFICERS (SELF-REPORTED) WITHIN SELECTED

COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES IN TEXAS

Years of Service*

10 Years 5-9 0-4
Leadership and Over years years

Styles No. % No., /% No. %
Autocratic

charismatic

Creative

Democratic

Laissez-faire

Managerial

Organismic

Personal,
Intuitive,
Humanistic

Political,
Legalistic

Pragmatic,
Functional

Scientific

Totals

2

0

3

28

5

6

9

4

1

20

1

79

4

0

4

35

6

8

11

5

1

25

1

2

1

14

47

3

7

19

12

0

35

9

1

<1

9

32

2

5

13

8

0

24

6

3

4

20

69

2

18

29

11

1

51

15

1

2

9

31

<1

8

13

5

<1

23

7
t FI I I

100 149 223 100
I I' ., I _I

* 8 respondents did not
in position.

X2 = 21.65

df = 20

answer question concerning years

p > .05
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officers with ten or more years chose creative leadership

style.

Further, those officers with ten or more years of

service chose scientific styles less frequently than those

lower-level officers with 0-4 years of service. This is

reflected with only one, or 1 percent, of those lower-level

officers with ten or more years of service selecting the

scientific leadership style, and fifteen, or 7 percent, of

those lower-level officers with 0-4 years of service choosing

the scientific style of leadership.

To ascertain if a difference existed among adminis-

trators from these years of service categories, a chi square

test of independence was used. The chi square value needed

for significance at the .05 level of significance with 20

degrees of freedom was 31.41. The obtained chi square value

of 21.65 was not significant at the .05 level of significance.

So, hypothesis six was accepted for this study. The data

revealed that lower-level officers with various years of

service to an institution were not significantly different

in their choices of leadership styles.

Administrative Position and Leadership Styles

Hypothesis seven of the study states that subordinate

lower-level officers, with varying positions held on their

respective campuses, do not differ significantly in regard

to their perceptions of the leadership styles of chief
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officers, their own personal styles, and the styles of other

lower-level officers.

In order to test this hypothesis, the varying positions

were categorized into three groups according to their assumed

authority levels. Group I represented those administrators

who ranked next to the president or who worked closest to

the president in the administration of the college. These

included vice presidents, deans, business officers, and those

administrators serving in the capacity of assistant to the

president. Group II consisted of directors, registrars,

assistant vice presidents, and librarians. Group III included

division chairmen, professors, deans of men or women, and

instructors who were assumed to be department chairmen.

Table XIV, p. 85, shows the percentages and frequencies

representing the leadership styles of chief officers as per-

ceived by lower-level officers grouped according to adminis-

trative positions held on their campuses. A trend was noted

such that Group I, in selecting styles for their chief

officers, tended to see him as more organismic in his leader-

ship style than Group II or Group III. The Group I officers

selecting organismic with forty-four, or 15 percent, reporting

this style to describe their chief officers. Group II

selected organismic with twelve, or 9 percent, of the

respondents choosing this style. Group III had two, or 5

percent, of its lower-level officers choosing the organismic

style to represent their chief officer.



85

TABLE XIV

ADMINISTRATIVE POSITION AND LEADERSHIP STYLES OF
CHIEF OFFICERS AS PERCEIVED BY LOWER-LEVEL

OFFICERS WITHIN SELECTED COLLEGES AND
UNIVERSITIES IN TEXAS

AdministrativePosition*

Leadership Group I Group II Group III
Styles No. %jNo. % No. %

Autocratic

Charismatic

Creative

Democratic

Laissez-faire

Managerial

Organismic

Personal,

Intuitive,
Humanistic

Political,
Legalistic

Pragmatic,
Functional

Scientific

Totals

32

13

25

78

11

20

44

10

10

35

13

291

11

4

9

27

4

7

15

3

3

12

5

14

7

11

35

13

8

12

2

1

18

4

11

6

9

28

10

6

10

1

<1

14

3

7

3

3

14

3

2

2

2

0

4

1

17

7

7

34

7

5

5

5

0

2
- -- - --.

100 125 100 41 100
- _ _ _ _ I_ _ _ _ I _ _ _ _1 _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _I

* 2 respondents did not
trative position.

X2 = 20.099

df = 20

answer question concerning adminis-

p > .05
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Another noteworthy item was that Group I and Group II

lower-level officers perceived their chief officers as less

democratic than Group III lower-level officers. This was

reflected by 28 percent of the lower-level officers in

Group I and Group II selecting democratic leadership style

to describe their chief officers as opposed to 39 percent

of the Group III officers who chose the democratic style to

reveal their perceptions of their chief officers.

