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ABSTRACT 

The recent increase in the number of administrators in 

community colleges who are serving off-campus centers and 

programs has provided little time to develop a knowledge base 

about their leadership behaviors. 

The purpose of this study was to determine perceptions of 

leadership behaviors of off-campus administrators. To 

accomplish this task, perceptions of the administrative roles 

were measured by the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire 

(LBDQ) as perceived by the off-campus administrators 

themselves and their supervisors. A second purpose of this 

study was to compare the perceived (real) and expected (ideal) 

leadership behaviors of the off-campus administrators. Two 

dimensions of leadership behavior were studied: Consideration 

(people-oriented behaviors) and Initiating Structure 

(task-oriented behaviors). Demographic and socioeconomic 

data, such as age, gender, years of experience as off-campus 

administrator, number of students involved in extended 

programs, educational level, total years experience in higher 

education administration, number of people being supervised, 

size of city, as well as salary were examined to develop 

profiles of the off-campus administrators and their 

supervisors. 

The sample population used for the study was the total 

number (224) of off-campus administrators in Arizona, 

Colorado, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and Texas. Four null 

vi 



hypotheses for research purposes were formulated and three 

forms of the LBDQ instrument, along with the 10-point 

demographic data sheet were disseminated, collected, and 

analyzed. The pooled variance technique was used to test the 

null hypotheses. 

A significant difference was found between the "ideal" 

leadership roles as perceived by the off-campus administrators 

and by their supervisors. In addition, the study determined 

that off-campus administrators have higher expectations of 

their leadership behavior than the expectations of their 

supervisors in relation to the dimension of Consideration. 

Conversely, the supervisors have higher expectations regarding 

Initiating Structure than do the off-campus administrators' 

perceptions of this leader behavior. Significant differences 

between the of f-campus administrators' real and ideal behavior 

descriptions were also found. The off-campus administrators 

ideally expected more of themselves when compared to their 

perceived (real) leadership behavior on both Consideration and 

Initiating Structure. 

The data collected for the profiles revealed that the 

off-campus administrators differed on several demographic 

variables when compared to their supervisors. The supervisor 

had a higher salary, more total years of higher education 

administrative experience, more people to supervise, a higher 

educational level, and usually was located where there was a 

higher student enrollment. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

In recent years, the number of off-campus programs of 

community/junior colleges has grown rapidly. The number of 

professional staff personnel has increased in order to serve 

an increasing number of students away from the main campus. 

The number of course offerings and even full-time programs 

away from the main campus have increased. A relatively new 

college administrator, the administrator of off-campus centers 

and extended programs, has gained prominence both as an 

administrator and as a source of counsel and assistance for 

the increasing number of students involved in this vital part 

of the community college system. This college population has 

been growing steadily. The college-eligible age group is 

expected to grow at a rate more rapidly than that of the total 

population. The pressure to increase even further the 

proportion of this group which actually enrolls in college 

will continue, with emphasis on programs for disadvantaged 

students (Brien, 1970). 

Hartleb and Vilter (1986) report that the mission of 

community/junior colleges toward the "open door" policy has 

contributed to a significant portion of this increase of 

enrollment. This policy illustrates the commitment of 

community colleges to provide higher education to all 

individuals who can profit from the experience. The courses 

offered, the support services available, and the motivation of 



the faculty, staff, and administration reflect the commitment 

of community colleges to this goal. For more than three 

decades, questions have been raised about the "open door" 

policy in the community college (Linthicum, 1979). Community 

colleges agree that on their level the open admissions policy 

creates the opportunity to serve a heterogenous student 

population (Baker, 1982). An increasing number of 

non-traditional students are seeking a higher education. The 

open admissions policies are attracting more clientele who 

have experienced a significant time lapse since their last 

formal educational experience (Demaree, 1986). The 

educational mission of the community college has helped create 

a need to increase the number of off-campus centers and 

extended programs. Nationwide, community colleges have 

developed off-campus centers and extended programs in an 

effort to provide opportunities for more people. 

Higher education is also experiencing many changing 

demands for programs. The rapid technological changes in our 

society are altering occupational demand patterns. The 

mission of the community/junior colleges, however, also 

includes the need for comprehensive programs. Pollock and 

Brender (1982) believe that the part-time instructor first 

evolved as the community expert in a particular discipline in 

order to meet the comprehensive mission of the community 

college. This helped to create the rationale of why the most 

widespread and substantial use of off-campus centers and 



extended programs are in the community colleges. In 1977, the 

number of part-time faculty exceeded, for the first time, the 

number of full-time faculty in the nation's community 

colleges. By 1979, American Association of Community and 

Junior Colleges statistical compilations showed that of the 

212,173 faculty employed, 57 percent were part-timers and 

two-thirds of those were employed in off-campus centers 

(Cottingham, Newman, and Sims, 1981). Between 1972 and 1976, 

five times as many part-time faculty members were given new 

employment as were full-time counterparts because of the 

increase in off-campus centers. In eight states—Alaska, 

Arizona, California, Illinois, Maryland, Michigan, New 

Hampshire and Texas—the ratio of part-timers in off-campus 

centers was two to one or greater (Haddad and Dickens, 1978). 

A review of the literature suggests the development of 

new off-campus centers in the community colleges is related 

closely to the rationale of comprehensiveness and the 

evolution of part-time faculty. When the community colleges 

grew larger, the argument favoring the part-timers continued 

to be that the institutions could offer specialized courses in 

areas that could not support full-time instructors. Cooke and 

Hurlburt (1976), Koltai (1977), and others argue that 

part-timers are especially valuable to community colleges 

because they enable the colleges to offer classes taught by 

working professionals. As the community colleges have 

acquired more diverse functions, the off-campus centers and 



extended programs enabled these institutions to offer a 

multitude of short courses and programs, directed to all areas 

of community needs. 

This has also required the off-campus administrators to 

adjust quickly to a leadership role in a new environment. As 

these new educational centers have arrived on the scene, we 

have seen an increase in the numbers of community college 

personnel in middle management. 

A major portion of one's time is spent on the job. 

According to Locke (1983), a workers perceptions and attitudes 

about one's job have a variety of consequences for the 

individual. Locke (1983) expanded by stating that perceptions 

of one's work: 

can affect his attitude toward life, toward his family, 
and toward himself. It can affect his physical health 
and possibly how long he lives. It may be related 
(indirectly) to mental health and adjustment, and plays 
a causal role in absenteeism and turnover, (p. 1334) 

Perceptions of the off-campus administrator about their 

leadership behavior is important in studying this relatively 

new middle manager in higher education. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the 

leadership roles of off-campus community college 

administrators throughout the Southwestern Region of the 

United States. This study researched the leadership behaviors 

which the off-campus administrators saw for themselves 

(ideally) as compared with the leadership behaviors expected 



of them (ideally) by their supervisors. Additionally, this 

study investigated whether the off-campus administrators 

actually performed in the same ways as they expected (ideally) 

themselves to perform. Demographic and socioeconomic data, 

such as age, gender, years of experience as off-campus 

administrator, size of college system, number of students 

involved in extended programs, educational level, total years' 

experience in higher education administration, number of 

people being supervised, size of city, as well as salary, were 

examined to develop profiles of the off-campus administrators 

and their supervisors. More specifically, the following 

research questions were investigated during this study: 

1. In the leadership dimension of Consideration, do 

off-campus administrators and their supervisors set the 

same expected (ideal) goals for the off-campus 

administrators? 

2. In the leadership dimension of Initiating Structure, do 

off-campus administrators and their supervisors set the 

same expected (ideal) goals for the off-campus 

administrators? 

3. In the leadership dimension of Consideration, do the 

perceived (real) actions of off-campus administrators 

measure up to the expected (ideal) actions they set for 

themselves? 

4. In the leadership dimension of Initiating Structure, do 

the perceived (real) actions of off-campus administrators 



measure up to the expected (ideal) actions they set for 

themselves? 

Significance of Study 

A review of the literature has exhibited an increase in 

the middle management group called off-campus administrators. 

The growth of these professionals in community colleges has 

happened without much planning. 

Planning is primarily a management tool. To be 

effective, planning requires the establishment of priorities 

and participation by all parties across the institution 

(Moore, 1985). Rensis Likert (1967) suggests that "all the 

activities of any enterprise are initiated and determined by 

the persons who make up that institution" (p. 15). He also 

noted that "of all the tasks of management, managing the human 

component is the central and most important task because all 

else depends on how well it is done" (p. 1). 

The Bess and Lodahl (1969) study reported fifty percent 

of administrators indicated themselves as "very satisfied" and 

45% classified themselves as "fairly satisfied" with their 

overall work. Almost a decade later, Scott (1978) summarized 

from another study of mid-level administrators that the "most 

satisfaction was found in opportunities to help students and 

staff, and with the opportunity to act independently and to 

make an impact on one's organization" (p. 26). The more 

recent research (Austin, 1985) also examined mid-level 

administrators and found that perceiving a caring atmosphere 



at the institution was listed as the most significant 

environmental predictor of job satisfaction. 

There is a need to understand more adequately the 

leadership behavior of off-campus administrators, and the 

research regarding off-campus administrators is limited. 

Gardner (1987) reports that we know much about leadership in 

community colleges that have campus customs and traditions, 

and these colleges have established strong institutional 

identities and traditions. He points out, however, the lack 

of information about the leadership roles required of 

off-campus administrators on campuses that "may have no more 

social coherence than a downtown city block" (Gardner, 1987, 

p. 19). 

Off-campus administrators face a host of problems brought 

about by their unique purposes for existence. While the 

growth of part-time services at community colleges is 

consistent with the mission of the main campus, the off-campus 

administrator is expected to lead a faculty that is 

understandably loyal to their full-time job. In addition, 

part-time faculty at branch community colleges report that 

they feel "left-out" of the institutional fabric. This 

concurs with Friedlander (1980) who reported that part-time 

faculty sense a serious lack of communication with the 

administration, full-time faculty, and other faculty. 

As the literature reports, this can be a very real 

problem. Part-time faculty frequently teach at odd hours, 
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which makes direct supervision difficult. A California study, 

for example, found that numerous community colleges had no 

evaluation policy for part-timers. The study found that 

part-timers rarely participated in campus activities and had 

little contact with students outside of class and practically 

no contact with their peers (Cohen and Brawer, 1982). 

The consequences of this oversight can work to the 

disadvantage of off-campus programs. The literature reports 

that professional contact is limited to the dean, or other 

persons assigned to handle the part-timers. This person is 

the off-campus administrator. He faces the difficulty of 

establishing a sense of identity or loyalty to the program and 

to the school. 

Some research studies have shown that the indicators of 

teaching effectiveness establish no statistically significant 

differences between part-time and full-time faculty 

effectiveness (Bramless and Rodriguez, 1982-83). A study by 

Cruise, Furst, and Klimes (1980) of teaching effectiveness of 

full-timers and part-timers found while there were some 

differences on individual items, that there were no 

statistically significant differences between the two groups 

on their evaluations as a whole. Cottingham, Newman, and Sims 

(1981) concur with the research findings that part-timers 

bring to work approximately the same skills and abilities as 

their full-time colleagues. Once in the working environment, 

however, two major issues typically set the part-time faculty 



apart from the full-time faculty—staff development and 

compensation. 

obviously, how off-campus administrators meet this 

challenge in leadership will relate to the quality of 

instruction of the part-time faculty. Factors that are 

positive ingredients to the mid-level manager being successful 

may be lacking in a majority of off-campus institutions. Many 

administrators today are concentrating on a low profile and 

personal survival. The times, however, require a more 

activist approach to guide constructive change and to resolve 

conflicts in productive ways (Kerr, 1973). The results of 

this study will be useful to off-campus administrators and 

their supervisors in evaluating leadership behaviors as 

expected by both parties. Off-campus administrators will 

receive some helpful data and information with which to 

examine their own institutions and their leadership 

perceptions. Community college administrators who are able to 

use the findings from this study will benefit their students 

who are attending off-campus centers and programs in 

increasing numbers. Off-campus administrators will have an 

opportunity to study themselves and to evaluate their own 

methods and ideas relating to the leadership of their 

respective centers and programs. 

Hypotheses 

The following hypotheses were developed to test the data 

gathered for this study. 
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1. There is no significant difference between the role 

Off-campus administrators ideally expect for themselves 

and the role their supervisors ideally expect for them in 

terms of Consideration. 

2. There is no significant difference between the role off-

campus administrators ideally expect for themselves and 

the role their supervisors ideally expect for them in 

terms of Initiating Structure. 

3. There is no significant difference between the way 

off-campus administrators ideally perceived their roles 

in terms of Consideration and the way they actually 

operate in the role. 

4. There is no significant difference between the way 

off-campus administrators ideally perceive their roles in 

terms of Initiating Structure and the way they actually 

operate in the role. 

Scope and Limitations of the Study 

The initial sample for this study consisted of 224 

off-campus administrators from the Southwestern Region of the 

United States: Arizona, Colorado, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and 

Texas. 

This study was limited by having to use a telephone 

survey in order to identify the off-campus administrator for 

each institution. Some colleges declined to participate in 

the identification of their off-campus administrators, 

therefore, limiting the number of the initial mailouts. 
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This study was limited by the participants' truthfulness 

and accuracy in responding to the items in each instrument. 

This study was also limited by the use of off-campus 

administrators in the Southwestern Region of the United 

States. These particular administrators may not accurately 

represent all off-campus administrators at American community 

colleges. 

An additional limitation of the study was the reduced 

sample size considering the first return was 154 equating to 

a 69% return. Because the off-campus administrator had to 

respond to a second questionnaire, it reduced the size of the 

sample to 136, or 61% from the initial mailout. Since part of 

the study was to compare off-campus administrators with their 

supervisors, the sample was reduced further to 117 matched 

pairs equating to a 53% return from the initial mailout. 

