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This study was concerned with analyzing selected Texas

school administrators in an attempt to locate intrapersonal

patterns of (1) values, (2) leadership traits, (3) personal-

ity traits, (4) critical thinking ability, (5) perception,

and authoritarianism. A second aspect was correlating these

profiles with each other.

There were seventeen individual case studies performed.

Each administrator was given (1) Allport-Vernon-Lindzey

t of Values, (2) Leadership Q-Sort Test, (3) Guilford-

Zimmerman Temperament Survey, (4) Watson-Glaser Critical

Thinking Appraisal, (5) a semantic differential pertaining

to key educational concepts, (6) "Rokeach Dogmatism Scale,"

and (7) "Rokeach Opinionation Scale." Only superintendents,

assistant superintendents, positions equivalent to full-time

or assistant superintendents, or those who had been employed

in such administrative capacities in the recent past and who

were enrolLed as full-time students in the field of educa-

tional leadership were used in this study. Four students

were members of the sample and were planning to return to

public school administration upon completion of school.
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The study had a threefold purpose. The first was to

perform a detailed analysis of school administrators to

determine selected intrapersonal patterns. The second was

to determine possible relationships between these selected

profiles. The third was to generate plausible hypotheses

for testing the intrapersonal patterns found and for deter-

mining the magnitude of any existing relationships.

The profiles used in this study were (1) values, (2)

leadership, (3) personality traits, (4) critical thinking

ability, (5) perception, and (6) authoritarianism. D

matrices were computed on a between persons basis for each

set of profiles. The various D matrices were correlated on

a matched pair basis using Pearson product-moment correlation.

The profiles were also, correlated using canonical correlation

whenever it was appropriate. The profiles were also ana-

lyzed, using hierarchical grouping, to determine if specific

groups existed within the sample. Each individual's perfor-

mance was analyzed separately as a case study and collec-

tively as group performances.

Hierarchical-grouping analysis revealed very definite

groups within the sample using each of the various profiles.

The membership in the various groups was unique for each set

of profiles., The group's performance on the LQT was rather

disappointing when compared with the norms for the test.

Their personality scores were above the means for the norm

group, but they did not perform as well as the business
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executive norm group on the Watson-Glaser Critical Thnkin

Appraisal. Their perceptions of the key educational concepts

were favorable, although several of the individuals rated

certain concepts as unfavorable. The group of administrators

who participated in this study were rather open-minded and

democratic as well as tolerant and moderately conservative.

The case studies revealed the uniqueness of each par-

ticipant in this study. With the possible exception of one

individual, certain weaknesses were evident in each of the

participants. Canonical correlation and the Pearson corre-

lation of D matrices determined that a relationship existed

between many of the profiles.

The Leadership Q-Sort Test, Guilford-Zimmerman TeMpera-

ment Suvey, and the semantic differential apparently are

better suited for this type of research than the others used.

Eight hypotheses were presented at the close of the

study as guides for additional research. The results of

this study indicated that further research was justified in

these particular areas.

The results of this study indicated that intrapersonal

patterns existed within school administrators and that these

patterns or profiles are related. However, the determina-

tion of the magnitude of these relationships was left to

additional research.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Halpin (7, p. 13) stated that in his survey of the re-

search in educational leadership, he found very definite

trends. Most of the early research was concerned with

searching for traits which would distinguish the leader from

the masses. Most of the research during and since the

Second World War, he discovered, had been centered around a

situational approach; the administrator, the setting, and

the unique forces present were viewed as an integrated whole.

A review of the doctoral abstracts for the last five

years disclosed a definite move back toward genotype research

(Dissertation Abstracts, 1966-1970). In some there was a

noticeable lack of theory testing; they were merely empirical

descriptions with little regard for advancing leadership

study. Genotype research may fill many of the gaps left by

three decades of predominantly phenotype research. Through

the proper balance of both phenotype and genotype research

will come an enhancement of the knowledge of leaders and

leadership.

Coladarci and Getzels (4), Gross (5), and Moore (9) are

but four of the many writers in the area of educational

leadership who deplore the lack of theory and theory-oriented

research in this field. Theories which are genotype in
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nature will be more easily tested now because of the many

new techniques and methodologies available to the researcher.

The vast amount of knowledge to which they give access has

yet to be tapped. The Q sort and semantic differential are

two excellent examples. The data can be analyzed both intra-

personally and interpersonally.

One of the better indicators of successful leadership

is the degree of authoritarianism or open-mindedness. Wiles

(14, chapter 3) cites example after example of research

which indicates that democratic leadership is more effective

than autocratic leadership. His survey of literature and

research lead him to conclude that leadership is a function

of the group.

If this degree of authoritarianism is not totally

unique within any given individual, then there should be a

discernible pattern of traits or a profile for the person

which would be related to his degree of authoritarianism.

One purpose of this paper was to locate these relationships.

Statement of the Problem

The problem of this study was to analyze selected sub-

jects in an attempt to locate intrapersonal patterns of

values, perceptions, and traits. A second aspect of the

study was to correlate these patterns with authoritarianism.
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Purposes of the Study

The purposes of this study were (1) to perform a

detailed analysis to determine selected intrapersonal

patterns, (2) to determine what relationships existed

between these selected profiles and authoritarianism, and

(3) to generate plausible hypotheses for explaining purposes

(1) and (2).

Scope of the Study

Through this study an attempt was made to generate

hypotheses, not to test existing or pre-established hypoth-

eses. Two general areas were checked as sources for possible

hypotheses. These areas were (1) value patterns, perceptual

patterns, critical thinking patterns, leadership patterns,

and personality patterns that existed both intrapersonally

and interpersonally, and (2) correlations of these patterns

with the individual's authoritarianism pattern.

Background and Significance of the Study

To attempt to view the function of leadership as only

situational would have the effect of completely removing the

administrator and his unique individuality. Halpin (7, p. 13)

states that "To say that leader behavior is determined ex-

clusively by situational factors is to deny freedom of choice

and determination to the leader." He feels that this denial

is contrary to common sense and experience. When one

approach has been used to an excess, the counterbalancing
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approach must be used to bring the proper perspective. "The

answer probably lies at neither end but, rather, lies in an

area of middle ground" (7, p. 13). Allport (1, p. 82) is

quick to point out that although surroundings and knowledge

(or environmental influences) enter into every feature and

act, every act and feature of the individual has genetic

influence.

Six sets of traits were used in this study. These six

sets are as follows:

1. Values--determined by the Allport-Vernon-Lindzey

Stud of Values.

2. Critical thinking--determined by the Watson-Glaser

Critical Thinki nc Appraisal.

3. Personality--determined by the Guilford-Zimmerman

Temperament Survey.

4. Leadership--determined by the Leadership Q-Sort

Test.

5. Perception of key administrative terms--determined

by a semantic differential.

6. Authoritarianism--determined by the Rokeach"Dog-

matism" and "opinionation " Scales.

The primary function was to compare the various trait

patterns within the individual for correlations and differ-

ences. A secondary function of this study was to bring each

of the first five trait patterns to bear upon a focal pattern.

This center was authoritarianism.
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Definition of Terms

Authoritarianism was defined in the terms of the mea-

sures yielded by the Rokeach "Dogmatism" and "Opinionation"

Scales.

Critical thinking traits were defined in the terms of

the measures yielded by the Watson-Glaser Critical Thiking

Appraisal.

Leadership traits were defined in the terms of the mea-

sures yielded by the Leadership Q-Sort Test.

Perceptions were defined as connotation of terms (con-

cepts), a yielded by a semantic differential.

Personality traits were defined in the terms of measures

yielded by the Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey.

School administrators were limited to superintendents,

assistant superintendents, and persons with equivalent posi-

tions.

Values were defined in the terms of the measures yielded

by the Allport-Vernon-Lindzey tudy of Values.

Limitations

This study was limited to seventeen school administrators

currently employed as full-time superintendents, assistant

superintendents, positions equivalent to full-time or

assistant superintendents, or those who had been employed

in such administrative capacities in the recent past and who

were enrolled as full-time students in the field of educa-

tional leadership. Such students, when used, planned to
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return immediately to public school administration upon com-

pletion of their formal studies fn educational leadership.

This study was primarily concerned with intrapersonal traits,

profiles, and their relationships; thus no attempt was made

to generalize to the larger population except in terms of

possible areas for further research.

Basic Assumption

It was assumed that the respondents would be completely

honest in all of their responses. There was no attempt to

violate the individual's anonymity. The individual's pro-

fessional integrity lent credence to this assumption.

Instruments

An attempt was made to construct a valid Q-sort instru-

ment based upon Spranger's theory that there are "ideal"

types of men (theoretical, economic, aesthetic, social,

political, and religious). This instrument was to be used

to determine the value pattern of the individual. The items

for the Q-sort instrument were to be determined by experts

in their respective fields. There was no agreement what-

soever among the experts selected upon the items to be used.

Therefore, the Allport-Vernon-Lindzey Stud of Values was

substituted for the Q-sort instrument. The Study of Values

was used to measure the relative prominence of six basic

interests or motives in the personality: the theoretical,
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economic, aesthetic, social, political, and religious (2,

p. 3). The classification is based upon Spranger's Types

of Men (12).

The Study of Values consists of a number of questions,

provided with alternative answers, based upon a variety of

familiar situations. There are a total of 120 answers, 20

of which refer to each of the six Spranger values.

The Leadership Q-Sort Test was used to measure leader-

ship traits. The test uses Q methodology and provides a

Pearson r between the ratings which an individual assigns to

the sixty test items and the mean ratings assigned by various

normative groups of individuals. The individual rates the

items in terms of how important he believes each one is for

the performance of an effective leadership role. Cassel (3)

uses a norm based primarily upon mean scores of experienced

and demonstrated leaders. The individual's score is com-

puted using the difference in his rating and the norm. Areas

of excess and deficiency are readily evident.

The Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Suvey was selected

to measure personality traits. The Guilford-Zimmerman is

composed of 300 items. It is divided into 10 traits (30

items per trait) which have been isolated by Guilford through

factor-analysis techniques. The Manual (6) gives these

traits as (1) general activity, (2) restraint, (3) ascendance,

(4) sociability, (5) emotional stability, (6) objectivity,

(7) friendliness, (8) thoughtfulness, (9) personal relations,

and (10) masculinity.
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The Watson-Glaser Critical Thinkn Araisal was used

to measure the individual's critical-thinking traits. There

are six different scales which yield data for the traits (13):

(1) inference, (2) recognition of assumptions, (3) deduction,

(4) interpretation, (5) evaluation of arguments, and (6) a

composite score which is indicative of total critical-

thinking skill.

A semantic differential was constructed to measure the

administrator's perception of concepts pertinent to education

and his role as an administrator. These concepts were

limited to those fifteen which the members of the educational

leadership faculty judged to be most relevant to leaders and

leadership in education. The instrument was constructed

according to guidelines established by Osgood (10). The

three major dimensions of meaning--evaluation, potency, and

activity--were represented by the appropriate scales. Eight

of the scales were drawn from Osgood's original list (10,

p. 37). The other four were taken from Kerlinger (8, pp. 564-

580). Eight of the scales were evaluation, two were activity,

and two were potency. This particular arrangement, instead

of equal numbers of each of the three factors, was in keeping

with Osgood (10, p. 100) and Kerlinger (8, p. 569). They

indicated that the evaluative factor is primarily concerned

with attitudes and attitude measurement.

The Rokeach "Dogmatism" and "Opinionation" Scales were

used to determine the criterion profile, authoritarianism.
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The "Dogmatism Scale" has three dimensions (11): (1) the

belief-disbelief dimension, (2) the central-peripheral

dimension, and (3) the time-perspective dimension. The

total score is considered to be the important scale. The

total score was used with the "Opinionation Scale" scores

for one authoritarianism profile, and the three dimensional

scores were used with the "Opinionation Scale" scores for

another profile. The "Opinionation Scale" has six scales

(11): (1) total opinionation, (2) right opinionation, (3)

left opinionation, (4) opinionation rejection, (5) opiniona-

tion acceptance, and (6) liberalism-conservatism (right

opinionation less the left opinionation). Dogmatism and

opinionation will be considered separately as well as col-

lectively.

Procedures for Collecting Data

The length of this battery of tests necessitated that

participation be on a volunteer basis. The total amount of

time required was approximately three and one-half hours.

The individual participants were contacted personally or by

telephone to enlist their cooperation. None of the tests

were speed tests. Each participant was allowed to arrange

his particular schedule of testing to fit his work schedule.

With respect to scheduling, a degree of flexibility on the

part of the individual respondents and of the researcher

was necessitated.
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Procedures for Analysis of Data

The means and standard deviations were computed for

the profiles of the individual when needed. The Q sort was

analyzed for each individual and when appropriate, group

means and standard deviations were computed. Using indi-

vidual means, a D matrix was constructed for the Q sort.

The scores on the Allport-Vernon-Lindzey, the Watson-

Glaser, the Guilford-Zimmerman, and the Leadershi Q-Sort

were compared with the norms for the respective instruments.

The scores were plotted on profile sheets and were analyzed

for trends and/or patterns. A D matrix was constructed on a

between-persons basis for each of the instruments. The

matrices were analyzed for clusters.

The means for the various concepts from the semantic

differential were computed after which a D statistic was

computed. The various profiles were plotted and a D matrix

was computed for each profile. There were two types of

matrices: (1) between persons, and (2) between concepts.

Group means and standard deviations were computed.

The various between-persons D matrices were compared by

using ordered pairs and computing a Pearson product-moment

coefficient of correlation. A high correlation would indi-

cate little difference between the variable patterns of the

group. The matrices were checked separately for clusters.

The profiles were analyzed using canonical correlation.

Canonical correlation (R ) is used when there are both

multiple criteria and multiple predictors.
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The authoritarian profiles were analyzed with a D matrix

being computed between the subjects. The matrix was analyzed

for clusterings and was correlated on a matched-pair basis

with the other group matrices. The Pearson product-moment

correlation was used to correlate the data in the matrices.
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CHAPTER II

RELATED RESEARCH

Leadership can be differentiated from administration by

considering the source of the authority or power. Adminis-

tration is authority or power vested in an office or position

and the source of this power or authority is from outside

the group (55, p. 33). Leadership receives its authority

from within the group and this authority can be withdrawn

without a great deal of effort (55, p. 33). With leadership

and administration defined in this context, it becomes

apparent that successful, competent administration is

dependent upon good leadership.

Once the importance of good leadership is established,

the next step is to try to determine what comprises good

leadership. Coffin (13, pp. 63-83) found that traits of

good leaders fall into clusters depending upon which kind of

leadership is involved. These clusters seemed related to

personality components and values.

There are two general approaches to studying leadership:

(1) functional and (2) structural. The functionalist is con-

cerned with the interactions among people, the roles of the

members of the group, or the prevailing situation. The

structuralist is interested in the make-up of the individual

14
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or the traits of the individual. This study uses the

structural approach.

The administrator and his unique individuality is an

integral part of the leadership function. The freedom of

choice and self-determination of the leader affects leader-

ship and leadership behavior (23, p. 13). Every act of the

individual is influenced by the individual's genetic make-up

(1, p. 82). Allport (2, p. 2) cites the contributions of

Thurstone, Guilford, Cattell, and Eysenck as proof, based on

factor analysis, that the search for traits shall eventually

provide a satisfactory taxonomy of personality and of its

hierarchical structure.

Traits may be studied at two levels: (a)
dimensionally, that is, as an aspect of the psy-
chology of individual differences, and (b) indi-
vidually, in terms of personal dispositions. It
is the latter approach that brings us closest to
the person we are studying (2, p. 3).

This intrapersonal level of research is generally referred

to as the case-study approach. Block (9, p. 35) feels that

solitary perceptions (N's of 1) are irreplaceable, especially

in the search for hypotheses and as a basis for discovery.

One large set of traits which are generally lumped to-

gether and which undeniably bear some relationship to leader-

ship may be referred to as personality. These traits are

often measured by objective-type inventories which are ad-

ministered individually or to groups on an individual basis.

These instruments usually require an analyst for proper
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interpretation. There is only one point that proponents and

opponents fully agree upon--personality tests are useful in

screening out extreme deviants (3, p. 156).

Administration is subject to the native aptitudes of

its practitioners. Wilson (54, pp. 70-76) lists a combina-

tion of personality and techniques as one of the two factors

which he found that limited a superintendent's objective

judgment on politics in education. (The other area was the

nature of the community.) Guba and Lipham (22) determined

that personality had an effect upon production in industry

as great or greater than the effect due to technical factors.

Vernon (51, p. 181) summed up personality assessment very

well when he concluded, "We could go a long way towards pre-

dicting behavior if we could assess these stable features in

which people differ from one another."

There are several difficulties which are encountered

when the researcher tries to use personality tests to select

new administrators or evaluate experienced administrators.

The relationships between the various aspects of personality

are complex. Likewise, the relationships between personality,

perceptions, culture, and values are complex (7, p. 2).

Hemphill states that these difficulties, which arise from

the complex relationships, are of three varieties:

1. The lack of a suitable criterion of
success against which the test can be examined
for validity.

2. Special technical problems in the con-
struction of tests of personality.
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3. The use of simple correlational analy-
ses in investigating the possible relationships
between test scores and criterion information
(24, p. 336).

Despite the many difficulties encountered in personality

assessment, the inability of the school district to describe

the type of administrative performance desired, and the

apparent ineffectiveness of research on personality charac-

teristics, research in this area is vital. Scodel's (46, p. 48)

point is well taken. He pointed out that formal models of

decision making that ignore personality variables are in-

adequate for predicting behavior.

The aforementioned difficulties are evident in an over-

view of the research studies concerned with personality and

their findings. Baldwin (5) found that personality traits,

values, and cognitive skills are related to job success.

Brainard (11) determined that personality characteristics

depend upon the particular sub-culture to which the leader

belongs. The pattern of personal needs of the administrator

was found to be important in determining what sort of influ-

ence he would have on the school (27, p. 77). Jenkins (27)

also found a relationship between the personality pattern of

the administrator and his performance, while Hemphill,

Griffiths, and Frederiksen (24, p. 245) reported very low

correlations between personality variables and success

ratings by superiors, staff members, and teachers, for ele-

mentary principals. Waggoner (52) found a significant
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relationship between personality traits of the administrator

and faculty morale.

Shirley (47) found no significant differences between

athletes and non-athletes on any of the personality trait

scores of the Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey.

Kassarjian (29) found that differences between success and

failure groups were significant (.02) on seven of the ten

scores of the Guilford-Zimmerman. Krug and Mayer (32) found

small but meaningful correlations between certain Guilford-

Zimmerman scales and certain F scales. Fox (20) discovered

five traits from the Guilford-Zimmerman which correlated

with leadership behavior. These studies reveal the fact

that the relationship between personality and leadership is

complex and little understood.

Another area of personality research of particular

interest for this study is the traits associated with the

cognitive skills or critical-thinking skills of the indi-

vidual. Hunt and Garmain (25) established a definite rela-

tionship between a teacher's critical-thinking ability and

his ability to perform in the classroom. Luton (36) and

Moffett (38) found correlations between certain scales of

the Watson-Glaser Critical Thin Appraisal and certain

sections of the Tennessee Rat Guide; also, certain

Spranger values correlated with certain sections of the

Guide. They found no significant correlations between

values and critical thinking. Crawford (15) determined that
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critical thinking is a separate entity from personal values

and may function separately or jointly depending upon the

situation. Bledsoe (8) found a negative correlation between

economic value and critical thinking (significant at the

.05 level). He determined that there was a discernible

pattern of values for educational workers.