To determine if differences existed in the perceived

leadership styles, a chi square test of independence was used.

The chi square value needed for significance at the .05 level

of significance was 31.41. Since the obtained chi square

value of 20.09 with ten degrees of freedom was not signif-

icant at the .05 level of significance, hypothesis seven, as

related to the perception of the chief officer, was accepted

for this study. Thus lower-level officers, of varying posi-

tions held on their campuses, were not significantly differ-

ent in their perceptions of the leadership styles of their

chief officers.

Table XV, p. 87, presents the frequencies and percent-

ages of response corresponding to the administrative position

and leadership styles as self-reported of lower-level officers

within selected colleges and universities in the state of

Texas. The officers were grouped according to the positions

held on their respective campuses.
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TABLE XV

ADMINISTRATIVE POSITION AND LEADERSHIP STYLE OF
LOWER-LEVEL OFFICERS (SELF-REPORTED) WITHIN

SELECTED COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES
IN TEXAS

Administrative Position*

Leadership Group I Group II Group Il
Styles No. % No. % No. C/I

Autocratic

Charismatic

Creative

Democratic

Laissez-faire

Managerial

Organismic

Personal,
Intuitive,
Humanistic

Political,
Legalistic

Pragmatic,
Functional

Scientific

Totals

2

3

23

92

5

21

42

16

2

71

14

291

<1

1

8

32

2

7

14

6

<1

24

5

100

5

0

11

40

3

7

15

9

0

27

8

125

4

0

9

32

2

6

12

7

0

22

6

100

1

0

4

15

2

2

3

2

0

8

4

41

2

0

10

36

5

5

7

5

0

20

10

100

* 2 respondents did not answer
trative position.

X2 = 30 .171

df = 20

question concerning adminis-

p > .05
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-
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A chi square test of independence was used to determine

the degree of similarity among the perceived leadership

styles of each group. The chi square value needed for

significance at the .05 level of significance (20 degrees of

freedom) was 31.40. The obtained chi square value was

30.17, which did not reach the .05 level of significance.

Therefore, hypothesis seven, as related to "self" perception

of leadership style, was accepted for this study. Lower-

level officers within varying positions on their campuses

were not found to be significantly different in terms of the

established criteria. However, a notable finding was that

had the significance criteria been set at the .08 level

probability, the hypothesis would have been rejected.

A review of Table XV revealed a trend among officers

choosing the organismic style of leadership. The trend was

that lower-level officers further removed from direct con-

tact with the chief officer seemed to choose the organismic

style less than lower-level officers holding positions closer

to the chief officer. Forty-two (14 percent) of the officers

in Group I, representing those closest to the chief officer,

chose the organismic style, while fifteen (12 percent) of

the lower-level officers in Group II chose the organismic

style and only three (7 percent) of the lower-level officers

in Group III selected the organismic style. Another inter-

esting observation was that only Group I was represented in

the political-legalistic and charismatic styles of leadership.



However, the representation was slight in that only five

lower-level officers out of 291 Group I officers reported

these styles.

Table XVI, p. 90, presents a response tabulation for

administrative position and leadership styles of "other"

administrators as perceived by lower-level officers from

selected colleges and universities in Texas. To ascertain

if differences could be found in perceived leadership styles,

a chi square test of independence was used. The chi square

value needed for significance at the .05 level of significance

was 31.41. The chi square value obtained, with twenty degrees

of freedom, was only 24.07. Therefore, hypothesis seven, as

related to the perceptions of "other" officers, is accepted

for this study. Lower-level officers, grouped according to

position held, were not significantly difference in their

perceptions of the leadership styles of "other" officers.

An interesting feature of the table was that Group I

lower-level officers seemed to be different from Group II

and Group III in their selection of the pragmatic-functional

style of leadership. Fifty-four, or 19 percent, of Group I
lower-level officers selected the pragmatic-functional

leadership style. Ten, or 8 percent, of Group II lower-

level officers chose pragmatic-functional. Four, or 10

percent, of Group III selected the pragmatic-functional

style to describe their fellow officers.
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TABLE XVI

ADMINISTRATIVE POSITION AND LEADERSHIP STYLES OF "OTHER"
ADMINISTRATORS AS PERCEIVED BY LOWER-LEVEL OFFICERS

FROM SELECTED COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES IN TEXAS

Administrative Position*

Leadership Group I Group II Group III
Style No. _ No.1% No.1%

Autocratic

Charismatic

Creative

Democratic

Laissez-faire

Managerial

Organismic

Personal,
Intuitive,
Humanistic

Political,
Legalistic

Pragmatic,
Functional

Scientific

Totals

20

6

6

110

33

13

28

6

11

54

4

291

7

2

2

38

11

5

9

2

4

19

1

7

4

6

52

18

10

8

3

5

10

2

6

3

5

42

15

8

6

2

4

8

1

5

1

1

10

5

4

4

2

3

4

2

I + +I .-

100 125 100 41

12

2

2

24

12

10

10

5

7

10

5

100

* 2 respondents did not
trative position.