Definitions of Terms 

Community, Technical, or Junior Collece—refers to an 

institution offering educational programs above the level of 

the secondary school. Specifically, included are two-year 

institutions (community colleges, technical institutes, junior 

colleges) that are public supported institutions of higher 

education. 

Consideration—to describe "behavior indicative of 

friendship, mutual trust, respect and warmth in the 

relationship between the leader and members of his/her staff" 

(Halpin, 1964, p. 12). 
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Initiating Structure—refers to "the leader's behavior in 

delineating the relationships between himself and the members 

of his work group, and endeavoring to establish well-defined 

patterns of organization, channels of communication, and 

methods of procedure" (Halpin, 1964, p. 12). 

Leadership—refers to "the extent to which a person in a 

position of authority exercises leadership, is that degree to 

which he/she is viewed by the group as providing direction, 

support, and incentive while reflecting through action the 

essential needs, desires, and concerns of the group itself" 

(Burns, 1978, p. 14). 

off-Campus Administrator—refers to the person 

responsible for instructional leadership and administration of 

the off-campus centers or extended programs of a community, 

technical, or junior college. 

Summary 

This study was developed to gather information regarding 

the leadership behaviors of off-campus administrators. The 

study compared perceptions of leadership behavior as perceived 

by the off-campus administrators themselves and their 

supervisors. The study also investigated a comparison of the 

perceived (real) and expected (ideal) leadership behaviors of 

off-campus administrators. Further research was to examine 

the collection of demographic and socioeconomic data in order 

to develop profiles of the off-campus administrators and their 

supervisors. 
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The next chapter provides a review of the relevant 

literature relating to leadership. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The review of the literature is divided into five 

sections: (a) definitions and the nature of leadership, (b) 

leadership trait approach, (c) situational approach, (d) 

leadership behavior and the dimensions of initiating structure 

and consideration, and (e) studies utilizing the LBDQ. 

Definitions and the Nature of Leadership 

There is nothing more difficult to take in hand, 
more perilous to conduct, or more uncertain in its 
success, than to take the lead in the introduction 
of a new order of things. (Machiavelli, The 
Prince, A.D. 1513) 

The subject of leaders and leadership has been a 

perennial concern of man. Plato, in his Republic, speculates 

about the proper education and training of political leaders, 

and most political philosophers since that time have made 

attempts to deal with this problem. In democracies, where 

there are no inherited leadership positions, leadership has 

been a particular concern because in these countries "each and 

every man is a potential leader, and society has to give some 

thought to the identification and proper training of men who 

will be able to guide its institutions" (Fiedler, 1967, p. 3). 

One need only scan the literature pertaining to 

leadership to become aware of the overwhelming attention the 

area has received. Innumerable volumes deal with leadership. 

Even with all the attention that leadership has received, it 

14 
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would be difficult to obtain a consensus on the nature of 

leadership or its particular definition. 

No study of leaders or leadership would be complete 

without some attempt at arriving at definitions of those 

rather nebulous terms. To attempt a study of leader behavior 

or of leadership, a definition which will form the basis for 

this study must be developed. There are almost as many 

different definitions of leadership as there are persons who 

have attempted to define the concept. The various definitions 

and descriptions given herein will serve to provide an 

overview of how these terms were used in the past and how they 

relate to and determine the information given in the remainder 

of this chapter. 

The term "leadership" is widely used in the literature. 

However, it lacks a precise meaning. There is sufficient 

similarity between definitions to permit a rough scheme of 

classification. Some literature views leadership as the focus 

of group processes. Brown (1936) maintained that the leader 

can not be separated from the group. Following in the same 

tradition, Krech and Crutchfield (1948) observed that the 

leader holds a special position in the group and serves as the 

primary agent for determining group structure, group 

atmosphere, and group goals. Knickerbocker (1948) follows the 

line of thought that seems to place him in the group 

centrality school of theorists when he summarized leadership 

by explaining that "leadership exists when a leader is 
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perceived by a group as controlling means for the satisfaction 

of their needs" (p. 32). 

The trend of thought represented by the above definitions 

has been very influential in directing attention to the 

importance of group structure and group processes in the study 

of leadership. It is interesting to note that two of the 

earliest theorists (Cooley and Mumford) exhibited a high 

degree of sophistication in their perceptions of the 

leadership problem. 

Use of the influence concept marked a step in the 

direction of generality and abstraction in defining 

leadership. According to Dubin (1951), leadership was the 

exercise and the making of decisions. Bass (1960) has 

described leadership as the observed ability of one member to 

motivate other members to change their behavior or alter their 

habits. Katz and Kahn (1966) maintained that leadership does 

occur in formal structures and that every act of influence is 

in some degree an act of leadership. Davis simply stated, 

"Leadership transforms potential into reality" (1967, p. 96). 

Katz and Kahn (1966) also observed that, although all 

supervisors at the same level of organization possess equal 

power, they do not use it with equal effectiveness to 

influence individuals and the organization. This influence 

concept recognizes the fact that individuals differ in the 

extent to which their behaviors affect activities of the 

group. It merely states that leadership exercises a 
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determining effect on the behaviors of group members and on 

activities of the group. 

A portion of the literature defines leadership as an act 

or behavior. Hemphill (1949) suggested that leadership may be 

defined as the behavior an individual demonstrates while he is 

involved in directing group activities. This method of 

defining leadership is preferred by Carter (1958), who feels 

that "different kinds of behavior indicate leadership in 

different situations, and a behavioral definition of 

leadership can accommodate these differences" (p. 24). 

Fiedler (1967) proposed a somewhat similar definition. He 

felt that the particular acts of leadership behavior were 

important. This may involve such acts as structuring the work 

relations, praising or criticizing group members, and showing 

consideration for their welfare and feelings (Fiedler, 1967). 

The last definition, and the one which is used in this 

study is that which was given in the first chapter of this 

dissertation. As described by Burns (1978), leadership is 

"the extent to which a person in a position of authority 

exercises leadership, is that degree to which he/she is viewed 

by the group as providing direction, support, and incentive 

while reflecting through action the essential needs, desires, 

and concerns of the group itself" (Burns, 1978, p. 14). 

As can be seen from the preceding discussion of 

leadership definitions from the past, leader behavior and 

leadership have, over the years, enjoyed a variety of 



18 

definitions and descriptions. Each one was peculiar to a 

specific author or group and left its mark on their particular 

study or theory. In order to obtain a legitimate outlook on 

leaders and leadership, one should take into account aspects 

of all the definitions previously given, if one is to form 

valid assumptions of where, perhaps, leader and leadership 

studies may be heading in the future. 

Leadership Trait Approach 

Generally, research on leaders and leadership can be 

divided into two categories: (1) individual-centered, usually 

referred to as the "trait" approach, and, (2) group-centered, 

usually referred to as the "situational" approach. The trait 

approach emphasizes common personality traits possessed by all 

leaders, and the situational approach emphasizes the study of 

interactions between the leader's behavior and characteristics 

of situations in which leaders function. Essentially, 

leadership was in the nature of inheritance for centuries. 

Leaders were born not made, and leadership ability was a 

characteristic of the aristocracy or nobility. 

Early studies of leader behavior and leadership were 

predominantly of the trait approach, but with the passing of 

the feudal nobility and the surge of equalitarian democracy, 

the theory that leadership could be learned emerged (Ross and 

Henry, 1957). Blake, Mouton, and Williams (1981) report that 

theories of leadership that attributed effective leadership 

strictly to particular traits or properties of individuals. 
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have been superseded by theories that stress relationships 

among individuals and between leaders and their environment. 

However, the large amount of research on this theory of 

leadership warrants a review of the literature for this study. 

The most comprehensive and complete coverage of personal 

factors associated with leadership is based on an examination 

of 124 studies by Stogdill (1948). He suggests that personal 

factors can be classified under five general headings: 

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

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

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

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

5. Status (socioeconomic status, popularity). 

Some of the conclusions of Stogdill's study seem especially 

noteworthy. The following conclusions are supported by 

uniformly positive evidence from fifteen or more of the 

studies surveyed: 

The average person who occupies a position of leadership 
exceeds the average member of his group in the following 
respects: (1) intelligence, (2) scholarship, (3) 
dependability in exercising responsibilities, (4) 
activity and social participation, and (5) socio-economic 
status. The qualities, characteristics, and skills 
required in a leader are determined to a large extent by 
the demands of the situation in which he is to function 
as a leader. (Stogdill, 1948, pp. 64-65) 

Even during this early research, Stogdill (1948) noted after 

further study of the evidence, that a person 
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does not become a leader by virtue of the 
possession of some combination of traits, but the 
pattern of personal characteristics of the leader 
must bear some relevant relationship to the 
characteristics, activities, and goals of the 
followers. Thus, leadership must be conceived in 
terms of the interactions of variables which are in 
constant flux and change. (p. 64) 

Powell's (1969) large-scale survey of the executive 

promotion process indicates that religious and ethnic 

background are important factors. Porter (1965) found that 

the father's background during the executive's childhood was 

significantly related to the latter's adult level in the 

organization and authority for making policy—but not to pay, 

organization size, status in the business world, or career 

progress satisfaction. Miller and Dirksen (1965) reported 

that highly visible community leaders are differentiated from 

their less visible peers by the following characteristics: 

business oriented. Republican, member of Chamber of Commerce, 

and name in mass media. Hidden leaders are characterized as 

follows: administrative or professional job, not owner of 

large businesses, not native of the city, family background in 

city not prominent. 

Stogdill (1974) reported some significant conclusions 

from his 1970 surveys of social background factors which are: 

(1) high socioeconomic status is an advantage in attaining 

leadership status, (2) leaders who rise to high-level 

positions in industry tend to come from lower socioeconomic 

strata of society at present than they did a half century ago, 

and (3) they tend to be better educated now than formerly. 
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The literature further suggests that leadership traits 

alone are not as significant as once believed. To consider a 

trait, singly, would hold little diagnostic or predictive 

significance (Gibb, 1954). In combination, they might cause 

an interaction to generate personality dynamics advantageous 

to the person seeking the responsibilities of leadership 

(Stogdill, 1974). Hersey and Blanchard (1988) agree that 

certain traits may hinder or facilitate leadership; the key is 

that no set of traits has been identified that clearly 

predicts success or failure. As Yukl (1981) has observed. 

The old assumption that 'leaders are born' has been 
discredited completely, and the premise that 
certain leader traits are absolutely necessary for 
effective leadership has never been substantiated 
in several decades of trait research. Today there 
is a more balanced viewpoint about traits. It is 
now recognized that certain traits increase the 
likelihood that a leader will be effective, but 
they do not guarantee effectiveness, and the 
relative importance of different traits is 
dependent upon the nature of the leadership 
situation. (p. 70) 

Trait research is still continuing. Warren Bennis 

recently completed a five-year study of ninety outstanding 

leaders and their subordinates. On the basis of this 

research, he identified four common traits or areas of 

competence shared by all ninety leaders (Bennis, 1984, p. 17). 

l^ Management of attention—The ability to communicate 
a sense of outcome, goal, or direction that 
attracts followers. 

2. Management of meaning—The ability to create and 
communicate meaning with clarity and understanding. 

3, Management of trust—The ability to be reliable and 
consistent so people can count on them. 
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4. Management of self—The ability to know one's self 
and to use one's skills within limits of strengths 
and weaknesses. 

Yukl (1981) indicated there may be negative traits that 

hinder a person from reaching leadership potential. In one 

such study, Geier (1967) found three traits that kept group 

members from competing for a leadership role. These three 

traits were, in order of importance, the perception of being 

uninformed, of being nonparticipants, or of being extremely 

rigid. The other group members believed members who were 

uninformed, disinterested, or overly rigid would hinder the 

group's accomplishment of its goals. 

McCall and Lombardo have examined differences between 

executives who went all the way to the top and those who were 

expected to go to the top but were "derailed" just before 

reaching their goal. Both winners and losers were a patchwork 

of strengths and weaknesses, but those who fell short seemed 

to have one or more of what McCall and Lombardo call "fatal 

flaws." These included: 

1. Insensitive to others: abrasive, intimidating, 
bullying style. 

2. Cold, aloof, arrogant. 

3. Betrayal of trust. 

4. Overly ambitious: thinking of the next job, 
playing politics. 

5. Specific performance problems with the business. 

6. Overmanaging—unable to delegate or build a team. 

7. Unable to staff effectively. 
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8. Unable to think strategically. 

9. Unable to adapt to boss with different style. 

10. Overdependent on advocate or mentor (McCall and 
Lombardo, 1983). 

While the most frequent cause for derailment was 

insensitivity to others, the one "unforgivable sin" was 

betrayal of trust — not following through on promises or 

double-dealing (McCall and Lombardo, 1983). 

Perhaps one of the salient results of this leadership 

research is the conclusion that the study of personal traits 

or attributes, is just one aspect of the study of leadership, 

for a leader's role must be considered in relation to the 

setting and situation in which the role is performed. While 

there may be helping or hindering traits in a given situation, 

there is no universal set of traits that will ensure 

leadership success (Hersey and Blanchard, 1988). 

Situational Approach 

There is almost total agreement even among the authors of 

the trait approach studies that the behavior of leaders 

depends largely upon the situation in which they are to 

function as a leader. The position occupied by the individual 

and the circumstances surrounding that position dictate how he 

will perform. Each situation within which a leader finds 

himself requires different skills and actions that, if used 

effectively, produce a desired outcome. Therefore, with the 

mere possession of particular traits or attributes one cannot 
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conclude that a leader behaves effectively or efficiently. 

The situational view is necessary to portray the complexities 

of the leadership process. 