As has been previously noted, most of the personality

tests are objective tests. A slightly different approach

has been offered by Osgood, Suci, and Tannenbaum (42). They

have developed the semantic differential which measures the

connotative meanings of concepts as points in what they have

called "semantic space." The semantic differential, though

objectively scored, measures the subjective meaning of the

concepts. This instrument measures another aspect of per-

sonality, the psychological meaning of terms or concepts

(31, p. 564). This valuation of concepts in terms of like

or dislike, important or unimportant, right or wrong, or

whatever reaction a concept elicits from the individual is

an expression of what the concept means to the individual

and may have implications for other aspects of his personal-

ity and total value system (47, p. 2). Perhaps the best

summary of the underlying rationale for the semantic differ-

ential was offered by Sjogren. He stated that

1. Words represent things because they
produce in human organisms some replica of the
actual behavior toward these things as a media-
tion process.
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2. Meaning is defined as the representa-
tional mediation process between things and words
which stand for them.

3. The semantic differential measurement
operation relates to the functioning of repre-
sentational processes in language behavior and
hence may serve as an index of these processes
(meanings).

4. Meaning, as measured by the semantic
differential, should be predictive of likely
behavior (47, p. 5).

The perception or meaning of the terms are expressed in a

single quantity or separate quantities for each of the

several independent dimensions which Osgood (42) isolated by

using factor-analysis techniques. (The dimensions are

activity, evaluation, and potency.)

Another trait group which is very important to the

administrator and his leadership function is his system of

values. This system of values determines what he will do or

will not do in a given situation. The Florida State Depart-

ment of Education defined a value as

A motivating force, a selecting factor, an
appraising concept which enables us to make
choices among alternative paths of action.
Values are decisive agents in formulating hy-
potheses and judging consequences. A value
might be said to be the comparative weight,
esteem, or price attached by the individual to
a given idea, person, or object. Thus, values

[are] . . . standards of judgement in
human behavior and are intimately related to
what the individual has come to accept as
guiding principles for living (19,

One point must necessarily be made--leadership does not

always follow Judaean-Christian morals. Leadership is with-

out morals. It is amoral (50, p. 43). Leadership may be
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classified as good or bad according to effectiveness alone

or to a combination of direction, goals, and effectiveness.

Hitler, Stalin, Churchill, and Roosevelt were all effective

leaders. The direction and results of their leadership

enables us to better classify each as either a "good leader"

or a "bad leader."

Likewise in assessing successful leadership objectively,

one is forced to ignore values. Castro, Capone, Lincoln,

Mann, and Jesus must be classified as successful leaders;

yet they must have differed greatly on values (insofar as

behavior is a function of values). The scheme of education

in America cannot be so impartial as to involve no prefer-

ence for some values over other values.

The true impact of values upon education can be noted

from a survey of professors of educational administration

throughout the United States. Seventy-seven percent of those

polled by Blackmon (7, p. 101) felt that administrative

decisions were never value free and 36 percent felt that

such decisions should not be value free. Sjogren lists six

points which illustrate the intertwining of values and ad-

ministration. They are as follows:

1. Personal value systems influence an
administrator's perception of problem situa-
tions he faces.

2. Personal value systems influence an
administrator's decisions and solutions to prob-
lems.

3. Personal value systems influence the
way an administrator looks at other individuals
and groups of individuals thus influencing inter-
personal relationships.
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4. Personal value systems influence the
extent to which an administrator will accept or
will resist pressures and goals of educational
institutions.

5. Personal value systems set the limits
for the determination of what is and what is not
ethical behavior by an administrator.

6. Personal value systems influence not
only the perception of individual and institu-
tional success but its achievement as well (47,
pp. 1-2).

Spranger (49) laid the theoretical groundwork for much

of the research in values. He found six distinct values

which are present in varying degrees in every man. These

six are (1) economic, (2) theoretical, (3) aesthetic, (4)

social, (5) political, and (6) religious. Although each is

present in every person, one is generally dominant and

determines the value type of the individual. The "ideal

types" do not simply reflect six major types or classifica-

tions of people, but are theoretical descriptions of what

they would be if found in pure form. Spranger (49, pp. 104-

105) used the example of a gambler's die which must lie with

one side of its figures uppermost in every instance. The

other sides are not absent, but are instead located or lie

in a definite relation to the figure on top. This position-

ing or hierarchy has been the focal point in several research

studies.

Goldman (21, pp. 1-4) found a systematic difference

between the hierarchy of values among parents, educators, and

students as reflected by the qualities each considered

desirable in a student and the qualities present in the
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student. Blackmon (7) concluded from his survey of value

research that values are not static; they grow and change.

However, he feels that this change is primarily among the

young; as individuals mature, their values become a component

of their total personality.

Douglas Sjogren, George England, and Richard Meltzer

(47) received a grant from the Office of Education to

develop an instrument for assessing the personal values of

school administrators. In the summation of their report,

they concluded that school administrators as a group have

primarily an ethical-moralistic personal value orientation

and, secondarily, a pragmatic orientation. These findings

represent a reversal of their findings for managers. They

found little or no relationship between value-orientation

classifications and selected-personal characteristics of the

administrators.

Newsome and Gentry (39) found some correlation between

the various Spranger values as measured by the revised edi-

tion of the Allport-Vernon-Lindzey t of Values and

authoritarianism as measured by an "improved version of the

F Scale," but the correlation was not significant at the .05

level. They determined that their sample of Georgia school

superintendents was high in economic and social orientations

and relatively high in authoritarianism. The degree of

authoritarianism was found to bear a negative relationship

to the logical consistency of the superintendent.
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Cyphert (16, pp. 43-47) found a pattern of values for

secondary-school principals and a definite level or pattern

of critical thinking existed, but he did not report any

effort to correlate the findings. Nunnery (41) found sig-

nificant correlations between economic and religious values

and one category of the Tennessee Ran Guide for his sample

of school administrators. Bledsoe (8) determined that there

was a discernible pattern of values for his sample of edu-

cators. Aesthetic and religious values correlated at the

.05 level with success in Boyce's study (10).

Rasmussen (43) compared the values of teachers and

their principals. He found a high degree of actual agree-

ment between the two groups; yet, the teachers tended to

perceive their principals as holding much less liberal views

than their own. He concluded that such discrepancies pose

a greater potential threat to creative teaching than actual

differences in the value systems of the two groups.

A series of studies was initiated at Stanford University

during the late fities and early sixties by the Educational

Leadership Division. Nimnicht (40) determined that success-

ful administrators differ significantly from unsuccessful

administrators on values, personal preference, and

authoritarianism. The administrators differed from the norms

for the tests used. Badal (4) worked with elementary prin-

cipals. He found some correlation (highest was a .34)

between values and success but not between authoritarianism
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and success. Ebert (18) found that aesthetic value corre-

lated positively (.45) with success and economic value corre-

lated negatively (-.43) with success. His particular group

of elementary principals had certain personality traits

which were related significantly with success. His success-

ful principals did not differ significantly from the unsuc-

cessful group on the F Scale. James (26) duplicated Ebert's

study with a sample of principaLls from the San Francisco

School District. Certain personality traits correlated

positively with success, and theoretical and political

values correlated negatively with success.

The various studies in values and value systems con-

sistently report significant correlations. These findings

would indicate the true degree of influence of an indi-

vidual's value system. The apparent inconsistency of the

findings to point in any one direction could be due to lack

of a suitable criterion variable or variables.

The studies at Stanford were concerned with success as

the criterion variable. Success also was the topic of an

article by Emory Stoops (50, pp. 42-43). Stoops stated that

"the leader is most successful when he represents the desires

and purposes of his followers. He may help raise the level

of these desires and purposes, but must never get so far out

front that he loses follower contact." He listed twenty

"keys" to good leadership. Seven of these could have been

listed under a sub-heading of democratic leadership.
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When using the term "democratic leadership.," educators

usually are referring to a point or an area upon a continuum

somewhere between the two extremes of complete autocratic

leadership and laissez-faire leadership. It represents a

degree of authoritarianism. Bartky (6) pictures democratic

leadership as the golden mean between the two extremes of

the authoritarian 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. He felt that the American

school did not need an autocratic leader or a democratic

leader but a "reality" leader who would be either autocratic

or democratic as the situation dictated. Ladd (33, p. 56)

felt that it was impossible to have a truly "democratic

school administration." He said those who used this term

simply meant a manner of administration which involved sub-

ordinates in policy-making and treated them justly and

kindly.

Research in democratic leadership is usually listed

under the larger heading of authoritarianism. Studies con-

cerned with authoritarianism and administration have had

mixed results. The Nimnicht study (40) revealed a signifi-

cant correlation between success and authoritarianism. It

also revealed the administrators' authoritarian ratings were

well above the norm for the test. Newsome and Gentry (39)

also reported above-norm scores for Georgia superintendents
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as well as a negative correlation between authoritarianism

and logical consistency. They found no significant correla-

tions between authoritarianism and value systems. Boyce (10),

Badal (4), James (26), and Ebert (18) were unable to estab-

lish any correlations of significant magnitude between

authoritarianism and success. Most of the research in

authoritarianism has involved the use of the F Scale. As

implied by Robinson and Shaver (44, p. 341) and Krug and

Mayer (32), perhaps the lack of significant, consistent

results is due in part to the failure of the F Scale as an

accurate measuring instrument rather than to the inconsis-

tency of the authoritarianism variable.

Kelley (30) found that the more rigid the social

structure, the less honest the members will be in their com-

munication. Jennings (28) reported that even among delin-

quents the leaders are those who are sensitive to the

feelings of others and who do not wear their own feelings on

their sleeves. The difference between effective and ineffec-

tive leaders is the ability of the effective leaders to sense

the group's feelings on critical issues (12).

The Lippitt and White (35) study is one of the classics

in research on authoritarianism. They studied the effects of

three different kinds of adult leadership on groups of

fourteen-year-olds. The laissez-faire type leader was the

least effective. Authoritarian leadership was not as effec-

tive as democratic leadership in getting people to work
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together. The authoritarian and laissez-faire types of

leadership produced a great deal more person-to-person

irritability and aggressiveness within the group than did

the democratic type of leadership. Merei (37) indicated

that only as the leader is accepted as a working member can

he hope to exert maximum influence on the group's direction

and purposes. Lewin (34) found people more prone to change

if they were involved in the decision-making process.

Cornell (14) reported that the better teachers were unwill-

ing to surrender their professional judgment to autocratic

leadership.

Schools can and do operate with little regard for

democracy, but generally they are not as effective as demo-

cratic operations (48, p. 19). Roy (45, p. 59) agrees with

this observation and lists several very serious consequences

of the insufficient delegation of authority. He views the

failure to delegate authority as an indication of insecurity.

In contrast, the good administrator possesses that degree of

self-confidence and security which does not require self-

aggrandizement through the constant exercise of power.

The following quotation sums up the general feeling

held by many of those involved in authoritarian research

toward the importance of democratic leadership in a democracy.

Dykes states that

To assume that our schools can contribute
to the strength and vitality of democracy without
themselves being examples of democracy in action



29

is exceedingly naive. It is too much to expect
teachers to instill in the young appreciation
and understanding of the democratic way when
they themselves are denied a voice in decisions
of vital importance to them. The delicate and
difficult task of developing faith and confidence
in democracy as a social system cannot be accom-
plished in a setting which is itself barren of
democratic processes (17,

Democratic leadership seems to offer the greatest amount of

promise for preservation of democracy for the future as well

as for realization of the full potential of all those in-

volved in the educational process today. Authoritarianism

may be the single most important variable in selection and

evaluation of the public school administrator.
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CHAPTER III

INSTRUMENTS AND INSTRUMENTATION

The first step in this exploratory study was the selec-

tion of the particular traits or characteristics of the indi-

viduals who were to be analyzed. The second step was the

choice of instruments to measure these traits. This choice

of traits and instruments would bear heavily upon the results.

The choice of traits was discussed in the "Background and

Significance of the Study" in Chapter I. The selected

instruments were introduced in the "Instruments" section of

Chapter I. All of Chapter II was devoted to the research

related to the various traits and instruments.

The following sections are devoted to reporting the

origins of the particular instruments, the purported purposes

of the measures, the various individual traits measured by

each test, and, probably most important, the apparent suc-

cesses and failures of each instrument as determined by their

reliability and validity.

The final section of this chapter is concerned with the

procedures for collection of data. Included within this

section is the method of selecting the sample and the guide-

lines used for selecting the participants. The actual data

and data analyses are presented in Chapter IV.

36
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Values

The Allport-Vernon-Lindzey of Values was selected

to measure values. The Stud of Values (1) measures the

relative prominence of six basic interests or motives in

personality: the theoretical, economic, aesthetic, social,

political, and religious. This classification is based

directly upon Spranger's Types of_ Men (10). Spranger con-

tended that there were various "'types of men" who could be

identified by their dominant interests. The St of Values

is designed for use with college students or adults who have

had some college or equivalent education (1, p. 3).

The test is composed of 45 items or questions which are

provided with several alternative answers and which are

based upon a variety of familiar situations. There are a

total of 120 answers, 20 answers of which refer to each of

the values. In Part I there are 30 items, each of which is

supplied with two alternative answers. Each value is paired

twice with every other value but with different statements.

There are 15 items in Part II. Each item has four alterna-

tive answers. Each of the values is compared with all com-

binations of three other values but with different statements.

In Part I the subject may indicate the degree of his

preference by the way he distributes the three points. If

he prefers alternative a strongly over alternative b, he would

score a as three and b as zero. A slight preference for a

would be indicated by scoring a as two and b as one. No
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preference on a particular item would be scored one and

one-half points for each a and b. There are ten answers

for each of the six values.

In Part II the subject ranks the four statements in

each item. The least preferable is designated as one and

the most preferable is scored as four. The second most

attractive statement is scored as three and the third most

attractive statement is scored as two. There are ten state-

ments representing each of the six values. Scores for the

instrument are obtained by totaling item scores for each of

the six values and adding or subtracting correction figures.

The Manual gives a rather detailed description of the

six Spranger values. This description is contained in

Appendix One. Spranger's six ideal types of men could be

described as follows:

1. The theoretical man would have a dominant interest

in the discovery of the truth.

2. The economic man would be most interested in

utility and the practical aspect.

3. The aesthetic man would emphasize form and harmony.

4. The social man would love people and be very sympa-

thetic.

5. The political man would be primarily interested in

power. This interest would transcend the narrow field of

politics as generally understood.
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6. The religious man would have a strong urge for

unity--a desire to identify with some larger and more compre-

hensive totality (1, pp. 4-5).

The Manual contains several points concerning adminis-

tration. The test is self-administering, has no time limit,

may be taken in a group or individually, and should have no

explanation of the purpose or construction of the instrument

prior to administering it (1, p. 6). The test takes about

twenty minutes to complete, and the scoring process for a

single test takes about five to seven minutes.

The Study of Values was originally published in 1931

(1, p. 9). There have been two revisions of the first test.

The 1951 revision was a major revamping of the entire instru-

ment, while the later revision changed only the manual and

updated the norms for the different groups.

The Manual (1, pp. 9-10) gives two general areas of

reliability. The first, internal consistency, is determined

by two methods, split-half reliability and item analysis.

The split-half, product-moment correlations (corrected with

the Spearman-Brown) are as shown in Table I. The mean co-

efficient, using a z transformation, is .90. The item

analysis operation was carried out with a group of 780 sub-

jects from six colleges. The analysis shows a positive

correlation for every item with the total score for its

value (.01).
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TABLE I

STUDY OF VALUES: SPLIT-HALF RELIABILITY
(N = 100)

Value Pearson r

Theoretical. ..-.-.. . .-.-.-......- ...... . . .84
Economic.................-.-.-............. .. .. 93
Aesthetic ..........

89

Social.........-.........-.-.............. ... 90
Political. . .. ..... .. .................. 87
Religious . ..............-.....-.. .95

The second area of reliability is referred to as repeat

reliability. This is simply a test-retest correlation.

There were two samples used. The first sample of thirty-

four were administered the tests one month apart. The

other sample of fifty-three were administered the retest

after an interval of two months. The mean repeat reliability

coefficient, using the z transformation, was .89 for the

one-month study and .88 for the two-month interval.

The various values were correlated with each of the

other values for an N of 200. There was some correlation

between various values, but this degree of correlation is

not high enough to indicate that a smaller number of more

basic values could be derived.

The norms for the Study of Values were developed from a

collegiate population of 8,369 subjects. Approximately two-

thirds of this sample were males.
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The Manual (1) offers twenty-nine different occupational

groups which have been administered the test as proof of its

validity. Engineering students tend to score high on

theoretical, business students score high on economic, Air

Force officers score high on political, art students score

high on aesthetic, and clergymen and theological students

score high on religious value.

Leadership

Russell N. Cassel's Leadership Q-Sort Test (3) was

selected to measure leadership traits. The Leadership Q-

Sort Test is concerned with assessing an individual's values

with respect to the leadership role. The sixty items are

considered important to the leadership function. The test

norms are based upon the ratings of proven leaders. A

meaningful evaluation is obtained for the individual's

ratings on the test items by comparing them with the appro-

priate norms.

The 60 items are the result of research utilizing

factor analysis. The original 3,667 items were provided by

400 United States Air Force Pre-flight Cadets ranging in age

from 20 to 26. Each cadet was asked to list outstanding

characteristics of the most outstanding leader of their

entire acquaintance. These items were then classified into

categories. The final sixty items were grouped into six

categories. These six categories of critical characteristic
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statements indicative of an effective leader are (1) personal

integrity, (2) consideration for others, (3) mental health,

(4) technical information, (5) decision making, and (6)

teaching and communication.

The instrument uses the Q technique. There are eleven

piles with one card in each of the first and eleventh piles.

There are three cards in each of the second and tenth piles,

five cards in each of the third and ninth piles, seven cards

in each of the fourth and eighth piles, nine cards in each

of the fifth and seventh piles, and the remaining ten cards

are then placed in the sixth pile. The piles are arranged

along a continuum from least important to good leadership

(pile one) to most important to good leadership (pile eleven).

The Leadership Q-Sort uses both R methodology and Q method-

ology. The scores for the various parts use the R method-

ology and the total score uses the Q methodology.

The Q technique is a forced-choice procedure. Every

item is constructed so its content is obviously cogent and

important to good or effective leadership. The subjects

could conceivably wish to place all of them in the top stack.

However, only one of the items can be placed in this position.

Only positively stated items are used.

The Sixth Mental Measurements Yearbook contains three

critical analyses of the Leadership Q-Sort Test. They are

rather unique in that they are all favorable. Joel T.

Campbell states that
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The basic idea of this test seems well worth-

while--namely, that what a person considers to be

important to leadership will be reflected in his

competency as a leader. The author deserves

credit for doing more research on this test than

is done on many tests before they are marketed.

The research does have the limitation of having

been done almost exclusively in institutional
settings, rather than with the kind of population

with which most users will need to deal (2,
pp. 280-282).

Gibb states that "the Leadership Q-Sort Test looks promising"

(2, pp. 282-283). Stephenson says,, "This is an ingenious

use of Q-technique," (but he questions whether it is,, in

reality, Q-methodology) ". . . the ingenuity of the Cassel

procedure deserves comment" (2, pp. 283-284).

The Manual (3) uses three different pairs of test items

which are similar in meaning. It is presumed that the corre-

lations between these items will be an index of internal

reliability of the test. The three pairs of items are as

follows:

Pair I.
11. Seeks and accepts personal responsibility.
32. Seeks self responsibility.

