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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Every school system has administrators who make decisions regarding
goals, purposes, policies, and programs, as they relate to the school sys-
tem. Decisions of this type affect the administrator's subordinates, and
how subordinates react to these decisions depends, to a large extent, on
the type of leadership demonstrated by the administrator. Therefore, dem-
onstrated leadership may often times be the key to a well-functioning, happy
staff and successful school system. For many years a difference of opinion
has existed regarding which man will make the most effective principal, the
man with past military experience or the man without military experience.
This report attempted to clarify some of those conflicting opinions.

I. THE PROBLEM
Statement of the problem. Is there a significant difference in the

demonstrated leadership of secondary school principals having past military
training and experience as compared with secondary school principals without

the stated training and experience?

Significance of the problem. Numerous studies have shed interest-
ing light on the nature of leadership behavior, a few studies have focused
on leadership evaluation, but a review of recently reported research sug-
gests that the task of comparing principals that would qualify for this
study had never been undertaken. The writer believed that this research
would serve to increase the awareness of schoolmen and researchers to the
importance of leadership in education and stimulate further research in this
general area. The findings of this study may prove to be beneficial to
schoolboard members when they are faced with the task of filling future va-

cancies in their school staffs.



Purposes of the study. It was the purpose of this study: (1) to com-
pare the demonstrated leadership of secondary school principals having
past military training and experience to secondary school principals with-
out the stated training and experience; (2) to determine whether or not
significantly better leadership was demonstrated by either; and (3) to pre-
sent, through the use of a questionnaire survey, the leadership area in
which the most significant variance was noted.

II. LIMITATIONS

There were several limitations to this study. The first and perhaps
most perious was that due to a lack of time a personal interview and eval-
uation of each principal could not be accomplished. Secondly, only two
questionnaires plus a biographical sheet were obtained on each subject.
The third limitation was that this study took under condideration a random
sample of only those secondary school principals located in the state of
Kansas. A final limitation was that 65% of the responding principals have
had past military experience.

II1. DEFINITIONS OF TERMS
Initiation Structure. This leadership term indicates that the leader

tends to define the role expected of his subordinates and endeavors to
establish well-defined patterns of organization, channels of communications,

and ways of getting jobs done.

Consideration. The leadership area of consideration entails behavior
indicative of friendship, mutual trust, respect, and warmth in the relation-
ship between the leader and his subordinates.

Leadership. Leadership is the art of influencing human behavior so as
to accomplish a task in the manner desired by the Leader.I A combination

1Hays, Samual H., and William N. Thomas. (ed.), Taking Command: The
Art and Science of Military Leadership. Harrisburg, Pa.; The Stackpole
Campany, 1967, p. 16.




of traits and principles that are applied differently from one problem area
to another.2 A function of many variables that may be classified for study
in three broad factors: personality traits, situational effects, and group
dynamics.3 Leadership is the behavior of an individual when he is direct-
ing the activities of a group toward a goa].4

Schoolmen. Schoolmen was interpreted as including teachers, counse-
lors, administrators, and laymen of any educational system. These individ-
uals must exercise leadership and be affected by the leadership of others.

Military training and experience. Military training and experience,
for purposes of the study, embodies the knowledge and skills obtained in a
minimum of two years active service with one of the United States Armed
Services. Service as an officer or enlisted man was acceptable for this
study, as both must master the fundamental military skills of communica-
tions, personnel management, and administration.5

Administration. The comprehensive effort to direct, guide and in-
tegrate associated human strivings which are focused toward some specific
ends or aims, The necessary activities of those individuals (execu-
tives) in an organization who are charged with ordering, forwarding and
facilitating the associated efforts of a group of individuals brought
together to realize certain defined purposes.

2ipid., p. 27.

3Cartwright, D., and Zander, A., (eds.) Group Dynamics. New York:
Harper and Row Publishers, Inc., 1960, p. 60.