The focus in situational approaches to leadership is on 

observed behavior, not on any hypothetical inborn or acquired 

ability or potential for leadership. The emphasis is on the 

behavior of leaders and their group members (followers) and 

various situations (Hersey and Blanchard, 1988). Therefore, 

the situational approach to leadership stresses leader 

behavior rather than leadership traits. Situational 

approaches to leadership identify three main components of the 

leadership process to be the leader, the follower, and the 

situation. This leadership approach requires the leader to 

behave in a flexible manner, to be able to diagnose the 

leadership style appropriate to the situation, and to be able 

to apply the appropriate style. 

One of the initial and certainly one of the most 

significant situational approaches to leadership was the 

Tannenbaum-Schmidt continuum of leader behavior. Tannenbaum 

and Schmidt (1973) developed a range of choices between 

democratic or relationship-oriented behaviors and 

authoritarian or task-oriented behaviors. Leaders whose 

behavior is observed to be at the authoritarian end of the 

continuum tend to be task-oriented and use their power to 

influence their followers; leaders whose behavior appears to 
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be at the democratic end tend to be group-oriented and thus 

give their followers considerable freedom in their work. 

Tannenbaum and Schmidt (1973) commented that the 

interrelationships among leader, follower, and situation were 

becoming increasingly complex. Warren Bennis (1977) comments 

that as more traditional customs, practices and authorities 

are eroded, the leadership process becomes more difficult. 

Widely respected as the Father of the Contingency Theory 

of leadership, Fred Fiedler has developed the Leadership 

Contingency Model. He suggests that three major situational 

variables seem to determine whether a given situation is 

favorable to leaders: (1) their personal relations with the 

members of their group (leader-member relations), (2) the 

degree of structure in the task that their group has been 

assigned to perform (task structure), and (3) the power and 

authority that their position provides (position power) 

(Fiedler, 1967). Hersey and Blanchard (1988) reports that the 

leader-member relations seem to parallel the 

relationship-oriented behaviors discussed earlier, while task 

structure and position power seem to be associated with 

task-oriented behaviors. 

Fiedler developed a model where eight possible 

combinations of these three situational variables can occur. 

Having developed this model for classifying group situations, 

Fiedler has attempted to determine what the most effective 
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leadership style--task-oriented or relationship-

oriented—seems to be for each of the eight situations. 

Fiedler has concluded that: 

1. Task-oriented leaders tend to perform best in group 
situations that are either very favorable or very 
unfavorable to the leader. 

2. Relationship-oriented leaders tend to perform best 
in situations that are intermediate in 
favorableness. 

Hersey and Blanchard (1988) admit that Fiedler's model 

can be useful to a leader, but warn that the model seems to 

suggest there are only two basic leader behavior styles: 

task-oriented and relationship-oriented. They suggest that 

leader behavior must be plotted on two separate axes rather 

than on a single continuum. Thus, a leader who is high on 

task behavior is not necessarily high or low on relationship 

behavior. Any combination of the two dimensions may occur. 

In the leadership models developed by Paul Hersey and 

Kenneth Blanchard in their research efforts, the terms task 

behavior and relationship behavior are used to describe 

concepts similar to Consideration and Initiating Structure of 

the Ohio State studies (Hersey and Blanchard, 1988). Their 

situational approach model identified four basic leader 

behavior quadrants and are labeled: high task and low 

relationship; high task and high relationship; high 

relationship and low task; and low relationship and low task. 

These four basic styles depict different leadership 

styles. The leadership style of an individual is the behavior 
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pattern that the person exhibits when attempting to influence 

the activities of others as perceived by those others. A 

person's leadership style involves some combination of task 

behavior and relationship behavior (Hersey and Blanchard, 

1988). 

Hersey and Blanchard added an effectiveness dimension to 

the two-dimensional model attempting to show how a leaders 

style interrelates with the situation in which they operate. 

They were not the first to add an effectiveness dimension. In 

his 3-D Management Style Theory, William J. Reddin was the 

first to add an effectiveness dimension to the task concern 

and relationship concern dimensions of earlier attitudinal 

models such as the Managerial Grid (Reddin, 1967). 

By adding an effectiveness dimension to the task behavior 

and relationship behavior dimensions, Hersey and Blanchard 

were attempting to integrate the concepts of leader style with 

situational demands of a specific environment. They named 

this model the Tri-Dimensional Leader Effectiveness Model. 

Leadership Behavior and the Dimensions 
of Initiating Structure and Consideration 

The Ohio State Leadership studies were organized in 1945 

by the Bureau of Business Research at the University 

attempting to identify various dimensions of leader behavior 

(Stogdill and Coons, 1957). At that time nothing existed in 

the way of satisfactory leadership theory. Research prior to 
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World War II had sought to identify the differentiating traits 

of leadership (Stogdill, 1974). 

Since the personality trait approach had proved 

fruitless, it was decided that an attempt should be made to 

study the behaviors rather than the traits of leaders—in 

other words, to describe the individual's behavior while he 

acted as leader of a group or organization (Hersey and 

Blanchard, 1988). This decision was further reinforced by 

work initiated by Hemphill (1949) at the University of 

Maryland. After joining the Ohio State Leadership studies, 

Hemphill and his associates developed a list of approximately 

1,800 items describing different aspects of leader behavior. 

Several factor analytic studies of item intercorrelations 

produced two factors identified as Consideration and 

Initiating Structure (Halpin and Winer, 1957). Blake, Mouton 

and Williams (1981) in their review of research on leadership 

identifies these two magnitudes as dualistic or arithmetic 

models of leadership. The two subscales—Consideration and 

Initiating Structure—have been used extensively in research. 

It is interesting to note the other leadership theories 

or models that have used the foundation of these two widely 

accepted dimensions of leadership as integral parts of their 

research on leadership. The Tannenbaum-Schmidt Continuum, the 

House-Mitchell Path-Goal Theory, and the Hersey-Blanchard 

Tri-Dimensional Leader Effectiveness Model all used concepts 
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similar to Consideration and Initiating Structure in their 

research. 

Initiating Structure refers to "the leader's behavior in 

delineating the relationship between himself and members of 

the work group and in endeavoring to establish well-defined 

patterns of organization, channels of communication, and 

methods of procedure." On the other hand. Consideration 

refers to "behavior indicative of friendship between the 

leader and the members of his staff" (Halpin, 1959, p. 4). 

Initiating Structure as a dimension has been related to 

task-oriented leaders or task behaviors and used as dimensions 

in other research studies (Hersey and Blanchard (1988). 

Consideration as a dimension has been compared to 

relationship-oriented leaders or relationship behaviors in 

other research studies. 

To gather data about the behavior of leaders, the Ohio 

State staff developed the Leader Behavior Questionnaire 

(LBDQ), an instrument designed to describe how leaders carry 

out their activities (Cartwright and Zander, 1960). The LBDQ 

is a form consisting of 40 items. The LBDQ contains fifteen 

items pertaining to Consideration and an equal number for 

Initiating Structure. Respondents judge the frequency with 

which their leader engages in each form of behavior by 

checking one of five descriptions—always, often, 

occasionally, seldom, or never—as it relates to each 

particular item of the LBDQ. Thus, Consideration and 
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Initiating Structure are dimensions of observed behavior as 

perceived by others. The staff also developed a questionnaire 

to gather data about the self-perceptions that leaders have 

about their own leadership style. A form was also developed 

for measurement of expections about what a leader ought to do. 

This was called the "Ideal LBDQ." 

In studying leader behavior, the Ohio State staff found 

that Initiating Structure and Consideration were separate and 

distinct dimensions. A high score on one dimension does not 

necessitate a low score on the other. The behavior of a 

leader could be described as any mix of both dimensions. 

Thus, it was during these studies that leader behavior was 

first plotted on two separate axes rather than on a single 

continuum. 

Studies Utilizing the LBDO 

The LBDQ is an established and recognized instrument in 

researching leadership behavior. As previously discussed it 

was specifically designed to measure two dimensions of 

leadership: Consideration and Initiating Structure. These 

are two particularly interesting dimensions to research when 

collecting data on off-campus administrators and their 

supervisors. It is the appropriate instrument since 

expectations of the ideal behavior of off-campus 

administrators was one important purpose of this study. The 

review of literature for this section will look at the 

numerous studies that have used the LBDQ for significant 
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research on leadership behavior. The review of literature 

will support the versatility of the LBDQ in studying 

educational institutions as well as other types of 

organizations. 

The studies demonstrated that when the administrator is 

the "middle man" in his job assignment there are often 

conflicting expectations and demands. Not only did the 

literature reveal demands from the society outside the 

institution, but within the school itself there usually were 

reported conflicts. Seeman (1953) found in his study of 

school administrators that faculty and administrators differed 

significantly in their expectations of their administrators. 

An analysis of the leader behavior of community junior 

college Deans of Instruction among selected two-year colleges 

in Texas was conducted using the LBDQ. Foy (1974), along with 

his dissertation supervisor John E. Roueche, found that the 

followers would have the deans elicit more of both leadership 

dimensions than they perceived the dean eliciting with 

emphasis on the Consideration dimension over Initiating 

Structure. 

In a study of the relationship between chair leadership 

style and faculty satisfaction, Washington (1975) found that 

faculty were significantly more satisfied with their jobs when 

they perceived the chairperson's leadership style to be above 

the median in Initiating Structure and Consideration on the 

LBDQ. 
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Cox (1974) completed a study on the expectations of the 

leader behavior of the deans of instruction in the North 

Carolina Community College System. He studied superiors' and 

subordinates' perceptions of the dean. The dean's superior 

viewed the dean's role differently than did the subordinates. 

The superior rated Initiating Structure as more important, 

whereas the subordinate rated Consideration as a more 

important leader behavior for the dean. 

Gorman (1980) looked at the relationship between gender, 

sex-role description, attitudes toward women, and the 

perceived behavior of male and female elementary school 

principals. The author found that the sex of the respondent 

was associated with significant differences in the ratings of 

principals on the LBDQ. Female teachers rated both male and 

female principals higher on all the subscales of the LBDQ. 

Brewer (1980) studied the relationship between the 

atmosphere of schools and leadership styles of principals as 

perceived by teachers, principals, and superintendents. 

Oberlin (1980) studied the effects of leadership on 

perceived job satisfaction and influence in the intermediate 

school district special education staffs in Michigan. The 

leadership variables of Initiating Structure and Consideration 

both provided significant correlation for what he was 

studying. Findings revealed that a leader high in 

Consideration will be perceived by workers as exerting 

influence and contributing to job satisfaction. 
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Santiago (1970) studied the university extension dean's 

leader behavior looking specifically at the perceptions of 

real and ideal leadership behavior that the deans held for 

themselves while functioning as leaders in this higher 

education administrative position. One of the four null 

hypotheses was rejected inasmuch as it was determined that the 

university extension deans' perceptions of their ideal 

behavior was significantly above that of their real behavior 

on both the Consideration and Initiating Structure dimensions 

of leader behavior. 

Lindemuth (1969) investigated what relationships might 

exist between the leadership behavior climate which surrounds 

the office of the academic dean and the campus climate as 

perceived by the students. There was found to be a 

relationship between campus climate and the Consideration 

ratings on the LBDQ for the academic dean. Also the 

self-perception of leadership behavior by academic deans in 

this study differed in a large measure from perceptions of 

their behavior as viewed by other responding groups. 

Campbell (1979) studied the perceptions of full-time 

faculty members in community colleges concerning the "ideal" 

college president. The study found that faculty prefer the 

"ideal" president to rate high in both Initiating Structure 

and Consideration. However, they have a slight preference 

toward Consideration. Perceptions of the "ideal" college 
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president are influenced by the academic rank of the faculty 

members. 

Rosenthal (1977) looked for relationships between the 

mean scores of adult education administrators and their 

immediate supervisors when comparing the Consideration and 

Initiating Structure dimensions of leader behavior. The study 

found the mean difference between the two groups on the LBDQ 

consideration scale to be significant with the Initiating 

Structure scale showing no significance. Adult education 

administrators saw themselves as behaving significantly more 

considerately than did their immediate supervisors. Adult 

education administrators saw themselves as being more 

task-oriented than what their immediate supervisors did, yet 

there was a non-significant difference between their 

perceptions. 

Cole (1977) studied perceptions of leader behavior of 

male and female administrators in the archdiocese of 

Washington, D.C., secondary schools. She found that male 

administrators' responses to the Initiating Structure 

dimension of the Real version were significant when compared 

with those on the Ideal version. Such differences did not 

exist among female administrators. Conversely, a comparison 

of female administrators' scores on the Real and Ideal 

versions on the dimension of Consideration revealed 

significant differences, although such differences did not 

occur among the males. 
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Carson (1962) reported an analysis of the leader behavior 

of junior college deans as viewed by student leaders. He 

found evidence to support the hypothesis that discrepancies in 

perceptions and expectations of academic dean's behavior exist 

between student leaders and other reference groups. 

Kokovich (1969) used the LBDQ to study the relationship 

between perceptions of leader behavior and certain dimensions 

of teacher morale. He reported that "Consideration appears to 

be the total morale index. However, Initiating Structure is 

also significantly related to total satisfaction, but not too 

great an extent" (p. 111). 

This review of the literature on the wide use of the LBDQ 

demonstrates its feasibility as an excellent instrument to 

measure leader behavior. Particularly important is the 

usefulness of this instrument when investigating the two 

dimensions of leadership: Consideration and Initiating 

Structure. 