X2 = 24.07

df = 20

answer question concerning adminis-

p > .05

I I



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY: FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS,

LIMITATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

This study dealt with the subject of leadership styles

within higher education institutions in the state of Texas.

The study was comprehensive in that it attempted to survey

all 117 institutions holding membership in the Association

of Texas Colleges and Universities. Seventy-six of these

institutions are represented in the study. It was antici-

pated that 70 percent of the respondents would have responded

to the questionnaire, but 40 percent was the maximum return

for this specific study.

To sort out the various leadership styles present in

the institutions studied, it was felt that lower-level offi-

cers, directly subordinate to a president or chief officer,

would be an excellent source with which to survey perceptions

of leadership styles. These officers were asked to express

their perceptions of the leadership styles of their chief

officers, their own personal leadership styles, and the

leadership styles of other lower-level officers with whom

they work in their respective institutions. These percep-

tions were then transformed into quantitative measures that
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could be analyzed to give insight into leadership styles that

are present among lower-level administrators within Texas

colleges and universities.

These officers varied in age, educational level, posi-

tion, and years of service to their respective institutions.

They also varied in that some were from public community and

senior colleges and others were from private junior and

senior colleges. Their institutions ranged in size from a

low of 150 students to a high of 40,000 students.

These variables were analyzed with the thought of

revealing relationships that existed in the selection of

leadership styles of the officers participating in the study.

Also, these officers were compared with each other to ascer-

tain relationships between the chief officers and selected

styles of lower-level officers.

Findings

The results of the study were interesting and provided

information that, to this date, had not been revealed in

research. The leadership styles, as perceived by subordinate

lower-level officers within the institutions studied, varied

among all of the leadership styles presented in the ques-

tionnaire. Each style was selected to some degree, but

several were selected with greater frequency than others.

Specifically, the democratic, pragmatic/functional, and

organismic leadership styles were chosen with greatest
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frequency. Percentages for these styles included democratic,

with 33 percent; pragmatic/functional with 22 percent; and

organismic with 13 percent of the responses. Of the other

leadership styles selected, none represented more than 10

percent of the responses.

In addition to the revelation regarding the various

styles perceived to be in effect, an analysis of the pre-

vailing leadership styles of the chief officer, those off i-

cers reporting for the study, and the balance of other

administrators on the respective campuses indicated that

these lower-level officers collectively perceived the leader-

ship styles of their respective presidents, or chief officers

(in order of priority), as democratic with 28 percent, and

autocratic, organismic, and pragmatic/functional with 12

percent each. These four types dominated the array of styles

which the lower-level officers selected. In summary, the

prevailing perceived style for the chief officer was per-

ceived as the democratic style of leadership.

In choosing styles that most adequately described them-

selves, the lower-level officers selected most frequently

from three leadership styles. In order of preference, these

included democratic with 33 percent, pragmatic/functional

with 23 percent, and organismic with 13 percent. The pre-

vailing perception of leadership style for the officers

reporting for the study was the democratic style.
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An interesting observation was that these same sub-

ordinate lower-level officers who avoided the autocratic

leadership for themselves selected autocratic for their

chief officers. Fifty-four respondents (12 percent) chose

autocratic to describe their chief officer while only eight

officers (2 percent) chose this style to describe themselves.

When expressing their perceptions of the leadership styles

of "other" officers, they again selected the autocratic

style with more frequency than they did for themselves.

Similarly, when expressing styles for "other" lower-level

officers, the laissez-faire style was chosen more frequently,

with sixty-one or 13 percent of the total as compared to

eight (2 percent) who selected laissez-faire to describe

themselves. Aside from the autocratic and laissez-faire

leadership styles, it was noted that the lower-level off i-

cers selected for "other" lower-level officers and for chief

officers the same leadership style they chose for them-

selves.

