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ABSTRACT 

This study investigated the relationship between birth 

order position and the two-dimensional leadership styles, 

initiating structure and consideration, in elementary public 

school administrators in the State of Arizona in correlation 

with Alfred Adler's (1930) Theory of Birth Order. Adler 

asserted: (1) that first borns acquire leadership traits 

emphasizing rules, authority, power, independence, 

traditions, organization, and a concern with status and (2) 

later borns acquire leadership traits emphasizing social 

activities, a sense of community, and warmth in individual 

and group cooperation, thus, less emphasis on authority and 

rules. Therefore, the first born is more likely to be 

structure-oriented, while the later born is more likely to 

be consideration-oriented in leadership style. 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether a 

difference would be found between first and later born 

elementary public school administrators in the State of 

Arizona and the two-dimensional educational leadership 

styles, structure and consideration. No previous research 

has examined birth order effects on leadership style in 

school administrators, and few studies have examined 

different occupational groups. controversial findings by 

Chemers (1970), Dagenais (1979), and Greene (1987) indicated 

that patterns do not hold across different occupational 



groups. This study contributes to the need for further 

research and a stronger theoretical argument regarding the 

influence of birth order on leadership style. 

10 

The subjects for this investigation were 232 public 

elementary school principals. Data were collected and 

analyzed using Fleishman's (1969) Leadership opinion 

Questionnaire (LOQ) and the Personal Leadership Data Form. 

Through the use of descriptive statistics, t-tests, and 

correlations, it was determined that there were no 

significant differences between first and later borns in 

structure and consideration. Thus, concurring with Dagenais 

(1979), birth order did not seem to be related to the two

dimensional leadership styles. The findings of this study 

do not support Adler's (1930) Theory of Birth Order. 

---------- ------.-.------ .. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 
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Alfred Adler (1870-1937), a pioneer in family therapy, 

gave great emphasis to the importance of the relationship(s) 

among siblings within the family environment in reference to 

personality formation. He was 

the first to make a number of explicit claims 

about the effects of being born in different 

sibling positions and also the first to use 

sibling differences for explanatory purposes 

(Sutton-smith & Rosenberg, 1970, p. 4). 

Adler (1927) suggested that 

Before we can judge a human being we must know the 

situation in which he grew up. An important 

moment is the position which a child occupied in 

his family constellation (p. 149). 

It is primarily during childhood that the family, being a 

child's first social structure of interaction, is a 

significant variable affecting how a child perceives 

him/herself, relates to others, and understands the 

surrounding world. Each child belongs to a different family 

environment which contributes to the development of a unique 

personality (Thomas & Marchant, 1983). 



Our whole personality is based on the subjective 

interpretation of life during our formative years. 

Personality is the result of training which is 

less stimulated by hereditary and environmental 

influences than by the child's own 

interpretations, conclusions and decisions. 

The fundamental notions, convictions and logical 

assumptions underlying the life style from the 

"private logic" on which the individual operates 

(Dreikurs, 1967, p. 6). 

12 

Adler's (1930) theory stated that the first born child 

has a unique position, generally receiving much attention 

and inheriting a position of power and influence within the 

family. Because of the lack of parental experience, the new 

child faces many pressures, challenges, and expectations 

that may not be present for later born siblings. 

Adler (1969) contended that in many early cultures, the 

first born was placed in a more desirous position since, 

naturally, the eldest was expected to be the one to inherit 

the family wealth, take over the farm, and eventually become 

head of the household. Thus, cultural beliefs have placed 

pressures to succeed and to be caretakers upon the first 

born child. The first born may have been made to believe 

that "you are the larger, stronger, the older; therefore, 

you must also be more clever than the others" (Adler, 1969, 



p. 153). Adler (1930) defined the oldest sibling in the 

family as the one who is a believer in power, in rule, and 

in unbreakable laws. This individual often has the traits 

of the guardian of law and order. The first born has been 

placed in a position of power at an early age; thus, s/he 

believes that power has weight and must be honored. 

In the years prior to the birth of a second sibling, 

the oldest has a unique environment for personality 

formation. This child is placed upon a pedestal and 

acquires feelings of importance, security, and comfort. 

with this challenging learning environment present for the 

first born, Adler (1928, 1930) contended that the 

acquisition of such characteristics as independence; 

ambition; conservatism; being perfection-driven, rule

oriented, and achievement-oriented; and having respect for 

authority are natural outcomes. 

13 

The attention and focus within the family normally 

placed on the first born changes at the birth of the second 

child. Feelings of confusion, loss, and hostility are now 

experienced by the first born since another has taken over 

the place of prominence. Adler (1930) referred to this 

transition as "dethronement." The second child enters a 

"warmer" environment or community of others, a family 

consisting of an older child (a pacemaker) and parents, all 

of whom have an influence on the development of his or her 



personality. By comparison, a second born or later born 

child contrasts sharply with the oldest since s/he cannot 

quite catch up in areas where the oldest has chosen to 

suc~eed. Thus, later children tend to be more oriented 

14 

toward peers, their own needs, competition, social 

activities, and group cooperation and not so concerned with 

structure and tradition. 

-------------------- -

Second children very frequently view 

everything that the oldest child can do as an 

indication of their own smallness and inferiority. 

competition between the first and second 

child is often very intense, stimulating each move 

in opposite directions. . The second child 

will typicallY attempt to achieve a superior 

position in areas where the oldest encounters 

difficulties (Thomas & Marchant, 1983, pp. 17, 

20) • 

The firstborn once had it all to himself and 

would still prefer to be the first and foremost. 

He tends to feel entitled to rank. The second 

child started late and has to catch up. Someone 

always seems to be ahead of him, a standard bearer 

against whom he measures himself (Shulman & Mosak, 

1977, p. 115). 



But the unique situation of each child also becomes 

important. Adler (1930) suggested that the 

Psychic situation of each child is individual and 

differs from that of others, because of their 

order of succession. . It is not, of course, 

the child's number in the order of ~uccessive 

births which influences his character, but the 

situation into which he is born. Thus, if the 

eldest child is feeble-minded or suppressed, the 

second child may acquire a style of life similar 

to that of an eldest child (p. 151). 

15 

Many scholars (Falbo, 1977; Forer, 1969; Hilton, 1967; 

Jenkins & Oberlander, 1967; Pfouts, 1980; Sears, 1950; 

Sears, Maccoby, & Levin, 1957; Toman, 1961) who have 

investigated the importance of birth order on subsequent 

personality development agree on the effects of lack of 

parental experience in child rearing on the first born. 

These findings seem to have many similarities to Adlerian 

theory. Sears (1950) found evidence of changes in child

rearing techniques between first born and second born 

children resulting from the mothers being less anxious about 

their own skills. Sears et al. (1957) and Hilton (1967) 

noted an inconsistency in the training of first borns, who 

are interfered with more and reacted to more extremely. 

Forer (1969) described the first born as the "parent's 
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guinea pigll for experimentation in raising children. He 

found that IIparents rarely have a relationship with a later 

child that is as intense and close as their relationship 

with their first child ll (p. 30). Toman (1961) noted that 

the first born has an advantageous position due to parental 

attention and intellectual stimulation. Falbo (1977) and 

Pfouts (1980) agreed, indicating that family structure and 

process seem to favor the intellectual development of first 

borns over later borns. Jenkins and Oberlander (1967) 

contended that the first born is able to capitalize on the 

parents' frequent attention, and when the second child is 

born, the oldest capitalizes on his/her own higher language 

and intellectual abilities to maintain superiority. This 

relates to the characteristic of higher intelligence found 

in first born children (Falbo, 1977). 

Among researchers (e.g., Baskett, 1985; Falbo, 1981; 

Knight, 1982; Leman, 1985; McDonald, 1971; Pfouts, 1980; 

Sampson, 1962), similarities to Adlerian theory have been 

found regarding the difference in personality 

characteristics between first borns and second or later 

borns. Knight (1982) noted that first borns tend to be 

oriented toward a IIcare-taking ll philosophy in comparison to 

later borns. First borns were also found to have a higher 

need for approval and to be more conforming to rules and 

more responsible than later borns. Pfouts (1980) concluded 



17 

that first born middle-class boys were more serious, 

responsible, reserved, sensitive, and competitive. In 

contrast, second borns were more sociable, easy-going, 

athletic, imaginative, and independent. Leman (1985) added 

legalistic, loyal, self-reliant, having the need for 

approval, and being tolerant, patient, and self-sacrificing 

to the typical characteristics of the first born. The last 

born, according to Leman, loves the limelight, is an 

outgoing charmer, a manipulator, affectionate, 

uncomplicated, a people person, and will gravitate toward a 

vocation that is people-oriented. Sampson (1965) and 

McDonald (1971) agreed that later borns have a higher 

expected need for affiliation, leading to higher sociability 

than first borns. Baskett (1985) also found that later born 

children were seen as more likeable, sociable, and popular 

but rated low on obedience and achievement. Falbo (1981) 

found self-esteem to be significantly higher in first borns 

than later borns. Phillips et al. (1990) reported that 

first borns scored higher than later borns on a measure of 

Type A behavior in the specific areas of competitiveness and 

striving for success. 

A consistent finding has been IIgreater educational 

attainment, including college attendance, among firstborns ll 

(Adams, 1972, p. 418). Pfouts (1980) found that family 

socialization shapes firstborns' academic overachievement 
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relative to second borns even when second borns are more 

intellectually gifted (Cohen, 1985). Falbo (1977), Clausen 

(1968), Sampson (1962), Sutton-Smith, Roberts, and Rosenberg 

(1964), Davis (1959), and Kammeyer (1967) all referred to 

the achievement-related personality in first borns as being 

fostered by parental pressure for more mature behavior at an 

early age. Hanaue (1987) noted that first borns are the 

lido-it people of the world ll (p. 197). These people dominate 

high-pressure jobs and exacting careers such as professors, 

corporate executives, architects, accountants, and 

engineers. 

Zajonc and Marcus (1975) contended that leadership 

skills develop early in first born children since younger 

siblings look to them for guidance and parents freely give 

older children this responsibility. Toman (1970) also found 

that the oldest child tends to find relationships which s/he 

can dominate, inevitably leading to the leadership role. 

The majority of the above studies focused on objective 

measures correlated with lIobjective ll birth order or the 

actual ordinal position in the family, resulting in several 

well-accepted characteristics (Cohen, 1985). These 

characteristics include leadership qualities such as 

intelligence, socialization, organization, and self-esteem 

and being success- and achievement-driven and rule- and 

authority-oriented. 
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Purpose of the Study 

When addressing educational reform, changing 

demographics, the search for excellence, political and 

economic changes, and the effectiveness of schools, it is 

imperative to explore the leadership role in depth because 

of shifting conditions over time (Hanson, 1979). According 

to Johnson and Snyder (1990), the skills necessary for 

successful collaboration, organizational assessment and 

analysis, and a knowledge of how personal characteristics 

influence leadership all seem to be important to 

administrators for implementing successful instructional 

leadership tasks. Today's public school administrator is 

involved in a growing, challenging, and emotionally 

demanding restructuring era which requires new job knowledge 

and leadership skills. 