Summary 

The review of literature has been presented in five 

sections. The first section. Definitions and the Nature of 

Leadership, reviewed the early research on leadership 

definitions. The definition of leadership to be used for this 

study was discussed. The definition of leadership was 

classified into several schools of thought. The second 

section. Leadership Trait Approach, reviewed the evolution of 

the trait approach to leadership. A review of the research 
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literature using this trait approach to leadership has 

revealed few significant findings. The literature suggests 

that though some traits may hinder or facilitate leadership; 

the key is that no set of traits has been identified that 

clearly predicts success or failure. 

The third section. Situational Approach, reviewed how 

this approach concentrates on observed behavior and not with 

hypothetical inborn or acquired ability or potential for 

leadership. The literature examined the main components of 

the situational approach and how the interplay among these 

variables is necessary in order to find causal relationships 

that will lead to predictability of behavior. 

Leadership Behavior and the Dimensions of Initiating 

Structure and Consideration, the fourth section, presented 

detailed research on the leadership studies initiated by Ohio 

State University concerning the identification of the two 

dimensions of leadership behavior: Consideration and 

Initiating Structure. A review of the literature on the 

formulation of the LBDQ was accomplished. 

The last section. Studies Utilizing the LBDQ, reviewed a 

broad spectrum of the immense research that has been 

accomplished with the help of the LBDQ. This study will add 

data to the literature pertaining to leadership behavior. 

Chapter III will report the methods, procedures and 

participants used in this study. 



CHAPTER III 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

Research Design 

The purpose of this chapter is to present the methods and 

procedures used in this research study. Two research areas 

were included in the study. One was a comparison of the 

expected (ideal) behavior of the off-campus administrators as 

they perceived their leadership role with the expected (ideal) 

behavior which their supervisors expected of them. The other 

area was a comparison of the actual (real) and expected 

(ideal) behavior of off-campus administrators as they 

perceived their leadership role to be. Several demographic 

and socioeconomic data were examined to develop profiles of 

the off-campus administrators and their supervisors. A design 

was chosen to allow data to be measured for any significant 

differences, which will add to the literature and augment the 

understanding of off-campus administrators' leadership 

behavior. 

Instrumentation 

Three forms of the Leader Behavior Description 

Questionnaire (LBDQ) and two demographic information forms 

were utilized in this study to collect data. The LBDQ was the 

primary instrument utilized to test the four hypotheses 

related to the leader behavior of off-campus administrators. 

37 
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Three forms of the LBDQ were used: 

1. The Leader Behavior Description Ouestionnaire, 

real, on which respondents were to describe how 

they perceived their leader behavior role (real 

behavior). 

2. The Leader Behavior Description Ouestionnaire, 

ideal, on which respondents were to describe how 

they thought they ought to behave as a leader 

(ideal behavior). 

3. The Leader Behavior Description Ouestionnaire, 

ideal, on which the supervisors of the off-campus 

administrators were to describe how they thought 

the off-campus administrators ought to behave as 

leaders (ideal behavior as viewed by the 

supervisor). 

Review of the literature reveals that the instrument was 

basically developed to measure the two significant dimensions 

of leader behavior. Initiating Structure and Consideration 

(Halpin, 1957). The two dimensions were defined in Chapter I 

and were discussed thoroughly in Chapter II. The literature 

describes both terms as being primary in the analysis of 

leader behavior. Prior studies have shown the LBDQ to be both 

reliable and valid as an instrument to measure leader 

behavior. 

The LBDQ is composed of a series of short, descriptive 

statements of ways in which leaders might behave. The leader 
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or the members of his reference group indicate the frequency 

with which the leader should (ideal) or does (real) engage in 

each form of behavior by checking one of the five adverbs: 

always, often, occasionally, seldom, or never. The basic 

instrument contains forty items, of which only thirty items or 

fifteen items for each of the two dimensions are scored. The 

ten unscored items have been retained in the questionnaire for 

standardization purposes. Each item is scored on the 

following scale: (always) 4; (often) 3; (occasionally) 2; 

(seldom) 1; and (never) 0. There are five statements which 

are scored negatively. 

The fifteen items, grouped by dimension, are listed 

below: 

Initiating Structure 

2. He makes his attitudes clear to the group. 

4. He tries out his new ideas with the group. 

7. He rules with an iron hand. 

9. He criticizes poor work. 

11. He speaks in a manner not to be questioned. 

14. He assigns group members to particular tasks. 

16. He works without a plan.* 

17. He maintains definite standards of performance. 

22. He emphasizes the meeting of deadlines. 

24. He encourages the use of uniform procedures. 

27. He makes sure that his part in the organization is 

understood by all group members. 
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29. He asks that group members follow standard rules 

and regulations. 

32. He lets group members know what is expected of 

them. 

35. He sees to it that group members are working up to 

capacity. 

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

coordinated. 

Consideration 

1. He does personal favors for group members. 

3. He does little things to make it pleasant to be a 

member of the group. 

6. He is easy to understand. 

8. He finds time to listen to group members. 

12. He keeps to himself.* 

13. He looks out for the personal welfare of individual 

group members. 

18. He refuses to explain his actions.* 

20. He acts without consulting the group.* 

21. He is slow to accept new ideas.* 

23. He treats all group members as equals. 

26. He is willing to make changes. 

28. He is friendly and approachable. 

31. He makes group members feel at ease when talking 

with them. 



41 

34. He puts suggestions made by the group into 

operation. 

38. He gets group approval on important matters before 

going ahead. 

*These items will be scored negatively. 

According to Halpin (1956), the estimated reliability by 

the split-half method was 0.83 for the Initiating Structure 

scores and 0.92 for the Consideration scores for the 

LBDQ—real. Also, the similar estimates of reliability for 

the LBDQ—ideal were 0.69 for Initiating Structure and 0.66 

for Consideration. Concerning the validity of the LBDQ, 

Stogdill, Goode, and Day (1965) found when measuring the 

Consideration area of college personnel a score of 0.86. The 

same study of validity on the LBDQ found when measuring the 

Initiating Structure dimension a score of 0.82 (Stogdill, 

1974). 

The personal and demographic information form was an 

author-constructed form including items drawn from a review of 

the literature as well as other demographic and socioeconomic 

items selected by the author in order to develop profiles of 

the off-campus administrators and their supervisors. The form 

distributed to off-campus administrators was a thirteen-item 

short-form questionnaire. The form requested the name and 

title of the supervisor to whom the off-campus administrator 

reported. The demographic information solicited included age, 

gender, years of experience as off-campus administrator. 
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number of students involved in extended programs, total years 

experience in higher education administration, number of 

people being supervised, and size of city. The socioeconomic 

information gathered included educational level and current 

salary. 

The form distributed to the supervisors was an 

eleven-item questionnaire requesting the same demographic and 

socioeconomic data. The form contained two less items than 

the off-campus administrators because the name and title of 

the person to whom the supervisor reported to was not needed 

for this study. 

Selection of Participants 

The participants in this study were off-campus community 

college administrators in the Southwestern Region of the 

United States: Arizona, Colorado, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and 

Texas. The off-campus administrators were identified with a 

telephone survey to the various community colleges within the 

Southwestern Region. The telephone survey enabled the author 

to collect current information on the person or persons 

responsible for off-campus administration at each college. 

The telephone survey also permitted the author to have 

personal contact with each participate in this study which 

probably increased the amount of returns. The personal 

contact with each participant helped to assure the respondents 

that the data they provided would be treated confidentially. 

There were 224 off-campus administrators that received the 
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first questionnaires of the LBDQ. The supervisors were 

identified by the off-campus administrators when responding to 

the personal and demographic information form that was 

included in the first mail-out. 

Collection of Data 

A cover letter, the LBDQ form investigating perception of 

real leader behavior, and a personal and demographic 

information form were sent to each of the 224 off-campus 

administrators. The letter explained the purpose of the 

study, asked the cooperation of the off-campus administrators, 

and indicated that a follow-up form would be sent later. As 

discussed earlier the information form asked for the name and 

title of the supervisor to the off-campus administrator. 

Included in the mail-out was a stamped self-addressed envelope 

to facilitate the response for the off-campus administrators. 

A follow-up letter was sent to those who had not responded 

within two weeks. 

About two months after the first mail-out was returned, 

a letter to the supervisor along with the appropriate LBDQ 

(ideal) questionnaire was sent to the person who had been 

listed as the supervisor to the off-campus administrator. The 

supervisor was encouraged to complete the form and return it 

immediately. Also included in the mail-out was the 

demographic information form with encouragement for a quick 

return. Included in the mail-out was a stamped self-addressed 

envelope to facilitate the response from the supervisor. A 
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follow-up letter was also sent to encourage the supervisors to 

return the forms. The second letter included a second copy of 

the LBDQ. 

About three months after the first forms were sent to the 

off-campus administrators, the LBDQ (ideal) was sent to the 

persons who had responded to the first mail-out. As more 

copies of the first mail-out came in the second form was 

forwarded after the appropriate time lapse. Again, a 

follow-up letter was mailed to each of the non-responding 

off-campus administrators which contained a second copy of the 

LBDQ. 

There were 154 off-campus administrators who returned the 

first questionnaire for a 69 percent return rate. 

For questionnaire two, there were 138 off-campus 

administrators which responded to the second form of the LBDQ. 

The 138 returned questionnaires represented 62 percent of the 

population. 

Responses from 119 supervisors were received for 

questionnaire three. The 119 supervisors represent 53 percent 

of the total population. 

There were 117 off-campus administrators and supervisors 

that could be matched up for part of this study. This 

represents 77 percent of the 154 receiving questionnaire three 

and 52 percent of the total population. 

The following flow chart presents a graphic view of the 

collection of data as illustrated in Figure 1. 
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START 

Personal 
Contact 

1st Hail-out 
LBDQ ft^ 

I 
3rd Ha11-out 

LBDQ »2 

Return of 
LBDQ #2 

- Telephone Survey: To Identify off-ca«pus 
(January 2 - Harch 10, 1991) 

inistrators 

n • 231, Personal contact with off-caapus adainistrators 
(January 2 - March 10, 1991) 
n • 7, Individuals declining to participate in the study 

1st Return 

2nd Nail-out 
LBDQ M5 

Return of 
1 Rfv^ <rx 
LOU< 

/ 

/ 

/ 

n - 224, Questionnaires sent to off-caapus adainistrators 
(April 1, 1991) 

n » 154, Off-caapus adainistrators return rate of 69% 
(April 10 - June 1, 1991) 

n • 154, Questionnaires sent to supervisors 
(July 1, 1991) 

n • 119, Supervisors return rate of 53% 
n •• 2, Returns lost for statistical study 
n • 117, Supervisors included in statistical study 
n - 119, Supervisors analyzed for profiles 
(July 10 - Septeaber 1, 1991) 

.n • 154, Questionnaires sent to off-caapus adainistrators 
(July 1, 1991) 

•n - 138, Off-caapus adainistrators return rate of 62% 
n > 2, Returns lost for statistical study 
n • 136, Included in statistical study 
n > 138, Analyzed for profiles 
(July 10 - Septeaber 1, 1991) 

STOP All data collected 

Figure 1 Collection of Data Methodology 
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Treatment of the Data 

The responses of the off-campus administrators and their 

supervisors were weighted for each item which was scored on 

the LBDQ to show the extent to which the item was applicable 

to the leader in question. If it always applied, a score of 

4 was given. If it often applied, a score of 3 was given. 

Occasionally, seldom and never are given scores of 2, 1, and 

0, respectively. Tables 1 and 2 show how the individual items 

on the questionnaire were scored. 

Several statistical analyses were made on the data 

collected to test the four null hypotheses by using the pooled 

variance technique. Differences of the means were measured 

between the ideally perceived roles of off-campus 

administrators and the roles their supervisors ideally expect 

of them in terms of Consideration and Initiating Structure. 

Differences of the means were measured between the way 

off-campus administrators ideally perceive their leadership 

roles in terms of Consideration and the way they actually 

operate in their roles. The same statistical analysis was 

done on the leadership dimension of Initiating Structure. 

This statistical treatment of the data enabled the hypotheses 

in this study to be tested separately. Analyzing the 

leadership dimensions of Consideration and Initiating 

Structure was the purpose of this study. 
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Table 1 

Scores on Consideration Key 

Item No. Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never 

8 

12 

13 

18 

20 

21 

23 

26 

28 

31 

34 

38 

4 

0 

4 

0 

0 

0 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

3 

1 

3 

1 

1 

1 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1 

3 

1 

3 

3 

3 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

0 

4 

0 

4 

4 

4 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
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Table 2 

Scores on Initiating Structure Key 

Item No. Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never 

0 

4 

7 

9 

11 

14 

16 

17 

22 

24 

27 

29 

32 

35 

39 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

0 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

1 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

3 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
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Analysis of all the data collected for the profiles of 

off-campus administrators and their supervisors will be 

reported in tables found in Chapter IV. 

Summary 

This chapter reported the research design of this study. 

Also included was information regarding the selection of the 

participants, the instruments used, and how the data was 

collected and analyzed. The research findings are discussed 

in Chapter IV. 



CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION, ANALYSIS, AND 

INTERPRETATION OF THE DATA 

Chapter IV presents an analysis and interpretation of the 

data obtained from the participants in this study. The data 

were analyzed in an attempt to answer the questions posed in 

Chapter I, as well as to test the significance of the related 

hypotheses. Demographic and socioeconomic data were also 

examined in order to develop profiles of off-campus 

administrators and their supervisors. Data were obtained 

through several instruments: an author-developed personal and 

demographic information form (Appendix B) for the off-campus 

administrator, an author-developed personal and demographic 

information form (Appendix B) for the supervisor, and three 

forms of the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire 

(Appendix A). 