4Hemphﬂl, John K., Development of the Leader Behavior Description
Questionnaire. In Leader Behavior: 1Its Description and Measurement, (ed.)
Ralph M. Stogdill and Alvin E, Coons. Columbus: Ohio State University,
Bureau of Educational Research, 1957, p. 7.

501arke, Bruce, Guidelines for the Leader and Commander. Harrisburg,
Pa.: The Stackpole Co., 1963, p. 62.

6Tead, Ordway, The Art of Administration. New York: McGraw-Hill
Book Company, Inc., 1951, pp. 3-4.




Administrator. A creative artist that works in and through a dis-
tinctive medium. The medium has three facets: a composite of the activ-
ities of the organization; the human beings who compose it or relate to
it; and the total environment in which the aforementioned two carry on.

7

71bid., pp. 7-8.



CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

On the whole, very little has been written in regard to a comparison
of demonstrated leadership of secondary school principals. This writer was
unable to find any writings in which past military training and experience
was used as a variable. Therefore, this review of literature deals pri-
marily with a summary of related writings in leadership, leadership behavior,
and the leadership behavior description questionnaire.

Shortly after World War II, studies in leadership began to appear.

The Army was responsible for a large amount of this research. Prior to
World War II, research in leadership had been concerned primarily with
studying the personalities of leaders. Stogdill and Jenkins attempted to
identify those personality characteristics and to discover how they enabled

8 It gradually became evident, however,

men to become successful leaders,
that a redirection of research was needed. Instead of concentrating on the
personality characteristics of the leader that enable him to be effective,
subsequent research turned to a systems analysis approach, that of studying
both the leader and what he does within the leadership context. It proved
useful to consider leadership in terms of three general elements: the leader
himself, with his personal needs, values, and capabilities; his followers,
with their personal needs, values, and capabilities; and the situation itself
and the demands it places both on the leader and on the followers. Later
research demonstrated the validity of this functional approach to the study
of leadership. It was then clear that a leader's success depends not nearly
so much on his personality characteristics as on the extent to which his

actions facilitate the attainment of the group goa]s.g

85togdi]1, Robert M., "Personal Factors Associated with Leadership:
A Survey of the Literature," Journal of Psychology, 25:35-71, 1948.

9Jacobs, T.0., R.C. Kahn, and C.B. Moore, Task OFFTRAIN: Basic Pro-
blems in Small-Unit Leadership. HumrRo Division Rr. 4 {Infantry}, U.S.
Army Infantry Human Research Unit, Fort Benning, Georgia, 1965.




Hemphill, Ohio State University, was one of the forerunners of the

10 Leadership be-

evaluation and interpretation of leadership behavior.
havior as a focal point was the concern of everyone in the Ohio State
University leadership studies. Hemphill and Coons developed the first lead-
ership behavior description questionnaire to be used for the study of leader
behavior. The strong point of this instrument is the ease with which data
may be coﬂected.l1

Halpin and Winer tock Hemphill's Leadership Behavior Description
Questionnaire (LBDQ) and modified it in order to use it in a study of Air
Force personnel. The modification consisted of preparing new instructions
appropriate to describing the behavior of aircraft commanders, changing the
wording of items, and reducing the number of dimensions or characteristics
to be described. From their study they found that two factors, considera-
tion and initiating structure, accounted for 83.2 per cent of the common-
factor variance. High positive loadings on consideration are associated
with behavior indicative of friendship, mutual trust, respect, and warmth
in the relationahip between the leader and his subordinates. High negative
loadings appear on items of behavior which indicate that the leader is
authoritarian and impersonal with his subordinates., High positive reactions
on initiating structure indicates that the leader tends to define the role
expected of his subordinates and endeavors to establish well-defined pat-
terns of organization, channels of communication, and ways of getting jobs
done.12 Halpin has completed more recent research writings in the use of

Yemphi1l, John K., Situational Factors in Leadership. Ohio State
University, Bureau of Educational Research, Monograph No. 32, 1949, p. 30.