Educational administration is changing from an 

emphasis on just administering policy to a focus 

on leading instructional improvement efforts. 

. . . Most principals today are simply not 

prepared to meet the school's need for 

instructional leadership. . Principals want 

the skills necessary to become successful 

instructional leaders (pp. 4, 15). 



Fiedler (1967) explained possible consequences: 

certain types of leaders will reach a "burn-out 

point" after they have stayed on the job for a 

given length of time. They will become bored, 

stale, disinterested and no longer challenged 

(cited in Hanson, 1979, p. 271). 

20 

It is necessary to know oneself intimatelY as a leader. 

Gaining insight into one's leadership style is a necessity 

when considering the many new requirements of a school 

administrator's position. The educator is called upon daily 

to display "leadership" in a variety of forms (Monahan & 

Hengst, 1982). When weakness and ineffectiveness of 

leadership style become an issue, lack of knowledge about 

where or how to modify one's approach with reference to 

personal disposition may result in frustration and burnout 

and/or forced termination. 

Although most authors on leadership style agree 

that it is an important component of leadership 

and something leaders ought to become aware of, 

there is very little more that they agree about. 

Experts disagree about the major elements of 

leadership style, about whether the leader can 

change his or her style, and whether personality 

traits have any effect on style. Leaders 

want to know what leadership styles are effective, 

------- -------- ----.---------



and where, how they can become better leaders, 

what kind of leadership training is useful, and 

how to select coworkers and subordinates who have 

the ability to become good leaders (Mazzarella & 

Smith, 1989, p. 28). 

21 

Lewin, Lippitt, and White (1938) at the Iowa Child 

Welfare station at the University of Iowa found that the 

behavior of group members (5 groups of 11 year old children) 

does vary when different leadership styles are employed. 

Because of this study, 

The concepts of democratic, autor.-rat-.ic 

(authoritarian), and laissez-faire leadership 

styles caught the imaginations of managers across 

the country and around much of the world and have 

held a prominent position in management ideology 

ever since (Hanson, 1979, p. 240). 

Democratic leadership became associated with "good 

management" and authoritarian with "bad," although this 

popular connotation was not the result of the research but, 

rather, of the various behaviors observed. In addition, 

coupled with the human relations movement in management, the 

democratic pattern appeared to be the most effective 

(Monahan & Hengst, 1982). 

In later years, situational theories of leadership 

style introduced the idea that the most effective leadership 



style would fit the situation at hand (Mazzarella & smith, 

1989) • 

[original] trait theories were largely 

abandoned in favor of situational theories of 

leadership based on the belief that there are no 

inherent leadership traits, just leader style or 

behaviors that may change radically from one 

situation to another. •.. situationists have 

less interest in who a leader is than in what the 

leader does in a given situation or environment. 

• • . Recently research has turned again to leader 

traits and characteristics--this time to the 

characteristics of effective leaders. Unlike the 

older studies, which compared leaders with 

followers, the newer studies sought to find out 

what traits distinguish good leaders from poor 

leaders (Mazzarella & Grundy, 1989, pp. 10-11). 

Leader personality does make a difference in 

leadership style; in fact, many authors believe 

that leadership style is determined by personality 

and is difficult to change. This idea does not, 

however, negate the important contribution of 

situational theory and research that no leadership 

style is ideal for every leadership situation 

(Mazzarella & Smith, 1989, p. 38). 

22 
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Several researchers (Blake & Mouton, 1982; House & 

Mitchell, 1980; Hanson, 1985) have contended that 

personality factors interact significantly with specific 

situations and, thus, cannot be usefully isolated; leader 

personality is one of the determining factors toward 

success. Hoy and Miskel (1978) concluded that leader traits 

and situational components must be taken into consideration 

simultaneously in educational leadership theory. 

Halpin and Winer (1952) identified two major 

dimensions, consideration and initiating structure, which 

are polarized terms representative of the various researched 

categorizations of leadership style in education and are 

helpful concepts to use in an abbreviated treatment of 

leader behavior. 

Consideration involves the expression of 

friendship, mutual trust, respect, and a certain 

warmth between the leader and the group. 

Initiating structure refers to a leader's behavior 

in delineating the relationship between himself 

and the members of his work group, and in 

endeavoring to establish well-defined patterns of 

organization, channels of communication, and 

methods of procedure (Gorton, 1980, pp. 269-270). 

Of particular importance to this study were Alfred 

Adler's (1930) suggestions concerning birth order position 
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influences on leadership traits: (1) the first born will 

acquire leadership traits emphasizing rules, authority, 

power, independence, tradition, organization, and a concern 

with status and (2) the later born will acquire leadership 

traits emphasizing social activities, a sense of community, 

and warmth in individual and group cooperation, thus, less 

emphasis on authority and rules. 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether 

public elementary school administrators in the State of 

Arizona differed when related to the two-dimensional 

educational leadership styles, consideration and initiating 

structure, in relationship with birth order effects 

according to Adlerian theory. It also provided an 

opportunity to assess the strengths and weaknesses of 

principals' leadership styles as they related to birth order 

through the findings of Fleishman's (1960) Leadership 

Opinion Questionnaire (LOQ). This knowledge will be useful 

in unraveling the implications for the performance of 

today's school administrators, thus contributing to both 

personal and institutional development. The LOQ measures 

the two major dimensions of leadership, structure and 

consideration, thus providing a connection to Adlerian 

theory. Specifically, the leadership traits of the first 

born closely resemble the characteristics of the structure 

dimension, and the leadership traits of the later born 



closely resemble the characteristics of the consideration 

dimension. Therefore, the first born will tend to be more 

structure-oriented, while the later born will tend to be 

more relationship-oriented in leadership style. 

statement of the Problem 
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The problem for research was to examine the 

relationship between birth order effects and Halpin's (1966) 

two fundamental dimensions or styles of educational 

leadership behavior, consideration and initiating structure, 

in first and later born elementary public school principals 

as influenced by Adler's (1930) Theory of Birth Order. 

Through a literary survey, the researcher concluded 

that no research has yet examined birth order effects on 

two-dimensional leadership style in school administrators. 

Previous research that most closely connects with the intent 

of this study has examined different occupational groups 

with the following resuits. 

Chemers' (1970) concluded that first borns are more 

task-oriented and responsive to authority and that later 

borns are more relationship-oriented and socially effective. 

This hypothesis was tested on 350 students at the University 

of Delaware utilizing Fiedler's (1967) Least Preferred Co

Worker Scale (LPC) and a significant (p < .025) relationship 

between birth order and the LPC was found. 
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Undertaking a replication of Chemers' (1970) study, 

Dagenais (1979) used the Leadership Opinion Questionnaire 

(LOQ) rather than the LPC, believing it to be a better 

instrument and less subject to bias through the social 

desirability of responses. He tested 180 graduating nurses 

and found inconclusive results. At best, he noted a weak 

relationship between the LOQ and birth order. since no 

differences were found ([C] t = - 1.16, P = .50; [S] t = 

1.19, P = .43), birth order did not seem to be related to 

structure or consideration. Dagenais believed that Chemers' 

findings may have been due to the large number of 

respondents or to social desirability. 

In contrast, Greene (1987) tested 80 pastors and 

concluded that later borns scored higher in consideration 

than first borns ([C] t = - 1.826), although first borns did 

not score higher in structure ([S] t = .376). Therefore, he 

found a difference using the LOQ even though a relatively 

lower number of respondents (in comparison to the above two 

studies) was tested. The later born finding on 

consideration supported Alfred Adler's (1930) Theory of 

Birth Order; thus, a relationship was found. 

This study drew partly on these controversial studies. 

The LOQ was utilized in this study to determine whether a 

difference would be found for first and later born public 

elementary school administrators (N = 232) in their two-
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dimensional leadership styles, structure and consideration, 

either supporting or refuting Adlerian theory. The addition 

of this research contributes to the need for further 

research and to a stronger theoretical argument regarding 

birth order effects on leadership style. 

Hypotheses 

The following research hypotheses for this study were 

based on presumptions regarding birth order effects, in 

accordance with Adlerian implications, on the two

dimensional leadership styles of structure and consideration 

in elementary public school administrators. 

1. There will be no differences for elementary 

school administrators with different birth 

orders (first and later born) in their two

dimensional leadership style (structure, 

consideration, and combined dimension 

scores) . 

2. There will be no difference in the 

relationship between the two-dimensional 

leadership style (based on overall score) for 

first and later born elementary school 

administrators. 

3. There will be no difference in the 

relationship between the structure dimension 



of leadership for first and later born 

elementary school administrators. 

4. There will be no difference in the 

relationship between the consideration 

dimension of leadership for first and later 

born elementary school administrators. 

Definition of Terms 

The following terms were used throughout this study; 

thus, for the purpose of clarification, the following 

definitions are provided. 

Administrator. An administrator is an officer who 

directs or superintends affairs (Gove, 1981). Throughout 

this study, the term administrator shall refer to an 

elementary public school principal. 

Birth Order Position. Birth order is a descriptor of 

the ordinal position in which an individual is born (Leman, 

1985). This study is divided into two categories: 

1. First born: For the purposes of this study, 

this category shall also include those who 

are only-born individuals. 

2. Later born: For the purposes of this study, 

this category shall include the second, 

middle, and youngest children. 

Family Constellation. The individual's position and 

interaction with other members of his or her family during 
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his or her formative years (Dreikurs, 1964). 

Characteristics include personalities of parents, family 

values, and additional relatives living in the home. 
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Two-Dimensional Leadership Style. A focus on the two 

polarized patterns of initiating structure and consideration 

in describing leader behavior as measured by Fleishman's 

(1960) Leadership Opinion Questionnaire. 

Sibling. A fellow inhabitant (brother or sister) of 

the psychological space within a natural or blended family 

(Shulman, 1973). 

Personality. The configuration of characteristics and 

behavior that comprise an individual's unique adjustment to 

life, including major traits, interests, drives, values, 

self-concept, abilities, and emotional patterns. 

Personality is generally viewed as a complex, dynamic 

integration or totality shaped by many forces: heredity and 

constitutional tendencies, physical maturation, early 

training, identification with significant individuals and 

groups, culturally conditioned values and roles, and 

critical experiences and relationships (Goldenson, 1984). 

Delimitations of the Study 

This study was subject to the following delimiting 

factors. 



1. The study involved only elementary public 

school administrators employed during the 

1992-93 academic school year. 

2. The study involved only elementary public 

school administrators in the state of 

Arizona. 

3. The study involved, for the purpose of 

comparison, first and only-born and second or 

later born administrators (N = 338). 

Limitations of the study 

This study was subject to the following limitations. 