Questionnaires and demographic information forms were 

sent to 224 off-campus administrators in public, two-year 

institutions in Arizona, Colorado, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and 

Texas from which 154 responses were received or a 69 percent 

return rate. There were 138 responses to the second mailing 

to the off-campus administrators. The 138 responses (62 

percent return rate) were examined for the development of the 

data for a profile of the off-campus administrator. Because 

of a human error made while inputing data for computer entry, 

there were 136 responses (61 percent return rate) which were 

50 
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useable for analyses of the data in testing hypotheses numbers 

three and four. One hundred nineteen responses were received 

from supervisors which were examined for the development of a 

profile of the supervisors. Of these responses 117 

supervisors or 52 percent were able to be compared with 117 

responses of the off-campus administrators, for the testing of 

hypotheses numbers one and two. 

The purpose of this study and the subsequent analyses of 

data were selected to: (a) develop profiles of off-campus 

administrators and their supervisors; (b) determine whether a 

difference existed between (ideal) goals expected by the 

off-campus administrator and the (ideal) goals expected by 

their supervisors concerning the leadership dimension of 

Consideration; (c) determine whether a difference existed 

between (ideal) goals expected by the off-campus administrator 

and the (ideal) goals expected by their supervisors concerning 

the leadership dimension of Initiating Structure; (d) 

determine whether a difference existed between the perceived 

(real) actions and the expected (ideal) actions of the 

off-campus administrators concerning the leadership dimension 

of Consideration; and (e) determine whether a difference 

existed between the perceived (real) actions and the expected 

(ideal) actions of off-campus administrators concerning the 

leadership dimension of Initiating Structure. 

In responding to the 10-point demographic data sheet, 

participants reported age, gender, years of experience as 
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off-campus administrator or years of experience as supervisor 

of off-campus administrator, number of students involved in 

extended programs or number of students at supervisor's 

campus, educational level, total years experience in higher 

education administration, number of people being supervised, 

size of city, and salary. 

General Description of the Sample 

For clarity and ease of reference, the groups in this 

study were identified by term designation as follows: 

off-Campus Administrator—instructional leader and 

administrator of off-campus programs. 

Supervisor—off-campus administrator's superior. 

Age 

Participants were asked to identify their specific age on 

the demographic data sheet. The age range distribution of the 

dean's group and the supervisor's group is presented in Table 

3. 

Gender 

Table 4 presents the demographic data collected on the 

gender of the participants. 



Table 3 

Age by Participant Group 
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Off-Campus Administrator 

Age 

29 
30 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
62 
63 
64 

Totals 

Mean 
Standard 

Freq 

1 
1 
1 
3 
4 
2 
3 
3 
3 
1 
4 
4 
12 
6 
14 
9 
6 
5 
5 
4 
4 
3 
7 
5 
4 
2 
3 
6 
2 
8 
1 
1 
1 

138 

Deviation-

% 

.7 

.7 

.7 
2.2 
2.9 
1.4 
2.2 
2.2 
2.2 
.7 

2.9 
2.9 
8.7 
4.3 
10.1 
6.5 
4.3 
3.6 
3.6 
2.9 
2.9 
2.2 
5.1 
3.6 
2.9 
1.4 
2.2 
4.3 
1.4 
5.8 
.7 
.7 
.7 

100.0 

--47.464 
— 7.639 

Age 

33 
34 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
65 

Mean-

Supervisor 

Freq 

1 
4 
2 
1 
2 
4 
9 
5 
5 
3 
3 
11 
5 
6 
4 
8 
3 

10 
10 
7 
2 
2 
3 
2 
1 
1 
4 
1 

119 

% 

.8 
3.4 
1.7 
.8 

1.7 
3.4 
7.6 
4.2 
4.2 
2.5 
2.5 
9.2 
4.2 
5.0 
3.4 
6.7 
2.5 
8.4 
8.4 
5.9 
1.7 
1.7 
2.5 
1.7 
.8 
.8 

3.4 
.8 

100.0 

AQ Q Q O 
^y . y y z 

Standard Deviation-6.829 
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Table 4 

Gender by Participant Group 

off-Campus Administrator 

Gender N % 

Male 
Female 

Totals 

90 
48 

138 

65.2 
34.8 

100.0 

Gender 

Male 
Female 

Supervisor 

N 

99 
20 

119 

% 

83.2 
16.8 

100.0 

Years of Experience as an Off-Campus Administrator or 
Supervisor 

Table 5 represents the years of experience as an 

off-campus administrator and the years of experience as a 

supervisor of off-campus administrators. 

Number of Students 

This demographic factor looked at the number of students 

involved on the off-campus administrator's campus or in 

extended programs, as compared to the supervisor's number of 

students on his\her campus. The number of students are 

represented in Table 6 and Table 7. 

Educational Level 

These data tabulated the level of education attained by 

both the off-campus administrator and the supervisor. The 

educational level data are represented by Table 8. 
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Table 5 

Years of Experience as Off-Campus Administrator 
or as Supervisor to Off-Campus Administrator 

off-Campus Administrator 

Years of Exp Freq % 

Supervisor 

Years of Exp Freq % 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
20 

Totals 

Mean 
Standard 

14 
17 
8 
7 
17 
16 
8 
5 
3 
9 
4 
7 
2 
1 
6 
4 
5 
4 
1 

138 

Deviation-

10.1 
12.3 
5.8 
5.1 
12.3 
11.6 
5.8 
3.6 
2.2 
6.5 
2.9 
5.1 
1.4 
.7 

4.3 
2.9 
3.6 
2.9 
.7 

100.0 

7.196 
5.067 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
20 
21 
22 
25 
27 

Mean 
Standard 

7 
11 
16 
3 
7 
7 
2 
7 
2 
20 
4 
5 
3 
3 
5 
4 
3 
4 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 

119 

Deviation-

5.9 
9.2 
13.4 
2.5 
5.9 
5.9 
1.7 
5.9 
1.7 
16.8 
3.4 
4.2 
2.5 
2.5 
4.2 
3.4 
2.5 
3.4 
.8 
.8 
.8 

1.7 
.8 

100.0 

---8.748 
-—5.956 
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Table 6 

Number of Students at Off-Campus Administrators' Campus 

Off-Campus Administrator 

Students Freq % Students Freq % Students Freq % 

25 
30 
37 
50 
75 
80 

100 
120 
150 
151 
160 
175 
180 
200 
215 
225 
230 
240 
250 
290 
300 
340 
350 
375 
380 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
6 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
7 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
5 
1 
1 
2 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
4 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
5 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
4 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

400 
450 
500 
550 
560 
590 
600 
640 
650 
700 
752 
800 
900 
905 
,000 
,050 
,159 
,200 
,250 
,272 
,280 
,300 
,400 
,420 
,470 

,471. 

5 
4 
5 
4 
1 
1 
6 
1 
4 
2 
1 
4 
1 
1 
7 
1 
1 
4 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

196 

4 
3 
4 
3 
1 
1 
4 
1 
3 
1 
1 
3 
1 
1 
5 
1 
1 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1,500 
1,600 
1,800 
1,900 
2,000 
2,100 
2,200 
2,500 
2,700 
3,000 
3,200 
3,500 
3,854 
4,500 
5,000 
6,000 
6,500 
7,000 
7,500 
8,000 
8,500 
9,000 

14,000 
15,000 

5 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
3 
1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

4 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
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Table 7 

Number of Students at Supervisors' Campus 

Supervisor 

Students Freq % Students Freq % Students Freq % 

270 
380 
527 
550 
600 
650 
700 
758 

1,000 
1,100 
1,200 
1,300 
1,400 
1,500 
1,600 
1,650 
1,800 
1,900 

3 
3 
1 
1 
3 
1 
1 
1 
4 
1 
1 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
4 
1 

3 
3 
1 
1 
3 
1 
1 
1 
3 
1 
1 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
3 
1 

2,000 
2,100 
2,200 
2,250 
2,300 
2,500 
2,600 
3,000 
3,100 
3,200 
3,300 
3,500 
3,600 
3,700 
3,900 
4,000 
4,400 
4,500 

4 
1 
1 
2 
3 
2 
2 

11 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
6 
1 
5 

143 

3 
1 
1 
2 
3 
2 
2 
9 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
5 
1 
4 

5,000 
5,100 
5,500 
5,600 
6,000 
7,000 
8,000 
8,500 
9,500 
9,900 
9,929 

10,000 
11,000 
16,000 
20,000 
21,000 
65,000 

4 
1 
4 
1 
5 
1 
3 
1 
2 
1 
1 
7 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 

3 
1 
3 
1 
4 
1 
3 
1 
2 
1 
1 
6 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
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Table 8 

Educational Level 

Off-Campus Administrator 
Degree Freq % 

AA 
BA 
MA 
DOCT 

Totals 

Years of 

6 
12 
89 
31 

138 

Experi< 

4.3 
8.7 
64.5 
22.5 

100.0 

2nce 

Degree 

BA 
MA 
DOCT 

Supervi 1 
Freq 

2 
29 
88 

119 

sor 
% 

1.7 
24.4 
73.9 

100.0 

Participants were asked to report the total number of 

years they have been employed in higher education 

administration. This demographic factor was concerned with 

the total experience level of the off-campus administrator and 

their supervisor in higher education administration. A 

description of the years of experience in higher education as 

an administrator are presented in Table 9. 

Number of People That You Supervise 

Participants were asked to give the number of people 

(faculty and staff) that they supervised on their 

campus/center and/or their extended programs. A description 

of the number of people supervised is provided in Table 10 and 

Table 11. 
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Table 9 

Total Years Experience in Higher Education Administration 

off-Campus 

Years 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 

Totals 

Administrator 

Freq 

5 
6 
6 
9 
14 
4 
6 
5 
6 
12 
4 
7 
5 
5 
8 
4 
9 
4 
1 
6 
1 
3 
3 
1 
2 
1 
1 

138 

Standard Deviation-

% 

3.6 
4.3 
4.3 
6.5 
10.1 
2.9 
4.3 
3.6 
4.3 
8.7 
2.9 
5.1 
3.6 
3.6 
5.8 
2.9 
6.5 
2.9 
.7 

4.3 
.7 

2.2 
2.2 
.7 

1.4 
.7 
.7 

100.0 

— 6.562 

Years 

2 
3 
4 
5 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
30 
31 
38 
42 

Mean 
Standard 

Supervii 

Freq 

3 
6 
2 
1 
2 
2 
4 
3 
11 
4 
6 
10 
4 
7 
10 
3 
11 
5 
6 
4 
2 
5 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

119 

sor 

% 

2.5 
5.0 
1.7 
.8 

1.7 
1.7 
3.4 
2.5 
9.2 
3.4 
5.0 
8.4 
3.4 
5.9 
8.4 
2.5 
9.2 
4.2 
5.0 
3.4 
1.7 
4.2 
.8 

1.7 
.8 
.8 
.8 
.8 
.8 

100.0 

16.412 
I Deviation-7.172 
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Table 10 

Number of People (Faculty and Staff) Being Supervised 

Number Freq % 

Off-Campus Administrator 

Number Freq % Number Freq % 

4 
5 
8 

10 
11 
12 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
27 
28 
29 

Mean 

1 
4 
2 

10 
1 
2 
3 
7 
3 
3 
2 
2 

10 
2 
4 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
2 

1 
3 
1 
7 
1 
1 
2 
5 
2 
2 
1 
1 
7 
1 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

30 
31 
32 
34 
35 
36 
37 
39 
40 
41 
42 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
50 
53 
55 
56 
57 

-47.270 

3 
1 
2 
2 
2 
3 
1 
1 
9 
1 
1 
1 
3 
1 
1 
1 

10 
1 
1 
1 
1 

2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
7 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
7 
1 
1 
1 
1 

58 
62 
65 
70 
80 
90 
92 

100 
102 
122 
123 
130 
135 
140 
150 
152 
160 
185 
200 
205 
294 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
3 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
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Table 11 

Number of People (Faculty and Staff) Being Supervised 

Number 

8 
14 
16 
17 
22 
30 
35 
39 
40 
42 
45 
47 
49 
50 
51 
52 
55 
59 
60 
65 

Freq 

1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
2 
3 
2 
3 
1 
3 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
3 
3 

% 

1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
2 
3 
2 
3 
1 
3 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
3 
3 

Supervisor 

Number Freq 

66 
68 
70 
75 
76 
80 
85 
86 
95 
100 
101 
103 
108 
110 
115 
118 
120 
124 
125 
127 

- 1 9Q 

1 
1 
2 
7 
1 
8 
3 
1 
1 
3 
1 
1 
2 
2 
1 
1 
3 
1 
5 
1 

.655 

% 

1 
1 
2 
6 
1 
7 
3 
1 
1 
3 
1 
1 
2 
2 
1 
1 
3 
1 
4 
1 

Number 

130 
135 
140 
150 
152 
155 
175 
190 
200 
210 
215 
220 
250 
270 
275 
300 
350 
400 
450 
500 

Freq 

3 
1 
2 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
4 
2 
1 
1 
2 
2 
3 
5 
1 
1 
1 
3 

% 

3 
1 
2 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
3 
2 
1 
1 
2 
2 
3 
4 
1 
1 
1 
3 
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Size of City 

Participants were asked to give the population of the 

city where their campuses/centers were located. These data 

are reported in Table 12 and Table 13. 

Salary 

Participants were asked to give their current salaries as 

off-campus administrators and as supervisors. These data are 

reported in Table 14 and Table 15. 

A summary of the demographic and socioeconomic data 

revealed the following information. There was not a wide 

range of difference between the ages of the off-campus 

administrators and their supervisors. The supervisor was 

generally older with a mean age of 49.992 as compared to the 

off-campus administrator's mean age of 47.464. 

The supervisor was more likely to be a male with 83% of 

the supervisors being male as compared to 65% of the 

off-campus administrators being male. 

The number of years as an off-campus administrator (mean, 

7.196) was similar to the number of years as a supervisor of 

off-campus administrators (mean, 8.748). 