Pair II.

25. Is patient and tolerant with others.

59. Is tactful and considerate in all relations
with others.

Pair III.

41. Maintains a high level of interest and
enthusiasm.

50. Has high personal initiative.

With six different samples and a total N of over 1,000

subjects, the Pearson r' s were significant at less than the

.01 level of significance for 13 of the 18 pairings. There

were no corrections computed for any of the correlational



44

coefficients. The five non-significant coefficients were

for the third pair of items. Campbell (2, pp. 280-282)

gives the split-half r for the total score as .83 and .84

(his N is given only as adequate).

A sample of 200 was used to establish validity. A sig-

nificant relationship was found between the Leadership Q-

Sort Test results and (1) peer ratings relative to leader-

ship competency, (2) instructor ratings relative to leader-

ship competency, (3) social insight, (4) personality tension

and needs, (5) class standing, and (6) other leadership test

scores. There was little or no relationship between the

results and academic grades, chronological age, or ego

strength. Using factor analysis, there were five factors

extracted: (1) chaplain leadership pattern, (2) military

leadership pattern, (3) in-prison leadership pattern, (4)

psychologist leadership pattern, and (5) general leadership

pattern (with none of the groups showing dominance in terms

of group agreement with the pattern).

A sample of 150 United States Air Force full colonels

and 150 United States Air Force non-commissioned officers

were administered the LeadershiQ Q-Sort Test. The results

differentiated between the two groups with 78 percent

accuracy.

The test takes approximately forty-five minutes to

complete. Scoring the various parts and the total is a

simple process which can be accomplished with ease in ten
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minutes per test. When the results are plotted on the

profile sheet, the areas of excesses or deficiencies are

evident. The test makes no effort to explain these differ-

ences from the test norms.

Personality

The Guilford-Zimmerman Temerament Survey was selected

to measure personality traits. The Guilford-Zimmerman is

composed of 300 items. It is divided into ten traits

(thirty items per trait) which have been isolated by

Guilford through factor-analysis techniques. These traits

are (1) ascendance, (2) general activity, (3) restraint,

(4) sociability, (5) emotional stability, (6) objectivity,

(7) friendliness, (8) thoughtfulness, (9) personal relations,

and (10) masculinity-femininity.

The Guilford-Zimmerman traits were identified by

factor analyzing four separate inventories: Nebraska Per-

sonality Inventory, Guilford-Martin Inventory of Factors

GAMIN, Guilford-Martin Personnel Invento I, and Inventory

of Factors STDCR (5). The test was constructed with the

following as primary objectives: (1) a single booklet of

items, (2) a single answer-sheet, (3) an efficient scoring

method, (4) a coverage of the traits proven to have the

greatest utility and uniqueness, and (5) condensations and

omissions of trait scores where the intercorrelations were

sufficiently high (5, p. 1).
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The Manual (5) gives the following brief interpretations

of the traits:

General Activity (G)--A high score indicates strong

drive, energy, and activity. Low scores suggest relative

slowness and inactivity.

Restraint (R)--Low scores suggest that an individual is

happy-go-lucky, carefree, and impulsive. High scores indi-

cate an over-restrained and over-serious individual.

Ascendance (A)--High scores suggest social boldness.

Low scores suggest submissiveness.

Sociable (S)--The high scores indicate a person who

is at ease with others, enjoys their company, and readily

establishes immediate rapport. Low scores indicate the with-

drawn, reserved person who is hard to get to know.

Emotional Stability (E)--A high score indicates optimism

and cheerfulness. Low scores suggest depressive tendencies.

Objectivity (O)--High scores mean less egoism. Low

scores mean touchiness or hypersensitivity.

Friendliness (F)--A high score may mean an urge to

please others and a desire to be liked. A low score means

hostility in one form or another.

Thoughtfulness (T)--High scores suggest introversion

and self-centeredness. Low scores suggest extroversion.

Personal Relations (P)--A high score should mean

tolerance and understanding of other people and their human

weaknesses. A low score indicates fault finding and

criticalness of other people and of institutions in general.
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Masculinity-Femininity (M)--On the positive side a high

raw score in this area means that the person behaves in ways

characteristic of men. If the "M" score is very high, it may

mean that the person is somewhat unsympathetic and callous.

The items are stated in the affirmative. Second-person

pronouns are used in preference to personal pronouns wherever

possible. The subject is given three categories of response--

"yes," "?," and "no." When scoring, the weight of +1 is

assigned to the response which is considered to be the

socially-approved response. The weight of 0 is assigned to

both of the other responses. Thus, a subject's score may

range from zero to thirty for any given trait with a mean of

approximately eighteen for any given trait.

The estimates of reliability contained in the manual are

based upon 912 college students of both sexes. The Kuder-

Richardson formulas were applied. Since there are ten

traits, the Kuder-Richardson formulas will underestimate re-

liability. The estimates of the total-score reliabilities

were made in various ways with the consensus of the results

ranging from .75 to .87 (5, p. 6). Intercorrelations of the

ten trait scores are rather low which indicates the unique-

ness of the various scores.

With the exception of trait "T," which was introduced

into the survey later, the norms are based upon data collected

from 523 college men and 389 college women in a university

and two junior colleges in southern California. The final
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form of the survey was administered with the "T" items in-

cluded to a group of seniors in a southern California high

school and to their parents. It was found that there were

no significant differences in the mean scores of the parents

and their high school offspring, so they were combined for

norm purposes (5, p. 6).

The internal validity or factorial validity of the

scores has been determined through factor analysis and suc-

cessive item-analyses directed toward internal consistency

and uniqueness (5, p. 6). Some of the most impressive

validity data come from the use of the inventory with super-

visory and administrative personnel by Guilford (4). There

are 173 references for the Guilford-Zimmerman in Buros (2).

Critical Thinking

The Watson-Glaser Critical Thki Appraisal was

selected to measure the critical-thinking skills of the indi-

viduals. The instrument is essentially a device which pro-

vides an estimate of the individual's standing in a composite

of abilities defined as critical thinking. Watson and Glaser

define critical thinking as

. . . a composite of attitudes, knowledge, and

skills. This composite includes: (1) attitudes
of inquiry that involve an ability to recognize
the existence of problems and an acceptance of

the general need for evidence in support of what

is asserted to be true; (2) knowledge of the
nature of valid inferences, abstractions, and

generalizations in which the weight or accuracy

of different kinds of evidence are logically
determined; and (3) skills in employing and

applying the above attitudes and knowledge (11,

p. 10).
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A measure of the individual's critical-thinking ability is

determined by five subtests which are designed to tap some-

what different aspects of the composite.

The authors sought to establish the fact that the

Appraisal actually measured a unique set of traits. They

administered a large battery of tests in conjunction with

the Appraisal. They used samples of subjects ranging in

numbers from 35 to 20,000. They found that reading ability

correlated rather highly with critical thinking (median corre-

lation of .64) when they used five different reading-ability

tests. They explained this finding by asserting that the

reading tests required mental activity more complicated than

mere recognition of the vocabulary and comprehension of the

sentences (11, p. 11). The median coefficient of .68 is

evidence of the substantial relationship existing between

critical thinking as measured by the Appraisal and mental

ability measured by conventional intelligence tests (11, p. 10).

The current (1963) revision represents the culmination

of over twenty-five years of study, research, and experimenta-

tion. There are parallel forms of the test--the Ym and Zm

forms. This study used only the Form Ym, and the following

data apply only to this particular form. Using several

samples of high school and college students with an aggregate

membership of over 25,000, the odd-even split-half reliability

coefficients (corrected by Spearman-Brown) range from .85 to

.87. These coefficients drop somewhat when considering the
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subtest scores. They range from .53 to .74, with an N of

almost 3,000 high school tenth graders. In light of these

moderately low subtest reliabilities, the authors did not

report norms for the separate subtests.

The five subtests of the A.2raisal were selected from

the best of a larger number of subtests used by the authors

in earlier research. They retained those which were found

to be most generally useful in everyday application as well

as the ones which appeared to measure relatively discreet

aspects of critical thinking (11, p. 2). The five subtests

are

Test 1. Inference. (Twenty items.) Samples

ability to discriminate among degrees of truth or

falsity of inferences drawn from given data.
Test 2. Recognition of Assumptions. (Sixteen

items.) Samples ability to recognize unstated
assumptions or presuppositions which are taken for

granted in given statements or assertions.
Test 3. Deduction. (Twenty-five items.)

Samples ability to reason deductively from given
statements or premises; to recognize the relation

of implication between propositions; to determine
whether what may seem to be an implication or a

necessary inference from given premises is indeed
such.

Test 4. Interpretation. (Twenty-four items.)

Samples ability to weigh evidence and to distinguish
between (a) generalizations from given data that are
not warranted beyond a reasonable doubt, and (b)
generalizations which, although not absolutely cer-

tain or necessary, do seem to be warranted beyond
a reasonable doubt.

Test 5. Evaluation of Arguments. (Fifteen

items.) Samples ability to distinguish between

arguments which are strong and relevant and those

which are weak or irrelevant to a particular ques-
tion at issue (11, p. 2).
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The authors feel that content validity and construct

validity can logically be inferred by consideration of the

detailed steps taken in construction of the Appraisal (11).

Evidence of construct validity can be gained by correlating

the various parts with each other and with the test as a

whole. The subtest correlations range from .21 to .50.

These are low enough to indicate that each part is measuring

an independent trait and yet high enough to warrant their in-

clusion in one total score (11, p. 14). The correlations

between each of the parts and the whole range from .56 to .79

(11, p. 15). In each of the normative studies (a total N of

approximately 25,000) , the Otis Quick-Scoring Mental Ability

Test was administered with the critical-thinking instrument.

Correlations between the two measures ranged from .55 to .75.

The authors felt that these data indicated a substantial re-

lationship between critical thinking ability as measured by

the Appraisal and mental ability as measured by conventional

intelligence tests, but did not indicate a relationship of

sufficient magnitude to warrant substitution (11, p. 10).

Perception

A semantic differential was constructed to measure the

administrator's perception of concepts pertinent to education

and his role as an administrator. Osgood (7) developed the

semantic differential technique to measure the connotative

meanings of concepts as points in what he referred to as
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"semantic space." The semantic differential measures the

psychological meaning of concepts (6, p. 564).

There are no standard scales or concepts for use with a

particular study. The concepts and scales for a given study

are selected from a large number to meet the purposes of the

particular study. The scales, or bipolar adjectives, are

usually seven-point rating scales. Each scale measures one

or two of the basic dimensions or factors which Osgood has

found to be behind the scales--evaluation, potency, and

activity (6, p. 567).

The adjective pairs may be thought of as belonging to a

particular cluster or factor. Through factor analysis, Osgood

located seven or eight possible factors or dimensions; the

three main factors were the evaluative adjectives, the ac-

tivity adjectives, and the potency adjectives. Both Osgood

and Kerlinger (6) indicate that only the evaluative factor is

needed for most studies of attitudes and values. With this

thought in mind, it was decided that eight of the twelve

scales selected for this study would be evaluative. As this

was an exploratory study, it was felt that the other two

dimensions could not be ignored entirely; therefore, two ac-

tivity scales and two potency scales were included. Eight of

the scales were taken from Osgood's original list (7, p. 37)

and the other four were taken from those suggested by

Kerlinger (6, p. 569). For scoring purposes the researcher

arbitrarily assigned the unfavorable poles of the scales a
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numerical value of one and the favorable poles of the scales

the value of seven. Five of the twelve scales were reversed

to counteract response-bias tendencies. The five were

selected at random. A sample page of the instrument with

the reversed scales marked is included in the Appendix.

The concepts were selected by polling the members of the

educational leadership faculty of North Texas State Univer-

sity. The concepts were limited to those fifteen which were

judged to be most relevant to leaders and leadership in edu-

cation. The concepts selected were (1) adaptability, (2)

authority, (3) change, (4) creativity, (5) delegation of

authority, (6) democratic supervision, (7) empathy, (8) flex-

ibility, (9) leadership, (10) myself, (11) power, (12) public

relations, (13) students, (14) superintendency, and (15) tax-

ation.

Osgood states that reliability of the semantic differen-

tial cannot be assessed in accordance with the conventional

idea of reliability. The problem may involve over-reliability,

if such can be a problem. Test-retest reliability data using

six scales on each of six concepts, after realignment accord-

ing to a constant evaluation direction, yielded a mean coef-

ficient of correlation of .91 (7, p. 192). The semantic dif-

ferential was more reliable as determined by a test-retest

correlation than were the Thurstone scale scores using the

same concepts--the Church, capital punishment, and the Negro.
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Osgood (7, p. 194) concluded that the two instruments mea-

sured the same thing--whatever it is--equally well.

In another study, designed to further validate the

semantic differential, Osgood found correlation (significant

at less than the .01 level) between a fourteen-item Guttman-

type scale and the semantic differential.

In scoring the semantic differential used in this study,

three scores will be found: (1) evaluative-factor score, (2)

potency-factor score, and (3) activity-factor score. The

evaluative-factor score uses eight scales with values from

one to seven. Both the potency-factor score and the activity-

factor score uses two scales with values from one to seven.

The means for the separate factors will be computed and re-

corded. These means will be used as the scores.

Authoritarianism

Two instruments, both constructed by Milton Rokeach,

were selected to measure authoritarianism--the "Dogmatism

Scale" and the "Opinionation Scale." The "Dogmatism Scale"

is designed to measure individual differences in openness or

closedness of belief systems. Rokeach (9, p. 57) states that

the extent to which a person's belief system is open is "the

extent to which the person can receive, evaluate, and act on

relevant information received from the outside on its own in-

trinsic merits, unencumbered by irrelevant factors in the

situation arising from within the person or from the outside."
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The scale has undergone several revisions to improve the

reliability and to keep pace with the refinements in the

underlying theory. Form E (used in this study) is composed

of the forty best items from Form D. Each item had to go

beyond specific belief content and penetrate the structure 
of

how the belief was held (8, p. 334).

The "Dogmatism Scale" items can be grouped in a variety

of ways. Rokeach (9) uses the three dimensions of belief-

disbelief, central-peripheral, and time-perspective. Responses

are scored on a Likert-type scale. Six points are used with

a plus three to minus three agree-disagree scale excluding

the zero point. The scores are converted to a positive score

by adding a constant four to each score. This process con-

verts to a one to seven-point scale. The range is then 40 to

280. A high score indicates a high degree of dogmatism or

close-mindedness.

The scale was administered to five separate samples with

a total N of over 1,200; split-half correlations ranged from

.70 to .91 (8, p. 335). To establish validity, the test was

administered in conjunction with the California F Scale.

Seven samples were used with the total N being just less than

1,000. The D and F Scales correlated from .54 to .77.

The "Opinionation Scale" was designed to measure general

intolerance, or the extent to which one accepts others because

they agree with his opinions but rejects them because they

disagree with his opinions. The test uses rejection or



56

acceptance of opinionation and right or left opinionation in

arriving at the five subscales. The sixth score is the total

opinionation score and uses all forty items. The five sub-

scales are (1) right opinionation--twenty items, (2) left

opinionation--twenty items, (3) opinionation rejection--twenty

items, (4) opinionation acceptance--twenty items, and (5)

conservatism-liberalism--forty items.

The "Opinionation Scale" consists of forty items which

are scored in the same manner as the "Dogmatism Scale" (six-

point Likert-type scale). The instrument has four groups of

ten statements each: (1) opinionated rejected--right opin-

ionation, (2) opinionated rejected--left opinionation, (3)

opinionated acceptance--right opinionation, and (4) opinion-

ated acceptance--left opinionation. Right opinionation is

measured by the first and third groups; left opinionation is

measured by the second and fourth groups; opinionation rejec-

tion is measured by the first and second groups; opinionation

acceptance is measured by the third and fourth groups.

Conservatism-liberalism is measured by subtracting left

opinionation from right opinionation.

The Likert-type scores are converted to a one-to-seven

scale by adding the constant four to each response. The

total score can range from 40 to 280. Right opinionation,

left opinionation, opinionation rejection, and opinionation

acceptance can each range from 20 to 140. Conservatism-

liberalism can range from -120 to +120 with the low scores
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indicating liberalism and the high (positive) scores indi-

cating conservatism (9, p. 82).

This study used Form C of the "Opinionation Scale."

Reliability and validity for this particular form and a

parallel Form Ce (for use in England) were established using

463 subjects. Form C was administered with the California F

Scale, the Ethnocentrism Scale, the "Dogmatism Scale," and

the Political-Economic Conservatism Scale--a scale which was

originally used by Adorno and others in the Berkeley investi-

gations (9, p. 121). The group of tests were administered to

186 Michigan State University students and the same group

with Form Ce substituted for Form C were administered to three

samples (N total was 277) of English students and workers.

The corrected reliabilities of the total opinionation

scale ranged from .75 to .76. The corrected reliabilities

for left opinionation ranged from .68 to .91; for right opin-

ionation the range was from .77 to .91; and for conservatism-

liberalism the range was from .70 to .94. The correlations

between left opinionation and right opinionation vary from

.00 to -.65, which would indicate that the two scales are

consistently measuring a single set of beliefs or at least

that the subjects were likely to adhere with varying degrees

of opinionation to both left and right beliefs at the same

time (9, pp. 92-94).

Rokeach used item analysis to establish a degree of

validity. The means of each of the forty items were higher
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for the top 25 percent of the Michigan State students than

for the lower 25 percent of the sample (8, pp. 354-355).

Total opinionation correlated from .47 to .63 with dogmatism.

The California F Scale correlated from .40 to .64 with right

opinionation and total opinionation, yet there were very low

correlations between the F Scale scores and left opinionation.

This finding would suggest that the "Opinionation Scale" adds

a dimension to authoritarianism as measured by the F Scale.

The correlations between ethnocentrism and opinionation (from

.20 to .50) would suggest that they are both measuring some

of the same things. Rokeach was able to measure a marked

difference between the means of samples of Protestants and

Jews and those who claimed no affiliation with the "Opiniona-

tion Scale. " Face validity was established by having two of

Rokeach's colleagues rate each statement as either right or

left. Both men agreed 100 percent with Rokeach.

Data Collection Procedures

Each school administrator selected for participation in

this study was contacted in person or by telephone for the

enlistment of his help. A test packet was put together for

each of them. A copy of each test, the necessary answer

sheets, a stamped, self-addressed envelope, and a letter of

instructions were included in each packet. A copy of the

letter of instructions is included in the Appendix. Further,

a note of thanks was sent to each of the administrators upon

return of the completed packet.
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The sample included ten superintendents of Texas public

schools, three assistant superintendents or equivalent posi-

tions, and four ex-superintendents currently enrolled in

graduate school. These four students were majoring in edu-

cational leadership and were planning to return to public

school administration upon completion of school. The admin-

istrators represent somewhat a cross-section of Texas schools.

The size of the schools ranged from small class B schools to

large class AAAA school; each of the five classes of Texas

schools was represented in the sample. The schools were

located in the southeast, northeast, north central, west,

and Panhandle areas of Texas.