1. Because this study was conducted in the state 

of Arizona, the results may differ in 

ecology, external validity, and 

generalizability to other parts of the united 

states. 

2. The extent to which the participants 

reflected their true beliefs on the 

Leadership opinion Questionnaire (Fleishman, 

1960) and the Personal Leadership Data Form 

cannot be verified. Furthermore, the amount 

of time needed to complete these two sources 

of information may have been prohibitive. 

3. utilizing the questionnaire method for data 

collection, particularly within a constrained 
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time period, may have resulted in a low rate 

of return. 

4. This study did not categorize twins, 

triplets, quadruplets, or quintuplets in 

accordance with Adler's (1930) Theory of 

Birth Order or other researched birth order 

theories. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

This chapter focuses on the elements of leadership 

style theory in correlation to Alfred Adler's (1930) Theory 

of Birth Order. This knowledge can be useful in unraveling 

the implications for the performance of today's school 

administrators. Additionally, the significance is an 

awareness of one's personal style in relation to personal 

development and institutional progress. The litera1:ure 

review is presented under the following headings: (1) The 

Development of Leadership Style in Education, (2) Two

Dimensional Leadership Style Theory, (3) Leadership Behavior 

and Personality Characteristics, (4) An Analysis of Alfred 

Adler's (1928, 1930) Theories: Personality Theory and Birth 

Order Theory, (5) Birth Order Research Review, and (6) 

Summary. 

The Development of Leadership Style in Education 

Leadership can be viewed as a function of "position" 

(job description and roles), "person" (individual traits and 

attitudes), or "process" (decision-making and communication 

style). These functions were summarized by YukI (1989): 

Leadership is defined broadly to include influence 

processes involving determination of the group's 



or organization's objectives, motivating task 

behavior in pursuit of these objectives, and 

influencing group maintenance and culture (p. 5). 
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other new definitions of leadership indicate a significant 

change in expectations for twenty-first century leaders who 

seek to influence organizations effectively. 

The new leader • • . is one who commits 

people to action, who converts followers into 

leaders, and who may convert leaders into agents 

of change (Bennis & Nanus, 1985, p. 3). 

Leaders as teachers help people restructure 

their views of reality to see beyond the 

superficial conditions and events into the 

underlying causes of problems--and therefore to 

see new possibilities for shaping the future 

(Senge, quoted in Pajak, 1993, p. 175). 

[Leaders are] "transformative intellectuals" 

• who reflect on the ideological principles 

that inform their practice, connect pedagogical 

theory and practice to wider social issues, and 

work together to share ideas, exercise power over 

the conditions of their labor, and embody in their 

teachings a vision of a better and more humane 

life (Giroux, cited in Pajak, 1993, p. 175). 

------ .----



Leaders must also help people know what they 

can be at their best, calling for the kind of 

effort and restraint, drive and discipline that 

make for great performance. In leadership at its 

finest, the leader symbolizes the best in the 

community, the best in traditions, values, and 

purpose (Gardner, 1978, p. 133). 

Leadership is the reciprocal process of 

mobilizing, by persons with certain motives and 

values, various economic, political and other 

resources, in a context of competition and 

conflict, in order to realize goals independently 

or mutually held by both leaders and followers 

(Burns, 1978, p. 425). 
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The manner in which an administrator operationalizes 

his or her leadership mode of behavior can be described as 

his or her "style." "Leadership styles are frequently 

described as contrasting pairs that represent a continuum of 

behavior possibilities" (Monahan & Hengst, 1982, p. 253). 

Because actual behavior usually falls somewhere between the 

extremes, "sometimes leadership styles are seen as points on 

intersecting axes; that is, a leader can possess a high or 

low degree of both polar styles at the same time" (Hanson, 

1979, p. 239). 



35 

Through the years, the focus of leadership style 

research has progressed through three major phases: (1) the 

personal traits and characteristics (psychological aspects) 

focus; (2) the situational factors (sociological aspects) 

focus; and (3) the interactional focus, which includes both 

the psychological and sociological aspects. Halpin (1956) 

referred to these aspects as the "observed behavior 

approach" (Kimborough & Nunnery, 1988, p. 346). 

The concept of leadership style was born, and the 

research began to focus on which leadership style 

was best, often comparing autocratic, democratic, 

and laissez-faire styles (Mazzarella & Smith, 

1989, p. 29). 

This trilogy was developed by Lewin et al. (1938) at the 

Iowa Child Welfare Station at the University of Iowa. Their 

study observed 5 groups of 11 year old children as they 

worked with different adult leaders whose behavior was 

deliberately and systematically varied. The findings 

confirmed that the behavior of group members does vary based 

on different leadership styles. According to Monahan and 

Hengst (1982), the democratic style was people-oriented but 

structured, the laissez-faire approach was without 

structure, and the autocratic method was rigidly structured. 

Although democratic styles frequently appeared to 

be the most effective, the theory began to emerge 



that no style of leadership was best in all 

situations. situational theories of leadership 

style then appeared on the scene, introducing the 

idea that the most effective style would fit the 

situation at hand (Mazzarella & smith, 1989, p. 

29) • 
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Fiedler's (1967) "contingency approach" contended that 

effectiveness results from the accurate matching of 

leadership style to the characteristics of a given 

situation. situational leadership theory states that styles 

must change as situations vary. 

But are leaders able to change their styles at will to 

fit specific situations? What activities and beliefs should 

be emphasized when a leader assesses his or her own style or 

someone else's? Is leadership style flexible enough to be 

modified to fit the situation at hand, or should the 

situation be changed by the leader instead. 

Researchers differ in their beliefs with respect to how 

much leaders are actually able to adapt their style to the 

characteristics of a given situation. 

Hersey and Blanchard, however, believe that 

successful leadership requires the adaptation of 

behavior to meet the requirements of particular 

environments and circumstances (Alfonso, Firth, & 

Neville, 1981, p. 105). 

-----_ .. 
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This situational leadership model focuses on the selection 

of an appropriate leadership style by the leader based on 

the maturity level of the followers; as followers become 

more able to operate independently, leaders would be forced 

to change their styles. Successful leaders are able to 

modify their styles, while unsuccessful leaders are not. 

Hersey and Blanchard (1977) observed four possible 

combinations of task-oriented and relationship-oriented 

behavior: (1) task-oriented behavior, (2) relationship

oriented behavior, (3) task- and relationship-oriented 

behavior combined, and (4) neither task- nor relationship

oriented behavior. They contended that all four styles 

could be effective; however, some leaders have the ability 

to modify their behavior to fit anyone of the four, while 

others are only able to model two or three styles. More 

flexibility in style contributes to the probability of 

leaders being more effective in jobs that require 

adaptability. Four leadership styles, identified as 

"directing," "coaching," "supporting," and "delegating," 

emerged from this model and are considered differentially 

effective at specific levels of group development (Falvey, 

1987). 

Sergiovanni (1979) believed that maturity is a 

significant variable in defining situations for style 

matching. Yet, it is not the only one. Other 

... -----_._------------
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characteristics suggested by Sergiovanni include role 

expectations of followers, peers, and subordinates; time 

constraints; personality characteristics of both leaders and 

followers; political considerations; and interpersonal 

dynamics with a group. Both Fiedler (1979) and sergiovanni 

questioned the ability of leaders to alter styles. They 

believed that since style is so well connected to 

personality, it may be difficult or impossible to change; 

attempts may result in a "pathetically transparent" array of 

styles. 

An awareness of one's style is the first step toward 

changing that style, but identifying one's style may be a 

difficult task. Fiedler (1979) found that 

Most leaders are not able to see their styles as 

others see them. since it is assumed that 

others' perceptions are more objective than one's 

own, it seems likely that most leaders do not see 

themselves accurately (Mazzarella & smith, 1989, 

p.39). 

Fiedler and others believed that leaders can be taught to 

recognize their style. For example, 

• Fiedler, Chemers, and Mahar (1976) developed 

a teaching guide to allow leaders to 

determine whether they are relationship

motivated or task-motivated. Using this 



guide, leaders compare and rate their own 

behavior to a number of specific style 

factors as opposed to overall leadership 

style. 

• Fiedler (1979) used the Least-Preferred Co

worker scale as a tool to measure leadership 

style. 

Leaders are asked to describe 

the colleague whom they have 

most disliked. Those who 

describe this coworker in very 

negative terms have been found 

to be task-motivated, whereas 

those who describe him or her 

in positive or less critical 

terms have been found to be 

relationship-motivated 

(Mazzarella & smith, 1989, p. 

39) • 

• sergiovanni and Elliot (1975) developed a 

questionnaire instrument designed to identify 

style by asking test-takers to describe their 

performance as leaders of a work group. 

Psychologists believe that perception is the 

fundamental basis for behavior. 
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Differences in perception create varied approaches 

and translate into many types of behavior. How 

leaders act, relate to followers, and accomplish 

purposes depend on the perspective from which they 

view the world and their place in it. Yet the 

study of leadership does not usually consider 

perception or cognitive style (Goens & Clover, 

1991, p. 124). 
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According to Mitchell (1990), leaders shape and 

interpret past, present, and future events based on how they 

perceive reality. In addition, the dreams, visions, values, 

beliefs, attitudes, hopes, and illusions of educational 

leaders are determined by the affirmation of their self

concept, how they view themselves and their fit in the 

educational world in which they live. Mitchell contended 

that 

Human existence in a leader mode is the immediate 

result of the exercise of a leader's free will and 

under the direct control of the individual leader. 

And, even though a person's heredity is not self

chosen, choices can be made that overcome a lack 

of some of those traits which have been associated 

with successful leaders. Values, beliefs, 

attitudes, goals, dreams, hopes, and actions which 

attract the attention of followers are chosen by 



educational leaders themselves. Becoming an 

educational leader is not the result of the 

mechanical enactment of a given set of principles 

and behaviors; neither does educational leadership 

automatically happen by possessing certain 

knowledge or by believing in certain ideals of 

present or past leaders. Being an educational 

leader is integrating a self concept around a 

believable, meaningful, freely-chosen view of 

education in which an educational constituency 

identifies and desires to become a part. 

All too often leaders are not concerned with 

perceptions, but are preoccupied with behaviors 

and styles of leadership. Since all the 

important ingredients of educational leadership 

are perceptions which can be learned, changed, and 

corrected, there is always hope that a leader can 

change and can learn new things (pp. 220-222). 
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The preceding analysis of theories and research on 

leadership style demonstrates the variety and complexity of 

the subject. These theories include such characteristics as 

personalities, attitudes, decision-making techniques, risk

taking, and orientation toward work and people. The major 

focus includes areas such as situation control by leaders, 

maturity of followers, and technology. Some researchers 

.. _ .. _-------------
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believe that leadership style can be changed, while others 

do not. Some believe that an effective leader maintains a 

style emphasizing a concern for both task and human 

relations, while some believe that these concerns are 

incompatible and cannot be found within the same person. 