11Hemphﬂ], John K., Development of the Leader Behavior Description
Questionnaire. In Leader Behavior: Its Description and Measurement, ed.
Ralph M. Stogdill and Alvin E. Coons. Columbus: Ohio State University,
Bureau of Educational Research, 1957, pp. 35-36.

lealpin, Andrew W., and B. James Winer, A Factorial Study of the Leader
Behavior Descriptions. In Leadership Behavior: Its Description and Measure-

ment, ed. Ralph M. Stogdill, and Alvin E. Coons. Columbus: Ohio State
University, Bureau of Educational Research, 1957, pp. 42-45.



the LBDQ, but has not made any major changes in the structure or content of
the questionnaire. Minor changes have been made, for example, the instru-
ments were modified by rewording them as LBDQ-Ideal, Staff or LBDQ-Real.

Each instrument was then used by different people when evaluating the leader-
ship behavior of a single person, and the LBDQ-Ideal or LBDQ-Real was com-
pleted for use in self-eva]uation.13

The terms, leadership and administration, have often been used inter-
changeably in the literature of school administration. Administrators may
engage in leadership behavior and administrative behavior to varying degrees,
but Randall and Watts advocate that the behaviors, if not mutually exclusive,
certainly are different in nature.14

At least one writer (Lipham) has proposed that leadership and adminis-
tration be defined to comprise mutually exclusive functions, the leadership
function being that of initiating change in the structure and the adminis-
trative function that of maintaining established structure.l5 Lipham's
definition and work supported approximately half of Halpin's proposals, the
half concerning initiating structure.

Other writers have used the LBDQ. For example, Hills obtained per-
mission from Ohio State University to adopt the LBDQ for use in a study of
descriptions of leader behavior in the context of procurement and disposal.
Although all items described behavior that concerned the relationship be-
tween the leader and the external situation, some of them might well be con-
sidered examples of either consideration or initiating structure.16

13Halp1‘n, Andrew W., Theory and Research in Administration. New York:
The macmillian Compnay, 1966, p. 132.

14Randa11, Robert S., and Charles B. Watta, "Leadership Behavior, Pro-
blem-Attack Behavior, and Effectiveness of High School Principals,” Journal
of Experimental Education. 35:1-8, Summer, 1967.

15Lipham, James M., “Leadership and Administration,” Behavioral Science
and Educational Administration. The Sixty-third Yearbook of the National
Study of Education, (ed), Daniel E. Griffiths, Chicago: The University of
Chicago Press, 1964, pp. 122-123.

1sﬂiﬂs, R. Jean, “The Representative Function: WNeglected Dimensions
of Leadership Behavior," Administrative Science Quarterly, 8:83-101, 1963.




Schwartz, in a study of rule enforcement, came up with behavior pat-
terns that military leaders commonly practice. He tested four rule enforce-
ment styles: (1) Constant enforcement of both high and lTow priority rules;
(2) partial enforcement of low priority rules and constant or total enforce-
ment of high priority rules; (3) no enforcement of low and constant of high;
and (4) a laissez-faire condition. Schwartz found that highest productivity
was maintained and high personal affect from subordinates in rule two. This
indicated that it would be possible for a supervisor to maintain high pro-
ductivity without loss of mora]e.17'

Not all writings were in favor of use of the LBDQ. Brown in his writings
proposed that leadership be regarded as a transactional phenomenon, deter-
mined both by the leader's and the follower's behavior - a state of the
group. As such, leadership might with validity be measured by description
questionnaires. He insisted that description questionnaires have a place
in the recent arsenal, more because of than in spite of the susceptibility
of descriptive statements to projective distortion.18
Brown was more emphatic and stated:

When LBDQ dimensions are compared with teacher responses
to other scales, spurious dependencies are to be expected.
At present, unfortunately, it is virtually standard prac-
tice to accept teachers reports of the official leader's
actions as veridical and to correlate two or more measures
that are sensitive to follower affect.ld

It would appear that research on the school administrator represents
an immature field, lacking well established principles of inquiry of any
notable strictness and suffering still from efforts that reflect Tittle
awareness of previous developments. A strong cross fire of criticism might
be conducive to a beneficial outcome at this point.