The number of students at the off-campus locations 

differed from the supervisor's student enrollment. The 

off-campus administrator's student enrollment had a mean of 

1,471 students as compared to the supervisor's student 

enrollment of a mean of 4,863 students. 
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Table 12 

Size of City at Your Location (in 1,000s) 

Off-Campus Administrator 

Size Freq % Size Freq % Size Freq % 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
12 
13 
14 
15 
18 
20 
21 
22 
23 
25 
30 

1 
4 
7 
3 
4 
3 
4 
3 
6 
4 
3 
3 
2 
3 
4 
2 
1 
2 
3 
3 
3 

1 
3 
5 
2 
3 
2 
3 
2 
4 
3 
2 
2 
1 
2 
3 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
2 

31 
35 
40 
43 
45 
47 
48 
50 
54 
55 
60 
65 
68 
70 
75 
80 
81 
89 
90 
98 

100 

-- 943 

1 
3 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
3 
1 
2 
2 
3 
4 
1 
1 
1 
1 
8 

029 

1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
2 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
6 

1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
3 

106 
150 
160 
185 
200 
250 
300 
320 
350 
400 
500 
600 
800 
,000 
,200 
,500 
,000 
,500 
,000 

1 
2 
1 
1 
3 
2 
2 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
3 
1 
4 

1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
3 
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Table 13 

Size of City at Your Location (in 1,000s) 

Size 

2 
3 
4 
5 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
18 
21 
23 

Mean— 

Freq 

1 
4 
1 
1 
2 
2 
1 
7 
4 
7 
1 
6 
4 
1 
1 
1 
1 

% 

1 
3 
1 
1 
2 
2 
1 
6 
3 
6 
1 
5 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 

Size 

24 
25 
26 
28 
30 
35 
47 
50 
55 
56 
59 
60 
65 
70 
73 
75 
76 

— 269. 

Supervisor 

Freq 

1 
8 
3 
1 
4 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
3 
3 
2 
1 
1 
1 

723 

% 

1 
7 
3 
1 
3 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
3 
3 
2 
1 
1 
1 

I 

1 
2 
2 
3 

Size 

80 
85 
100 
105 
110 
130 
131 
150 
160 
200 
300 
330 
400 
,000 
,000 
,500 
,000 

Freq 

2 
1 
8 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
3 
5 
1 
2 
1 
5 
2 
3 

% 

2 
1 
7 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
3 
4 
1 
2 
1 
4 
2 
3 
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Table 14 

Salary (in $l,000s) 

Off-Campus Administrator 

Salary Freq % Salary Freq % Salary Freq % 

15 
20 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 

Mean 

1 
3 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
2 
3 
2 
3 
1 
4 
1 
9 

1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
3 
1 
7 

36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 

-41.572 

2 
5 
7 
4 
12 
6 
4 
6 

10 
5 
3 
1 
4 
6 
3 

1 
4 
5 
3 
9 
4 
3 
4 
7 
4 
2 
1 
3 
4 
2 

51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
60 
62 
63 
64 
65 
85 
91 

1 
1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
2 
3 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
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Table 15 

Sa lary ( i n $ l , 0 0 0 s ) 

Salary 

26 
30 
35 
36 
40 
42 
43 
44 
45 
47 
48 
50 
51 
52 

Mean 

Freq 

1 
1 
2 
1 
3 
3 
1 
2 
4 
3 
4 
12 
6 
4 

% 

1 
1 
2 
1 
3 
3 
1 
2 
3 
3 
3 
10 
5 
3 

Supervisor 

Salary Freq 

53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
65 
67 
68 

-57.252 

4 
4 
7 
7 
2 
5 
2 
11 
3 
2 
1 
1 
2 
2 

% 

3 
3 
6 
6 
2 
4 
2 
9 
3 
2 
1 
1 
2 
2 

Salary 

70 
71 
75 
76 
77 
82 
85 
86 
92 
95 
96 
110 

Freq 

4 
1 
3 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 

% 

3 
1 
3 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
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The educational level of the supervisor was higher with 

73.9% having doctorates as compared to 22.5% of the off-campus 

administrators having doctorates. 

The total number of years experience in higher education 

administration also favored the supervisor. The supervisor 

had a mean of 16.412 years in higher education administration 

as compared to a mean of 10.978 years for the off-campus 

administrator. 

The supervisor was responsible for more faculty and staff 

than the off-campus administrator. The supervisor was the 

leader for a mean of 129.655 people as compared to the 

off-campus administrator's supervision of a mean of 47.270 

people. 

The size of the cities between the two locations were the 

off-campus administrator's mean being 243,000 population and 

the supervisor's mean being 269,000 population. 

The salaries between the two did differ. The off-campus 

administrators have a mean salary of $41,000 as compared to 

the supervisor's mean salary of $57,000. 

About 95 percent of the off-campus administrators 

reported to the Dean of Instruction or Vice-President for 

Academic Affairs. The other 5 percent reported to a mixture 

of administrators with a very few reporting directly to the 

President of their institution. All the off-campus 

administrators reported to someone on the main campus. 
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Test of the Hypotheses 

The bases of this study were four hypotheses regarding 

comparisons of ideal behavior between the off-campus 

administrator and his supervisor. Also, a comparison was made 

between the real and ideal leader behavior of the off-campus 

administrator. All four hypotheses were tested using a pooled 

variance technique. All hypotheses were stated in the null 

form. 

Hypothesis One 

There will be no significant difference between the role 

off-campus administrators ideally expect for themselves and 

the role of their supervisors ideally expect for them in terms 

of Consideration. This hypothesis was rejected because there 

was a statistically significant difference in the scores 

between the groups. The off-campus administrators' mean score 

on the ideal dimension of Consideration was 50.103. The 

supervisors' mean score on their ideal dimension of 

Consideration was 40.282. Therefore, hypothesis one was 

rejected (t = 17.546, table value = ±1.960) (see Table 16). 

Hypothesis Two 

There will be no significant difference between the role 

off-campus administrators ideally expect for themselves and 

the role their supervisors ideally expect for them in terms of 

Initiating Structure. This hypothesis was rejected because 
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Table 16 

Pooled Variance for the Ideal Behavior of Off-Campus 
Administrators as Perceived by Themselves and Their 

Supervisors as Related to Consideration 

Group 

Off-Campus 
Administrators 

Supervisors 

Sample 
Size 
n 

117 

117 

Sample 
Mean 
X 

50.103 

40.282 

Sample 
Variance 

s2 

15.109 

21.548 

Pooled 
Variance 

t 

17.546 

Level 
of 
Sig* 

a = .05 

*Two-tailed test; df of 232; ±1.960 is table value (Cornett 
and Beckner, 1975, p. 268). 

there was a statistically significant difference in the scores 

between the groups. The off-campus administrators' mean score 

on the ideal dimension of Initiating Structure was 41.060. 

The supervisors' mean score on their ideal dimension of 

Initiating Structure was 49.359. Therefore, hypothesis two 

was rejected (t = -15.705, table value = ±1.960) (see Table 

17). 

Hypothesis Three 

There will be no significant difference between the way 

off-campus administrators ideally perceived their roles in 

terms of Consideration and the way they actually operate in 
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Table 17 

Pooled Variance for the Ideal Behavior of Off-Campus 
Administrators as Perceived by Themselves and Their 

Supervisors as Related to Initiating Structure 

Sample Sample Sample Pooled Level 
Size Mean Variance Variance of 

Group n x" ŝ  t Sig* 

off-Campus 
Administrators 117 41.060 14.539 

-15.705 a = .05 

Supervisors 117 49.359 18.131 

*Two-tailed test; df of 232; ±1.960 is table value. (Cornett 
and Beckner, 1975, p. 268). 

the role. This hypothesis was rejected because there was a 

statistically significant difference in the scores between the 

real and the ideal leader perceptions of the off-campus 

administrators. The off-campus administrators' mean score on 

the real dimension of Consideration was 47.676. The 

off-campus administrators' mean score on the ideal dimension 

of Consideration was 49.831. Therefore, hypothesis three was 

rejected (t = -4.1359, table value = ±1.960) (see Table 18). 

Hypothesis Four 

There will be no significant difference between the way 

off-campus administrators ideally perceive their roles in 

terms of Initiating Structure and the way they actually 
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Table 18 

Pooled Variance Between the Real and Ideal 
Behavior of Off-Campus Administrators 

as Related to Consideration 

Sample Sample Sample Pooled Level 
Size Mean Variance Variance of 
n X ŝ  t Sig* Group 

Real 

Ideal 

136 

136 

47.676 21.446 

49.831 15.476 

-4.1359 a = .05 

*Two-tailed test; df of 270; ±1.960 is table value. (Cornett 
and Beckner, 1975, p. 268). 

operate in the role. This hypothesis was rejected because 

there was a statistically significant difference in the scores 

between the real and the ideal leader perceptions of the 

off-campus administrators. The off-campus administrators' 

mean score on the real dimension of Initiating Structure was 

39.279. The off-campus administrators' mean score on the 

ideal dimension of Initiating Structure was 41.191. 

Therefore, hypothesis four was rejected (t = -3.5865, table 

value = ±1.960) (see Table 19). 

In summary, the results of this study showed: 

1. A significant difference between the role off-campus 

administrators ideally expect for themselves and the role 

their supervisors ideally expect for them in terms of 

Consideration. 
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Table 19 

Pooled Variance Between the Real and Ideal 
Behavior of Off-Campus Administrators 
as Related to Initiating Structure 

Sample Sample Sample Pooled Level 
Size Mean Variance Variance of 

Group n x" ŝ  t Sig* 

Real 136 39.278 24.000 

-3.5865 a = .05 

Ideal 136 41.191 14.692 

*Two-tailed test; df of 270; ±1.960 is table value. (Cornett 
and Beckner, 1975, p. 268). 

2. A significant difference between the role off-campus 

administrators ideally expect for themselves and the role 

their supervisors ideally expect for them in terms of 

Initiating Structure. 

3. A significant difference between the way off-campus 

administrators ideally perceive their roles in terms of 

Consideration and the way they actually operate in the 

role. 

4. A significant difference between the way off-campus 

administrators ideally perceive their roles in terms of 

Initiating Structure and the way they actually operate in 

the role. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, 

AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The previous chapters included the introduction, a review 

of the literature, the research design and methodology, and an 

analysis of the data. This chapter presents a summary, 

findings, conclusions, and recommendations for additional 

research. 

Summary 

A review of the literature demonstrated that there was a 

lack of research and the resulting knowledge base regarding 

off-campus administrators. In particular, there has not been 

time to develop a knowledge base about their leadership 

behaviors because of the recent increase in the number of 

off-campus programs. 

Gardner (1987) reports that we know much about leadership 

in community colleges that have campus customs and traditions, 

and these colleges have established strong institutional 

identities and traditions. He points out, however, the lack 

of information about the leadership roles required of 

off-campus administrators on campuses that "may have no more 

social coherence than a downtown city block" (Gardner, 1987, 

p. 19). 

The purpose of this study was to gather information on 

the leadership behaviors of off-campus administrators. The 

73 
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study was specifically designed to study the following 

questions: 

1. In the leadership dimension of Consideration, do 

off-campus administrators and their supervisors set the 

same expected (ideal) goals for the off-campus 

administrators? 

2. In the leadership dimension of Initiating Structure, do 

off-campus administrators and their supervisors set the 

same expected (ideal) goals for the off-campus 

administrators? 

3. In the leadership dimension of Consideration, do the 

perceived (real) actions of off-campus administrators 

measure up to the expected (ideal) actions they set for 

themselves? 

4. In the leadership dimension of Initiating Structure, do 

the perceived (real) actions of off-campus administrators 

measure up to the expected (ideal) actions they set for 

themselves? 

The study also collected demographic and socioeconomic 

data in order to develop profiles of the off-campus 

administrators and their supervisors. 

The sample population used for the study was the total 

number (224) of off-campus administrators in Arizona, 

Colorado, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and Texas. Four null 

hypotheses for research purposes were formulated and three 

forms of the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ) 
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instrument, along with an author-developed data sheet were 

disseminated, collected, and analyzed. 

The LBDQ was sent to the 224 off-campus administrators in 

the Southwestern Region of the United States. From the first 

mailing there were 154 responses. Then a second form of the 

LBDQ was sent to the off-campus administrators. There were 

138 responses from the off-campus administrators in order to 

compare the real and ideal behaviors of the off-campus 

administrators. Another form of the LBDQ was sent to the 

person who had been listed as the supervisor of the off-campus 

administrator. There were 119 responses from the supervisors 

of the off-campus administrators. There were 117 off-campus 

administrators and supervisors that could be matched up for an 

important part of this study. 

Findings 

The analysis of the data revealed the following: 

1. The supervisor was generally older with a mean age of 

49.992 as compared to the off-campus administrator's mean 

age of 47.464. 

2. The supervisor was more likely to be a male with 83 

percent of the supervisors being male as compared to 65 

percent of the off-campus administrators being male. 

3. The number of years as an off-campus administrator (mean, 

7.196) compared similarly to the number of years as a 

supervisor of off-campus administrators (mean, 8.748). 
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4. The off-campus administrator's student enrollment was a 

mean of 1,471 students as compared to the supervisor's 

student enrollment of a mean of 4,863 students. 

5. The supervisors had a higher educational level with 7 3.9 

percent having doctorates as compared to 22.5 percent of 

the off-campus administrators having doctorates. 

6. The supervisors had a higher number of total years 

experience in higher education administration (mean, 

16.412) as compared to the off-campus administrators' 

total years in higher education administration (mean, 

10.978). 

7. The supervisor had more people to supervise with a mean 

of 129.655 as compared to the off-campus administrators' 

mean of 47.270 people being supervised. 