Some believe in the reality of an ideal leadership style, 

while some believe that the best style is a flexible one 

that fits the situation. How can these theories be helpful 

to leaders when significant differences of opinion exist? 

After the initial smoke and confusion have cleared 

and administrators are actually able to make sense 

of and differentiate among these theories, their 

usefulness begins to become apparent (Mazzarella & 

Smith, 1989, p. 51). 

Because each of these theories has implications for better 

leadership, they can be used as a basis for leadership 

behavior. A leader is able to evaluate the theories by 

examining their logic and internal consistency. But an 

intellectual determination of the "best" theory is not the 

ideal way to select a style. A leadership style must fit 

the person. The final step is to look closely at oneself, 

one's needs, and one's situation. 



Two-Dimensional Leadership Style Theory 

Despite the existence of many possible leader 

behaviors, two polarized concepts have been defined by 

scholars. 

1. The leader can decide what to do and tell 

followers how to do it. 

2. The leader can permit followers to operate 

freely within limits dictated by things over 

which he or she has no control (Owens, 1991, 

p. 136). 
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These disparate techniques have been described in other 

terms: stogdill's (1974) authoritarian versus democratic 

leadership, Getzels and Guba's (1957) nomothetic versus 

idiographic, and McGregor's (1966) Theory X versus Theory Y. 

Authoritarian, nomothetic, and Theory X leaders emphasize 

structured, centralized, and unilateral decision-making, 

thus using direct authority to influence staff. In 

contrast, democratic, idiographic, and Theory Y leaders tend 

toward participatory management, encouraging decision-making 

by consensus and maintaining a positive interpersonal 

environment. A third, "transactional" leadership style 

responds to a particular task situation by attempting to 

negotiate a course between the two extremes of nomothetic 

and idiographic. 
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Researchers who have investigated leadership style 

have, in addition, identified two independent behavioral 

dimensions of leadership: "task-oriented" behaviors 

directed at accomplishing work goals and "maintenance" 

behaviors which focus on enhancing morale, respect, and 

trust in the workplace (Hersey & Blanchard, 1982; stogdill, 

1974). Some leaders are more task-oriented, while others 

are more concerned with human relations. Most leaders fall 

somewhere in between these dimensions. Katz (1950) referred 

to leadership dimensions as production-orientation and 

employee-orientation. Blake and Mouton (1982) used the 

terms task-centered versus process-centered. Tannenbaum and 

Schmidt (1973) described these dimensions as leader-centered 

versus person-centered. Likert (1961) 

used the term "employee-centered" to describe the 

attention given to the human aspects of group 

members, and the term "job-centered" in referring 

to the emphasis placed on achieving group goals 

(Owens, 1991, pp. 136, 138). 

Cartwright and Zander (1953) defined these concepts as goal 

achievement versus group maintenance. Hoy and Miskel (1978) 

emphasized behavior as organizational tasks and 

interpersonal relationships. stogdill (1974) at Ohio state 

proposed twelve leadership dimensions and then divided them 
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into two general components, system-oriented versus person

oriented. 

The Path-Goal Leadership Theory developed by House 

and Mitchell (1980) concludes that task-oriented 

leader behaviors are more effective when tasks are 

unstructured or the environment is stressed, while 

maintenance behaviors become important when work 

is tedious or uninteresting. Diagnosing the task 

and the ability of staff in a given context are 

thus seen as important considerations in choosing 

specific leadership behaviors (Falvey, 1987, pp. 

13-14). 

"No matter what behaviors are studied, described, or 

measured and then categorized" (Goens & Clover, 1991, p. 

115), there are many similarities in terminology within any 

of the two-dimensional leadership styles. 

In the early 1950s, Halpin and Winer (1952), using a 

measurement instrument developed by Hemphill and Coons 

(1945) at The Ohio state University, identified two other 

basic dimensions of leader behavior--initiating structure 

and consideration. The instrument used was the Leader 

Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ), a well-known and 

widely used device designed to measure both of these 

dimensions to determine leader-subordinate relationships. 

Other instruments designed to measure leader consideration 
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and initiating structure included the Leader opinion 

Questionnaire (LOQ) (Fleishman, 1960) and the Supervisory 

Behavior Description Questionnaire (SBDQ) (Fleishman, 1960). 

These instruments contain items related to the skills, 

traits, and personality attributes of the leader (for 

example, uncertainty tolerance, predictive accuracy, 

persuasiveness, and demand reconciliation). The measurement 

of the behavior of leaders in terms of these two dimensions 

permits the identification of an individual's style as 

understood by the members of his or her organization 

(Halpin, 1966). Halpin used these dimensions to describe 

the behavior of school superintendents. He defined the 

dimensions as follows: 

1. "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. 

2. "Consideration" refers to behavior indicative 

of friendship, mutual trust, respect, and 

warmth in the relationship between the leader 

and the members of his staff (Owens, 1991, p. 

138) • 



But does it matter whether a leader emphasizes one or 

the other of these behavioral dimensions? If so, what mix 

of these two behaviors will result in more effective 

leadership? 

These two dimensions are placed on a continuum 

from low to high and result in four types of 

behavior. One who scores low on consideration and 

initiation is basically ineffective as a leader. 

TIle ideal leader behavior is displayed by a high 

score on initiating structure and consideration. 

such a leader would have a strong relationship 

with subordinates, based on mutual trust, respect, 

and friendship, and would set clear, established 

patterns of operating, communicating, and 

achieving the organization's goals (Goens & 

Clover, 1991, p. 115). 
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School administrators usually score higher on consideration 

than on initiating structure. According to Halpin (1966), a 

possible reason might be that since schools are so concerned 

with human relations and group dynamics, they place more 

value on consideration and, thus, choose their leaders 

accordingly. 

The style of a successful leader must include at least 

some elements of each dimension. 

----_._---



A leader cannot gain the trust of members of his 

or her organization without being able both to 

plan and organize and to demonstrate genuine 

concern for the individual members of the 

organization (Monahan & Hengst, 1982, p. 254). 
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Hencley (1973) observed in his review of the literature that 

Incongruence in expectations of leader behavior as 

held by workers has an impact on confidence in 

leadership, satisfaction, effectiveness, and 

attitudes toward the work situation. Value 

differences and misperceptions of group members 

may seriously compromise the effectiveness of the 

leader in interpersonal relations. Further 

complications are introduced when the leader's 

perception of his or her own behavior differs from 

other people's perceptions (Hanson, 1979, pp. 244-

245) . 

According to stogdill (1963), the following 

generalizations may be drawn from the many studies conducted 

using the LBDQ. 

Both consideration and structure are positively 

related to various measures of group cohesiveness 

and harmony. Initiating structure is related to 

group unity. consideration is related to low 



absenteeism, grievances, turnover, and bureaucracy 

(p.140). 
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As Table 1 shows, leader behavior may be understood as 

a matrix which tends to cluster into four possible major 

patterns: 

• In attempting to lead, some individuals show 

high consideration for people while placing 

little emphasis on initiating structure. 

• others, however, place great emphasis on 

initiating structure and little emphasis on 

consideration or concern for people. 

• Others, of course, emphasize both initiating 

structure and consideration. 

• Finally, there are individuals who attempt to 

lead by placing little emphasis on either 

initiating structure or consideration (Owens, 

1991, p. 138). 

Does it really matter whether anyone of the above 

patterns is more effective than the others? According to 

extensive research, such as the leadership studies conducted 

at ohio state beginning in 1945 (Hemphill & Coons, 1945; 

Halpin & Winer, 1952; stogdill, 1974) and the investigations 

of Blake and Mouton (1964), who developed the Managerial 

Grid (see Table 2), the answer seems to be yes. Using 

similar concepts, Blake and Mouton used the terms "concern 
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Table 1. The ohio state Leadership Quadrants. 

(High) 
High High 
Consideration structure 
and and 
Low High 
structure Consideration 

Consideration 
Low High 
structure structure 
and and 
Low Low 
Consideration consideration 

(Low) 
Initiating structure 

(Low) (High) 

................. _---



Table 2. Leadership Styles Found in the Blake and Mouton 
(1964) Managerial Grid. 

STYLE CHARACTERISTICS 

Impoverished The minimum effort exerted to get 
required work done is barely 
sufficient to sustain organization 
membership. 

Task Efficiency in operations results 
from arranging conditions of work in 
such a way that human elements 
interfere to a minimum degree. 

Middle of the Road Adequate organization performance is 
or Balanced possible through balancing the 

necessity to get out work while 
maintaining morale of people at a 
satisfactory level. 

country Club Thoughtful attention to needs of 
people for satisfying relationships 
leads to a comfortable, friendly 
organization atmosphere and work 
tempo. 

Team Approach Work accomplishment is from 
committed people, interdependence 
through a "common stake" in 
organization purpose leads to 
relationships of trust and respect. 

Source: Blake & Mouton, 1964, p. 10. 
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for production" and "concern for people" to explain leader 

behavior through the Managerial Grid. 

They determined five leadership styles along a 

horizontal and vertical axis, numbered 1 (low) to 

9 (high) on each of the two dimensions. A manager 

with a 1,9 style would have a very high concern 

for the people in the organization and would 

establish friendly, comfortable work environments. 

In contrast, the 9,1 manager is characterized as 

very efficient, organizing tasks so that 

production is high and not hindered by the people 

in the system. The ideal style would be a 9,9 in 

which the results are high productivity created by 

committed, satisfied workers (Goens & Clover, 

1991, p. 116). 
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Several examples of major treatments of leadership have 

been briefly described. Among them, the authoritarian

democratic styles; the ohio state studies (Hemphill & Coons, 

1945; Halpin & Winer, 1952; stogdill, 1974), which produced 

the style categories of initiating structure and 

consideration; the Theory X and Theory Y pattern developed 

by McGregor (1966); and the managerial grid from the work of 

Blake and Mouton (1964). All include similarities. 

While some leaders prefer relationship-oriented 

methods, 



others proclaim the importance of a task-oriented 

style; Fiedler, using his contingency theory, 

maintains that either one of these styles can be 

appropriate, depending on the amount of control 

the leader has over the situation (Mazzarella & 

Smith, 1989, p. 34). 

All views of leadership necessitate choosing the theories 

that best fit an administrator's experience, situation, 

personality, and the intuitive perception of self and 

others. 

Leadership Behavior and 

Personality Characteristics 
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Why do.sorne people fail as leaders while others 

succeed? Are leaders born or made? These are two of the 

many questions that have remained ambiguous for many years. 