In a later study,

17Schwartz, Micheal, "The Reciprocities Multiplier; and Empirical Eval-
uation,” Administrative Science Quarterly, 9:264-77, 1964,

18Brown, Allan F., "How Administrators View Teachers," Canadian Edu-
cation and Research Digest, 6:34-52, March, 1966.

198rown, Allan F., "Reactions to Leadership," Educational Administra-
tion Quarterly, 3:62-73, Winter, 1967.




CHAPTER III
DESIGN OF THE STUDY
I. SOURCES OF DATA

The subjects selected to be utilized in this research were secondary
school principals in a three or four year secondary school system in the
state of Kansas, having a minimum of a master®s degree and a minimum of two
years experience. It was believed that the leadership demonstrated by
these individuals was most instrumental in deciding the effectiveness or
ineffectiveness of a school systems ease of operation. A list of possible
subjects and their addresses was obtained from Mr. Eugene Werner, Division
of Accreditation, Teacher Certification, Adult Education, Kansas State De-
partment of Education. A total of two hundred and twenty subjects were
randomly selected from this list. The size of school system (number of
students) and past military service status was obtained and utlized to
break the subjects into three categories for comparison, they are: (1) prin-
cipals with and without past military service working in school systems of
not more than 249 students; (2) principals with and without past military
service working in school systems of 250-499 students; and (3) principals
with and without military service working in school systems of 500 plus stu-
dents. FEach of these categories was then subdivided into three categories,
they are: (1) principals without past military service and (2) principals
with past military service as officers or enlisted men.

IT. DESCRIPTION OF DATA-GATHERING INSTRUMENTS USED

Andrew W. Halpin's thirty item Leadership Behavior Description Ques-
tionnaire-Real, Self (LBDQ-Real, Self) and Leadership Behavior Description
Questionnaire-Real, Staff (LBDQ-Real, Staff) were utilized in order to ob-
tain an evaluation of the demonstrated leadership of the subjects. Each of
the questionnaires contains thirty questions, fifteen dealing in the lead-
ership area of consideration and fifteen in the leadership area of initiating
structure. The LBDQ-Real, Self, designed to be used for self-evaluation
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by the subject, was mailed to each of the 220 randomly selected principals.
The LBDQ-Real, Staff is designed to be used in evaluating others, rather
than ones self. The superintendent of each of the participating principals
was mailed an LBDQ-Real,Staff, for his evaluation of his principals leader-
ship. In addition, a biographical sheet was attached to each questionnaire.
An example of each questionnaire and biographical sheet are shown in Appen-
dix 1.

Pre-testing of the two questionnaires was not deemed necessary since
both have been proven previously in numeross studies conducted by Hal-

pin, Sergiovanni22 and Stogdi]1.23

I11. METHODS OF GATHERING DATA

The procedure utilized in obtaining said information began with mail-
ing a persuasive letter explaining the study, the importance of the study,
and the actions to be performed by the subject to each of the randomly
selected principals. Attached to each letter was a biographital sheet, a
copy of Halpin's LBDQ-Real, Self with answer sheet, and a self addressed
stamped return envelop. It was planned to mail a follow-up letter two
weeks later containing the same material to those who had not replied. How-
ever, 80% of the subjects responded to the first mailings and this was felt
to be sufficient since the returns netted enough data to enable the writer
to separate the subjects and data into the two desired categories. The two
categories were outlined in minor heading, I. Sources of Data. A total of

20
21

225ergiovann1, Thomas J., Richard Metzcus, and Larry Burden, "Toward a
Particularistic Approach to Leadership Style: Some Findings," American Edu-
cational Research Journal, VI. January, 1969. ‘

23Stogdil]. Ralph M., and Alvin.E. Coons, (eds.), Leader Behavior: Its
Description and Measurement. Columbus: Ohio State University, Bureau of
Business Research, 1957.