8. The size of the city at the off-campus administrators' 

location had a mean population of 243,000 as compared to 

the supervisors' mean of 269,000 population. 

9. The supervisors' salary was considerably higher with a 

mean of $57,000 as compared to the mean salary of the 

off-campus administrators ($41,000). 

10. All the off-campus administrators reported to someone on 

the main campus. About 95 percent of the off-campus 

administrators reported to the Dean of Instruction or 

Vice-President for Academic Affairs. The other 5 percent 

reported to a variety of college officials including the 



77 

Directors of Continuing Education and in a very few cases 

reporting directly to the President. 

11. Null Hypothesis One was rejected because there was a 

significant difference between the role off-campus 

administrators ideally expect for themselves and the role 

their supervisors ideally expect for them in terms of 

Consideration (t = 17.546, table value = ±1.960). The 

off-campus administrators' mean score on the ideal 

dimension of Consideration was 50.103. The supervisors' 

mean score on their ideal dimension of Consideration was 

40.282. 

12. Null Hypothesis Two was rejected because there was a 

significant difference between the role off-campus 

administrators ideally expect for themselves and the role 

their supervisors ideally expect for them in terms of 

Initiating Structure (t = -15.705, table value = ±1.960). 

The of f-campus administrators' mean score on the ideal 

dimension of Initiating Structure was 41.060. The 

supervisors' mean score on their ideal dimension of 

Initiating Structure was 49.359. 

13. Null Hypothesis Three was rejected because there was a 

significant difference between the way off-campus 

administrators ideally perceive their roles in terms of 

Consideration and the way they actually operate in the 

role (t = -4.1359, table value = ±1.960). The off-campus 

administrators' mean score on the real dimension of 
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Consideration was 47.676. The off-campus administrators' 

mean score on the ideal dimension of Consideration was 

49.831. 

14. Null Hypothesis Four was rejected because there was a 

significant difference between the way off-campus 

administrators ideally perceive their roles in terms of 

Initiating Structure and the way they actually operate in 

the role (t = -3.5865, table value = ±1.960). The 

off-campus administrators' mean score on the real 

dimension of Initiating Structure was 39.279. The 

off-campus administrators' mean score on the ideal 

dimension of Initiating Structure was 41.191 

Conclusions and Implications 

The following conclusions were drawn from the findings of 

the study. 

1. Off-campus administrators were lower in several 

demographic or socioeconomic areas than their 

supervisors. The supervisor had a higher salary, more 

total years of higher education administrative 

experience, more people under his/her supervision, a 

higher educational level, and had a considerably higher 

student enrollment at his/her campus location. A higher 

percentage of the supervisors were male as compared to 

the off-campus administrators. 

2. The off-campus administrators and their supervisors do 

not perceive the same ideal role for the off-campus 
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administrators in the area of Consideration. Off-campus 

administrators have higher expectations of their 

leadership behavior in relation to Consideration than 

their supervisors' expectations in the area of 

Consideration. 

3. The higher number of supervisors with doctorates may 

indicate more responsibilities and usually higher 

positions in the organization. As the supervisor moves 

up in the organization it might be postulated that he/she 

places less emphasis on the Consideration dimension of 

leadership because the supervisor becomes separated 

somewhat from the group they are responsible for. As 

reported in the literature. Consideration is a 

relationship-oriented dimension of leadership. The job 

requirements of individuals in supervisory positions may 

restrict the participation in activities associated with 

the Consideration dimension of leadership. 

4. Since the supervisor has considerably more people to 

supervise, it might suggest that the supervisor would 

have a difficult time in practicing behavior associated 

with Consideration. Therefore, if the supervisor does 

not have the opportunity to practice this behavior, it 

suggests that he/she may not find the Consideration 

dimension as important when evaluating the expectations 

of the off-campus administrator. Conversely, the 

off-campus administrator might find that the 
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Consideration dimension of leadership is important to 

them in their administrative environment. 

The off-campus administrator may have more emphasis on 

the Consideration dimension of leadership, in as much as 

they supervise, usually, a considerably smaller group of 

people, which in turn suggests more need for behavior 

associated with Consideration. For example, a statement 

on which there was considerable disagreement was ". . .gets 

group approval on important matters before going ahead." 

The supervisors did not rate this statement as high for 

Consideration as did the off-campus administrators. 

Apparently, the supervisors viewed this statement from 

the perspective that not all major decisions require 

group approval. Whereas, the off-campus administrator 

saw this statement as being important in their leadership 

role. Another statement on which there was considerable 

disa^eement in relation to Consideration was "...acts 

without consulting group." There appeared also to be 

quite a disagreement about the statement "... should put 

suggestions made by the group into operation." There 

seemed to be rather wide disagreement on ".. .should treat 

all group members as my equal." There appeared to be 

some disagreement about the statement "...do personal 

favors for group members." These differences might be 

explained by the off-campus administrators having less 

people to supervise and having the opportunity to exhibit 



81 

more relationship-oriented type of behavior associated 

with the Consideration dimension of leadership. 

6. The off-campus administrators and their supervisors do 

not perceive the same ideal role for the off-campus 

administrators in the area of Initiating Structure. The 

supervisors have higher expectations regarding Initiating 

Structure than do the off-campus administrators' 

expectations of this leader behavior. These findings do 

concur with part of a study done by Cox (1974), where he 

studied superiors' and subordinates' perceptions of the 

dean. The superior rated Initiating Structure as more 

important than Consideration in perceiving the dean's 

leadership behavior. This study was completed on deans 

of instruction in the North Carolina Community College 

System. 

7. With regard to the higher expectations held by the 

supervisors, in relation to Initiating Structure, it 

appears that a larger student body requires a more 

structured organizational framework at the larger campus. 

Therefore, the more structural environment might 

influence the leadership expectations of the supervisor 

in relation to Initiating Structure. 

8. More years of experience in higher education 

administration may suggest a higher rank in the 

administrative chain of command. Review of the 

literature suggests that the higher ranking of the 
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supervisor might be postulated with more emphasis on 

Initiating Structure and less emphasis on Consideration. 

9. The higher salaries suggest more area(s) of 

responsibility for the supervisors. The more 

responsibilities required of the supervisors, might 

suggest more emphasis of task-oriented behavior or 

behavior related to Initiating Structure. 

10. The responses of the off-campus administrators and their 

supervisors to the statements relating to Initiating 

Structure also indicated differences of opinion. 

Statements on which there were considerable disagreement 

were "...criticize poor work; "...speak in a manner not 

to be questioned"; "...encourage the use of uniform 

procedures; "...rule with an iron hand"; and "...see to 

it that group members are working up to capacity." 

Because off-campus administrators have considerably fewer 

people to supervise and smaller student enrollments, it 

might be postulated that "encouraging the use of uniform 

procedures" was not as important in the administrative 

environment of the off-campus administrators. It seems 

that off-campus administrators are more 

relationship-oriented, since they consistently rated such 

statements as ".. .rule with an iron hand" or ". . .speak in 

a manner not to be questioned" lower on the Initiating 

Structure scale than did their supervisors. Off-campus 

administrators rated the statement "...criticize poor 
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work" considerably lower on Initiating Structure than 

their supervisors, indicating that having fewer people to 

supervise might make it harder for the off-campus 

administrators to favor such a statement. 

11. In terms of Consideration, off-campus administrators 

ideally expected more of themselves when compared to 

their perceived (real) leadership behavior. This concurs 

with a review of the literature. Part of a study 

conducted by Santiago (1970) on the university extension 

deans' perceptions of their ideal behavior was 

significantly above that of their real behavior on both 

the Consideration and Initiating Structure dimensions of 

leader behavior. In this study, the off-campus 

administrators ideally expected more of themselves when 

compared to their perceived (real) leadership behavior in 

relation to the leadership dimension of Initiating 

Structure. However, the ideal perceptions of the 

off-campus administrators were still significantly below 

the ideal expectations of their supervisors in the area 

of Initiating Structure. This study suggests that there 

is a strong possibility of conflict in leadership styles 

between the off-campus administrators and the 

supervisors. Blake, Mouton, and Williams (1981) report 

in their Academic Administrator Grid that it is possible 

for administrators to demonstrate attitudes that are high 

both in "Concern for People" and "Concern for 
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Institutional Performance." They call this the "Team 

Administration" approach to leadership. Therefore, both 

the off-campus administrator and the supervisor can learn 

from this study and recognize the existence of possible 

conflicts in leadership styles. Maurer (1991) concurs by 

stating "the dynamics of some of the different styles, by 

their very nature, have the potential to cause conflict" 

(p. 227). He suggests that both administrators can 

overcome style clashes. In these situations, both 

administrators have to yield a bit and respond to the 

other's needs in terms of implementing change. It is 

important that these leaders overcome this apparent 

conflict, since a summary of the literature review 

reports that leaders are more effective when they score 

high in both Consideration and Initiating Structure. 

Maurer (1991) suggests that as leaders become more adept 

at using various administrative styles, they not only 

become more flexible in solving conflicts, they also 

become more powerful. Hunt, Boal, and Sorenson (1990) 

report another possible source of the conflict between 

the subordinate and the individual in a leadership 

position. They argue that when subordinates' (off-campus 

administrators) observe acts of their superior 

(supervisor), they note particularly salient 

characteristics and compare these against their own 

leadership prototypes. If there is a match, the 
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supervisor is more likely seen as a "real leader" or 

"effective leader". Where there is not a match, the 

leader is more likely seen as the opposite. This study 

suggests a conflict in leadership styles. It is 

important for the off-campus administrators to evaluate 

their expectations concerning Initiating Structure. They 

might attempt to place more importance on this dimension 

of leadership. Conversely, supervisors might place more 

importance on the Consideration dimension of leadership. 

This might help to solve conflicts and increase the 

flexibility of leadership styles in both the off-campus 

administrator and the supervisor. 

In summary, the testing of the hypotheses indicated 

differences in off-campus administrators and their 

supervisors' perceptions of leadership behavior on both ideal 

dimensions of Consideration and Initiating Structure. 

Significant differences between the off-campus administrators' 

real and ideal behavior descriptions were also found. The 

differing work experiences and work environments, such as: 

the number of people being supervised; the student populations 

on each campus; the total number of years in higher education 

administration; the difference in salaries; and the higher 

educational level of the supervisors, were postulated as 

possible reasons for these different expectations that 

resulted in higher ratings of Initiating Structure by the 
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supervisor and the higher ratings of Consideration by the 

off-campus administrators. 

Recommendations for Further Study 

The preceding findings and conclusions had several 

implications and ramifications for additional research. The 

following recommendations are presented for consideration in 

future research in this area: 

1. Replicate this study using other measures or instruments 

which will study the demographic or socioeconomic factors 

and their possible influences on the leadership attitudes 

of off-campus administrators and their supervisors. The 

possibility of obtaining findings relating to the 

differences in work experiences or to the differences in 

institutional climates will be increased. 

2. A study should be made of the subordinates of the 

off-campus administrators to investigate leadership roles 

of the off-campus administrators and how they compare to 

their superiors' expectations in relation to 

Consideration and Initiating Structure. 

3. A study to investigate how the leadership roles of 

off-campus administrators affect the quality of 

instruction at off-campus locations as compared to 

instruction on the main campus. 

4. Replicate this study in 5-10 years to compare any changes 

which may have developed in the leadership roles of 

off-campus administrators. It should include collection 
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of demographic and socioeconomic factors in order to 

compare possible changes in the profiles of off-campus 

administrators and their supervisors. 

5. Replicate the study in the immediate future in another 

geographic area to see if there may be differences in 

attitudes toward the leadership roles of off-campus 

administrators in various parts of the country. 

6. A similar study should be undertaken which would include 

other middle-level community college and college 

administrators, i.e.. Directors of Admissions, 

Registrars, Dean of Students, etc. 

7. A study to compare the perceptions of part-time faculty 

and full-time faculty toward the leadership roles 

expected of off-campus administrators. Also, study the 

off-campus administrators' expectations of part-time 

faculty as compared to full-time faculty. 

8. A study to analyze the conflict dilemma of the superior 

as compared to the subordinate. In the situation of an 

off-campus administrator and a supervisor, it should 

establish if a conflict of leadership styles exists and 

then explore possible combinations of Consideration and 

Initiating Structure that would be ideal leader behavior 

in the community college setting. 
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LEADER BEHAVIOR DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNAIRE — FORM NO. 1 

Please indicate on this questionnaire how you believe you 

behave as a leader. Each item describes a specific kind of 

leader behavior. Mark the frequency with which you believe 

you engage in each kind of behavior. 

The anonymity of your answers will be preserved. 

Thank you. 

Directions: 

1. READ each item carefully. 

2. THINK how frequently you engage in the 
behavior described by the item. How 
often do you act in the manner 
described? 

3. DECIDE whether you always, often, 
occasionally, seldom, or never act in 
the manner described by the item. 

4. DRAW A CIRCLE around one of the five 
letters following the item to show the 
answer you have selected. 

A. Always 

B. Often 

C. Occasionally 

D. Seldom 

E. Never 
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Please precede each statement with 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

"I II 
X 

>^ C 

3 4-1 

..do personal favors for group members.. A B 

..make my attitudes clear to the group.. A B 

..do little things to make it pleasant 
to be a member of the group A B 

..try out my new ideas with the group... A B 

. .put the blame where it belongs A B 

. .am easy to understand A B 

. .rule with an iron hand A B 

..find time to listen to group members.. A B 

. .criticize poor work A B 

..ask for more than group members can 

get done A B 

..speak in a manner not to be questioned A B 

. .keep to myself A B 

..look out for the personal welfare of 
individual group members A B 

..assign my group members to particular 
tasks A B 

c 
c 

E 
K C 

u -— 
ZJ 

c X 
C D 

c 

c 

c 

c 

C 

C 

C 

c 

c 

c 

work without a plan A B 

maintain definite standards of 

performance A 

refuse to explain my actions A 

resist changes in ways of doing things A 

act without consulting the group A 

am slow to accept new ideas A 

> 

z 
E 

D E 

D E 

D E 

D E 

D E 

D E 

D E 

D E 

D E 

D E 

D E 

D E 

.make the decisions on major matters... A B C D E 

D E 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 
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22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28. 