Research during the decades prior to World War II focused on 

the psychological (and at times even physiological) aspects 

of leadership by attempting to identify personality traits, 

behaviors, or situations which characterized effective 

leadership. Belief in the so-called "great man theory of 

leadership" or the "trait approach" dominated leadership 

research until the 1950s. Many scholars believe, as 

Aristotle did, that "from the hour of birth, some are marked 

out for subjection, others for rule." However, reviews of 

literature during the 1940s and 1950s, such as those by 
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stogdill (1948) and Jenkins (1947), revealed the 

ineffectiveness of these efforts, which yielded negligible 

and confusing results. Pfeffer (1978) built a case for the 

ambiguity of the concept by reviewing most findings in 

leadership studies from the 1950s to the 1980s that tried to 

define leadership in terms of traits, behavior, and 

relationships. He concluded, first, that there is little 

evidence that the major dimensions of leader behavior, which 

emerged through literature and research, have any 

significant effect on organizational success and, second, in 

spite of these varied studies, no clear definition resulted 

(Goens & Clover, 1991). 

Research on personality traits has failed to provide a 

profile of the effective leader, although moderate 

correlations have been found among self-assurance, 

sociability, intelligence, initiative, and leadership 

ability (Ghiselli, 1971; stogdill, 1974). 

According to Bernard M. Bass, in stogdill's Handbook of 

Leadership (1981), several summaries have shown the validity 

of generalizing leadership qualities based on psychological 

similarities. 

1. Leaders tend to be slightly higher in 

intelligence than the average of the group 

led and have the administrative skills and 



technical competence appropriate to the 

situation. 

2. Leaders tend to be emotionally mature, to 

exhibit self-confidence, to be goal oriented, 

to initiate action, to be dependable in 

exercising responsibilities, to have insight 

into problems faced by the group, and to have 

a strong continuing drive to succeed. 

3. Leaders realize that people are essential for 

goal achievement. Therefore, they attempt to 

communicate with others, tend to be sociable, 

show consideration for people, and s~ak 

cooperation of others. 

4. The presence of such traits and 

characteristics does not guarantee effective 

performance as a leader, nor does their 

absenue preclude effective performance; 

rather, the presence of these traits and 

characteristics enhances the probability of 

effective performance as a leader (Kimbrough 

& Nunnery, 1988, p. 347). 

Current research suggests that personality factors 

interact significantly with specific situations and, thus, 

cannot be usefully isolated (Blake & Mouton, 1982; House & 

Mitchell, 1980). Andrew Halpin (1966) also viewed 
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leadership as being partially determined by the situation 

and partially by leader characteristics. E. Mark Hanson 

(1985), in a review of leadership style theories, defined 

situational theory in general as the interaction between 

situational factors and personality variables in the 

determination of leader effectiveness. Hoy and Miskel 

(1978) concluded that 

Leader traits, situational components and 

effectiveness criteria must be considered 

simultaneously in leadership theory, research, and 

practice" (Goens & Clover, 1991, p. 116). 

Fiedler (1967) saw task-oriented or relationship-oriented 

behavior as a function of personality; thus, he believed 

that personality is a key factor in determining a leader's 

success. He described his theory of leadership 

effectiveness as one that "takes account of the leader's 

personality as well as the situational factors in the 

leadership situation" (Mazzarella & Smith, 1989, p. 38). 

Recent research has returned to an examination of 

leader traits and characteristics, but instead of comparing 

leaders with followers, as in earlier studies, today's 

research focuses on those traits that distinguish effective 

leaders from poor leaders. 

By lumping good leaders in with bad, these early 

researchers made it unlikely that they would find 
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any traits in common. Dorwin cartwright and Alvin 

Zander, among others, have suggested that studying 

instead the traits that distinguish effective from 

ineffective leaders may well have more valuable 

results (Mazzarella & Grundy, 1989, p. 20). 
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This "new trait theory" places major emphasis on who 

the leader is, and regardless of the situation, researchers 

have concluded that some traits are characteristic of many 

effective educational leaders. An emphasis on nurture over 

nature is being stressed. This renewed interest began with 

reevaluating early trait research to determine what was 

worth saving and what implications it had for present 

leaders. Bennis (1985) stated that when we consider the 

enormous challenges confronting us, we seem to have a void 

where great ideas and people are needed. He is hopeful that 

"during this moratorium new concepts of leadership have 

incubated," encouraging great individuals with "exciting new 

visions of power" (p. 2). 

Several types of leader characteristics are being 

reexamined: inherited traits and those that develop from 

early childhood experiences, attitudes toward relationships 

with people, and qualities which differentiate effective 

from ineffective leaders. 

It is important to remember that none of this 

research reveals any single characteristic that 
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determines leadership. Rather it suggests that 

there are groups or "constellations" of qualities 

that appear to correlate with leadership. Not all 

leaders have these traits, and not even all 

effective leaders have all of them. Many 

followers have many of them, and many more have a 

few of them. Yet people who have many of these 

characteristics do appear to have a better chance 

of being effective leaders than do those who have 

none (Mazzarella & Grundy, 1989, p. 11). 

Particular personal characteristics that most 
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frequently distinguish effective leaders from ineffective 

ones are adaptability to situations, alertness to social 

environment, ambition and an achievement orientation, 

assertiveness, dependability, cooperativeness, dominance, 

persistency, ascendance, stress tolerance, energy, self

confidence, willingness to assume responsibility, and 

proactivity. Recent studies have added a new trait to this 

list--the helicopter factor. According to Handy (1976), 

this is the ability to rise above the particulars of a 

situation and perceive it in its relation to the overall 

environment (McPherson, Crowson, & Pitner, 1986, p. 224). 

Most effective leaders see the gestalt, as opposed to the 

less effective ones, who focus on details. YukI (1989) 

noted that "certain traits increase the likelihood that a 



leader will be effective, but they do not guarantee 

effectiveness" (p. 176). 
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If leaders possess traits and characteristics that 

separate them from nonleaders, these traits must be 

acquired. Intelligence is believed to derive from a 

combination of genetic endowment and early nurturing; 

cooperativeness is believed to generate from parental 

influences; and socioeconomic status is an environmental 

factor, thus the family situation since birth. Modern 

researchers, such as Bennis and Nanus (1985), stress nurture 

over nature in the process of growing into leadership. 

[This is] a deeply human process, full of trial 

and error, victories and defeats, timing and 

happenstance, intuition and insight. Learning to 

be a leader is somewhat like learning to be a 

parent or a lover; your childhood and adolescence 

provide you with basic values and role models 

(Mazzarella & Grundy, 1989, p. 12). 

Training is carried out throughout adolescence into 

adulthood and eventually into a position. According to 

Wynne and McPherson (1985), 

The values and attitudes of principals that are 

identified as important in our research are not 

innate traits as much as-they are acquired 

perspectives. They have developed over a lifetime 



of complex socialization and contact with varied 

role models. Furthermore, they have been tested 

and refined in the fire of institutional life 

(Mazzarella & Grundy, 1989, p. 12). 
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House and Baetz (1979) believed that it was imperative 

to continue trait research because 

The magnitude of the correlations between leader 

traits and criteria of leadership are as high and 

often higher than correlations between leader 

behavior and leadership criteria (p. 352). 

YukI (1981) also commented on the recent productivity of 

leader traits research: 

Greater progress can be attributed to the 

inclusion of more relevant traits, use of better 

measures of traits, examination of trait patterns 

rather than looking only at individual 

correlations, and the use of longitudinal research 

(p.90). 

Bennis (1982) studied the leadership traits of 90 

successful executives and identified five common 

characteristics or traits. 

1. Vision. They had a strong vision of where 

the organization needed to go. They also had 

a strong outcome orientation. 
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2. Communication and Alignment. They were able 

to communicate their vision to their 

followers in special ways, perhaps through 

the use of metaphors. 

3. Persistence. They were able to "stay the 

course. " They viewec'l. failure as an 

opportunity to learn. 

4. Organizational Learnings. They found ways 

and means to change. 

5. Empowering Others. They created a social 

system and environment that encouraged 

workers to do their best. They gave their 

workers the sense that they were at the heart 

of things, that they were an integral part of 

the organization and its progress (p. 55). 
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Current approaches in the hiring of educational 

administrators include serious consideration of trait

related characteristics. This concept, named the Assessment 

Center Project, developed in the early 1980s and received 

nationwide attention as a tool for measuring and advancing 

managerial potential in education. 

Bridges (1982) concluded that the recent study of 

administrators' traits and personal attributes (demography, 

personality, and experience) dominated research in the field 

of educational administration. In addition, gender 
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differences among educational administrators were being 

further investigated in relation to the "new trait theory." 

Meskin (1979) found that women appeared to be more 

successful than men as school principals based on the 

following conclusions. 

1. Women principals tend to use democratic 

administrative styles (as opposed to 

authoritarian or laissez-faire styles) more 

frequently than men. 

2. Women principals perform better in evaluating 

the p~rformance of new teachers and in 

providin"g instructional leadership. 

3. Women perform as elementary school principals 

(as judged by teacher ratings) in an overall 

fashion superior to men (p. 341). 

Meskin (1979) attributed this greater strength to one 

psychological characteristic of women, their "field

dependence." "Field-dependence is the quality of orienting 

one's self to the context of a problem rather than to the 

problem's object" (Meskin, quoted in Mcpherson et al., 1986, 

p. 225). Typically, this trait has been sensed as a 

weakness, since it is generally considered better to be 

"field-independent." Meskin also contended that women tend 

to be more consultative and relationship-oriented than menj 

thus, they exchange information more often. These factors 



may contribute to women's field-dependence and may "be an 

important key to the success of female educational 

administrators" (p. 341). 
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Despite this revival of the trait theory, a well

defined list of successful leadership traits still needs to 

be identified. In the past, because these personality 

traits had not been identified, researchers began to focus 

on leadership behavior and turned to the "leadership styles" 

of managers as an avenue for the continuation of behavior 

research. It was assumed that leadership could be learned 

and accomplished effectively by anyone genuinely interested 

in improvement. In addition, it was believed that followers 

would perform more effectively for managers who used a 

specific style of leadership. 

The belief that leadership is a behavior that can be 

learned by anyone is being modified. 

New studies of effective leaders suggest that 

effective leadership results from an interaction 

of behaviors and inherent traits. In other words, 

leadership ability is partly learned and partly 

inborn (Mazzarella & smith, 1989, p. 29). 

Comprehensive, empirically tested theories of leadership 

need to be further developed. 



An Analysis of Alfred Adler's 

(1927) Personality Theory 
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Alfred Adler's (1927) theory of human personality 

contended that people are motivated to achieve superiority, 

hence emphasizing the importance of the aggressive over the 

sexual instincts. His theory was in opposition to Sigmund 

Freud's (1900) assumption that human behavior was illotivated 

by inborn instincts, mainly sexual ones. Adler, with Carl 

Gustav Jung, was one of the "big three" in the 

psychoanalytic movement founded by Freud. 

Following his break with Freud in 1911, Adler 

founded his own school of Individual Psychology, 

and his theories diverged more and more from those 

of Freud as he continued to modify and develop his 

basic views of human nature (Crandall, 1981, p. 