Halpin, Andrew W., loc.cit.

Halpin, Andrew, W., and B. James Winer, loc.cit.
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thirteen of the one hundred and seventy-eight answer sheets were incorrectly
answered and could not be used in the study.

Persuasive letters containing answer sheets and LBDQ-Real, Staff ques-
tionnaires, and self-addressed stamped envelopes were then mailed to the
superintendents of each of the one hundred and sixty-five subjects that res-
ponded correctly. The superintendents were asked to give an honest evalua-
tion of their principal, utilizing the LBDQ-Real, Staff, and to return the
evaluation answer sheet to the writer within two weeks. Two weeks after the
jnitial mailing one hundred and eighteen questionnaires had been returned.
Post card reminders were then mailed to the superintendents that had not re-
turned their answered questionnaires. This resulted in the return of an
additional six questionnaires.
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CHAPTER 1V
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA

Analysis of the received data was accomplished through the use of a
t-test for two independent samples. The formula for this measure is:

t= M-Mz , Where: Sm- mg= SSit+ SSz2 1 + 1
Smy - mz n,+ np- 2 Ny Na

The t-test was used to determine whether significant differences in demon-
strated leadership existed between randomly selected principals from the
state of Kansas. The investigator divided the selected principals into two
groups utilizing a criterion variable as a basis. A single criterion mea-
sure was administered to all subjects and the mean of each group was calcu-
lated. A single criterion measure was also administered to the superinten-
dent of each of the subjects, and each superintendent evaluated the subject
that worked for him in his school district. The mean of each group was
again calculated.

Using the criterion variable, past military experience, the principals
were divided into two groups for comparison. Table I indicates the mean
relationship between the two groups. The criterion measure utilized in
Table I was Andrew W. Halpin's Leadership Behavior Description Questionnaire-
Real, Self. This questionnaire asks each subject to evaluate his leadership
as he feels it affects his subordinates. The table indicates that there
appears to be no significant difference between groups in the leadership
areas of consideration and initiating structure. This self-evaluation could
havebeen misleading, therefore, an evaluation by a disinterested but quali-
fied individual was obtained., Table II indicates the mean relationship
between the two groups as evaluated by superintendents of the jubjects.
Again the table indicates no significant difference in the means of the two
groups of subjects. The leadership area of consideration has almost one
point variance between the two groups, but when submitted to the t-test, the
difference proved to be insignificant.
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The investigator was not satisfied with the comparison on this one
criterion variable and decided to interject and consider the size of school
systems in which each subject worked as the additional variable. The sub-
jects were separated into three categories: category “A" included subjects
from school systems with an enrollment of not more than 249 students; cate-
gory "B", 250-499 students enrolled; and category “C", 500-plus students.
Table III indicates the results of this comparison. In category "A" the
leadership area of consideration had 1.02 difference, but when submitted to
the t-test this proved to be insignificant. The variance between the means
of these self-evaluations was only .04 to 1.02 and in every case the t-test
proved this variance to be insignificant.

Table IV summarized the means abtained with the questionnaire from
the superintendents of the subjects. Categories "A", "8", and "C" are in-
dicated and only in category "A" was a significant difference found in the
means. This difference was in the leadership area of consideration. When
submitted to the t-test, t was found to be 6.320 and was larger than the
tabled value of the two-tailed test at the 0.0 level of significance.



TABLE I

MEANS OF LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNAIRES-REAL,
SELF SCORES OBTAINED FROM RANDOMLY SELECTED
PRINCIPALS IN THE STATE OF KANSAS

Initiating

N SAMPLE Consideration structure
45 Principals W/0 Military Experience 11.63 11.33
79* Principals W/past Military Experience 11.38 11.23

* This total includes past experience as officers and enlisted men.