The perceptions of the leadership style of "other"

officers were centered on three different types. The pre-

vailing choice was democratic with 166 or 33 percent of the

total respondents selecting this style. Secondly, the

lower-level officers gave equal response to pragmatic/

functional and laissez-faire styles, with sixty-one or 13

percent of the responses.



95

Question three of the study focused on the relationship

between the leadership styles of the chief officers and lower-

level officers. The findings for this question were signif-

icant in two areas. Using a rank order correlation analysis,

the relationships between the leadership styles perceived to

describe the chief officer and the leadership styles selected

by the lower-level officers reporting for the study was found

to have a coefficient of .77. Since the coefficient needed

at the .05 level was .68, this was found to be a significant

relationship. Also, the correlation between the chief officers

and "other" administrators was significant at the .05 level.

The coefficient needed was .68, and the obtained coefficient

was .74. The final correlation between those officers

reporting for the study (self) and the "other" administrators

resulted in a coefficient of .44. This was not significant

at the .05 level of significance.

The two positive correlations, .77 for the chief officers

and lower-level officers "self" and .74 for the chief officers

and "other" lower-level officers, revealed only that chief

officers and lower-level officers tended to select similar

styles of leadership. This was not to say that chief officer

selection of a leadership style determined the styles selected

by lower-level officers, but, rather, that they chose similar

leadership styles. The lack of a significant correlation

between lower-level "self" officers reporting for the study
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and "other" officers indicated that they tended to be differ-

ent in their selection of leadership styles.

Hypothesis one of the study stated that no significant

differences in leadership style would be found between admin-

istrators of public and private colleges. The critical level

of significance established for this hypothesis, using the

chi square test of independence, was the .05 significance

level. The chi square values obtained for all analyses,

perceptions of the leadership styles of the chief officer,

leadership styles of the respondents "self," and leadership

styles of "other" officers were not significant at the .05

level. Thus, the hypothesis was accepted.

Hypothesis two of the study stated that lower-level

officers from institutions of varying student populations do

not differ significantly in their perceptions of the leader-

ship styles of chief officers and their own personal styles

of leadership. The critical level of significance estab-

lished for this hypothesis, using the chi square test of

independence, was the .05 significance level. The chi square

values obtained for all analyses, perceptions of the leader-

ship styles of chief officers, and the self-reported styles

of the respondents were not significant at the .05 level of

significance. Thus, the hypothesis was accepted.

Hypothesis three of the study stated that lower-level

officers of varying age groups do not differ significantly
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in regards to their selected leadership styles. The critical

level of significance established for this hypothesis, using

the chi square test of independence, was .05. The chi square

value needed for significance was 55.76. The obtained chi

square value was 59.98. This value was significant at the

.05 level of significance. Therefore, hypothesis three was

rejected. Administrators of varying age groups did differ

in their selection of leadership styles.

Hypothesis four of the study stated that lower-level

officers of three post-secondary educational degree levels

(bachelor's, master's, and doctorate) do not differ signif-

icantly in regards to their selected leadership styles. The

critical level of significance established for this hypothesis,

using the chi square test of independence, was .05. The chi

square value needed for significance was 31.41. The obtained

chi square value was 33.31 which was significant at the .05

level. Therefore, hypothesis four was rejected. Lower-level

officers of varying educational levels did differ in their

selection of leadership styles.

Hypothesis five of the study stated that there are no

significant differences between lower-level officers of

junior/community colleges and lower-level officers of senior

colleges in regards to their selected leadership styles. The

critical level of significance established for this hypothesis,

using the chi square test of independence, was .05. The chi
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square value needed for significance was 18.31. The obtained

chi square value of 13.06 was not significant at the .05 level

of significance. Therefore, hypothesis five was accepted for

this study. There were no significant differences between the

leadership styles of lower-level officers of junior/community

colleges and lower-level officers of senior institutions.

Hypothesis six of the study stated that lower-level

officers with varying years of service to their institutions

(0-4 years, 5-9 years, and 10 years and over) do not differ

significantly in regards to their perceptions of their own

personal styles. The level of significance established for

this hypothesis, using the chi square test of independence,

was .05. The chi square value needed for significance was

31.41. The chi square value obtained was 21.65. This value

did not reach the level of significance needed to reject the

hypothesis; therefore, hypothesis six was retained for the

study. Lower-level officers of varying years of experience

do not differ significantly in regards to their leadership

styles.