The author is deeply indebted to these administrators

for taking time from their busy schedules to help with this

study; for without their help, this study would not have

been possible.
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CHAPTER IV

TREATMENT AND ANALYSIS OF DATA

This chapter is divided into four general areas or

sections. The first section is concerned with the perfor-

mance of the sample on the separate instruments. The score

of each person is presented, as is the mean and standard

deviation for each trait. The second section presents the

same information in a different way; the total performance

of the individual is considered. These case studies provide

an analysis of the person's performance and, when appropriate,

attempt to interpret the results. This interpretation does

not go beyond the information and guides provided in the

various manuals. The third section is concerned with profile

correlations. The relationships of one profile with another

is statistically determined with canonical correlation and

with the correlation of D matrices (computed on a between-

persons basis) using matched pairs or cells. Hotelling's

T2 statistic was to have been used but was inappropriate for

the particular data generated by this study. Cluster analy-

sis composes the final section of this chapter. Veldman's

hierarchical grouping analysis (9) and an analysis of the

between-group D matrices were the basis for the grouping.

The results of both analyses were identical; therefore, only

the results of the hierarchical grouping are reported.

61
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Study of Values

The Study of Values does not purport to measure the

absolute strength of each of the six values but only their

relative strength. It is ipsitive in that a high score on

one value is obtained only by reducing correspondingly the

scores on one or more of the other scales. Table II con-

tains the raw scores with a correction figured added or sub-

tracted. This correction figure is to equalize the mean of

each value for very large populations.

TABLE II

VALUE SCORES

Value

Theo-
Case retical Economic Aesthetic Social Political Religious

A 39 55 22 37 48 39
B 38 47 44 23 45 45
C 37 43 36 30 44 50
D 36 45 39 32 49 39
E 40 40 49 42 42 26
F 45 34 32 36 45 48
G 34 47 28 40 45 46
H 40 43 31 35 45 46
1 41 42 31 41 36 49
J 33 43 22 50 33 57
K 48 38 25 38 51 40
L 39 46 36 41 49 29
M 41 56 36 38 50 19
N 34 35 38 36 46 51
0 40 44 34 41 44 37
P 34 41 32 42 43 48
Q 45 52 21 37 41 44
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K scored the highest and J scored the lowest on the

theoretical value. There was a difference of fifteen points

between their scores. M scored the highest and F scored the

lowest on the economic value. There was a difference of

twenty-two points between their scores. E scored the highest

and Q scored the lowest on the aesthetic value. There was a

difference of twenty-eight points in their scores. J scored

the highest and B scored the lowest on the social value.

There was a difference of twenty-seven points between their

scores. K had the highest score and J had the lowest score

on the political value. There was a difference of eighteen

points between their scores. J had the highest score and M

had the lowest score on the religious value. There was a

difference of thirty-eight points between their scores.

The Manual (1, p. 8) cautions that the scores indicate

the relative importance of each value to the individual.

They do not measure the total amount of "value energy" or

motivation possessed by any individual. "It is quite pos-

sible for the highest value of a generally apathetic person

to be less intense and effective than the lowest value of a

person in whom all values are prominent and dynamic" (1,

p. 8).

Perhaps Table III better illustrates the value structure

or hierarchy of the individual. The six values are ranked

from one to six with the rank of one being assigned to the

dominant value. The value which was assigned a rank of six
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TABLE III

INDIVIDUAL VALUE RANKINGS

Value

Theo- Eco- Aes- Polit- Reli-
Case retical nomic thetic Social ical gious

A 3* 1 6 5 2 3*
B 5 1 4 6 2* 2*
C 4 3 5 6 2 1
D 5 2 3* 6 1 3*
E 4* 4* 1 2* 2* 6
F 2* 5 6 4 2* 1
G 5 1 6 4 3 2
H 4 3 6 5 2 1
I 3* 2 6 3* 5 1
J 4* 3 6 2 4* 1
K 2 4* 6 4* 1 3
L 4 2 5 3 1 6
M 3 1 5 4 2 6
N 6 5 3 4 2 1
0 4 1* 6 3 1* 5
P 5 4 6 3 2 1
Q 2 1 6 5 4 3

X ranking 3.82 2.53 5.06 4.06 2.24 2.71

Group ranking 4th 2nd 6th 5th lst 3rd

*Denotes tied scores.

was the lowest value for the particular person. Presented

in conjunction with the individual rankings is the mean rank-

ing for the various values for the group. The ranks of these

group means are also presented. The group hierarchy of values

according to the Study of Values was political, economic,

religious, theoretical, social, and aesthetic. There was

not a great amount of difference between the mean rankings

of the top three values. This closeness of the rankings and

the groupings makes the number three ranking of religious



65

value somewhat misleading. One segment of the sample tended

to rate religious value high and another segment tended to

rate it very low. Political and economic values were not

rated last by any of the participants. Aesthetic value, in

contrast, was rated sixth by ten of the seventeen partici-

pants, while only six persons rated social value higher than

fourth. Thirteen persons rated political either first or

second, and nine individuals rated both economic and politi-

cal values among the top three values. Six of these nine

ranked religious value as the other member of the top three.

A slightly different approach to the group hierarchy of

values was to consider the means and standard deviations of

the scores for the sample. The hierarchy was the same, but

the weighting of the values was somewhat different. The

differences in the dispersions of the scores over the various

values was interesting. Table IV contains these data.

TABLE IV

GROUP MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR THE VARIOUS VALUES

Value Mean Standard Deviation

Theoretical 39.0588 4.2496

Economic 44.1765 6.1261

Aesthetic 32.7059 7.7037

Social 37.5882 5.8530

Political 44.4706 4.7054

Religious 41.9412 9.8010
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Political and economic values were still very close, but

religious value was somewhat lower than either of the two.

The greatest areas of disagreement, as evidenced by the

standard deviations, were in the religious and aesthetic

values. The group was in general agreement on theoretical

and political values.

TheLeadershiQ Q-Sort Test

The Leadership Q-Sort Test (hereafter called LQT) norms

are based upon a T score of fifty and a standard deviation

of ten. A score on any of the six parts within one standard

deviation (ten points) of the mean is considered desirable

for good leadership. A score outside this forty to sixty

range is considered to indicate excessively high or low

ratings; the individual differs with the norm group with

respect to the importance of particular items to good leader-

ship. The scores in Table V are T scores.

There were no scores above sixty on personal integrity.

Cases A, B, C, G, and 0 scored below forty on personal

integrity. A, H, and 0 were above the desirable range, and

J, L, M, and Q were below the desirable range on considera-

tion for others as related to good leadership. E, F, G, I,

0, and P valued mental health as it was related to good

leadership very highly, while case A placed very low value

upon the importance of mental health to good leadership. B,

D, J, L, and M rated technical information as related to
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good leadership very high, whereas F and P rated it very low.

D and Q placed very high values on decision making as related

to good leadership, and F and 0 valued it very low. A and C

were above the most desirable range with the value they

placed upon the importance of teaching and communication to

good leadership, while B, D, and E were below the most

desirable range on the same items. Only persons K and N

fell entirely within the desirable range on all six parts of

the LQT.

The degree of disagreement of each individual with the

norm group upon the proper value to be placed upon any given

item or area was more evident when the total scores were

considered. The total score was based upon the degree of

correlation or agreement between the individual's ratings on

the various items and the corresponding average ratings on

the same items by the test norm group. The test norms were

based upon the performance of proven leaders. The total

scores are converted from a raw score to Fisher z' scores.

The LQT Manual (3) gives a conversion table for changing

from the Fisher z' scores to Pearson r coefficients, but for

interpretive purposes the Fisher z' scores were used in

Table VI.

Cassel (3, p. 43) administered the LQT to two groups of

leaders. One group contained proven, effective leaders; and

the other group contained ineffective leaders. He was able

to determine that if the individual's Fisher z' score is
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TABLE VI

LQT TOTAL SCORES

Total Score
Case Leadership Values

A .. ......... .. . . . .597
B .......... ........ . .277
C . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .348
D .............. s..a... .741

E *................. . . . . .354

F . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... 085
G . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .337
H...... . ... .... .. .. .. . .. ... .343
I. ... .... ... .. .... ... . .055
J ... . . . . . . ... . ....... . .360

K ......... ... . ........ 337
L .. ... . . . . .. . .. .. 604
M ............ ....... . .485
N ........... .......... 500
0... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . -. 010
P ............................. .......... 394
Q ..... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .618

.400 or above, the individual has values in the area of

leadership which are in significant agreement with similar

values by demonstrated effective leaders. "Conversely, when

the individual's TOTAL SCORE is below .4000, the agreement

is not consistent with the values of demonstrated effective

leaders" (3, p. 43). The value of .400 was the point where

Cassel was able to obtain optimum discernation between the

effective and ineffective leaders.

Using this .400 as a guide, only persons A, D, L, M, N,

and Q were in significant agreement with similar values held

by demonstrated effective leaders. The other eleven persons'

scores ranged from a z' of -. 010 to a z' of .394, with

seven of them scoring above a z' score of .330. For proper
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interpretation one would check the total score for the degree

of deviation or disagreement and check the part scores to

locate the areas of the deviation or disagreement.

Table VII contains the raw score means and standard

deviations, while the last column contains the equivalent

T score for the mean.

TABLE VII

GROUP MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND T SCORES ON THE
VARIOUS LQT TRAITS

Standard
Trait Mean Deviation T Score

Personal Integrity 98.6470 6.9640 44

Consideration for Others 69.4706 7.3156 49

Mental Health 57.5294 6.2862 53

Technical Information 69.5882 8.8817 56

Decision Making 33.3529 4.2712 51

Teaching and Communication 31.6470 3.9520 50

The most surprising score is the one concerned with

personal integrity. This score is six-tenths of a standard

deviation below the mean for the norm group. Consideration

of others was slightly below the mean for the norm group,

while the other four areas are above the means for the norm

group. All of the scores are within the most desirable

range of forty to sixty (T scores).
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Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament urvey

The Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey (hereafter

called the GZTS) has ten subtests, each with thirty items.

The GZTS Manual (5, p. 7) lists the norms for men, as shown

in Table VIII. These norms were based upon a sample of 523

TABLE VIII

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE TRAIT SCORES
(NORM GROUP)

Trait Means Standard Deviations

G 17.0 5.64
R 16.9 4.94
A 15.9 5.84
S 18.2 6.97
E 16.9 6.15
0 17.9 4.98
F 13.8 5.07
T 18.4 5.11
P 16.7 5.05
M 19.9 3.97

male students in a university and two junior colleges in

southern California. The mean age of the sample was twenty-

three.

The Manual (5, p. 10) offers the information shown in

Table IX to aid in the interpretation of the scores. The

scores in the table are C scores ranging from zero to ten,

with ten being the highest score; however, the highest

scores are not always the most desirable. Only on factor P

is a C score of ten included within the most favorable range.

Scores of either nine or ten are considered to be in the
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TABLE IX

RANGES OF BEST AND POOREST SCORES IN TERMS OF SUPERVISORY
PROMISE

Trait Most Favorable C Scores Least Favorable C Scores

G 6- 8 0-1
R 5 - 6 0 - 2; 9 - 10
A 7- 9 0-4
S 5- 9 -----
E 5- 9 0-3
0 5- 7 0-3
F 5- 9 0-3
T 5- 8 0-3
P 6-10 0-4
M 5- 8 0-3

least favorable range for factor R. The information in the

table is based upon research using the GZTS with supervisory

and administrative personnel. The table contains recommen-

dations regarding most favorable and least favorable score

ranges in relation to the performance of such personnel.

Table X contains the data for each individual for each

trait or factor. There are two entries for each item. The

first score given is the raw score for the individual on that

particular trait; the second score is enclosed in parentheses

and is the C score which corresponds to that particular raw

score.

K scored the highest and A and C scored the lowest on

general activity. Q's top score and K's bottom score on the

R factor placed both of them within the least desirable

range. K had the top score and I had the bottom score on
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ascendance (A factor). G and K had the highest scores on

factor S, while C had the lowest score on factor S. P had

a perfect score of thirty on emotional stability, while J

scored only twelve on the same factor. There were twenty

points difference between the top score, 0, and the low

score, B, on the objectivity factor. According to the F

factor, P was the friendliest and M was the most hostile of

the group. D scored the highest on the T factor and A

scored the lowest on the T factor. F scored the highest and

B scored the lowest on the P factor. A and 0 had the high

scores and I had the low score on factor M.

By using the table of desirable ranges with the data, it

was possible to rate each individual on each trait. The

term "moderate range" was arbitrarily assigned to designate

those scores which were not within either the most favorable

range or least favorable range. The individual's score

could then be rated as being within the most favorable

range, the moderate range, or the least favorable range.

Table XI contains these ratings.

Seven of the individuals scored within either the

moderate or most favorable ranges on all ten traits. Five

individuals had only one least favorable trait score; four

individuals had two least favorable ratings; and one indi-

vidual had three least favorable ratings. No one individual

had more than three least favorable ratings.
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TABLE XI

INDIVIDUAL RATING CHART

Factor

Case G R A S E 0 F T P M

A M* MF** M M MF M MF LF*** MF M
B MF M M M M LF MF MF LF LF
C M MF LF M MF MF M MF LF MF
D M M M MF MF M MF M MF MF
E MF M MF MF MF MF MF MF MF MF
F M M M M MF MF MF MF MF MF
G MF MF MF MF MF M M MF MF M
H MF MF LF MF M M M MF M M
I M MF LF MF MF MF LF M MF LF
J M M M MF LF MF MF MF LF MF
K M LF MF MF MF MF M M MF M
L MF M MF M M M LF MF M MF
M M MF MF MF MF M LF MF LF MF
N MF M MF MF MF MF MF MF MF MF
0 M MF M MF MF M MF MF MF M
P M MF M MF M M M M MF MF
Q MF LF M MF MF MF MF MF MF MF

*M = moderate.

**MF = most favorable.

***LF = least favorable.

There were sixteen least favorable ratings for the

group. The distribution of the least favorable ratings over

the traits was R--two least favorable ratings, A--three LF

ratings, E--one LF rating, F--three LF ratings, T--one LF

rating, P--four LF ratings, and M--one LF rating. Six of

the individuals scored below a C score of six on the P

factor. The Manual (5, p. 9) recommends that anyone scoring

below a C score of six on the P factor should not be ap-

pointed to a supervisory position. This one factor has
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consistently correlated highest with all criteria involving

human relations.

Table XII contains the means and standard deviations

for the sample on the ten personality traits as measured by

the GZTS. These data can be compared with the norms given

TABLE XII

GZTS FACTOR MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS (SAMPLE GROUP)

Factor Mean Standard Deviation

G 19.3529 4.9237
R 18.2941 4.3123
A 19.4118 4.5423
S 22.3529 5.0367
E 20.3529 4.8727
0 21.2353 5.4947
F 15.7059 6.3911
T 20.4706 4.8104
P 20.7647 5.6184
M 21.2941 3.6015

previously to gauge performance of the sample against the

performance of the norm group. The sample means were all

higher than the norm means. The dispersion of scores was

greater on factors 0, F, and P; however, the group's scores

were slightly more homogeneous than the norm scores on the

other seven factors.

Watson-Glaser Critical Th ing A praisal

The Watson-Glaser Critical Thin Appraisal (hereafter

called the WGCTA) is composed of five subtests. Test one

contains twenty questions related to inference. Test two
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contains sixteen questions related to recognition of assump-

tions. Test three uses twenty-five items to measure deduc-

tion. Test four measures interpretation and contains

twenty-four items. The remaining fifteen items are related

to evaluation of arguments and make up test five.

The scores for the subtests, contained in Table XIII,

are raw scores. The total scores are reported as raw scores

and as percentile ranks and are based upon norms for busi-

ness and industrial executives and managers. The scores on

the subtests could be analyzed relative to the group's per-

formance as there are no norms published for these separate

areas.

A, E, and F scored high on the inference trait, while

H and K scored low. H and 0 were the only individuals who

did not score from eleven to sixteen on recognition of

assumptions. They were both very low in this area. M had

the highest score and P had the lowest score on deduction.

All of the group except K scored within a six-point range

from seventeen to twenty-three on interpretation skills. K

was very low on interpretation skills. A, H, and L were

equally high on the evaluation of arguments skills, whereas

P and Q were rather low on the evaluation of arguments skills.

A scored the highest on the total score. His score of

eighty-eight placed him at the eighty-fourth percentile rank

on the business executive norm. K's score of sixty ranked

him seventeenth for the group and at the third percentile
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rank on the business executive norm. This comparison with

business executives and managerial-level personnel may be

unfair, but there are no norms for school administrators.

The mean of the total score for the group is seventy-five,

which ranks the group at the thirty-fourth percentile on the

business executive norm. Eight of the seventeen members of

the group scored at the fiftieth percentile rank or above,

and eleven others scored a raw score of seventy-five or

better. It should also be noted that those who scored very

low (cases H, K, 0, P, and Q) were below the group means in

at least four of the five areas.

Table XIV contains the means and standard deviations

for the group. This table enables one to compare the indi-

vidual's performance with the group's performance.

TABLE XIV

WGCTA SUBTEST MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS

Subtest Mean Standard Deviation

Inference 12.1176 2.1761
Recognition of Assumptions 12.8235 2.5553
Deduction 19.5294 2.8966
Interpretation 20.0588 2.6333
Evaluation of Arguments 10.4118 1.7342

One way of interpreting the table above was to consider

the results or means in terms of percentage of items answered

correctly. The group responded correctly on 60 percent of
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the inference items, 80 percent of the recognition of assump-

tions items, 78 percent of the deduction items, 83 percent

of the interpretation items, and 70 percent of the evaluation

of arguments items. The lack of norms prohibits comparison

of these part scores with those of other groups. The group

responded correctly on 75 percent of the total items.

Semantic Differential

The researcher arbitrarily assigned the favorable and

unfavorable ratings to the poles of each of the twelve scales

used with the semantic differential. The means were com-

puted for each separate scale for all concepts and for all

persons. These rating means for separate scales were

analyzed to determine if the assigned ratings were correct.

Table XV contains the rating mean for each scale.

TABLE XV

THE RATING MEANS FOR THE SCALES USED IN THE
SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL

Scale 
Mean

Good-bad.................... 6.27
Valuable-worthless.. ................... 6.38
Fair-unfair .-. ........-.-......... ... 6.03
Honest-dishonest..... -- .-...........-.-. . 6.11Progressive-traditional ......... . . . . . 4.80Permissive-restrictive.. . -............. 4.82Strong-weak................ ... . . 5.58
Hard-soft . .............-.-..... .. 4.80
Democratic-autocratic ................ 5.61
Relaxed-tense .-............-.-...-.-. .. 5.33
Sharp-dull. ..........-.-......... . 5.32
Flexible-rigid ...........-..-.-........ 5.63
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The means were calculated on an across-concept basis.

Any scale which had been wrongly evaluated would have a mean

opposite the neutral position of four from the others. Each

of the twelve scales' means exceeded the neutral value of

four. Thus, the data supported the researcher's assigned

ratings. The variation of the means was probably due to the

three-dimensional aspect of the semantic space.

Table XVI contains the group mean for each of the fif-

teen concepts for the evaluative scales only.

TABLE XVI

THE GROUP'S MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR THE VARIOUS
CONCEPTS (EVALUATIVE SCALES ONLY)

Concept Mean Standard Deviation

Adaptability 5.6276 0.6931
Authority 5.1006 0.9931
Change 5.9141 0.4714
Creativity 6.1353 0.6234
Delegation of authority 5.7671 0.7837
Democratic supervision 5.9359 0.6451
Empathy 5.6865 0.8296
Flexibility 6.2600 0.6098
Leadership 5.8765 0.7701
Myself 5.5906 0.6182
Power 5.0459 1.0604
Public relations 5.9000 0.7303

Students 5.7371 0.5937
Superintendency 5.4953 0.5733
Taxation 4.9212 0.8570
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The group viewed flexibility and creativity as the most

favorable concepts, while taxation, power, and authority

were viewed as least favorable. The means for all of the

concepts were above the neutral value of four with the group

being very homogeneous in their perceptions of the fifteen

concepts. The greatest disagreements were on the concepts

of power and authority.