29. 

30. 

31. 

32. 

33. 

34. 

35. 

36. 

37. 

38. 

39. 

40. 

rt 

Please precede each statement with 

"I II 

.emphasize the meeting of deadlines A 

..treat all group members as my equal... A 

encourage the use of uniform 
procedures , 

. .schedule the work to be done A 

. .am willing to make changes A 

..make sure that my part in the 
organization is understood by group 
members A 

. .am friendly and approachable A 

..ask the group members to follow 
standard rules and regulations A 

. .fail to take necessary action A 

..make group members feel at ease when 
talking with them A 

let group members know what is 
expected of them 

c 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

A B 

.can "make a plan of work" A B 

.put suggestions made by the staff into 
operation A B 

.see to it that group members are 
working up to capacity A B 

.stress getting the job done A B 

.am aware of conflicts when they occur 
in the group A B 

.get group approval on important 
matters before going ahead A B 

.see to it that the work of group 
members is coordinated A B 

c 
o 
•H 

w 
u 
u 

c 

c 

C 

C 

C 

C 

e 
c l-
— <u 
.- > 

D E 

C D E 

C D E 

C D E 

C D E 

D E 

D E 

D E 

D E 

D E 

D E 

D E 

D E 

D E 

D E 

D E 

D E 
.stress the need for new practices A B C D E 
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LEADER BEHAVIOR DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNAIRE — FORM NO. 2 

Please indicate on this questionnaire how you believe you 

SHOULD behave as a leader. Each item describes a specific 

kind of leader behavior. Mark the frequency with which you 

believe you SHOULD engage in each kind of behavior. 

The anonymity of your answers will be preserved. 

Thank you. 

Directions: 

1. READ each item carefully. 

2. THINK about how frequently you think 
you SHOULD engage in the behavior 
described by the item. 

3. DECIDE whether you SHOULD always, 
often, occasionally, seldom, or never 
act in the manner described by the 
item. 

4. DRAW A CIRCLE around one of the five 
letters following the item to show the 
answer you have selected. 

A. Always 

B. Often 

C. Occasionally 

D. Seldom 

E. Never 
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Please precede each statement with | 

"I should..." ?̂  S c -S o 
[5 w - •-' > 
,— u- o 1> O 

1. ...do personal favors for group members.. A B C D E 

2. ...make my attitudes clear to the group.. A B C D E 

3. ...do little things to make it pleasant 

to be a member of the group A B C D E 

4. ... try out my new ideas with the group... A B C D E 

5. ...put the blame where it belongs A B C D E 

6. . . .be easy to understand A B C D E 

7. ... rule with an iron hand A B C D E 

8. ... find time to listen to group members.. A B C D E 

9. . . .criticize poor work A B C D E 

10. ...ask for more than group members can 

get done A B C D E 

11. ...speak in a manner not to be questioned A B C D E 

12. ...keep to myself A B C D E 

13. ...look out for the personal welfare of 
individual group members A B C D E 

14. ...assign my group members to particular 
tasks A B C D E 

15. ...make the decisions on major matters... A B C D E 

16. ...work without a plan A B C D E 

17. ...maintain definite standards of 

performance A B C D E 

18. ...refuse to explain my actions A B C D E 

19. ...resist changes in ways of doing things A B C D E 

20. ...act without consulting the group A B C D E 

21. . . .be slow to accept new ideas A B C D E 
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Please precede each statement with § 
X - e 

"I should..." ^ Z r. ^ ^ 
:J ^ a -— > 
1—I '— o 0) a; 

22. ...emphasize the meeting of deadlines.... A B ^ D E 

23. ...treat all group members as my equal... A B C D E 

24. ...encourage the use of uniform 

procedures A B C D E 

25. ...schedule the work to be done A B C D E 

26. ...be willing to make changes A B C D E 

27. ...make sure that my part in the 
organization is understood by group 

members A B C D E 

28. ...be friendly and approachable A B C D E 

29. ...ask the group members to follow 

standard rules and regulations A B C D E 

30. ...fail to take necessary action A B O D E 

31. ...make group members feel at ease when 
talking with them A B C D E 

32. ...make group members know what is 

expected of them A B C D E 

33. ... "make a plan of work" A B C D E 

34. ...put suggestions made by the staff into 
operation A B C D E 

35. ...see to it that group members are 

working up to capacity A B C D E 

36. ...stress getting the job done A B C D E 

37. ...be aware of conflicts when they occur 
in the group A B C D E 

38. ...get group approval on important 
matters before going ahead A B C D E 

39. ...see to it that the work of group 
members is coordinated A B C D E 

40. ...stress the need for new practices A B C D E 
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LEADER BEHAVIOR DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNAIRE -- FORM NO. 3 

Please indicate on this questionnaire how you believe 

SHOULD behave as a leader. Each 

item describes a specific kind of leader behavior. "The 

group" refers to the people who report to or work for 

. Mark the frequency with which 

you believe he/she SHOULD behave in each kind of behavior. 

The anonymity of your answers will be preserved. 

Thank you. 

Directions: 

1. READ each item carefully. 

2. THINK about the frequency you think 
SHOULD engage in 

the behavior described by the item. 

3. DECIDE whether he/she SHOULD always, 
often, occasionally, seldom, or never 
act in the manner described by the 
item. 

4. DRAW A CIRCLE around one of the five 
letters following the item to show the 
answer you have selected. 

A. Always 

B. Often 

C. Occasionally 

D. Seldom 

E. Never 
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Please precede each statement with g 
X - e 

"He/she s h o u l d . . . " « <u « - a o) 
5 -^ u <— > 

I—I u - o o a> 
- , < O O c / 2 Z 

1. ...go personal favors for group members.. A B C D E 

2. ...make his attitudes clear to the group. A B C D E 

3. ...do little things to make it pleasant 
to be a member of the group A B C D E 

4. ...try his new ideas with the group A B C D E 

5. ...put the blame where it belongs A B C D E 

6. . . .be easy to understand A B C D E 

7. ... rule with an iron hand A B C D E 

8. ...find time to listen to group members.. A B C D E 

9. ... criticize poor work A B C D E 
10. ...ask for more than group members can 

get done A B C D E 

11. ...speak in a manner not to be questioned A B C D E 

12. ...keep to himself/herself A B C D E 

13. ...look out for the personal welfare of 
individual group members A B C D E 

14. ...assign his group members to particular 

tasks A B C D E 

15. ...make the decisions on major matters... A B C D E 

16. ... work without a plan A B C D E 

17. ...maintain definite standards of 

performance A B C D E 

18. ...refuse to explain his/her actions A B C D E 

19. ...resist changes in ways of doing things A B C D E 

20. ...act without consulting the group A B C D E 

21. ...be slow to accept new ideas A B C D E 
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Please precede each statement with I 

"He/she should..." 1 ^ 5 ^ ' ^ ^ 
1—I <->-. o ^ o 

22. ...emphasize the meeting of deadlines.... A B C D E 

23. ...treat all group members as his equal.. A B O D E 

24. ...encourage the use of uniform 

procedures A B C D E 

25. ...schedule the work to be done A B C D E 

26. ...be willing to make changes A B C D E 

27. ...make sure that his part in the 
organization is understood by group 

members A B C D E 

28. ...be friendly and approachable A B O D E 

29. ...ask the group members to follow 

standard rules and regulations A B C D E 

30. ...fail to take necessary action A B C D E 

31. ...make group members feel at ease when 
talking with them A B C D E 

32. ...let group members know what is 

expected of them A B C D E 

33. ... "make a plan of work" A B C D E 

34. ...put suggestions made by the staff into 
operation A B C D E 

35. ...see to it that group members are 

working up to capacity A B C D E 

36. ...stress getting the job done A B C D E 

37. ...be aware of conflicts when they occur 
in the group A B C D E 

38. ...get group approval on important 
matters before going ahead A B O D E 

39. ...see to it that the work of group 
members is coordinated A B C D E 

40. ...stress the need for new practices A B C D E 
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PERSONAL AND DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION FORM 
(OFF-CAMPUS ADMINISTRATOR) 

Please furnish the requested information. Be assured 

that the data will be treated confidentially. Please respond 

to all the questions. Partially completed forms will severely 

hinder the statistical analysis so important to this study. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

1. Name 

2. Age 

3. Gender Male Female 

4. Number of years as an administrator of off-campus centers 
and/or extended programs. 

5. Name and title of person to whom you report. 

6. Address of person to whom you report. 

7. Size of your college system (number of campuses/centers 
within your system). 

8. Number of students at your campus/center or number of 
students involved in your extended programs. 

9. Your highest degree. AA BA MA 
Phd or EdD 

10. Total years of experience in higher education 
administration. 

11. Number of people you supervise on your campus/center 
and/or extended programs (total faculty and staff). 

12. Size of city at your location. 

13. Your salary. 
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PERSONAL AND DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION FORM 
(THE SUPERVISOR) 

Please furnish the requested information. Be assured 

that the data will be treated confidentially. Please respond 

to all questions. Partially completed forms will severely 

hinder the statistical analysis so important to this study. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

1. Name 

2. Age 

3. Gender Male Female 

4. Number of years as a supervisor of off-campus 
administrator(s). 

5. Size of your college system (number of campuses/centers 
within your system). 

6. Number of students at your campus. 

7. Your highest degree. AA BA MA 
Phd or EdD 

8. Total years of experience in higher education 
administration. 

9. Number of people you supervise (total of faculty and 
staff). 

10. Size of city at your location. 

11. Your salary. 
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April 1, 1991 

Dear Colleague: 

I am a doctoral candidate in the Department of Higher 
Education at Texas Tech University in Lubbock, Texas. I have 
elected to focus my dissertation research on administrators of 
off-campus programs in two-year colleges in the Southwestern 
United States: Arizona, Colorado, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and 
Texas. Currently, I am collecting data from off-campus 
administrators and their supervisors. Given the dearth of 
information regarding these administrators in two-year higher 
education institutions, I hope you will consent to assist me 
in this research effort. 

Your responses will be treated confidentially and 
professionally. Although the return envelope has been coded 
to identify questionnaires that are not returned, no attempt 
will be made to associate your response with your name or 
institution. There are some personal questions asked. In 
order to protect your anonymity, the questionnaires will be 
destroyed when the data input process has been concluded. 

Please take a few minutes out of your busy schedule to 
complete both the Demographic Questionnaire and the Leader 
Behavior Description Questionnaire. "The group" refers to the 
people who report to or work for you. I will send you another 
form later to use as a follow-up. 

Thank you for your time and cooperation, and I look forward to 
receiving your completed questionnaire in the near future. 
Enclosed is a stamped envelope I have provided for your 
convenience. Should you have any questions, please call me at 
(806) 665-8801. After May 6, 1991, call me at (214) 937-7612. 

Sincerely yours. 

Larry D. Gilbert 
Dean 

mjg 

Enclosures 
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July 1, 1991 

Dear Colleague: 

I am a doctoral candidate in the Department of Higher 
Education at Texas Tech University in Lubbock, Texas. I am 
collecting data on off-campus administrators and their 
supervisors in the Southwestern United States; Arizona, 
Colorado, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and Texas. 

^___ at your institution has indicated 
that you are the person in the line of administration to whom 
he/she reports. He/she has already completed forms similar to 
the enclosures. I hope you will consent to assist me in this 
research effort. Even though the response has been 
tremendous, the first forms will be useless for this study 
unless your forms are completed and returned to me by August 
1 if possible. 

Your response will be treated confidentially and 
professionally. Although the return envelope has been coded 
to identify questionnaires, no attempt will be made to 
associate your response with your name or institution. There 
are some personal questions necessary to the study. In order 
to protect your anonymity, the questionnaires will be 
destroyed when the data input process has been concluded. 

Please take a few minutes out of your busy schedule to 
complete both the Demographic Questionnaire and the Leader 
Behavior Description Questionnaire. 

Thank you for your time and cooperation, and I look forward to 
receiving your completed forms by August 1. Enclosed is a 
stamped envelope I have provided for your convenience. Should 
you have any questions, please call me at (214) 937-7612. 

Sincerely yours. 

Larry D. Gilbert 
Director of Ellis County Center 

mjg 

Enclosures 

Please indicate below if 
you would like a copy of 
results. 

yes no 
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July 1, 1991 

Dear Colleague: 

Several weeks ago you completed and returned a form similar to 
the enclosed form. The response has been tremendous and I 
certainly appreciate your assistance in this research effort. 

This is the final form in order to complete this study. 
Please complete this form and return to me by August 1, if 
possible. I am excited and grateful for the great response, 
but please understand that the first form will be useless to 
this study unless this second form is completed and returned 
to me. 

Answer this form on how you think you should ideally behave as 
a leader. Please take just a few minutes to complete the 
Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire — Form No. 2. "The 
group" refers to the people who report to or work for you. 

Thank you for your interest already shown and I appreciate the 
many calls and comments. Enclosed is a stamped envelope I 
have provided for your convenience. Should you have any 
questions, please call me at (214) 937-7612. 

Sincerely yours. 

Larry D. Gilbert 
Director of Ellis County Center 

mjg 

Enclosures 

Please indicate below if 
you would like a copy of 
results. 

yes no 