Hypothesis seven of the study stated that lower-level

officers, with varying positions held on their respective

campuses, do not differ significantly in regard to their

perceptions of the leadership styles of chief officers,

their own personal styles, and the styles of other lower-

level officers. The level of significance established for
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this hypothesis, using the chi square test of independence,

was .05. The chi square value needed for all analyses was

31.41. The obtained chi square values were 20.09, 30.17, and

24.07, respectively. These values did not reach the level

needed for rejection. Therefore, hypothesis seven was

accepted. Lower-level officers, of varying positions held on

their campuses, do not differ significantly in their percep-

tions of the leadership styles of their chief officers, their

own personal styles, and the styles of other administrators.

Limitations

The fact that one collective group of administrators was

requested to give perceptions of three groups of people may

have influenced the selection of leadership styles for

multiple comparisons for both chi square analysis and the

rank order correlations.

Conclusions

The conclusions were intended to cover the entire scope

of the study, from the mailing of the questionnaires to

testing the data. With this in mind, the following con-

clusions were drawn:

1. Administrators, for the most part, come from

academic disciplines that are not management related.

2. As perceived by lower-level officers, the most popu-

lar leadership styles are democratic, pragmatic-functional,

and organismic.



100

3. The prevailing style of leadership of the chief

officer, as perceived by lower-level officers, is democratic.

4. Lower-level officers tend to select leadership

styles similar to those leadership styles they perceive to

describe chief officers.

5. Lower-level officers tend to be different in their

selection of leadership styles in relation to their peers.

6. The fact that an institution is public or private

has little or no impact on the leadership styles perceived

to be in effect.

7. The student population of an institution, large or

small, is not significantly important to the choice of

leadership style perceived to be evidenced in the chief

officer and lower-level officers.

8. The age of the administrator is a significant factor

in the choice of leadership styles.

9. Educational level of the administrator is a signif-

icant factor in the choice of leadership styles.

10. The fact that an institution is a junior/community

college or senior college has little or no impact on the

leadership styles perceived to be in effect.

11. Leadership styles do not significantly vary

according to administrative positions.

12. Years of service in an administrative position is not

a significant factor in the choice of leadership style.
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Implications of the Study

1. The review of the literature early in the study

revealed only three leadership styles that remained rather

constant in several years of study and assessment of leader-

ship styles or methods. This study reached beyond these

three styles and broadened the choices of leadership. The

results indicated that additional styles do exist, some with

greater frequency than others. Thus, the study expands the

dimension of leadership research.

2. The lower-level officers, in selecting styles for

chief officers and "other" administrators,were freer in their

assignment of autocratic styles to these two groups than they

were in assigning this style to themselves. This implies a

negative feeling toward the style, which in turn may reflect

a negative feeling toward the chief officers and their

colleagues.

3. Only two factors, age and educational level of the

administrators reporting for the study, were determined to

be significantly related to the choice of leadership styles.

This implies that leadership style may be an individual

choice and is not dependent upon various factors within the

institutional setting.

4. The fact that lower-level officers tend to select

leadership styles similar to those of chief officers implies

a possible cause-effect relationship. In other words, the
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results of the study suggest that lower-level officers may,

in fact, model their behavior according to the leadership

styles of their superiors.

5. Another implication of the study is that "leadership

for the situation," as reported in the more current leader-

ship studies, may not be as widespread as expected. The

question is: Why are there no significant differences in the

private and public college and the junior/senior college

relationships in regard to leadership styles? These are

distinctly different types of institutions, but the leadership

methods employed are basically the same.

Recommendations

Several recommendations have been stimulated by this study

of leadership. These are related in the following:

1. Research studies are needed to better describe the

educational background of persons entering the field of

higher education administration. Specifically, the study

should focus on the academic courses and internship of those

preparing for educational administration.

2. Further research needs to assess the effectiveness

of certain leadership styles. These styles should be broader

than the autocratic, democratic, and laissez-faire leadership

styles. Other styles could include organismic, pragmatic-

functional, scientific, personal-intuitive-humanistic,

political-legalistic, and charismatic.
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3. Thorough research needs to be accomplished to ascer-

tain if size of an institution has a bearing on the leader-

ship style chosen. The extremes in the size of the institu-

tion variable showed some variation, but the samplings in

extreme categories were too small to give much credence to

the responses.

4. Further research is needed to understand age as a

factor in selected leadership styles. This study was able

to reveal a significant relationship, but additional study

may help to delineate specific leadership styles that are

found among various age groups.

5. Further study is needed to qualify the current

assumption that leadership is flexible or changes to meet

the situation. The situations for public and privage col-

leges are different, as well as the situations for junior

and senior institutions. However, this study revealed no

significant impact of institutional type and level upon

chosen leadership styles.