Table XVII contains the separate individual ratings for

each of the various concepts. The data given in the table

are the mean of the evaluative scales for that particular

concept.

Q and G rated the concept of adaptability most favorably.

B and H perceived the concept of adaptability as being only

slightly favorable; their rating was the lowest for this

particular concept. A, G, and K rated authority very

favorably, but F, L, and 0 viewed it as being unfavorable.

All of the group, however, rated change as being favorable.

B gave change the most favorable rating of the entire group.

Further, D was the only person to assign a mean rating of

less than five to the concept of creativity. P viewed

creativity as most desirable of the group. Individual I

gave delegation of authority only a slightly favorable rating.

G and Q gave democratic supervision a very high rating, while

J viewed it as being somewhat less favorable. E, G, and N

perceived empathy as the most desirable of the group. Q was

the only one of the group to view empathy as undesirable.
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TABLE XVII

THE INDIVIDUAL'S EVALUATIVE DIMENSION MEAN FOR THE
VARIOUS CONCEPTS

>1 044-
4.1-1 r-4 >0

f-H -P0-Pi 4J-o

A r >.00 625 .85 6 75 587 .005w5

H H .7 0. 7H r. 2 5 .204-Hp rdH rdcn >
4 0u-H) ::$Of-i-a)

C 6.125 5.000 5.750 5.625 5o750 5.875 6.000
D 5.625 45 45000 4.625 5.375 4.875 4.500
E 5. 750 5.*375 5.*875 6 .625 5.e250 6*.50 0 6*.625

F 5.250 2.675 5.625 6.125 4.875 6.375 6.250
G 6.375 6.250 6.250 6.250 6.000 6.25 6.625

H 4.125 5.750 5.50 6.125 5.500 5.500 5.000

D 5.65 4.500 5.000 6250 7.000 6.250 5.875
E 5.375 5.750 5.500 6.000 4.250 6.750 5.375
K 5.750 6o250 5.375 5.125 4.000 4.75 6.250

H 4.125 .625 5.875 5.750 6.000 6.500 5.375

m 6.00 5.500 6.000 6.750 6.375 6.125 6250
N 5.875 5.875 5.625 6.625 6.375 6.250 5.625

0 5.000 3.875 6.250 5.625 4.250 6.000 6.375
P 6.000 5.750 6.125 6.875 6.625 6.500 5.375

Q 6.625 5.125 6.500 6.750 6.625 6.625 3.625
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TABLE XVII--Continued
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5.625 6.000 5.375 4.500 6.125 5.750 5.625 4.625
6.375 5.000 6.625 6.750 7.000 6.750 4.750 4.000
5.750 5.500 5.375 3.375 5.500 4.875 52.50 3.000
4.500 5o375 4.625 4.000 4.750 4.625 5.375 5.000
6.625 5.875 .125 5.500 5.375 6.00 5.125 4.875
7.000 6.125 5.750 4.00 5.625 5.125 5.500 5.125
6.750 6.750 6.000 .875 6.875 6.625 6.750 6.750
6.375 6.000 5.375 5.500 6.000 5.500 5.625 4.750
7*000 7.000 4*000 5.625 6.250 5.500 5.875 5.500
5.875 4.625 5.500 4.625 4.625 5.000 4.750 4.125
6.375 5. 750 5. 375 5o500 5. 875 5*500 5.750 5.500
6.125 5.500 5.625 4.*12 5 6.375 5.875 5.125 4.625
6.500 6.500 6.000 6.250 6.250 5.875 6.000 5.875
6.750 6.500 5.750 5.750 6.000 6.000 5.750 5.500
6.000 4.000 5. 250 3.250 4.625 6 .000 4.625 4.000
6.125 6.125 6.000 5.750 6.625 6.250 5.125 5.000
6.625 6.750 6.250 5.875 6.375 6.250 6.375 5.375
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D was the only person to rate flexibility as being anything

but very desirable. He rated it only slightly favorable,

while F and I gave it a perfect mean rating of seven. Only

O did not rate leadership as being favorable. He gave it a

rating of four, which is neutral, while I gave it a perfect

rating of seven. Case I rated himself neutral, but the

others rated themselves as favorable. B gave himself the

most favorable rating of the group. C and 0 rated power as

undesirable, and A, D, and F viewed it as neither desirable

nor undesirable. Only B and M, however, perceived power as

being exceptionally desirable. B viewed public relations

very favorably, while both J and 0 viewed it as being only

slightly favorable. G had the most favorable perception of

students, while D had the least favorable perception of the

concept. All of the group, however, viewed students as

being favorable. All of the group viewed superintendency as

being desirable, but there was some disagreement as to the

degree of favorability. G viewed superintendency as being

very favorable, but 0 viewed it as being only slightly

favorable. G, again, was the only one to assign a mean

rating of six or more to taxation. C was the only one to

view it as being undesirable, but both B and 0 rated taxation

as being neutral.

The activity and potency dimensions were not included

in the previous set of data, since the scales did not

generate enough data to analyze any single concept over
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either of the two dimensions. The two dimensions were com-

puted across the fifteen concepts and compared.

Table XVIII contains the across-concepts means and

standard deviations for the three dimensions. The higher

TABLE XVIII

DIMENSIONAL MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS
(ACROSS-CONCEPTS)

Dimension Mean Standard Deviation

Evaluative 5.6665 0.4461
Activity 5.4618 0.5203
Potency 5.2047 0.6223

and more consistent scores on the evaluative scales are

consistent with the belief that these scales are best for

attitude measurement. It is evident from the various tables

that all fifteen concepts were generally rated rather

favorably. The variations were due to the differences in

the individuals' perceptions of the particular concepts.

"Dogmatism" and "Opinionation" Scales

The four scores of the "Dogmatism Scale" were used in

various combinations with the six scores of the "Opinionation

Scale" to form a total of four separate profiles. The three-

part scores of the D Scale had to be used separately from the

total D score.
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The belief-disbelief dimension of the D Scale uses only

four items. This dimension is concerned with variation

within the individual's belief and disbelief systems as well

as differences and variations between his beliefs and his

disbeliefs. A high score on this dimension would be asso-

ciated with less differentiation within either of the two

systems and a greater differentiation between the two systems.

It is assumed that the more nearly closed a person's mind is,

the greater the isolation between the belief and the dis-

belief systems. It is also assumed that the more nearly

closed a person's mind is, the less the differentiation of

sub-systems will be within either system (8).

The central-peripheral dimension is composed of thirty-

two items. This particular part of the D Scale is concerned

with regions of attitudes. These three regions are (1) the

central region, which is concerned with primitive beliefs or
attitudes toward the world, the future, the self, and the

relationship of the three; (2) intermediate belief region,

which is concerned with attitude toward authority; and (3)

peripheral region, which is concerned with attitudes toward

others. Certain items are concerned with only one of the

three regions, while other items are concerned with the

interrelationships of the three regions. The primitive

(central) and intermediate regions are assumed to control

not only what will be represented in the peripheral region

but also what will not be represented or narrowed out (8).



88

The final four items compose the time-perspective

dimension, a dimension concerned with one's attitude toward

the past, present, and future. Of special concern is the

way in which one comprehends the future as well as the way

he views force as a means of revising the present.

The small number of items in the belief-disbelief and

the time-perspective dimensions of the D Scale somewhat

limits the usefulness of the part scores. The total score

is the most important scale. It is the indication of the

person's open- or closed-mindedness.

Table XIX contains the raw scores for the three sub-

scales of the D Scale as well as the total score for each

individual.

0 was the most open-minded member of the group on the

belief-disbelief dimension, while H was the most closed-

minded. F was the most open-minded of the sample, while C

was the most closed-minded of the group on the central-

peripheral dimension. I was the most open-minded, while C

was the most closed-minded of the sample on the time-

perspective dimension. I was the most open-minded and

democratic of the sample as measured by the total D score,

whereas C was the most closed-minded and authoritarian of

the sample as indicated by the total D score.

The three part-scores were used as one profile of

authoritarianism. They were used in conjunction with the

opinionation scores for a second profile, and the total D
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TABLE XIX

DOGMATISM SCORES

Belief- Central- Time- Total
Case Disbelief Peripheral Perspective Score

A 17 96 9 122
B 20 110 9 139
C 14 140 20 174
D 21 123 5 149
E 13 96 9 118
F 22 82 11 115
G 16 122 14 152
H 25 87 9 121
I 17 79 4 100
J 21 92 15 128
K 20 103 17 140
L 16 114 16 146
M 19 128 19 166
N 12 105 8 125
0 10 105 15 130
P 17 85 8 110
Q 12 88 15 115

score was used with the six opinionation scores for a third

profile. The fourth authoritarianism profile was formed

using the six opinionation scores.

The "Opinionation Scale" was designed by Rokeach to

serve as a separate measure of intolerance (8, p. 80). The

"Opinionation Scale" is composed of six areas or scales.

The six areas are (1) total opinionation, which is concerned

with general tolerance or intolerance, (2) left opinionation,

which is concerned with political orientations considered to

be left of center, (3) right opinionation, which is concerned

with political orientations right of center, (4) opinionation

rejection, which is concerned with statements implying that
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the speaker rejects a particular belief as well as the

people who accept that belief, (5) opinionation acceptance,

which is concerned with statements implying that the speaker

believes something and accepts others who believe it too,

and (6) conservatism-liberalism, which is a function of the

left and right opinionation scales.

The items were constructed parallel. Each left opinion-

ation item has a corresponding right opinionation item.

Likewise, each opinionation rejection item has a correspond-

ing opinionation acceptance item. The instrument uses

various combinations of the forty items for the different

scales. Each item is used four times in computing the various

scores on the 0 Scale.

The total opinionation score is listed last in Table

XX. The other five appear in the order discussed above.

The strongest inclination toward left opinions was on

the part of case 0. P scored the lowest on the left opinion-

ation scale. G scored very strong on the right opinionation,

and F scored the lowest score on the scale. There were

forty-nine points between their scores. G also had the high

score on the opinionation rejection and opinionation accep-

tance scales, whereas P had the low score on the opinionation

rejection scale and A had the low score on the opinionation

acceptance scale.

The high, positive scores on the conservatism-liberalism

scale indicate conservatism. Conversely, the negative scores
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indicate liberalism on the part of the individual. Twelve

of the group had positive scores and would be classed as

conservatives. The highest conservative score was that of

individual D. The remaining five individuals scored as

liberals, but their scores were not far removed from the

neutral point of zero. The most liberal person, case F,

was only seventeen points below zero, while D had been forty

points above zero. Fourteen of the seventeen administrators

were within twenty points in either direction of zero. This

scoring would tend to place them as moderates.

Table XXI contains the means and standard deviations

of the group and for Rokeach's validation group.

TABLE XXI

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR THE D AND 0 SCALES

Group Rokeach's
Group Rokeach's Standard Standard

Dimension or Trait Mean Mean* Deviation Deviation

Belief-Disbelief 17.18 ------ 4.10
Central-Peripheral 103.24 ------ 17.63 -----
Time-Perspective 11.94 ------ 4.79 -----
Total Dogmatism 132.35 142.42 20.14 26.74
Total Opinionation 129.53 142.00 19.61 18.90
Left Opinionation 59.12 61.20 10.48 11.90
Right Opinionation 69.82 80.80 14.26 14.60
Opinionation Rejection 64.88 ------ 11.16 -----
Opinionation Acceptance 64.06 ------ 10.56 -----
Conservatism-Liberalism 10.71 19.60 16.14 -----

*The D Scale data are based upon an N of 216. The 0
Scale data are based upon an N of 186. The data were not
available for every area.
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The sample of administrators scored rather favorably on

both the "Dogmatism" and the "Opinionation" Scales in com-

parison with the validation or norm group scores.

The sample of administrators were rather open-minded

and democratic. The sample mean on total dogmatism is

approximately ten points below the mean for the norm group,

and the scores of the sample are a great deal more stable

than the scores of the norm group. They are also rather

tolerant when compared with the norm group. Their mean on

the total opinionation score was more than twelve points

below the mean of the norm group. The group of administrators

favored right opinions but not as strongly as the norm group

and, consequently, were not as conservative as the norm

group. The sample did not indicate a preference for either

opinionation rejection or opinionation acceptance. The

standard deviation on the conservatism-liberalism scale indi-

cates the wide dispersion of scores on this scale.

The size of the norm group would tend to discredit the

worth of the norm data, but Rokeach (8, p. 91) was careful

to point out that they should be of use for others to help

interpret the results from other studies using these scales.

The groups were all college students attending school in the

midwest.

The next section of this chapter is concerned with the

performance of the separate persons or cases. The indi-

vidual's performance on each of the separate instruments was
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considered as was the interpretation and significance of the

particular score given by the manuals of the separate instru-

ments. The performance of the individual was compared to

the norms and to the performance of the group whenever this

comparison was appropriate and meaningful.

Case Study A

Individual A's hierarchy of values from strongest to

weakest on the Study of Values was economic, political,

religious, theoretical, social, and aesthetic. The economic

value was fifteen points above the mean for all values, while

the political value was eight points above the mean. The

religious, theoretical, and social values were clustered

within three points of the mean; however, the aesthetic

value was a very low eighteen points below the mean. (Note:

the mean for all values is forty.) The total point spread

between the strongest value and the weakest value was thirty-

three points.

A's score of .597 was well above the critical point

(.400) on the total leadership value score for the LQT. He

ranked fourth among the sample in this area. Although only

two (technical information and decision making) of the part

scores were actually within the most desirable range (forty

to sixty), the other four scores were very close to this

range. Part I (personal integrity) and Part II (considera-

tion for others) were only one point outside this range,

while Part IV (teaching and communication) was only two
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points outside. Part III (mental health) was the farthest

removed from the range, but it was only six points below the

most desirable range. This finding would indicate A con-

siders mental health to be less important to good leadership

than do the persons in the norm group.

A scored within the most favorable range on personality

factors R, E, F, and P on the GZTS; however he scored within

the least favorable range on the T factor. The other five

factor scores were located between these two extremes. The

area located between or outside of these two areas was

arbitrarily named the moderate range and was referred to as

such throughout the rest of this paper. The low score on

thoughtfulness should be to the disadvantage of the adminis-

trator. He is likely to be so busy interacting with his

social environment that he would be a poor observer of

people and of himself (5, p. 9). He may lack tact and

subtleness and may avoid reflection and planning.

A had the highest score of the group on critical think-

ing as measured by the WGCTA. The total score of eight-eight

placed him at the eighty-fourth percentile rank when compared

with the business executive norm. The five part-scores were

very balanced. There are no norms published for the parts,

but there were no glaring deficiencies in his scores.

With the exception of power and taxation, A's percep-

tions of key educational concepts as assessed by the semantic

differential were very favorable. His perception of taxation
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was positive but was only slightly above the neutral posi-

tion of four (4.63). Power, with a mean of exactly four or

neutral, was viewed as neither favorable nor unfavorable.

A was very open-minded and democratic according to his

score on the D Scale and was rather tolerant according to

his score on the 0 Scale. He showed a slight preference for

opinions which were right of center. He was very prone to

reject particular beliefs and those who accepted them and

was not nearly as quick to accept others simply because they

agreed with him. He was slightly conservative, with a

score six points above the neutral point of zero on the con-

servatism-liberalism continuum.

Case Study B

B's hierarchy of values from strongest to weakest on

the Study of Values was economic, political, religious,

aesthetic, theoretical, and social. The economic value was

only seven points above the mean for all values, and only

three points separated the top four values. The fifth

(theoretical value was two points below the mean with the

only real deviation being the social value, which was seven-

teen points below the mean. B's score of .277 was .123

below the critical point (.400) on the total leadership

value score of the LQT. To fully understand this lack of

agreement with the norm group, the part scores must be ana-

lyzed. He was somewhat deficient in personal integrity and,
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possibly, in teaching and communication but scored very high

in technical information. This finding would indicate that

he has excessive values regarding the importance of technical

information to good leadership. The other three areas are

within the most desirable range.

B scored within the most favorable range on personality

factors G, F, T, and M on the GZTS but scored within the

least favorable range on the 0 and P factors. The other

four factor scores were located in the moderate range. The

low score on objectivity would suggest touchiness or hyper-

sensitivity. The low score on personal relations indicates

faultfinding and criticalness of other people and institu-

tions in general. B probably has trouble getting along with

others (5, p. 9). The Manual (5, p. 9) recommends that any-

one scoring below a C score of six on the P factor should

not be appointed to a supervisory position. This one factor

has consistently correlated highest with all criteria in-

volving human relations.

B answered 75 of the 100 WGCTA items correctly. This

raw score of 75 placed him at only the thirty-fourth per-

centile rank on the business executive norm. The only

apparent weakness on the part scores was in the area of

deduction where he ranked sixteenth in the sample.

perceived the key educational concepts on the seman-

tic differential very positively with the exceptions of

adaptability, authority, superintendency, and taxation.
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Taxation was rated as neutral (X = 4.00) , while the other

three exceptions were slightly positive or favorable but

less than one unit above the neutral position.

B was slightly closed-minded and autocratic according

to his score on the D Scale. He was seven points above the

mean of the group. (The higher the score the more authori-

tarian and closed-minded the individual.) He was near the

mean for opinionation or tolerance on the 0 Scale, with his

various levels or types of opinionation being very balanced.

He scored only two points above the neutral position on the

conservatism-liberalism continuum, indicating a very slight

conservative leaning.

Case Study C

Individual C's hierarchy of values from strongest to

weakest on the Study of Values was religious, political,

economic, theoretical, aesthetic, and social. The religious

value score was ten points above the total mean, and the social

score was ten points below the mean. The other four values

were clustered within four points of the mean.

C's score of .348 was .052 below the critical point on

the total leadership value score. It is difficult to

evaluate the significance of such a small lack of agreement.

He was slightly below the most desirable range on personal

integrity, but his score on teaching and communication was

exceptionally high. The other four areas were within the
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desirable range. The high score on teaching and communica-

tion would indicate excessive values regarding teaching and

communication as related to good leadership.

C scored within the most favorable range on personality

factors R, E, 0, T, and M on the GZTS. He scored within the

least favorable range on factors A and P with the other three

scores being located in the moderate range between the two

extremes. The low score on A (ascendance) was balanced by

the favorable scores on T, R, and M. The Manual (5, p. 9)

recommends that anyone scoring below a C score of six on the

P factor should not be appointed to a supervisory position.

C scored a total raw score of eighty-one on the WGCTA.

This score placed him at the fifty-eighth percentile rank

when compared with the business executive norm. The part

scores revealed no particular deficiencies in any area.

C had a negative or unfavorable perception of power and

taxation on the semantic differential. His perception of

students was only slightly positive; however, his perception

of the other twelve key educational concepts was a favorable

one.

C was the most closed-minded and autocratic of the group

according to his score on the D Scale. His total score was

forty-two points above the mean for the group. He was very

opinionated according to his score on the 0 Scale and demon-

strated a strong tendency toward opinions which were right of

center. He had an inclination to reject beliefs as well as

those who accepted these same beliefs. He was very conservative.
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Case Study D

Individual D's hierarchy of values from strongest to

weakest on the Study of Values was political, economic,

religious, aesthetic, theoretical, and social. The politi-

cal value was nine points above the mean for all values,

and economic value was five points above the mean. The

other four values were slightly below the mean, ranging from

one point below to eight points below the mean.