1) • 

Adler was a social psychologist who understood 

dysfunctional behavior in terms of discouragement rather 

than illness; thus, he believed that most individual 

problems were social in nature and an outgrowth of poor 

human relationships. He rejected Freud's views, which 

described humans as "victimized by instincts and conflict 

and doomed by biological forces and childhood experiences" 

(Shultz, 1981, p. 76). 



Freud emphasized the role of psychosexual 

development and the Oedipus complex, and Adler 

focused upon the effects of the child's 

perceptions of his family constellation and his 

struggle to find a place of significance within it 

(Corsini, 1979, p. 44). 
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Adler's major focus was on the uniqueness of the 

individual rather than on biological motives and goals. He 

viewed man holistically, emphasizing that each individual is 

best understood as an indivisible, unique, and interactive 

totality. The Adlerian view is that infants establish a 

number-one priority very early, perhaps within the first few 

weeks of life, and that it is along this guiding line that 

they begin to construct their personality, which includes a 

complex of prejudices, biased apperceptions, conclusions, 

and convictions (Dinkmeyer, Pew, & Dinkmeyer, 1979). Adler 

(1930) maintained that 

The fundamental fact in human development is the 

dynamic and purposive striving of the psyche. A 

child, from its earliest infancy, is engaged in a 

constant struggle to develop, and this struggle is 

in accordance with an unconsciously formed but 

ever-present goal--a vision of greatness, 

perfection, and superiority (p. 19). 
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During early childhood, a fictional image of what would 

be required to be safe, to feel superior, to belong in 

society, etc. is developed. This fictional image, then, 

becomes the central goal of the individual's life style. 

Adler (1930) highlighted the importance of inferiority 

feelings: 

The striving for superiority and the sense of 

inferiority go together in every human being. We 

strive because we feel inferior, and we overcome 

our feeling of inferiority by successful striving 

(p. 77). 

According to Adler, all behavior has social meaning and 

a purpose. 

All behavior is designed to overcome feelings 

of inferiority and attain feelings of superiority . 

• • • However, when the individual loses the 

courage to continue to strive, to move forward 

despite discouragement, this interferes with the 

person's effective functioning. . .• The 

inferiority feelings are based on our faulty 

subjective self-evaluations (Sherman & Dinkmeyer, 

1987, p. 7). 

The striving for significance is in essence a 

movement toward the achievement of a unique 

identity. This movement toward significance is 



the master force behind all individual and 

collective human activity (Newlon. & Arciniega, 

1983, p. 282). 
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Adlerians stress that it is possible to be both equal and 

significant, to strive for excellence rather th~n 

domination, and to be in cooperation with others as opposed 

to competition. 

According to Adler (1930), we must understand 

individuals' perceptions in order to understand their 

personality and, thus, their behavior. The foundation of 

perception includes a framework of past knowledge and 

expectations. The importance of a given situation is based 

not only on the objective situation but on how the 

individual perceives it. 

Perception can never be compared with a 

photographic apparatus; it always contains 

something of the individual's uniqueness. Not 

everything one sees is also perceived, and if one 

asks for the perceptions of two persons who have 

seen the same picture, one receives the most 

varied answers. The child perceives in his 

environment only that which for some reason fits 

his previously formed uniqueness. Perceptions are 

not strictly identical with reality, for man is 

able to transform his contact with the external 
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world according to the demand of his uniqueness. 

Thus what a person perceives, and how he does so, 

constitutes his particular uniqueness. Perception 

is more than a mere physical process. It is a 

psychological function, and from the way in which 

a man perceives, one can draw profound conclusions 

regarding his inner self (p. 210). 
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Perception involves a judgmental process related to the 

uniqueness of other persons and stimulus objects. Thus, 

each person is both a perceiver and a perceived object in an 

interaction (Tagiuri, 1969; Lohman, 1982). "A person's 

behavior, perceptions, attitudes, ways of relating, all 

illuminate how that person believes he fits into tne social 

milieu" (Sherman & Dinkmeyer, 1987, p. 8). 

Adlerians believe that many of our problems stem from 

our failure to achieve belonging. Belongings, however, 

involves not only acceptance but contributing to and feeling 

a significant part of the group. The willingness to 

participate and cooperate for the common benefit of the 

group is "social interest" or "Gemeinschaftsgefuel." 

A person with social interest works with people, 

agrees to participate, not necessarily to conform, 

and shows a care and concern for others, a sense 

of community (Sherman & Dinkmeyer, 1987, p. 12). 
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Adler discussed a number of personal characteristics related 

to social interest, including interest in others and the 

community, striving, identification, empathy, sympathy, 

understanding, cooperation, and contributing to the common 

welfare (Crandall, 1981). 

Although social interest is present in all of us, it is 

present as an innate potentiality which must be developed. 

The capacity to identify and transcend the limits 

of the self seems to be the core of what Adler 

meant by social interest as an innate 

potentiality. . The result of such 

identification, or empathy with others, is to open 

up a whole world of value(s) that goes beyond 

values or cares relating to self. . The 

capacity to take another's point of view, and to 

care about doing this, provides the basis for 

language, reason, logic, common sense, 

understanding, ethics, esthetics, science, and 

political wisdom (Adler, 1927, p. 37). 

Social interest is formed in the home, as the child's 

first social setting, and remains throughout life. A low 

level of social interest increases competition, feelings of 

alienation and threat, and a sense of inferiority or 

insecurity. 
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Many theories have commonalities to Adler's (1956) 

philosophy of social interest and striving for superiority: 

concepts of self-realization (Horney, 1950); the 

psychological strengths that are important for adjustment 

(Erickson, 1950); self-actualization (Maslow, 1954); the 

actualizing tendency (Rogers, 1956); the "normal" or healthy 

personality (Shoben, 1959); the "non-optimal production of 

underinhibited, overly narcissistic, and overly selfish 

individuals" (Campbell, 1975, p. 30); "theoretical 

egocentrism" (Hogan, 1975); the notion that the highly 

individualistic, self-centered individual appears to be an 

"emerging cultural ideal" (Sampson, 1977); and concerns 

based on evidence of increasing egocentrism in our society 

(Kanfer, 1979). 

Adler's ideas anticipated later developments in 

psychology. 

His theory is quite accurately presented in recent 

textbooks on personality theory, and a number of 

writers have commented on an apparent resurgence 

of interest in his ideas. • .• There is an 

increasing possibility that Adler's propositions 

concerning social interest may at last turn out to 

be his most important contribution to later 

developments in the mainstream of psychology 

(Crandall, 1981, pp. I, 10). 



Birth Order Theory 

According to Alfred Adler, differences in birth order 

of an individual 

leave their mark on all expressions of the 

personality. Whenever I have studied adults 

I have found impressions left on them from their 

early childhood and lasting for ever. The 

position in the family leaves an indelible stamp 

upon the style of life (Ernst, 1983, p. 164). 
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Adler (1930) developed a simple technique for a clear 

understanding of an individual's basic personality pattern, 

the "life style." Rudolf Dreikurs (1950), a student of 

Adler and a prolific writer who nurtured the growth of 

Adlerian psychology in the United states, explained: 

This very pattern which characterizes each 

individual and all his movements through life is 

developed in early childhood. It is impossible to 

understand any adult without information about his 

first four to six years of life, which are the 

formative years. In this period, every person 

develops concepts about himself and about life 

which are maintained throughout life, although the 

person remains completely unaware of the premises 

he has developed for himself and upon which he 

acts (p. 87). 

---------------.---



72 

Life style is influenced first by family constellation 

and family atmosphere during the individual's formative 

years. It then becomes an organizational pattern which 

directs some of our behavior. 

By means of selective perception, cognition, 

memory, etc. it codifies rules for characteristic 

attitudinal positions. It becomes the intervening 

variable between efficient cause and effect, 

between the stimulation of the outside world and 

the responsive behavior of the person. ..• It 

develops through trial and error . a necessary 

rule for coping behavior, to bring order into 

one's relationship with the challenging and 

confronting world (Shulman, 1973, pp. 43-44). 

It is continuously influenced and self-reinforced through 

selectivity. 

The family constellation refers to the birth order of 

each child. Birth order position provides a context in 

which an individual's life style will develop. Great 

emphasis is placed on the importance of the relationship(s) 

among siblings in the family which contributes to the 

development of a unique personality. 

Adler seems to have been the first psychologist to 

point to the ordinal position in the family as a personality 

determinant (Shulman, 1973). Oscar Christensen, Jr. 



(personal communication, February 5, 1993), who is 

recognized as a leading authority on Adlerian psychology, 

disagrees with Shulman's "personality determinant" 

conclusion and redefines this as "a vantage point of 

interpretation of personality." 

Adler (1930) disagreed with the many researchers who 

believed that heredity explained similarities and 

differences among family members. He believed that 

The meaning a person gives to his position and 

that of each other in the family is of greater 

importance than the ordinal or chronological age. 

In other words, positional psychology is the more 

potent in affecting behavior (Sherman & Dinkmeyer, 

1987, p. 10). 
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This is also described as the "psychological position" 

within the family. Children interpret and respond to their 

position, thereby influencing the development of character 

traits. 

From the Adlerian perspective, no two children are ever 

born into the same family. Each child after the first is 

born enters a different social system; thus, the arrival of 

a new child requires a new definition of the family system. 

The four positions most essential to Adler were the only 

child, the first born, the second born, and the last born. 



1. Only child. Never had a rival and never 

faces the problem of "dethronement." S/he 

tends to be personal comfort-oriented, in 

other words, having the right to be 

comfortable in any situation. This kind of 

orientation results in the possession of many 

characteristics of the oldest child. The 

only child is usually given excessive 

attention and pampering; this may allow the 

child to mature too early and acquire the 

idea of intellectual superiority from the 

parents. 

Only children are likely to be 

relatively demanding, somewhat 

self-centered, somewhat 

controlling and very subtly 

manipulative in their approach 

to other people. In 

adulthood, the only child 

tends to have ambivalent 

feelings about childhood. 

This ambivalence is relatively 

easy to understand when one 

realizes that only children 

have always existed in an 
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adult world. When they 

finally get to be adults, they 

become somewhat more 

comfortable with their 

situation (Marchant, 1931, p. 

130) • 

2. First Born. Treated as the only child only 

for a limited time, receiving much admiration 

and some pampering as the center of 

attention. When a second child is born, the 

tragedy of "dethronement" from his or her 

favorite position causes the beginning of a 

futile battle to regain lost power. This 

loss of status gives the first born a 

particular understanding of power and 

authority, a talent for organization, and an 

admiration for the past. A fear of being 

overtaken and surpassed frequently by other 

siblings results in putting severe demands on 

oneself for high achievement high standards 

of behavior, and hunger for success. 

According to Adler, the first-born adult 

likes to take part in the 

exercise of authority and he 

exaggerates the importance of 
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rules and laws. Everything 

should be done by rule and no 

rule should ever be changed. 