TABLE 11

MEANS OF LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNAIRE-REAL,
STAFF SCORES OBTAINED FROM THE SUPERINTENDENTS
OF THE SAME RANDOMLY SELECTED PRINCIPALS

Initiating
N SAMPLE Consideration structure
45 Principals W/0 Military Experience 11.12 10.74
79* Principals W/past Military Experience 10.16 10.43

* This total includes past experience as officers and enlisted men.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

I. RESTATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

It was the purpose of this study: (1) to make a comparison of the
demonstrated leadership of secondary school principals having past military
experience to those secondary school principals without such experience;
(2) to determine whether or not significantly different and more effective
leadership was demonstrated by either; and (3) to present, through the use
of Halpin's modified LBDQ series of questionnaires, the leadership area,
either initiating structure or consideration, in which the most significant
variation was noted.

I1. DEFINITIONS OF PROCEDURES USED

First, 220 secondary school principals were randomly selected from
the 400 plus principals in the state of Kansas. Second, persuasive letters
with biographical sheets, copies of Halpin's LBDQ-Real, Self with answer
sheets, and self-addressed stamped envelopes were mailed to each of the
principals. Once the answer sheet and biographical sheet were returned, a
second letter was mailed to the superintendent of each of the participating
principals. In this persuasive letter was a copy of Halpin's LBDQ-Real,
Staff, and an answer sheet.

Once the data was received from both sources, participating principals
and their superintendents, it was separated into three categories for anal-
yzing. The size of school system {(number of students) and past military
service status were utilized to separate the subjects. Category one con-
sisted of principals from school systems of not more than 249 students. Cate-
gory two were principals from school systems of 250-499 students and cat-
egory three consisted of principals from school systems of 500-plus enrolled
students. Each of these three categories were further divided into two
groups each for statistical treatment and comparison. The criterion vari-
able used for this sub-division was past military experience. These two
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groups are classified: (1) Principais without past military experience;
and (2) principals with past military experience as either officers or en-
listed men.

III. PRINCIPAL FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Based upon this report and the data gathered and analyzed, the writer
must assume that past military training and experience has no significant
effect on the demonstrated leadership of secondary school principals. The
Kansas principals that were evaluated, both those with and without military
experience, demonstrated high degrees of consideration and initiating struc-
ture. There were individual extremes in both categories, but the overail
analysis of received data indicated that there is no significant difference
in the leadership of either.

The one exception to the general statement above occured in the area
of consideration as evaluated by the subject's superintendent. When super-
intendents in category "A" schools evaluated their principals they conclud-
ed that principals without past military experience exercised more consid-
eration than did their contemporaries. This was only true in the one area
and might be attributed to the random selection made in that area.

IV. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

This investigator would not recommend further research of this same
general nature, but would recommend that the Leadership Behavior Descrip-
tion Questionnaire be used as a basis for future comparisons of the nature
of leader behavior patterns in specified situations. The questionnaire
should provide normative data as a basis for future comparisons of the
nature mentioned.
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APPENDIX A

DATA COLLECTION MATERIAL

I. BIOGRAPHICAL SHEET

Name Age

1. Administrator experience, in years: .

2. Size of school system in which currently wirking (number of
students).

3. Have you ever served in one of the active military services of our

country? Yes s No

a. Army .

b. Navy p

c. Air Force "

d. Marines

Length of service in years: "

Were you a commissioned officer or an enlisted man ?

what was the source of your commission?

a. Academy

b. ROTC .
c. 0CS 5
d., Other

What college degrees do you hold?

a. BA .
b. BS "
c. MA .
d. MS 4
e, PhD

\.
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II. LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNAIRE-REAL,SELF

A. Initiating Structure.

1. I make my attitudes clear to my staff.

2. I try out new ideas with my staff.

3. I rule with an iron hand.

4, I critisize poor work.

5. I speak in a manner not to be questioned.

6. I assign staff members to particular tasks.

7. I work without a plan.

8. I maintain definite standards of performance.

9, I emphasize the meeting of deadlines.