Dwas highest in the group on the total score of the

LQT. His total leadership value score of .741 was .341

above the critical point. He was above the most desirable

range on technical information and decision making and

slightly below the most desirable range on teaching and

communication. His values concerning technical information

and decision making as related to good leadership were

stronger than those of the proven leaders of the norm group.

The other three areas were within the most desirable range.

D did not score within the least favorable range on

any of the ten personality traits on the GZTS. He ranked

within the most favorable range on factors _, E, F, P, and M,

and his scores on the other five factors were within the

moderate range. This apparent lack of serious personality

deviations should be to his advantage as an administrator.

D scored eighty on the total of the WGCTA. This score

ranked him at the mid-point (fiftieth percentile rank) of the

business executive norm. The various part-scores were all
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acceptable and contained no indications of any particular

weaknesses.

D acquiesced to such an extent that the results of the

perception instrument (the semantic differential) may be

somewhat misleading. He checked the neutral position on

slightly over 61 percent of the scales. Even with his re-

fusal to rate the concepts on many of the scales, the means

for each of the concepts were all positive except for power,

where he checked the neutral position on every scale. Ac-

quiescing is one of the limitations of the semantic differen-

tial, but D was the only one of the group to resort to this

type of response.

D was closed-minded and authoritarian according to his

score on the D Scale. He ranked fourth highest in this

area, being seventeen points above the mean for the group.

He was very opinionated according to his score on the 0

Scale, and was inclined to favor opinions which were right

of center. He indicated a slight tendency toward opiniona-

tion rejection (rejecting a belief and rejecting others who

accepted the belief) as opposed to opinionation acceptance

(accepting others because they agreed with him). D was the

most conservative of the group, with a score forty points

above the neutral position of zero.

Case Study E

Individual E's hierarchy of values from strongest to

weakest on the Study of Values was aesthetic, social,
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political, economic, theoretical, and religious. He was the

only administrator in the group to rate the aesthetic value

as dominant. Social, political, economic, and theoretical

values clustered around the mean for all values, and all

were within two points of each other; however, religious

value was rated fourteen points below the mean.

E's score of .354 was .046 below the critical point

(.400) on the total leadership value score of the LQT. It

is difficult to assess the significance of such a small lack

of agreement with the norm group. He placed very high value

on mental health as related to good leadership, whereas his

score was slightly below the desirable range on teaching and

communication. The other four areas were within the

desirable range.

E was one of the top two members of the group on the

GZTS personality factors. He scored within the most favor-

able range on nine of the ten factors, with the tenth factor,

restraint, being located in the moderate range. Personality

factors as assessed by the GZTS are definitely in E's favor.

On the total critical thinking score on the WGCTA E

scored eighty. This score ranked him at the mid-point of

the business executive norm. The different part scores were

all acceptable and indicate no particular weaknesses.

The semantic differential indicated that E was very

positive in his perception of the key educational concepts

selected for use in this study. His perception of taxation
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was only slightly positive, but the other fourteen concepts

were viewed as being very favorable.

He was open-minded and democratic according to his D

Scale scorewhich was fourteen points below the mean for the

group. E was rather tolerant according to his score on the

o Scale, and indicated a strong preference for opinions which

were right of center as opposed to opinions which were left

of center. He had a slight tendency to accept others because

they had beliefs similar to his beliefs. He was rather

strongly conservative, as indicated by a score twenty-five

points above the neutral point on the conservatism-liberalism

continuum.

Case Study F

Individual F's hierarchy of values from strongest to

weakest on the Study of Values was religious, theoretical,

political, social, economic, and aesthetic. The top three

values were clustered five to eight points above the mean,

and the lower three were clustered four to eight points

below the mean. The total point spread of only sixteen

points would indicate an equivalency of values which could

result in inner conflict under the stress of administrative

decisions.

Fdisagreed very strongly with the norm group on the

total leadership value score of the LQT. His score of .085

was .315 below the critical point of .400. Much of this

dissension can be pinpointed by analyzing the part scores.
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He was slightly low in his values of technical information

and decision making as related to good leadership and placed

very high values on mental health as related to good leader-

ship. The other part scores were within the most desirable

range. F disagreed with the norm group to a degree in all

six of the areas; even when he was within the most desirable

range on a particular score, he would be very near the outer

limit of the range.

He scored within the moderate range on factors G, R, A,

and S of the GZTS and scored within the most favorable range

on the other six factors. There were no really low scores

which would indicate problems for him as a supervisor or ad-

ministrator.

F scored a total score of seventy-five on critical

thinking skills of the WGCTA. This score placed him at the

forty-second percentile rank on the business executive norm.

His score on the evaluation of arguments was low, but the

other areas showed no particular deficiencies.

F perceived authority as rather negative, power as

neutral, and delegation of authority as only slightly posi-

tive, The other twelve concepts on the semantic differential

were viewed as being very f avorable.

According to his score on the D Scale, F was very open-

minded and democratic. He was eleven points below the mean

for the group on total opinionation on the 0 Scale. He

favored opinions left of center, but his opinionation-rejection
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and opinionation-acceptance scores were very close. He was

the most liberal of the entire group, as indicated by his

score of seventeen points below the neutral position on the

conservatism-liberalism continuum.

Case Study G

Individual GIs hierarchy of values from strongest to

weakest on the Studv of Values was economic, religious,

political, social, theoretical, and aesthetic. Economic,

religious, and political values were clustered five to seven

points above the mean for all values. Social value was on

the mean, while theoretical and aesthetic values were

respectively six and twelve points below the mean.

G's score of .337 was .063 below the critical point

(.400) on the total leadership value score of the LQT. It

is difficult to assess this small lack of agreement. It

definitely would not be an asset, but the Manual (3) does

not offer any concrete interpretations as to the extent of

liability. The part-score on personal integrity was four

points below the most desirable range, and the mental health

score was one point above the range. He did not place quite

as much value on personal integrity as related to good

leadership as did the norm group. The other four areas were

within the most desirable range.

G had a very respectable showing on the ten personality

factors of the GZTS. He scored in the moderate range on
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factors 0, F, and M and scored in the most favorable range

on the other seven factors.

With critical thinking on the WGCTA, G did not fare

quite so well. His total score of seventy placed him at the

twenty-first percentile rank when compared with the business

executive norm. He was slightly deficient in each of the

five areas.

G's perception of all fifteen concepts on the semantic

differential was very high positive. Such an attitude

toward key educational concepts should be an asset for a

school administrator.

According to the D Scale, G was very closed-minded and

authoritarian. His D score was twenty points above the mean

for the group. He was the most intolerant person in the

group according to his score on the 0 Scale. He indicated

a strong preference for opinions which were right of center;

however, his opinionation-rejection and opinionation-

acceptance scores were very close. He was very conservative,

as indicated by a score thirty-five points above the neutral

point on the liberalism-conservatism continuum.

Case Study H

Individual H's hierarchy of values from strongest to

weakest on the Study of Values was religious, political,

economic, theoretical, social, and aesthetic. The top four

values clustered from the mean to six points above the mean
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for all values; however, social value was five points below

the mean and aesthetic value was nine points below the mean.

H's score of .343 was .057 below the critical point

(.400) on the total leadership value score of the LQT. He

valued consideration for others as related to good leader-

ship higher than the norm group, while his scores on the

other five parts were within the most desirable range.

This individual scored within the most favorable range

on personality factors G, R, S, and T of the GZTS; and his

scores on factors E, O, F, P, and M were in the moderate

range. The score on factor A, however, was within the least

favorable range. This low score on ascendance would indicate

a degree of submissiveness. The Manual (5, p. 8) suggests

that this type of person would not make a good supervisor,

but this principle would be dependent upon the type of

persons to be supervised.

H's score of sixty-four on the WGCTA placed him at the

eighth percentile rank of the business executive norm. He

scored low in inference and recognition of assumptions, but

was high in evaluation of arguments.

His perception of adaptability and taxation were

slightly positive, whereas the other thirteen concepts on

the semantic differential were rated high or favorable. His

positive view of these key educational concepts should be to

his advantage as an administrator.
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According to his score on the D Scale, H was very open-

minded and democratic. His score was eleven points below

the mean for the group. He was two points above the mean on

opinionation on the O Scale and was rather right-opinionated.

He indicated only a slight preference toward opinionation

rejection as opposed to opinionation acceptance. He was

moderately conservative, with a score eighteen points above

the neutral position on the conservatism-liberalism con-

tinuum.

Case Study I

Individual I's hierarchy of values from strongest to

weakest on the Study of Values was religious, economic,

theoretical, social, political, and aesthetic. Religious

value was nine points above the mean for all values, while

theoretical, economic, and social values were clustered one

and two points above the mean. Political value was four

points below the mean and aesthetic value was nine points

below the mean.

I's score of .055 was .345 below the critical point

(.400) on the total leadership value score of the LQT. The

very low z' score of .055 indicates very little agreement

with the norm group on any of the items. This lack of

agreement is not obvious in the part scores. All of the

part scores were within the most desirable range except

mental health, which was only one point above this range.
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I scored within the most favorable range on personality

factors, R, S, E, 0, and P on the GZTS, whereas factors G

and T were rated within the moderate range. He was the only

member of the group to place within the least favorable

range on three factors--factors A, F, and M. The unique

combination of submissiveness, hostility, and belligerence,

and femininity should render this administrator difficult,

if not impossible, to work with and for in most situations.

His low score on A (ascendance) alone would be sufficient

grounds for not selecting him for most supervisory positions

(5, p. 8). His low F (friendliness) score would indicate he

could be unpleasant to work with and might tend to dominate

others. He would likely stimulate friction, fear, and low

morale in his associates and among his supervisees (5, p. 9).

The impact of the very low M (masculinity) score would be

difficult to predict.

I's total score of seventy-eight on the WGCTA placed

him at the mid-point of the business executive norm. His

scores were very balanced on the five subscales.

The hostility that was evident on the personality mea-

sure is not evident in his perception of the key educational

concepts of the semantic differential. He refused to rate

himself by checking the neutral position of four on every

scale on the concept, myself, while the other fourteen con-

cepts were all rated highly favorable.
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I was the most open-minded and democratic of the group

according to the D Scale score, which was thirty-two points

below the mean for the group. He was very tolerant accord-

ing to his score on the 0 Scale. His scores on the opiniona-

tion scales were quite similar and showed no strong tendency

to favor one approach over another approach. He was only

slightly liberal, scoring only one point below the neutral

position of zero on the conservatism-liberalism continuum.

Case Study J

Individual J's hierarchy of values from strongest to

weakest on the Study of Values was religious, social,

economic, theoretical, political, and aesthetic. He was

seventeen points above the mean on the religious value, ten

points above the mean on social value, and three points above

the mean on economic value. Theoretical value and political

value scores were both seven points below the mean. This

unusually low score on political value could present prob-

lems for a public school administrator. Aesthetic value was

a very distant sixth and was eighteen points below the mean.

J's score of .360 was .040 below the critical point

(.400) on the total leadership value score of the LQT. This

small lack of agreement is probably due to his high values

concerning the importance of technical information to good

leadership and slightly low values pertaining to the im-

portance of consideration for others to good leadership.
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He scored within the most favorable range on personality

factors S, 0, F, T, and M on the GZTS and scored within the

moderate range on factors G, R, and A. His low scores on

factors E and P fell within the least favorable range. The

low score on E (emotional stability) would be a sign of poor

mental health in general--in other words, a neurotic tendency

(5, p. 9). Further, the low score on P (personal relations)

would indicate he is not likely to get along well with others.

The Manual (5, p. 9) states that anyone scoring this low on

P should not be appointed to a supervisory position.

On the total score of the WGCTA, J scored seventy-five.

This score placed him at the thirty-fourth percentile rank

on the business executive norm. The only apparent weakness

was in the part-score for evaluation of arguments.

His perceptions of delegations of authority, democratic

supervision, leadership, power, public relations, students,

superintendency, and taxation were all positive; but all

were less than one whole unit above the neutral position.

The other seven concepts on the semantic differential were

rated highly favorable.

J was four points under the group mean on the D Scale.

This score would indicate a degree of open-mindedness and

democratic authoritarianism. He was very opinionated or

intolerant according to his score on the 0 Scale. He favored

opinions which were right of center and tended to accept

others that agreed with him. Moderately conservative, his
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score was seventeen points above the neutral position on the

conservatism-liberalism continuum.

Case Study K

Individual K's hierarchy of values from strongest to

weakest on the Study of Values was political, theoretical,

religious, social, economic, aesthetic, with political and

theoretical values ranked very closely. Political value was

eleven points above the mean, and theoretical value was

eight points above the mean. Religious, economic, and

social values, however, were clustered within two points of

the mean, while aesthetic value was fifteen points below the

mean.

K's score of .337 was .063 below the critical point

(.400) on the total leadership value score of the LQT. This

lack of agreement could be a factor in his leadership suc-

cess, but the true extent would be difficult to assess. The

part-scores were all within the range of most desirable

scores.

On personality factors A, S, E, 0, and P on the GZTS,

K scored within the most favorable range. His scores on

factors G, F, T, and M were in the moderate range, but his

score on factor R was very low and in the least desirable

range. This score would indicate a happy-go-lucky, carefree,

impulsive individual who would not be well suited to posi-

tions of responsibility, such as supervision (5, p. 8).
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K had the lowest total score for the group on the WGCTA.

He ranked only at the third percentile rank on the business

executive norm, and his part-scores, at or near the bottom

for the group, were weak in every area.

His perception of democratic supervision was only

slightly favorable; however his other perceptions on the

semantic differential were very favorable and positive.

This positive view of these key educational concepts should

be an asset to an educational administrator.

K was slightly closed-minded and authoritarian according

to his score on the D Scale. He was very intolerant as

indicated by an opinionation score which was the second

highest 0 Scale score in the group. Further, he demonstrated

a strong tendency toward opinions which are right of center

and rated opinionation rejection and opinionation acceptance

equal. He was a moderately conservative individual.

Case Study L

Individual L's hierarchy of values from strongest to

weakest on the Study of Values was political, economic,

social, theoretical, aesthetic, and religious. Political

value was nine points above the mean and economic value was

six points above the mean. Social and theoretical values

were within one point of the mean, while aesthetic value was

only four points below the mean. The sixth value (religious),

however, was eleven points below the mean.
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L's score of .604 was .204 above the critical point

(.400) on the total leadership value score. He was third

high in the entire group in agreeing with the norm group;

however, he felt that consideration for others was less

important to good leadership and technical information was

more important to good leadership than did the norm group.

L scored within the most favorable range on personality

factors G, A, T, and M on the GZTS, whereas the scores on

factors R, S, E, 0, and P were within the moderate range.

Factor F, however, was within the least favorable range.

The Manual (5, p. 9) feels that a low F (friendliness)

score can be a favorable quality for an administrator if he

keeps his hostility under good control.

On the WGCTA, L had a total score of eighty. This score

ranked him at the fiftieth percentile rank on the business

executive norm. He may have been a little deficient on the

inference factor, but the other sub-scores were all satis-

factory.

The concept of authority was perceived slightly nega-

tively or unfavorably, whereas power and taxation were

slightly positive or favorable. The other twelve key educa-

tional concepts on the semantic differential were perceived

very favorably.

L was closed-minded and authoritarian according to his

score on the D Scale, where he ranked fifth highest for the

group. He was fourteen points above the mean for the group.
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He was very intolerant according to the 0 Scale, and showed

a slight preference for opinions that were right of center.

He demonstrated a slight tendency to accept others that

agreed with him, and was only four points above the neutral

point on the conservatism-liberalism continuum. This score

would indicate that he was only slightly conservative.

Case Study M

Individual M's hierarchy of values from strongest to

weakest on the Study of Values was economic, political,

theoretical, social, aesthetic, and religious. The economic

value was sixteen points above the mean, political value was

ten points above the mean, theoretical and social values

were within two points of the mean, and aesthetic value was

only four points below the mean. M's score on religious

value, twenty-one points below the mean, was the lowest

score assigned by any member of the group to any of the

values.

M's score of .485 was .085 above the critical point on

the total leadership value of the LQT. He did not value

consideration for others as related to good leadership as

highly as the norm group, but placed very high values upon

technical information as related to good leadership. The

other part-scores are within the most desirable range.

M scored within the most favorable range on personality

factors R, A, S, E, T, and M on the GZTS. His scores on
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factors G and 0 were within the moderate range, and factors

F and P were rated within the least favorable range. The

low score on F (friendliness) would indicate hostility in

one form or another. This low score on friendliness in con-

junction with the low score on personal relations would

indicate that M would likely stimulate friction, fear, and

low morale among his associates and supervisees. Unlikely

to get along well with others, he would be inclined to find

fault and would be very critical of others and of institu-

tions generally. He probably should not be placed in any

supervisory position (5, p. 9).

On the total critical thinking score of the WGCTA, M

scored second highest. His score of eighty-seven placed him

at the seventy-ninth percentile rank on the business execu-

tive norm, and his part-scores were very respectable and

balanced. They indicated no deficiencies in any of the

several areas.

He perceived all fifteen of the key educational con-

cepts on the semantic differential as being very favorable.

This very positive attitude should be an asset to the school

administrator.

Being thirty-four points above the group mean, M ranked

as the second most closed-minded and autocratic of the group

on the D Scale. He was not strongly opinionated (his opin-

ionation score on the O Scale was two points above the mean

for the group). He favored opinions which were left of
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center and tended to accept others simply because they

agreed with him. He was slightly liberal, as indicated by a

score six points below the neutral position on the con-

servatism-liberalism continuum.

Case Study N

Individual N's hierarchy of values from strongest to

weakest on the Study of Values was religious, political,

aesthetic, social, economic, and theoretical. Religious

value was eleven points above the mean, political value was

six points below the mean, and the other four values were

clustered just below the mean.

N's score of .500 was well above the critical point

(.400) on the total leadership value score of the LQT, and

the part-scores were all within the most desirable range.

If he had answered only one more item correctly on the GZTS

factor R, he would have been within the most favorable range

on all ten personality factors. This fine showing on the

GZTS was the best for the group.

N scored third highest on the WGCTA. His score of

eighty-four placed him at the seventy-third percentile rank

on the business executive norm. His perception of authority

was only moderately favorable, while the other fourteen con-

cepts on the semantic differential were viewed as being very

favorable.

This individual was open-minded and democratic. His

score in this area on the D Scale was seven points below the
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mean for the group. He was only moderately opinionated.

His score on the 0 Scale was four points below the mean for

the group and showed no particular preference for either

right-or left-of-center opinions. He demonstrated a strong

tendency to reject certain beliefs and others who accepted

these beliefs. Slightly liberal, he scored only one point

below the neutral position on the conservatism-liberalism

continuum.

If the results of these tests were valid, N would be

the best prospect for administrative advancement, since his

overall test results were the best of the group.

Case Study 0

Individual O's hierarchy of values from strongest to

weakest on the Study of Values was political, economic,

social, theoretical, religious, and aesthetic. The top four

values clustered from the mean to four points above the mean,

while the bottom two values, religious and aesthetic, were

respectively three and six points below the mean. This lack

of a clearly dominant value could create inner conflict when

the individual is confronted with situations which demand

that one value be given priority over the others.

There was virtually no agreement at all between 0 and

the norm group on the total leadership values of the LQT.

His score of -. 010 was .410 below the critical point (.400).