Power should always be 

preserved in the hands of 

those who are entitled to it 

(Adler, 1931, p. 147). 

Often a perfectionist, responsible, and 

possessing a natural tendency toward 

conservatism. In reference to vocational 

choice, Adler contends that the first-born 

has the right attitude for positions of power 

since s/he has once occupied that position. 

They [first-borns] can 

emphasize their own success by 

pointing out the inadequacy in 

others and maintain their own 

superiority by protecting 

others (Hillman, 1981, p. 79). 

3. Second Born. Has a built-in pacemaker in the 

form of the first child and continuously 

tries to catch up to the eldest's superior 

position. He or she often develops a 

personality that is the opposite of the first 

child's. Usually the second born cannot 
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catch up in areas where the first born has 

chosen to succeed. For this reason, he or 

she will attempt to achieve a superior 

position in those areas where the oldest 

experiences difficulties. Since the second 

born is constantly training to overtake the 

oldest, he or she may appear more talented 

and successful. Adler believed that this 

success is an outgrowth of preparation and 

training as opposed to inherited skills. The 

second born is usually rebellious and 

questions authority, less serious, creative, 

very social, cooperative, competitive, copes 

well under pressure, and possesses a vision 

directed ahead toward the future. Overall, 

according to Adler, the second child is 

better adjusted than either the older or 

younger sibling (Thomas & Marchant, 1983). 

4. Last Born. Never faces dethronement. S/he 

has the tendency either to try to surpass the 

others in compensating for his or her 

smallness or physical weakness or remains a 

baby while developing strong feelings of 

inferiority and inadequacy. The last born, 

being the youngest, is typically pampered; 
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spoiled; dependent; expects help, service, 

and consideration; and avoids decisions or 

may become super independent and a very high 

achiever by emulating the high skills and 

characteristics of the oldest. Adler 

contends that the last born's position in 

many respects is similar to that of the 

second born since they both possess a strong 

need to excel beyond the pacemaker ahead of 

them. They both grow up in an atmosphere 

"warmer" than the other siblings whose level 

of independence and maturity may have already 

been established. If not destined to 

greatness, the last born may become an 

extreme failure and possibly incapable of 

coping with life. Adler stated that "the 

second largest proportion of problem children 

comes from among the youngest" (Adler, 1931, 

p. 151). 

Birth Order Research Review 

Studies on birth order characteristics began in 1874. 
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Sir Francis Galton (1874) was the first researcher to point 

out that first borns exceeded all other ordinal positions in 

scientifically eminent occupations. A majority of studies 

conducted since that time have corroborated this finding . 

. --_ .. _--- -----_._---
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Several well-accepted characteristics have been 

correlated with birth order studies. First borns are seen 

as more ambitious, rule-oriented, authority-oriented, 

helpful, and responsible. Later borns tend to be more 

oriented in social activities, community and peer 

involvement, and in their own needs. The following 

researchers supported these findings: Adams (1972), Chemers 

(1970), Clausen (1966), Falbo (1977, 1981), Kammeyer (1967), 

McDonald (1971), Pfouts (1980), and Sampson (1962). Yet 

several contradicted them: Sampson (1965), Schooler (1972), 

and Zajonc (1974). 

Birth Order Effects on High 

Achievement and Authority 

Pfouts (1980) found that family structure and process 

tend to favor first borns' intellectual development over 

later borns'. High achievement is developed by the first 

born's teaching role with younger siblings, contributing to 

the enhancement of intelligence, helpfulness, and patience. 

Falbo (1977, 1981) indicated that achievement-related 

personality characteristics may develop as a result of 

childhood experiences. He also contended that first borns 

may be simply more intelligent than later borns and are more 

likely to obtain a higher education not only due to economic 

feasibility but to educational aspirations. 



The combination of positive parental attention 

(Kidwell, 1978; Lasko, 1954) with high parental 

expectations (Clausen, 1966; Kammeyer, 1967) leads 

only and firstborns to develop the persistent 

tendency to set relatively high standards for 

themselves. This effect was found for educational 

aspirations (Cohen, 1985, p. 2). 

Angers (1974) believed that first borns seek out 

positions of authority. His survey of 496 teachers (an 

authority-related profession) revealed that a significant 

proportion (42%) were first borns, thus confirming his 

hypothesis. 
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Altus (1966), one of the most commonly known theorists 

of birth order research and the author of many reviews of 

studies examining ordinal trends in college population and 

eminent positions, concluded that 

The evidence is of course not all in. The reports 

are fairly numerous by now, and they are 

consistent in their findings. Since the evidence 

is congruent with what has been consistently found 

for various degrees of eminence for nearly 100 

years it seems a fairly safe assumption that 

there is a kind of academic primogeniture 

operating at the college level (p. 47). 
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Differential parental treatment has a major effect on 

high achievement in first borns. This is the result of an 

abundance of parental attention, interaction, communication, 

and pressure (Davis, 1959; Koch, 1954; Lasko, 1954; 

McArthur, 1956; Rosen, 1961; Sampson, 1962; stout, 1960; 

Sutton-smith et al., 1964). According to Adler (1930), when 

parental expectations are unattainable by the first born, 

low self-esteem occurs. 

Leman (1985) defined first born children as 

the achievers, the ones who are driven towards 

success and stardom in their given fields, • • 

"little adults" who often go on to become the 

leaders and achievers of life (p. 64). 

Sulloway (1990) researched 2,784 participants in 28 

major scientific controversies over the past 400 years and 

found a disproportionately high percentage of later born 

scientists in leadership roles. He determined that 

"laterborns generally favor scientific innovations, whereas 

firstborns, who identify more closely with parents and 

authority, typically oppose them" (p. 22). His conclusion 

indicated that new advances in any field are likely to be 

initiated by a later born. 

Pulvino and Lupton (1978) studied 380 high school 

students to determine whether family size influences 

intellectual ability. They found that a child's 
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intellectual growth seems to be more completely developed if 

s/he had more contact with adults during the formative 

years. Thus, the small family size is an advantage to the 

first born. 

Harris (1964) stated that since first borns tend to 

take over the role of parent-substitute at an early age, 

they become serious, conforming, and inclined to 

introspection and self-examination. 

Zajonc and Markus (1975) stated that the first born is 

likely to develop leadership traits very early since younger 

siblings look to the older child for guidance. On the 

contrary, Hurlock (1972), in her work on child development, 

determined that first borns lack self-confidence and 

leadership qualities because of parental overprotectiveness 

and anxiety about sickness. Bass (1960) supported Hurlock's 

opposition to the popular view that the first born is 

achievement-oriented and, instead, believed that the younger 

sibling would attempt more leadership roles as an adult than 

the oldest. 

Sampson (1962) determined that women tend to exhibit 

greater resistance in social influence situations than men. 

For the first born female, this resistance could lead to a 

higher need for achievement. 



Birth Order Effects on 

Sociability and Self-Esteem 

Kidwell (1981) found that 

[The last born] enjoys a more relaxed and 

easy-going relationship with parents and often 

does not experience the pressures and expectations 

from the parents that are more characteristic of 

the firstborn (p. 318). 

The firstborn is trained within the family to 

prefer the parent-surrogate role (Sutton-Smith et 

al., 1964) and to assume task-oriented leadership 

positions both with younger siblings and outside 

the family. In contrast, the laterborns tend to 

be more dedicated to sociability and to peer 

relations than to task achievement (Chemers, 1970) 

(Cohen, 1985, p. 6). 
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Sampson (1965) found that although the later born is 

more sociable and more highly peer-related, he or she did 

not score significantly higher in perceived popularity. He 

also found no relation between birth order and self-esteem. 

In contrast, Rosenberg and Sears (1970) reported a 

significant effect on self-esteem and self-concept. They 

found that first born and only children have a significantly 

higher self-esteem and self-concept than later borns. This 

finding does not support Adler's (1956) theory of 
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dethronement, which stated that the first born may grow up 

feeling deprived, resulting in a gradual lowering of self

concept. Ansbacher and Ansbacher (1967) stated that parents 

can lessen the trauma of dethronement by preparing the first 

born for the arrival of the sibling and involving him or her 

in the caring process. 

Polit and Falbo (1987) found that the stereotype of the 

only child being maladjusted and anti-social did not fit. 

Their findings showed that the only child shows a 

superiority in motivation to achieve, feels self-confident 

and valuable, is well-adjusted because of close parental 

contact, and is socially mature. Lasden (1988) reported 

similar findings, including maturity, self-control, 

flexibility, generosity, leadership, and higher self-esteem 

than later born children. 

Physiological Effects 

Physiological conditions of birth also have been found 

to have a significant impact on an individual's life with 

reference to birth order position. Forer (1969) reported 

that birth conditions may contribute to the differences in 

children of different birth order positions, specifically, 

the mother's diet and physiological state during pregnancy. 

Adams (1972) noted research indicating that the first 

born may have a healthier birth climate than the later born 
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because of birth canal changes, resulting in a more positive 

thrust into life for the first born. 

Birth Order and Leadership style 

Chemers (1970) tested 350 students at the University of 

Delaware and found a significant relationship between 

Fiedler's Least Preferred Co-Worker Scale (LPC) and birth 

order (first and later borns). He tested the hypothesis 

that first born leaders will tend to be more task-oriented 

and responsive to authority and later born leaders will tend 

to be more relationship-oriented and socially effective. 

Dagenais (1979) retested Chemers' (1970) hypothesis on 

180 graduating nurses using Fleishman's Leadership opinion 

Questionnaire (LOQ) , which tested the two leadership 

dimensions of structure and consideration and which Dagenais 

believed to be a better instrument. His finding were 

inconclusive and, at best, a weak relationship between the 

LOQ and birth order existed. Since no differences were 

found, birth order did not seem to be related to structure 

or consideration. Dagenais believed that Chemers' findings 

may have been due to the large sample size or to the social 

desirability of responses. 

Greene (1987) tested 80 pastors using the LOQ and 

found, in contrast to Dagenais (1979), that later borns 

scored higher in consideration than first borns, although 

first borns did not score higher in structure. Thus, a 
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difference was found even though a sample size smaller than 

the above studies was used. The findings between later 

borns and consideration concurred with Alfred Adler's (1930) 

Theory of Birth Order; however, this result is not 

surprising considering the emphasis placed on the concepts 

of love and brotherhood by traditional religions. 

Ordinal Versus Psychological position 

Discrepancies between findings among researchers, for 

example Sampson (1965) versus Rosenberg and Sears (1970), 

may be explained by differentiating between birth order, 

which includes the psychological position within the family, 

and ordinal position, which refers to the child's numerical 

place. 

What seems to be more important than chronological 

birth order is the interpretation the person makes 

of birth circumstances. Thus, at times, authors 

seem to be referring to psychological definitions 

of birth order, while the researcher is 

investigating chronological ordinal birth 

positions (Neld, 1977, p. 48). 