6. Further study is needed to ascertain if a choice of

leadership style of the lower-level administrator is directly

influenced by the style expressed by the chief officer.

7. Further study needs to be accomplished to determine

if the situations demanding leadership are the same for pub-

lic and private colleges, junior colleges, and senior

colleges.
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8. College boards or regents of colleges and univer-

sities should review existing policies of selecting adminis-

trative staff members. More emphasis may be given to

selecting administrators with education in management.

9. Considering the various styles of leadership found

to exist among administrators in Texas higher education and

understanding the effectiveness of certain styles, college

presidents and board members should use some evaluative

instrument to determine the leadership styles of adminis-

trators on their respective campuses.
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SOUTHWESTERN ASSEMBLIES OF GOD COLLEGE

Office of the Vice President

The enclosed questionnaire is a part of an attempt to obtain
data needed for a dissertation study at North Texas State
University. Your help in getting it to the appropriate per-
sonnel of your institution will be greatly appreciated.

Specifically, the study will seek to identify leadership styles
utilized by administrators of member schools of the Association
of Texas Colleges and Universities. I would like to ask your
help in distributing the ten questionnaires to those officers
of your institution who work directly under your supervision.
If you have more than ten, please give the questionnaires to
those ten you feel work the closest to you in daily adminis-
trative affairs. The questionnaire is simple to respond to
and should not require much time to complete.

I can assure you that strict confidentiality will be adhered
to in gathering and publishing the results. No institution,
or individual, will be referred to in the final dissertation.
The questionnaire will be sent to all of the presidents of
institutions holding membership in the Association of Texas
Colleges and Universities.

Your earliest response will be appreciated. I hope to
complete the survey and synthesize the data by the end of
March.

Thank you in advance for your assistance in this research.
A self-addressed, stamped envlope is enclosed for each
person filling out the form.

Sincerely,

/s/ Morris J. Paschall

Morris J. Paschall, Vice-President
Southwestern Assemblies of God College

MJP/tv

Enclosures
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SOUTHWESTERN ASSEMBLIES OF GOD COLLEGE

Office of the Vice President

February 16, 1977

Dear Administrator:

The attached questionnaire is a part of a dissertation con-
cerned with a study of personal leadership styles used in the
management of institutions holding membership in the Associa-
tion of Te:xas Colleges and Universities. You can help me
tremendously by responding to it as quickly as possible and
returning it to me in the enclosed self-addressed, stamped
envelope.

Before you fill out the questionnaire, please provide the
following information about yourself and your institution:

Institution is (Please check) Junior College
Senior College

Institution is (Please check) Public
Independent

Your titleAge

Years in the above position

Highest degree earned

Major for highest degree earned

Please be assured that strict confidentiality will be adhered
to in gathering the data and publishing the results. No
institution, or individual, will be referred to in the pub-
lished dissertation. The questionnaire is being sent to all
the presidents of institutions holding membership in the
Association of Texas Colleges and Universities.

The coded number on the questionnaire is only for my use in
comparing responses within individual institutions.
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Thank you in advance for your help in this research project.

Sincerely,

/s/ Morris J. Paschall

Morris J. Paschall, Vice-President
Southwestern Assemblies of God College

MJP/tv

Enclosures
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QUESTIONNAIRE OF SELECTED PERSONAL LEADERSHIP STYLES

Please review the personal leadership styles attached to
this questionnaire and respond in the following manner:

Please select the style that you perceive to most
adequately describe the leadership style of your chief
officer and check this selection in the appropriate box
below; secondly, select the style that you feel most
adequately describes your leadership style and check
the appropriate box below; finally, select the style you
perceive to be the most prevalent among the adminis-
trators on your campus and check the appropriate box
below.

President or
Chief Officer

/ZJ

LJ1
/-I

/11

/U

/U

/U

Stle

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

Self

LJ

LiJ

Style used by
Most Administrators

on Your Campus

This questionnaire should be filled in and returned
directly to me in the enclosed self-addressed, stamped
envelope.

Code

'-I,

u

To

ii

u
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PERSONAL LEADERSHIP STYLES

Characteristics

1. Autocratic

2. Charismatic

3. Creative

4. Democratic

5. Laissez-
faire

The leader makes decisions, giving orders
without consulting others. He centralizes
power and decision making in himself, and he
structures the complete work situation for
his employees. They do what they are told.
He takes full authority and assumes full
responsibility. "Most powerful person is
the leader."