His values regarding personal integrity as related to good
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leadership were very low, and his values regarding decision

making as related to good leadership were somewhat less than

the norm group. He had very high values regarding considera-

tion of others as related to good leadership and rather high

values regarding mental health as related to good leadership.

Only his scores on technical information and teaching and

communication were within the most desirable range. If the

results of this instrument were valid, this individual does

not belong in any supervisory or administrative position.

He fared better on the GZTS,with scores within the

most favorable range on factors R, S, E, F, T, and P. The

scores on the other four factors--G, A, 0, and M--were within

the moderate range.

0 scored sixty-three on the total score of the WGCTA,

placing him at only the fifth percentile rank on the business

executive norm. He was especially weak in recognition of

assumptions.

He perceived the concepts of authority, leadership,

power, and taxation as being unfavorable, whereas public

relations, delegation of authority, and the superintendency

were viewed as being only slightly favorable. The other eight

concepts on the semantic differential were perceived as very

favorable. He was the most negative of the group in the

ratings assigned to the fifteen key educational concepts.

With a D score only two points below the mean for the

group, 0 was somewhat open-minded and democratic. He was
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very intolerant according to his score on the 0 Scale and

favored opinions which were left of center. There was a

slight tendency to accept others simply because they agreed

with him. He was the second most liberal person in the

group, as reflected by a score thirteen points below the

neutral position on the conservatism-liberalism continuum.

Case Study P

Individual P's hierarchy of values from strongest to

weakest on the Study of Values was religious, political,

social, economic, theoretical, and aesthetic. Religious

value was eight points above the mean; political, social, and

economic values were clustered one to three points above the

mean; theoretical value was six points below the mean; and

aesthetic value was eight points below the mean.

P was very close to the critical point on the total

leadership value score of the LQT. His score of .394 was

.006 below the critical point (.400). His rating on techni-

cal information was slightly below the most desirable range,

and his rating on mental health was just above the most

desirable range. These scores would indicate that he con-

siders mental health to be more important to good leadership

and technical information to be less important to good

leadership than did the norm group.

On personality factors R, S, P, and M of the GZTS, P

scored within the most favorable range. He scored within
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the moderate range on the other six factors. He did not

score within the least desirable range on any of the factors,

but his low or very high scores on these six factors could

indicate some minor problems for him as an administrator.

He is likely to be overly agreeable and yet very objective.

This combination could be the source of inner conflict.

His score of sixty-six on the WGCTA total score ranked

him at only the twelfth percentile rank of the business

executive norm. He was weak in deduction and evaluation of

arguments and was relatively weak in interpretation. P

viewed the fifteen concepts on the semantic differential as

being very favorable, with perceptions of these key terms

being very strong and positive.

He was very open-minded and democratic according to his

score on the D Scale. His D score was twenty-two points

below the mean for the group, and he exhibited the highest

degree of tolerance of the entire group according to his

score on the.0 Scale. His total opinionation score was

thirty-six points below the mean for the group, and he had

a strong preference for opinions which were right of center.

P had a tendency to accept others simply because they agreed

with him. He was moderately conservativewith a score

fifteen points above the neutral position on the conservatism-

liberalism continuum.
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Case Study Q

Individual Q's hierarchy of values from strongest to

weakest on the Study of Values was economic, theoretical,

religious, political, social, and aesthetic. Economic value

was twelve points above the mean. Theoretical and religious

values were rated very closely,with theoretical value being

five points above the mean and religious value four points

above the mean. Political value was one point above the

mean, social value was three points below the mean, and

aesthetic value was a very low nineteen points below the

mean.

Q's score of .618 was the second best total score on

leadership values of the LQT. His rating on decision making

was just above the most desirable range, and his ratings on

consideration for others was just below the range. He main-

tained higher values concerning decision making as related

to good leadership and lower values concerning consideration

for others as related to good leadership than did the norm

group. The other part-scores were within the most desirable

range.

On personality factors G, S, E, 0, F, T, P, and M on

the GZTS, Q scored within the most favorable range. He

scored within the moderate range on factor A and within the

least favorable range on factor R (restraint). The Manual

(5, p. 9) states that a person scoring in this manner on the

R factor would likely be over-restrained, over-serious, and
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less promising as an administrator than someone scoring

lower and more favorably. This low score on R coupled with

his high G (general activity) score could mean internal

conflict and consequent danger to mental health (5, p. 9).

His score of sixty-six on the WGCTA total score ranked

him at only the twelfth percentile rank on the business

executive norm. He was very weak on evaluation of arguments

and relatively weak on inference and recognition of assump-

tions. He viewed the concept of empathy as being slightly

unfavorable, while his perceptions of the other fourteen

concepts on the semantic differential were very favorable.

Q was very open-minded and democratic according to his

score on the D Scale. His score was fourteen points below

the mean for the group on total opinionation on the 0 Scale.

He was rather tolerant and showed a preference for opinions

which were right of center. There was a tendency to accept

others simply because they agreed with him. He was

moderately conservative as indicated by his score,which was

seventeen points above the neutral position on the

conservatism-liberalism continuum.

The following section of this chapter is concerned with

the profile correlations. The two methods of analysis used

were canonical correlation and D-matrices correlation.

Canonical correlation is probably the stronger of the two

correlational techniques. Where possible, the results of
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the canonical correlations were reported in preference to

the results of the D-matrices correlations.

Profile Correlations

Canonical correlation was used to correlate the profiles

of the individuals. Canonical correlation uses both multiple

criterion variables and multiple predictor variables; or,

simply, one profile is correlated with another profile.

Canonical correlations, however, demand certain conditions.

The variables within the set must be relatively independent,

and the size of the sample should exceed the number of vari-

ables (preferably, a large sample would be used). Several

of the possible combinations of profiles would not meet

these specifications, and Rc could not be performed.

Canonical correlation transforms the predictors and

criteria to new variables which are independent. However,

it does so in such a way as not to maximize the variance in

any particular direction (6, p. 75). Instead the covariances,

or rather correlations, are maximized between certain members

of the two sets while correlations between other members

are reduced to zero. The relationship between the two groups

is therefore reduced to its simplest form. "Instead of

operating on correlated data and disentangling the effects

afterwards, we attempt a disentanglement before the analysis

begins by transforming to new variables with as much inde-

pendence as possible" (6, p. 81) .
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Kendall and Stuart (7, p. 305) feel that canonical

correlation can be "best regarded as an exploratory tool

which will give us some idea of the structure of the multi-

variate complex under study, and in any case tells us what

can be the maximum amount of correlation between linear

functions of the two groups of variables." Anderson (2,

p. 288) states that canonical correlation "is of particular

usefulness in exploratory studies."

Cooley and Lohnes (4, p. 36) gave the example of two

batteries of tests which when compared scale for scale are

very dissimilar, but canonical correlation methods revealed

the system of correlation underlying the two batteries.

Another function of canonical correlation is to weight the

contribution of each variable to the correlation. This

contribution is reported in the form of a "coefficients

for each set of variables," and the absolute values of the

coefficients are considered. The variables with very low

absolute values contribute very little to the correlation of

the two sets of variables and can be eliminated in further

research endeavors. There is no distinct guide concerning

which variables to eliminate and which variables to retain.

Table XXII used two classifications: (1) those variables

which can definitely be eliminated and (2) those variables

which may or may not be eliminated. The coefficients for

group two are higher than the coefficients for group one but

are still very small.
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TABLE XXII

SUMMARY TABLE: CANONICAL CORRELATION

Traits to be Other Weak Traits
Profiles Rc Eliminated (Possible Eliminations)

LQT - D .886 Time-perspective None
dimension

LQT - S.D. (3
dimensions) .743 Potency dimension None

LQT - Values .874 Teaching and Economic value,
Communication Personal Integrity ,

and Consideration for
Others

LQT - WGCTA .968 None Evaluation of argu-
ments and Considera-
tion for Others

LQT - GZTS .968 Restraint and None
Thoughtfulness

LQT - GZTS .961 General Activity, Thoughtfulness and
Restraint, Personal Relations
Ascendance, and
Masculinity

LQT - GZTS .869 Ascendance and Objectivity, Personal
Masculinity Relations, Decision

Making, and Teaching
and Communication

0 - GZTS .979 Emotional Restraint, Ascendance,
Stability Friendliness, and

Total Opinionation

0 - GZTS .875 Restraint and Ascendance, Objectiv-
Thoughtfulness ity, and Masculinity

D + 0 - GZTS ---- (Discarded; all three D scores were
(3) eliminated.)

D + -tot GZTS .998 Left Opiniona-
tion and
Thoughtfulness

Restraint, Ascendance,
and Emotional
Stability
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TABLE XXII--Continued

Traits to be Other Weak Traits
Profiles Rc Eliminated (Possible Eliminations)

D + 0 - GZTS .975 Dogmatism, Total Restraint, Ascendance,
tot Opinionation, Sociability, and

General Activity, Masculinity
Emotional
Stability, and
Friendliness

D - S.D. (3 .751 Central- None
dimensions) peripheral and

Time-
perspective

D - Values .890 Belief-disbelief None

D - WGCTA .702 None Belief-disbelief,
Central-peripheral,
Inference, and Evalua-
tion of Arguments

D - GZTS .987 Belief-disbelief None
and Restraint

D - GZTS .825 Central- Time-perspective,
peripheral, Objectivity, and
Ascendance, Masculinity
Sociability, and
Thoughtfulness

S.D. (3 dimen- .710 Evaluative dimen- None
sions) -Values sion

S.D. (3 dimen- .751 None None
sions) - WGCTA

S.D. (3 dimen- .973 General Activity None
sions) - GZTS and Activity

dimension

S.D. (3 dimen-
sions) - GZTS

910 Potency dimension
and ascendance

Restraint, Emotional
Stability, Friendli-
ness, and Thoughtful-
ness
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TABLE XXII--Continued

Traits to be Other Weak Traits
Profiles R Eliminated (Possible Eliminations)

c

S.D. (3 dimen- .811 Evaluative dimen- Ascendance, Sociabil-
sions) - GZTS sion and General ity, Emotional

Activity Stability, and
Masculinity

Values - WGCTA .804 Inference and Evaluation of
Recognition of Arguments
Assumptions

Values - GZTS .999 None Thoughtfulness and
Masculinity

Values - GZTS .931 General Activity, Ascendance
Restraint, and
Objectivity

WGCTA - GZTS .976 Deduction None

WGCTA - GZTS .831 Interpretation, Inference, Evaluation
Thoughtfulness, of Arguments, General
and Restraint Activity, and Personal

Relations

The canonical correlation analysis yields several co-

efficients for the two profiles being analyzed. Where

several of these coefficients were significantly high, each

of them was reported. When the relationship was not very

great, only the highest correlation was reported. Due to

the small sample and the maximizing operation of the canoni-

cal correlation, only those correlations which exceeded .700

were reported in Table XXII.

The D matrices were correlated on a matched-pair basis

using Pearson's product-moment correlation. The findings
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correlated highly with the results of the canonical correla-

tion analyses, thus only the correlations which were not

computed with canonical correlation were reported in Table

XXIII. The correlations which were less than .20 were not

reported.

The coefficients of correlation are very low; however,

this particular correlational procedure is unique in

behavioral research. The high correlations of related pro-

files and the similarity of the results with those of the

canonical correlation should justify the inclusion of the

results in this report. The complete results of both the

D matrices correlations and the canonical correlations are

included in the Appendix. (Only the higher coefficients

were reported here.)

The D matrices were analyzed for those individuals who

were closely related in their ratings on the various pro-

files. This analysis revealed the same results as those

supplied by the hierarchical-grouping analysis. Due to this

duplication of effort, only the results of the hierarchical

grouping were reported.

The purpose of the hierarchical-grouping analysis is

"to compare a series of score profiles (over a series of

variables) and to progressively associate them into groupings

in such a way as to minimize an overall estimate of varia-

tion within clusters" (9, p. 308). The program identifies

natural groups among the subjects (or objects) and is
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TABLE XXIII

SUMMARY TABLE: D-MATRICES CORRELATION

Profile r Unrelated Traits

LQT - 0 .2898 Consideration for Others
and Mental Health

LQT - D + 0 .3273 Right Opinionation and
Conservatism-liberalism

LQT - Dtot+ 0 .3008 Mental Health

LQT - S.D. (Concepts) .4042 Public Relations

0 - D .4255 Belief-Disbelief

O - S.D. (3 Dimensions) .3000 Activity Dimension

0 - S.D. (Concepts) .3295 Leadership and Taxation

D + 0 - S.D. (3
Dimensions) .3233 None

D (3)+ 0 - S.D. (Concepts) .3550 Superintendency and
Taxation

D + 0 - S.D. (3 Dimen-
sions) .3042 Activity dimension

D + 0 - S.D. (Concepts) .3207 Myself, Superintendency,
and Taxation

D - S.D. (Concepts) .2674 Authority, Public Relations,
and Superintendency

Values - S.D. (Concepts) .2593 Leadership and Power

GZTS - S.D. (Concepts) .3483 None

designed to deal with similarities of profiles. It uses the

total within-groups variance as the function to be minimally

increased at each step in the process (9, p. 309).
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Hierarchical Grouping: Opinionation

Four opinionation groups were revealed when hierarchi-

cal grouping analysis was performed on the scores of the 0

Scale. Table XXIV contains the group membership.

TABLE XXIV

OPINIONATION GROUPS

Group N of Group Membership of Group

1 N = 5 A, E, I, P, Q

2 N = 6 BIF, L,M, N,O

3 N = 3 HIJ, K

4 N = 3 C, D,G

Group I had very low total opinionation scores. Four

of the five members favored opinions which were right of

center, and the fifth did not show a clear preference for

one direction over the other. Four members favored acceptance

of others who agreed with their beliefs, whereas the fifth

was strongly inclined to rejection of beliefs and others who

accepted these beliefs. Four of the group were moderately

conservative, and the fifth was only one point below the

neutral position (liberal side).

Group 2 were moderately opionated. They favored opinions

which were left of center or showed no clear preference (as

was the case with two members). Four of the members slightly

favored opinionation rejection over opinionation acceptance
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and four of six were liberal, while the other two rated as

slightly conservative.

Group 3 were opinionated. They favored opinions which

were right of center but not as strongly as did Group 4.

They exhibited no clear preference for either opinionation

acceptance or rejection and were moderately conservative.

Group 4 were very opinionated. They strongly favored

opinions which were right of center, tended to reject

beliefs and others who accepted the beliefs, and were very

strong conservatives.

In summation there were four distinct groups of admin-

istrators with respect to opinionation as measured by the

o Scale. 'The first group were very tolerant, were moderately

inclined to favor opinions which were right of center,

accepted others because the others agreed with them, and

were moderately conservative. The second group were

moderately intolerant, favored opinions which were left of

center, tended to reject beliefs and others who accepted the

beliefs, and were moderately liberal. The third group were

rather intolerant, favored opinions which were right of

center, showed no clear preference for either opinionation

acceptance or rejection, and were moderately conservative.

The fourth group were very intolerant, strongly favored

opinions which were right of center, tended to reject beliefs

and others who accepted the beliefs, and were very strong

conservatives.
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Hierarchical Grouping: Critical Thinking

Three groups with varying critical-thinking skills were

revealed by the hierarchical grouping analysis of the scores

on the WGCTA. These groups are presented in Table XXV.

TABLE XXV

CRITICAL THINKING GROUPS

Group N of Group Membership of Group

1 N=4 A, C, M, N

2 N=7 B, D, E, F, I,J, L

3 N=6 G, H, K,O, P, Q

Group I performed well on all five subtests of the

WGCTA as reflected by excellent total scores. They responded

correctly to 81 percent or more of the items on the Appraisal.

Group 2 scored moderately well on the Appraisal and

scored slightly better than Group 1 on the recognition of

assumptions area. The other four part-scores were below

those of group 1. They were correct on 75 to 80 percent of

the items on the Appraisal.

Group 3 scored poorly on all five subtests. Their

scores were one to three points below those of Group 1 on

every subtest, and they were correct on 70 percent or less

of the total items on the Appraisal.

The subtest scores were used to determine the three

groups. The final groupings followed the distinctions made
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by the total score, but this particular score (the total

score) was not supplied to the computer. The performance on

the subtests was the sole basis for the grouping.

Hierarchical Grouping: Values

Four groups were revealed when the value scores from

the Study of Values were subjected to hierarchical-grouping

analysis. There was one individual (J) who did not fit into

any of these four groups. This person rated religious and

social values very highly. His lower four values were ranked

in the following order: economic, political, theoretical,

and aesthetic. The other members of the sample were grouped

as shown in Table XXVI.

TABLE XXVI

VALUE GROUPING

Group N of Group Membership of Group

1 N=3 A, KrQ

2 N=2 B,D

3 N=7 CIF,G,H,I,N, P

4 N=4 E, L, M,O

Group 1 members valued usefulness, power, and truth.

They were religious, but this value was not the dominant

force in their lives. They did not value love of people

(the altruistic or philanthropic aspect of love) to any

great extent. They placed least value on form and harmony
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and did not judge or value anything strictly from a stand-

point of grace, symmetry, or fitness.

Group 2 members placed emphasis upon usefulness and

power (about equally). Religious value was important to

members of this group but remained subject to the political

and economic values. They placed form and harmony next in

importance, ranked the discovery of truth below this aesthetic

value, and placed the love of people or social value as being

least important.

Religious value was dominant with members of Group 3.

Power and utility were important to them but remained sub-

ject to the religious values. They ranked love of people

and the discovery of truth as fourth and fifth and placed

lowest value upon form and harmony.

On the other hand, religious value was rated last by

the members of Group 4. Their primary concerns were power

and utility. Social and theoretical values made up the

middle one-third of their value structures, while aesthetic

value was rated only slightly above religious value.

Hierarchical Grouping: Perception

Hierarchical-grouping analysis was performed two dif-

ferent ways for the semantic differential data. The first

was by using the three dimensions of evaluative, activity,

and potency across the various concepts. This grouping

analysis revealed four groups, as shown in Table XXVII.
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TABLE XXVII

DIMENSIONAL GROUPING

Group N of Group Membership of Group

1 N = 4 A, E,K, L

2 N = 7 B, F, H, M, N, P, Q

3 N = 4 C, D,J, O

4 N = 2 GI

Group l's hierarchy of dimensions from strongest to

weakest was evaluative, activity, and potency. They rated

evaluative and activity factors very closely, while the

potency factor was rated a very weak third.

Group 2 rated the concepts more favorably on evaluative

and potency dimensions than did Group 1. Their rating on

the activity dimension was about the same as the rating of

Group 1. They rated the concepts highest on the evaluative

dimension, second highest on the potency dimension, and

lowest on the activity dimension.

Group 3 rated the concepts in the same order as Group 1

(evaluative, activity, potency); however, they did not rate

the concepts as favorably as did Group 1. Group 4 rated the

concepts very favorably. Their mean ratings were the highest

for the entire sample. They rated the activity dimension as

first, the evaluative dimension as second, and the potency

dimension as third.
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The second grouping analysis for the semantic differen-

tial data was on the evaluative dimension. Each concept was

considered separately. Four groups and a renegade were re-

vealed. Case B did not fit into any of the groups. He (B)

viewed adaptability, authority, the superintendency, and

taxation somewhat less favorably than the other concepts.

The groups are given in Table XXVIII.