10. I encourage the use of uniform procedures.

11. 1 make sure that my part in the organization is understood by all.
12. 1 ask that staff members follow standard rules and regulations.
13. 1 let staff members know what is expected of them.
14. 1 see to it that staff members are working up to capacity.
15. I see to it that the work of staff members is coordinated.

B. Consideration.

1. I do personal favors for staff members.

2. I do little things to make it pleasent to be a member of the staff.
3. I am easy to understand.

4, 1 find time to listen to staff members.

5. I keep to myself.

6. I lookout for the personal welfare of individual staff members.
7. I refuse to explain my actions.

8. I act without consulting my staff.

9. I am slow to accept new ideas.
10. I treat all staff members as equals.
11. I am willing to make changes.

12. 1 am friendly and approachable.

13. I make staff members feel at ease when talking with them.

14. I put suggestions made by the staff into operation.

1

get staff approval on important metters before going ahead.
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I11. LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNAIRE-REAL, STAFF

Initiating Structure.

1. He
2. He
3. He
4., He
5. He
6. He
7. He
8. He
9. He
10. He
11. He
12. He
13. He

makes his attitudes clear to the staff.

tries out new ideas with the staff.

rules with an iron hand,

criticizes poor werk.

speaks in a manner not to be questioned.

assigns staff members to particular tasks.

works without a plan.

maintains definite standards of performance.

emphasized the meeting of deadlines.

encourages the use of uniform procedures.

makes sure that his part in the organization is understood by all.
asks that staff members follow standard rules and regulations.
lets staff members know what is expected of them.

14. He sees to it that staff members are working up to capacity.
15. He sees to it that the work of staff members is coordinated.
Consideration.

1. He does personal favors for staff members.

2. He does little things to make it pleasent to be a member of the staff.
3. He is easy to understand.

4, He finds time to listen to staff members.

5. He keeps to himself.

6. He looks out for the personal welfare of individual staff members.
7. He refuses to explain his actions.

8., He acts without consulting the staff.

9, He is slow to accept new ideas.
10. He treats all staff members as his equal.
11. He is willing to make changes.
12. He is friendly and approachable.
13. He makes staff members feel at ease when talking with them.
14. He puts suggestions made by the staff into operation.
15. He gets staff approval on important matters before going ahead.
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The purpose of this study was to compare the demonstrated leader-
ship of secondary school principals with past military experience to those
principals without military experience, and to determine whether or not a
significant difference exists in the leadership of either. The writer be-
lieved this research would serve to increase the awareness of schoolmen
and educational researchers in the importance of leadership in education
and stimulate further research in the area.

This study was descriptive in most all aspects. Material needed to
conduct the study was obtained from Kansas State Department of Education
and from principals and superintendents in the state of Kansas. In excess
of thirty books, periodicals, and U.S. Army leadership oriented manuals
were used to gain the necessary background.

Persuasive letters, and questionnaires designed to evaluate subjects
in the leadership areas of consideration and initigting structure, were
mailed to two hundred and twenty randomly selected Kansas secondary school
principals. In addition, the superintendent of each subject was mailed a
similiar letter and questionnaire that asked for his evaluation of his sub-
jects leadership. The data received from both sources was separated by
using the variables, military service status and size of schbol system in
which the subject was employed. The variable, size of school system,
caused the data to be separated into three categories: (A) Less than 249
students enrolled in the secondary school system; (B) 249-499 students in-
rolled; and (C) 500 plus students enrolled. The variable, military service
status, separated each of the three categories of subjects into two addition-
al groups: (1) Those principals without past military experience; and (2)
those with past military experience.

Analysis of the data was accomplished through the use of a t-test
for the two independent samples. This analysis forced the writer to
assume that past military experience and training has no significant effect
on the leadership demonstrated by secondary school principals. There were
individual extremes in both categories, but the overall analysis of the
data received indicated no significant difference in the leadership of
either.