The leader develops an attitude of "I am
valuable because of me. " He is highly per-
sonalistic and indulges in self-love and
personal aggrandizement. "Ego-centered
person is the leader."

The leader assumes the philosophy that
leadership is an originating enterprise. He
is concerned with furnishing a stimulating
environment with which to work. He seeks to
discover the unique contribution of the
individual, and will observe and encourage
creativity in his subordinates. "Best
leader is creative."

The leader decentralizes power and encourages
subordinates to use their own initiative in
handling the details of their jobs. The
leader assumes subordinates want to do their
best and he makes it easy for them by sup-
porting them rather than commanding them.
"Most democratic person is the leader."

The free-rein leader depends largely upon
the group to establish its own goals and
work out its own problems. Group members
train themselves and provide their own
motivation. The leader exists primarily
as a contact man with outside persons to
bring his group the information and resources
it needs to accomplish its job. "Best
leader is one who will allow the group to
be the leader."

Style

113
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6. Managerial

7. Organismic

8. Personal,
Intuitive,
Humanistic

9. Political,
Legalistic

10. Pragmatic,
Functional

11. Scientific

The leader adopts a systems approach to
management. He has functional specializa-
tion and technical competence. He manages
objectives through accountability and shows
much concern for productivity and efficiency.
He will use many charts, models, systems,
and sub-systems in decision making. "Tech-
noscientific thinker is the leader."

The leader sees the whole of the adminis-
trative process and understands the influ-
ence of all persons in the management
situation. He integrates the various aspects
of an organization into a functioning unit.
"Best leader is one who can see the 'whole'
of the management process and thereby
effectively leads the various departments
into meeting the objectives of the total
organization."

The leader is very therapeutic and uses
counseling approaches to management. He
assumes an attitude of friendliness and
is very accommodating. "Kindly person
is the leader."

The leader is concerned with political areas
of voting and program by consensus. He will
use constitutions, charters, debates, peti-
tions, and demands to get his job done. He
will honor rule by committee and shows
great concern for rights and due process.
"Best politician is the leader."

The leader is transactional and desires a
team-oriented process. He provides leader-
ship for accomplishing goals. He possesses
an "earthly," walking around sense. He
is reasonable and open to subordinates.
"Practical, get-the-job-done person is
the leader."

The leader is involved with the scientific
method of decision making, which includes
defining the problem, listing possible
alternatives, listing advantages and dis-
advantages of each alternative, and making
decisions according to the facts. "Best
leader is one who follows the scientific
principles that solution of problems
should be based on facts."
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MEMBER INSTITUTIONS OF THE ASSOCIATION OF TEXAS

COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES

April 1976

Senior Colleges and Universities:

Abilene Christian University, Abilene
Angelo State University, San Angelo
Austin College, Sherman
Baylor College of Medicine, Houston
Baylor University, Waco
Bishop College, Dallas
Dallas Baptist College, Dallas
East Texas Baptist Cillege, Marshall
East Texas State University, Commerce
Hardin-Simmons University, Abilene
Houston Baptist University, Houston
Howard Payne University, Brownwood
Huston-Tillotson College, Austin
Incarnate Word College, San Antonio
Jarvis Christian College, Hawkins
Lamar University, Beaumont
LeTourneau College, Longview
Lubbock Christian College, Lubbock
Mary Hardin-Baylor College, Belton
McMurry College, Abilene
Midwestern State University, Wichita Falls
North Texas State University, Denton
Our Lady of the Lake University of San Antonio, San Antonio
Pan American University, Edinburg
Prairie View A & M University, Prairie View
Rice University, Houston
St. Edward's University, Austin
St. Mary's University, San Antonio
Sam Houston State University, Huntsville
Southern Methodist University, Dallas
Southwest Texas State University, San Marcos
Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary, Fort Worth
Southwestern Union College, Keene
Southwestern University, Georgetown
Stephen F. Austin State University, Nacogdoches
Sul Ross State University, Alpine
Tarleton State University, Stephenville
Texas A & I University of Corpus Christi, Corpus Christi
Texas A & I University at Laredo, Laredo
Texas A & I University in Kingsville, Kingsville
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Texas A & M University, College Station
Texas Christian University, Fort Worth
Texas College, Tyler
Texas Eastern University, Tyler
Texas Lutheran College, Seguin
Texas Southern University, Houston
Texas Tech University, Lubbock
Texas Wesleyan College, Fort Worth
Texas Woman' s University, Denton
Trinity University, San Antonio
University of Dallas, Irving
University of Houston System, Houston
University of St. Thomas, Houston
University of Texas at Arlington, The, Arlington
University of Texas at Austin, The, Austin
University of Texas at Dallas, The, Dallas
University of Texas at El Paso, The, El Paso
University of Texas at San Antonio, The, San Antonio
University of Texas Medical Branch at Galveston, The, Galveston
University of Texas of the Permian Basis, The, Odessa
Wayland Baptist College, Plainview
West Texas State University, Canyon