TABLE XXVIII

CONCEPT GROUPING

Group N of Group Membership of Group

N 7 E, G, I, M, N, P, Q

2 N 4 A, C, H, K

3 N 2 F, L

4 N=3 DIJ, O

Group 1 members rated the fifteen concepts as being

very favorable; Group 2 members viewed taxation less favorably

than the other concepts; Group 3 members perceived authority

and power somewhat less favorably than they perceived the

other concepts; and Group 4 members gave somewhat less

favorable ratings to the concepts of adaptability, delegation

of authority, democratic supervision, leadership, power,

public relations, superintendency, and taxation. The groups

rated those concepts which were not specifically mentioned

very favorably.
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Hierarchical Grouping: Dogmatism

Three dogmatism groups were revealed when hierarchical-

grouping analysis was performed on the scores of the D

Scale. There was one individual who did not fit into any

of the groups. Case C differed significantly from all others

in the sample; therefore, he was not included in Table XXIX.

The most autocratic of the group, his central-peripheral

score was 140.

TABLE XXIX

DOGMATISM GROUPS

Group N of Group Membership of Group

1 N=8 A, E, F, H, I, J, PQ

2 N=4 B, K, N, O

3 N=4 D, G, L, M

Group 1 members were very open-minded and democratic;

Group 2 members were moderately closed-minded and authori-

tarian; and Group 3 members were very closed-minded and

autocratic. There is an apparent discrepancy in the place-

ment of J and N. Their total scores seem to have placed them

in different groups, but placement was clarified when the

central-peripheral scores were considered. The central-

peripheral scores for members of Group 1 were all less than

or equal to 96. The central-peripheral scores range from

103 to 110 for members of Group 2 and from 114 to 128 for

members of Group 3.
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Hierarchical Grouping: Leadership Traits

Four leadership types or groups were revealed through

hierarchical-grouping analysis of the LQT scores. Table XXX

contains the four groups, with the exception of Case 0 who

did not fit into any of these groups.

Case 0 considered personal integrity to be rather unim-

portant to good leadership. He considered consideration for

others and mental health to be very important to good leader-

ship. He differed significantly from the others in the

sample.

TABLE XXX

LEADERSHIP GROUPS

Group N of Group Membership of Group

1 N = 4 A, C, G, H

2 N=3 B, L, M

3 N=4 D, J, N, Q

4 N 5 E, F, I, K, P

Members of Group 1 typically valued consideration for

others as related to good leadership and teaching and com-

munication as related to good leadership very high. On the

other hand, they felt that personal integrity was unimportant

to good leadership.

Members of Group 2 typically valued technical informa-

tion as related to good leadership very high and did not
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value personal integrity as related to good leadership suf-

ficiently high. Members of Group 3 typically placed high

value on personal integrity, technical information, and

decision making as they are related to good leadership; how-

ever, they valued mental health as related to good leader-

ship very low.

Members of Group 4 typically valued personal integrity

as related to good leadership and mental health as related

to good leadership very high but were very low in values

pertaining to technical information as related to good

leadership.

Hierarchical Grouping: Personality

On the basis of the ten personality scores of the GZTS,

hierarchical-grouping analysis disclosed three groups within

the sample. These groups are given in Table XXXI.

TABLE XXI

PERSONALITY GROUPING

Group N of Group Membership of Group

1 N = 5 A, D,F,0,P

2 N = 7 B,C,H,I,J,L, M

3 N = 5 E, G, K, N, Q

Table XXXII describes the three groups according to

each of the separate-trait characteristics. The number in
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TABLE XXXII

PERSONALITY TRAITS FOR THE THREE GROUPS

Factor

G

R

A

S

E

Group 1

Relatively
inactive (4)

Neither impulsive
nor overly re-
strained (5)

Slightly inclined
towaLrd social
boldness (6)

Rather sociable
(6)

Emotionally
stable, somewhat
optimistic and
cheerful (6)

Very objective
and insensitive
(9)

Group 2

Slightly inactive
(5)

Neither impulsive
nor overly re-
strained (6)

Slightly sub-
missive (5)

Moderately
sociable (5)

Possibly a little
pessimistic,
quiet, and
serious (4)

Subjective,
egotistical, and
rather sensitive
(4)

F Very friendly and Aloof and hostile
agreeable (9) (4)

T Slightly extro- Slightly intro-
verted, some- verted, reflec-
times unreflec- tive, and
tive (5) thoughtful (7)

P Very tolerant and Critical and in-
understanding (8) tolerant (4)

M Rather masculine, Masculine, but
possibly to the refined and
point of being sympathetic (5)
unsympathetic
and callous (7)

Group 3

Strong drive,
energetic, and
active (8)

Neither impulsive
nor overly re-
strained (6)

Socially bold and
ascendant (8)

Very sociable (8)

Optimistic,
cheerful, and
emotionally very
stable (8)

Objective but
still sensitive
(7)

Friendly and
agreeable (8)

Slightly intro-
verted, ref lec-
tive, and
thoughtful (8)

Very tolerant and
understanding (7)

masculine, but
refined and
sympathetic (5)
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parentheses was the corresponding C score (C scores range

from 0-lowest to 10-highest) for the group mean.

These descriptions were of the general types of indi-

viduals who would have been included in the different groups.

Actually each factor was located upon a continuum, and the

description of that particular factor was necessarily made

in the terms of its relative location with respect to the

two extremities.

Group 1 members were relatively inactive and were not

impulsive. They were not overly restrained, but were

slightly inclined toward social boldness. They were rather

sociable, emotionally stable, somewhat optimistic, cheerful,

and often objective to the point of being insensitive to

others. They were very friendly, agreeable, slightly

extroverted, sometimes rather unreflective, and generally

very tolerant and understanding. Further, they were rather

masculine--possibly to the point of being unsympathetic and

callous at certain times.

Group 2 members were slightly inactive and unimpulsive.

They were not overly restrained, but were slightly submissive.

Moderately sociable, quiet, serious, and somewhat pessimistic,

they were rather subjective, egotistical, and sensitive.

These individuals were often aloof and, possibly, even

hostile. They were slightly introverted, reflective, thought-

ful, and many times critical or intolerant. Further, they

were masculine but were refined and sympathetic.
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Group 3 members were very active, energetic, and had

strong drive, but were neither impulsive nor overly re-

strained. They were socially bold, ascendant, and very

optimistic, while reflecting the characteristics of

sociability, cheerfulness, and emotional stability. They

were objective but sensitive, friendly but slightly intro-

verted, agreeable but reflective, and thoughtful but very

tolerant and understanding. Further, they were masculine

but were refined and sympathetic.

The final step in the analysis of the profile data was

to check the various groupings to determine if there were

any relationships between the size of the administrator's

school and the grouping within the various areas; however,

the size of the school apparently is not related to the

administrator's performance on the various instruments. The

student status of the several superintendents had no bearing

upon group membership, since the administrators grouped dif-

ferently in each of the areas. An example of this group

mobility was case A who appeared within the same group as

each of the other members with the exception of case B and

was not grouped with the same person in more than three of

the possible eight groupings.
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIONS, GENERALIZATIONS, AND

RECOMMENDATIONS

The problem with which this study was concerned was

that of analyzing school administrators in an attempt to

locate intrapersonal patterns of values, perceptions, and

traits. A second aspect was the correlation of these

patterns with authoritarianism. Seven separate instruments

were used to generate data for this investigation. The

seven were (1) Allport-Vernon Li Stud of Values,

(2) Leadership Q-Sort Test, (3) Guilford-Zimmerman Tempera-

ment Surve, (4) Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking Appraisal,

(5) a semantic differential, (6) "Rokeach Dogmatism Scale,"

and (7) "Rokeach Opinionation Scale."

This study had a threefold purpose. The first was to

perform a detailed analysis of school administrators to

determine selected intrapersonal patterns. The second was

to determine possible relationships between these selected

profiles. The third was to generate plausible hypotheses for

explaining the intrapersonal patterns found and to explain

any existing relationships.

The profiles used in this study were (1) values,

(2) leadership traits, (3) personality traits, (4) critical

145
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thinking ability, (5) perception, and (6) authoritarianism.

They were correlated using canonical correlation and Pearson

correlation of the D matrices. The profiles in the separate

areas were also analyzed, using hierarchical grouping to

determine if specific groups existed within the sample.

Each individual's performance was analyzed separately as

case studies and collectively as group performances.

Results of the Study

The sample's hierarchy of values from strongest to

weakest was political, economic, religious, theoretical,

social, and aesthetic. Political and economic values were

ranked very closely; the means for the two were within four-

tenths of one point of one another. The mean for the

religious value was just over two points below the means

for the first two values, and approximately two points

separated the means of the theoretical value and religious

value. The social value mean was two points below the

theoretical value mean, while the mean for aesthetic value

was almost five points below the social value mean. The

greatest dispersion of scores was in the religious and

aesthetic values. Hierarchical-grouping analysis revealed

very definite groups within the sample according to scores

on the Study of Values.

Only two persons scored within the most desirable range

on all six parts of the LQT and only six were above the
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critical point (.400) on the total leadership value score.

The means for the traits of the LQT for the group were some-

what similar to those of the United States Air Force NCO

group (1, p. 53). The sample's part and total scores did

not resemble the scores of the other groups--typical youths,

USAF colonels, USAF chaplains, and federal prisoners--used

in standardizing the test. The sample's mean for the total

score was below the critical point for discernment between

effective and ineffective leadership (1, p. 21). The admin-

istrators who participated in this study placed less value

upon the importance of personal integrity to good leadership

than any of the norm groups. According to scores on the LQT,

there were definite groups or clusters of people within the

sample.

No member of the group scored within the most favorable

range on all 10 of the personality traits, but only 16 of

the 170 trait scores for the group were within the least

favorable range. These 16 scores were distributed among 10

of the individuals and among seven of the traits. The means

for the administrators were well above those for the norm

group (2, p. 7). Several members scored very low on par-

ticular traits for which the Manual (2) considers a high

score to be important to good leadership. Within the sample

there were definite personality groups which could be dis-

tinguished statistically by using the GZTS scores.
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On the total WGCTA score for critical thinking, the

group did not perform as well as the business executive

norm group. There are no norms for the part scores; thus

there is no way to compare the performance of the group on

any of the separate trait areas with the performance of any

other group. The sample mean for the total score was four

points below the mean of the business executive norm group.

Their mean of seventy-five placed them at the thirty-fourth

percentile rank of the business executive norm. Hierarchical-

grouping analysis revealed definite groups with definite

critical-thinking levels within the sample.

Of the fifteen concepts used in the semantic differen-

tial, the group rated flexibility and creativity as the most

favorable; while taxation, power, and authority were rated

as least favorable. All of the group's concept means were

favorable, although several of the individuals rated certain

concepts as unfavorable. The greatest disagreement (as

evidenced by the standard deviations) within the group was

on the concepts of authority, empathy, power, and taxation;

while the greatest agreement was on the concept of change.

The means for the three dimensions (factors) on the semantic

differential were approximately equal when computed across

all concepts; however, the small differences in both the

dimension means and standard deviations suggested a degree

of independency for each of the separate dimensions--

evaluative, potency, and activity factors. This independence
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was also evident in the results of the hierarchical-grouping

analysis. The sample could be grouped according to dimen-

sions as well as concepts.

The group of administrators who participated in this

study were rather open-minded and democratic. Their standard

deviation of 20.1369 on the D Scale total score was an indi-

cation of the differences which existed within the group.

The 0 Scale indicated that they were rather tolerant, but

the standard deviation of 19.6124 was an indication of the

individual differences within the group. The group favored

opinions which were right of center as opposed to opinions

which were left of center and indicated no particular

preference for either opinionation rejection or opinionation

acceptance. They were moderately conservative according to

their mean score on the conservatism-liberalism scale. With-

in the sample there were definite groupings which were

determined through either dogmatism scores or opinionation

scores.

The case studies revealed the uniqueness of each

participant in the study. With possible exception of Case N,

certain weaknesses were evident in each of the participants.

These low scores were unique to individuals, but the results

of the canonical correlation analysis and the Pearson corre-

lation of D matrices determined that a relationship existed

between many of the profiles.
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The profile analyses used both canonical correlation

and Pearson correlations of the D matrices. These analyses

revealed a degree of relationship between the perception and

dimension profiles of the semantic differential and all

other profiles; likewise, the GZTS personality profiles and

the LQT leadership values profiles were related to all other

profiles. The only other profiles which correlated to any

notable degree were the D and 0 profiles which correlated

(r = .43) with each other. Any correlations below .750 for

canonical correlation and .20 for the Pearson correlation of

the D matrices were considered insignificant and were not

reported except in the Appendix. The two correlational

techniques correlated very highly; the greatest differences

were in the magnitude of the correlations and the ability to

analyze certain types of data.

Both the "Dogmatism Scale" and the "Opinionation Scale"

were used to measure authoritarianism. Various combinations

of the sub-scores on these tests were used to form four

separate authoritarianism profiles. Apparently the best

profile was the combination of the three dimensions of dog-

matism and the six scales of the "Opinionation Scale." In

every profile combination this particular profile correlated

higher than any of the other three profiles.

The only notable correlations pertaining to authori-

tarianism were obtained when the authoritarianism profiles

were correlated with the LQT profiles, the GZTS personality
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profiles, or the two profiles pertaining to perception as

measured by the semantic differential. These three profiles--

leadership, personality, and perception--also correlated with

all other profiles. These results would indicate that

authoritarianism is related to leadership, personality, and

perception.

The total D score correlated with technical information

values on the LQT (.58); personality factors P (-.54) and F

(-.49); political (.50), economic (.32), and social (-.34)

values on the Study of Values; deduction (.49) on the WGCTA;

and the concepts of creativity (-.37) and flexibility (-.38)

on the semantic differential.

The total 0 score correlated with inference (-.31), and

recognition of assumptions (-.30) on the WGCTA; technical

information (.40) on the LQT; factors G (.29), A (.31), E

(-.31) , F (-.47) , T (.44) , P (-.35) , and M (-.07) on the

GZTS; and the concepts of change (-.29), creativity (-.55),

delegation of authority (-.39), democratic supervision (-.43),

and leadership (-.37) on the semantic differential.

Generalizations

Three of the seven tests used in this study seem to be

better suited to this type of research with administrators

than the other four. These three are the Leadership Q-Sort

Test, the Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey, and the

semantic differential. These instruments accounted for most
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of the significant relationships of the various profiles.

The only significant correlation which did not involve at

least one of these three instruments was between dogmatism

and opinionation profiles. This particular correlation was

to be expected because of the similarity of these two instru-

ments and the related areas they purport to measure. One

particular point of interest was the correlation of the

various profiles with the dimension profiles from the

semantic differential instrument.

As determined by the instruments used in this study,

there were definite relationships between the various trait

profiles of public school administrators. However, the

true magnitude of these correlations will need to be deter-

mined by additional research. The small sample size and

the sampling bias due to non-randomized selection of the

participants made it difficult to interpret the results

further than simply to state that a relationship apparently

existed. The LQT, the GZTS, and the semantic differential

correlated highest with each other and with the other pro-

files. Authoritarianism profiles were correlated with these

three profiles but did not seem to add much to administrative

research beyond the coverage of these three tests.

There are statistically distinguishable groups of dif-

ferent types of administrators in public school administra-

tion. If, then, administration of schools can be divided

into types of functions to be performed, it may be possible
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to match the most suitable type of person with the most

suitable type of position. The membership of the groups

change as the various profiles are considered, and there are

many possible combinations of the various trait patterns

within each administrator. Additional research will be

necessary to determine which particular profiles correlate

with certain other profiles.

Hypotheses

One of the primary purposes of this study was to

generate research hypotheses. The following hypotheses were

not presented as results of this study, but the findings in

this study suggested that these areas needed further research;

therefore, they were formulated as guides for additional

studies.

1. There are measurable relationships between value

profiles, leadership profiles, personality profiles, criti-

cal thinking profiles, perception profiles, and authori-

tarianism profiles.

2. An administrator's authoritarianism rating is

related to his personality, his leadership values, and his

perception of key concepts common to educational leadership.

3. Scores on instruments which measure values, leader-

ship traits, personality traits, critical-thinking skills,

authoritarianism, and perception of key concepts in educa-

tional leadership may be analyzed statistically to group

school administrators into specific classifications.
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4. A combination of the GZTS personality profile, the

LQT leadership values profile, and the semantic differential

perception profile provides sufficient data for classifica-

tion of school administrators.

5. A semantic differential can be developed to measure

authoritarianism.

6. There will be a relationship between the various

specific classifications of school administrators and their

job effectiveness.

7. Success is a function of a particular type of admin-

istrator paired with a particular type of position or a

particular type of community and/or school.

8. Public school administrators represent a unique

population with respect to values, leadership traits, per-

sonality, critical thinking, and authoritarianism; and,

thus, they do not conform to norms established for other

populations.

The case study approach was used in this study and the

results indicate that the above areas are worthy of further

research. Case studies are exploratory in nature, and

because of the limited size of the sample (many time only

an N of one), it is difficult, if not impossible, to infer

to a large population. This thought must be kept in mind

when one reviews the results of this investigation.

It is concluded that intrapersonal patterns existed

within school administrators and that these patterns
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or profiles are related. However, the determination of the

magnitude of these relationships is left to additional re-

search.
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APPENDIX

SAMPLE PAGE: SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL

Leadership

Good

*Worthless

*Unfair

Honest

*Traditional

Permissive

*We ak

Hard

Democratic

Relaxed

*Dull

Flexible

Bad

Valuable

Fair

Dishonest

Progressive

Restrictive

Strong

Soft

Autocratic

Tense

Sharp

Rigid

which were scored negatively or inversely.
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300 Bradley Street

Denton, Texas, 76201

January 7, 1971

Dear Administrator:

This battery of tests is part of my dissertation. I am
attempting to generate hypotheses concerning trait profiles
of public school administrators. Each test profile will be
correlated with each of the other profiles of the individual
in an attempt to locate patterns.

I have established a time-table for May graduation which
necessitates the return of these test results by February 15th.
Due to the limited size of my sample your participation is
vital.

You do not need to identify yourself in any way on your
response sheets. The number on each test is only to enable
me to keep the tests together for statistical analysis.
There is no administration time limit on any of the tests;
you may work on any of them at your convenience.

If you have any questions, please call me collect at my
home (A.C. 817, No. 387-3651). 1 am deeply indebted to you
for your time and help. If I can be of service to you in
any way, please contact me.

Thank you,

Walter N. Davis
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CANONICAL CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR THE PROFILE
COMBINATIONS

LQT 0 Dt+ 0 D + 0 D SD3d Values WGCTA GZTS SD

NA .886 .743 .874 .986 .986
(Rc .699 .665 .766 .794 .960

LQT not NA NA .560 .424 .464 .661 .869
appli- 371 . 498 .646 NA
able) .154 .202 .582

---- .091 .255

.594 .500 .979

.230 .170 .8750 NA NA NA NA .698 NA
.531

.977 .999
Dpt+0 NA .676 NA NA .989 NA

.420 .977
.877
.575
.451

----- -. _331

.660 .998

.394 .975
D + NA NA NA .875 NA

.625
- - --_-.4_99

.751 .890 .702 .987
D TH S IS A MIRROR MAGE .190 .538 .567 .825 NA

.013 .296 .297 .513

MA RIX, T US ONLY HALF )F .710 .751 .973
SD 3 d .494 .533 .910 NA

-. 407 _.330.811

IT IS NECESSARY FOR .804 .999
.562 .931

IN ERPRETATION .511 .758
Values .291 .712 NA

.072 .473
____ .351

.976
WGCTA .831

.731 NA

.651
--.--. 512

GZTS

SD
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