Junior Colleges and Universities:

Alvin Junior College, Alvin
Amarillo College, Amarillo
Angelina College, Lufkin
Bee County College, Beeville
Blinn College, Brenham
Brazosport College, Lake Jackson
Central Texas College, Killeen
Cisco Junior College, Cisco
Clarendon Junior College, Clarendon
College of the Mainland, Texas City
Concordia Lutheran College, Austin
Cooke County College, Gainesville
Del Mar College, Corpus Christi
Eastfield College, Mesquite
El Centro College, Dallas
Frank Phillips College, Borger
Galveston College, Galveston
Grayson County College, Denison
Henderson County Junior College, Athens
Hill Junior College, Hillsboro
Howard College at Big Spring, Big Spring
Jacksonville College, Jacksonville
Kilgore College, Kilgore
Laredo Junior College, Laredo
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Lee College, Baytown
Lon Morris College, Jacksonville
McLennan Community- College, Waco
Midland College, Midland
Mountain View College, Dallas
Navarro College, Corsicana
Odessa College, Odessa
Panola Junior College, Carthage
Paris Junior College, Paris
Ranger Junior College, Ranger
Richland College, Dallas
St. Philip's College, San Antonio
San Antonio College, San Antonio
San Jacinto College, Pasadena
Schreiner College, Kerrville
Southplains College, Levelland
Southwest Texas Junior College, Uvalde
Southwestern Assemblies of God College, Waxahachie
Southwestern Christian College, Terrell
Tarrant County Junior College--Northeast Campus, Hurst
Tarrant County Junior College--South Campus, Fort Worth
Temple Junior College, Temple
Texarkana Community College, Texarkana
Texas Southmost College, Brownsville
Tyler Junior College, Tyler
University of Houston Downtown College, Houston
Vernon Regional Junior College, Vernon
Victoria College, The, Victoria
Weatherford College, Weatherford
Western Texas College, Snyder
Wharton County Junior College, Wharton

Sample includes : seventy-six Public and forty-one
Independent institutions
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APPENDIX F

ADMINISTRATIVE POSITIONS OF LOWER-LEVEL ADMINISTRATION

Group I: Vice Presidents, Academic Deans, Deans of
Students, Deans of Admissions, Assistants
to the President, Vice Chancellors, Business
Managers

Group II: Directors, Assistant Vice Presidents,
Registrars, Librarians

Group III: Division Chairmen, Professors, Instructors,
Deans of Men, Deans of Women, Department Heads
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SOUTHWESTERN ASSEMBLIES OF GOD COLLEGE

Office of the Vice-President

March 2, 1977

Dear Mr. President:

It has been two weeks since I have written to you
concerning a research project I am completing for a
dissertation study at North Texas State University.
I trust you received the packet of questionnaires and
you have now distributed these among those administra-
tors working closest to you in your management of the
institution. If you did not receive the packet, please
let me know so that another may be prepared and mailed
to you.

Dr. , I am very thankful for any help you
might render on behalf of this study. Your willingness
to be a part of this project will be of great assistance
in gathering the data I need.

I sincerely hope to receive the questionnaires from
your administrators in the next few days.

Thanks for your help.

Sincerely,

/s/ Morris J. Paschall

Morris J. Paschall, Vice-President
Southwestern Assemblies of God College

MJP/tv
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SOUTHWESTERN ASSEMBLIES OF GOD COLLEGE

Office of the Vice-President

March 16, 1977

Dear Mr. President:

I am nearing the completion of the collection of the
data needed to finalize the dissertation project I am
undertaking at North Texas State University. However,
I do need some assistance from those to whom I mailed
questionnaires for the study. wouldd you be so kind as
to distribute the questionnaires I recently mailed to
your office. It will be appreciated.

This will be my final contact with you concerning the
research project. I solicit your help in seeing that
my data is sufficient to lend credence to the final
conclusion of my study. Please encourage your
administrators to return the questionnaire as soon as
possible.

Thank you in advance for your help.

Sincerely,

/s/ Morris J. Paschall

Morris J. Paschall, Vice-President
Southwestern Assemblies of God College

MJP/tv
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