In this statement, Neld showed that the use of psychological 

definitions of birth order is a reliable and valid way of 

translating Adlerian theory into research and practice. 

Leman (1985) stated that "your birth order definitely 

affects your personality, whom you marry, your children, 



your occupational choice, and even how well you get along 

with God" (p. 10). He claimed that it is easy to identify 

an individual's personality by his or her ordinal 

(psychological) position characteristics. Toman (1970) 

strongly supported this philosophy, noting that by birth 

order position, it is possible to describe an individual's 

major personality characteristics, political ideals, work 

habits, and personal philosophy. 
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In contrast, Ernst and Angst (1983) found consistently 

negative results related to the effects of sibling position 

on personality and behavior. They concluded that 

Birth order and sibship size do not have a strong 

impact on personality. The present investigation 

points instead to a broken home, an unfriendly 

educational style, and a premature disruption of 

relations with parents as concomitants of 

neuroticism, and to higher income and social class 

(with all assets implied) and an undisturbed home 

as concomitants of higher achievement. Beside 

these influences, details of socialization seem to 

shrink to insignificance (Stewart, 1992, pp. 55-

56) . 

The Adlerian Theory of Birth Order, specifically the 

psychological position within the family, would disagree 

with Ernst and Angst's finding since it ignored'interactions 

------~ ~ ~-~-.. -- - . ~ 
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between siblings and the effect they have upon each other as 

contributing factors in their study. 

Toman (1961) also noted that personality is greatly 

affected by family structure, and a significant factor in 

the life of a first born is that of the gender of siblings. 

He suggested that traditional birth order characteristics 

can be altered because of the sexual groupings. 

Wagner (1989) reported that Dr. Harold Barkley strongly 

urged educators to refer to birth order characteristics in 

schools to help understand students' behavior. Within the 

counseling field, Bradley (1982) noted the importance of 

counselors using birth order dynamics to assist individuals 

in their career selection. This may be another approach to 

sorting out the interdependence between personality 

variables, striving, and rationale for career choice. 

Summary 

This chapter explored relevant research regarding the 

relationship between Alfred Adler's (1930) Theory of Birth 

Order and personality formation and educational leadership 

behavior. Specifically, the two-dimensional educational 

leadership style theory was examined. First, a brief 

history of the development of leadership style in education 

described a variety of theories containing implications for 

better leadership. A weakness in perception or cognitive 

style identified in the study of leadership was also 
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discussed. This was an imperative factor since perception 

is the fundamental basis for behavior, and leadership style 

must fit the individual's inner self, his or her needs and 

situation. For Adler, understanding the individual's 

perception is essential to understanding the individual's 

personality. 

Second, this review of literature elaborated on the 

revival of the importance of personality traits and 

characteristics in recent leadership behavior research. 

This revival specifically focuses on inherited traits, those 

that develop from early childhood, and attitudes toward 

others. A clear link emerged to Adler's theory of social 

interest and the notion of the child's IIpsychological 

position ll within the family influencing his or her 

development of character traits. 

Third, a description of the two-dimensional leadership 

style theory highlighted several examples of polarized 

behavior dimensions. Major emphasis was placed on 

lIinitiating structure ll and IIconsideration ll as measures of 

leader behavior in the identification of one's leadership 

style. 

Fourth, Adler's (1930) Theory of Birth Order as well as 

the findings of other renowned birth order researchers were 

explored. This included an elaboration of the connection 

between leadership dimensions and Adler's (1930) contentions 



of birth order as they related to the development of 

leadership characteristics. Finally, a review of previous 

birth order and two-dimensional leadership style research 

concluded in controversial findings. This study draws 

partly from this previous research as a contribution to a 

stronger theoretical argument regarding the influence of 

birth order on leadership style. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 
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The purpose of this chapter was to determine, in 

correlation with the Adlerian Theory of Birth Order, whether 

first and later born Arizona elementary public school 

administrators differ when related to the two-dimensional 

leadership styles, structure and consideration. This 

chapter includes a description of the procedures followed in 

the development of the study. These procedures are 

presented under the following headings: (1) Selection of 

Subjects, (2) Instrumentation, (3) Procedures, (4) Data 

Analysis, and (5) Summary. 

Selection of Subjects 

The 1993 edition of Patterson's Elementary Education, 

published by Educational Directories, Inc., was utilized to 

compile a list of all elementary public schools in the State 

of Arizona and names and addresses of all elementary school 

principals in the State. 

Using a table of random numbers (Gay, 1981), a sample 

of 338 elementary public school principals within the State 

of Arizona was selected. The process began with a point 
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established by chance and then proceeded by selecting three

digit numbers between 000 and 675 until 338 were selected, 

representing 50% of the state's elementary schools (N = 

675). 

Instrumentation 

The instrument used for this study was Fleishman's 

(1960) Leadership Opinion Questionnaire (LOQ). This 

instrument was selected because it measures the two 

dimensions of leadership style, initiating structure and 

consideration, which possessed a strong resemblance to 

Alfred Adler's (1930) convictions related to birth order 

effects on leadership traits. 

In accordance with Adlerian theory, (1) the first born 

will acquire leadership traits emphasizing rules, authority, 

power, independence, tradition, organization, and a concern 

with status and (2) the later born will acquire leadership 

traits emphasizing social activities, a sense of community, 

warmth in individual and group cooperation, and less 

emphasis on authority and rules. Thus, first born traits 

closely resemble the structure dimension on the LOQ, and 

later born traits closely resemble the consideration 

dimension. Therefore, the first born is more likely to be 

structure-oriented, while the later born is more likely to 

be consideration-oriented in leadership style. 

--------



According to Kirshner (1963), the basic use of the 

questionnaire is to determine an individual's leadership 

"style" in terms of the two dimensions (Buros, 1965). The 

scores measured by the LOQ are described as follows: 

structure (S) reflects the extent to which an 

individual is likely to define and structure his 

or her own role and those of subordinates toward 

goal attainment. A high score on this dimension 

characterizes individuals who play a very active 

role in directing group activities through 

planning, communicating information, scheduling, 

criticizing, trying out new ideas, and so forth. 

A low score indicates the individual is likely to 

be relatively inactive in giving directions in 

these ways. 

Consideration (C) reflects the extent to 

which an individual is likely to have job 

relationships with subordinates characterized by 

mutual trust, respect for their ideas, 

consideration of their feelings, and a certain 

warmth between the individual and them. A high 

score is indicative of a climate of good rapport 

and two-way communication. A low score indicates 

the individual is likely to be more impersonal in 
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relations with group members (Fleishman, 1989, p. 

1) • 

94 

The LOQ is the product of more than 30 years of 

research. It has been used in a variety of organizational 

settings as a tool tor measuring these two dimensions of 

supervisory leadership which have been shown to be 

meaningful in a wide variety of supervisor-subordinate 

situations. "An important feature of the LOQ is that the 

scores on each scale, Consideration and structure, are 

independent of each other" (Fleishman, 1989, p. 7), as 

revealed by factor analysis studies. This instrument is 

self-reporting and contains 40 items regarding leadership 

attitudes on a five-point Likert-type scale format. Some 

unreliability in the scaling may be experienced since the 

LOQ includes a series of four inconsistent five-point-scale 

responses; however, responses range from truly positive to 

truly negative. Directions for the LOQ are fully stated on 

the front cover, and most people complete the questionnaire 

within 15 minutes. 

Individuals respond in terms of how frequently 

they feel they should engage in the behavior 

described in each item. • The alternatives to 

each of the 40 items are scored 0, 1, 2, 3, or 4. 

This is done automatically by the self-scoring 

format of the answer sheet which is sealed inside 



the questionnaire. •.• There are 20 items in 

each scale; therefore, the maximum possible score 

is 80 (20 x 4) on each scale. However, scores 

generally range from 30 to 70 (Fleishman, 1989, 

pp. 1, 20). 
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The LOQ has proven to be reliable in a number of 

studies using both the split-half and test-retest methods. 

Correlations for these two scales ranged from .62 to .89 

(Buros, 1965, 1972). Kirchner (1965) evaluated the LOQ as a 

"reasonably reliable instrument . • • well suited for 

research activities and training activities (Buros, 1965, p. 

1372). Gibb (1972) found that the 

LOQ is a well-made instrument • . . with definite 

potential in training and training evaluation, and 

by its use in a variety of situations and 

organizations there may be some prospect of 

elaborating the complex, contingent, and often 

curvilinear relationships which exist between the 

basic dimensions of Consideration and structure 

and measures of leadership effectiveness (Buros, 

1972, p. 1150). 

According to the 1989 Fleishman's Leadership opinion 

Questionnaire Examiner's Manual, the LOQ has been validated 

in a variety of organizational settings. Many significant 

validity studies are cited, and the LOQ has been found to be 
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predictive of job performance, department/work group 

satisfaction, work group attitude and morale, and 

productivity and unit stress. The instrument was developed 

to maximize construct validity. There is valid evidence 

that consideration scores tend to be correlated 

significantly with successful ratings of supervisory 

performance in a variety of activities (Buros, 1965). 

Additionally, low consideration scores have been found to be 

indicative of an undesirable situation. Low scores in both 

structure and consideration emerge as the most undesirable 

for many situations. High structure and low consideration 

supervisors tend to have a higher probability of stress, 

turnover, and grievances among subordinates. 

For many criteria and situations, the high 

Consideration-high Structure pattern seems most 

likely to optimize a variety of different 

effectiveness criteria (Fleishman, 1989, p. 8). 

According to Kirchner (1965), norms are available for 

several different groups. They encompass the range from the 

perennial college senior to such groups as educational 

supervisors. In addition, they contain norms for a sizable 

(N = 780) group of general supervisory personnel (Buros, 

1965) . 

Previous use of the LOQ in birth order and leadership 

style research involved an investigation by Dagenais (1979) 
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on the retesting of Chemers' (1970) hypothesis that "first-

borns will tend to be more task-oriented leaders, while 

later borns will be more relationship and socially-oriented 

leaders" (p. 243). Chemers found a significant relationship 

between Fiedler's (1967) least preferred co-worker (LPC) 

instrument and birth order. Dagenais' findings were 

inconclusive and, at best, indicated a weak relationship 

between the LOQ and birth order. Therefore, birth order did 

not seem to be related to structure or consideration. 

Reliability of the Instrument 

In order to interpret the findings of the Leadership 

Opinion questionnaire (LOQ), it was necessary to analyze its 

internal consistency; Cronbach's (1951) coefficient alpha 

was used. Reliability coefficients were calculated for the 

40-item instrument, as shown in Table 3. Cronbach's alpha 

was .71 for consideration, .73 for structure, and .70 for C 

and S combined. These alphas indicated satisfactory 

reliability. 

Table 3. Reliability Analysis for the LOQ. 

No. of No. of Reliability 
Items Cases Coefficient 

Consideration (C) 20 211 .7100 

structure (S) 20 211 .7259 

C and S Combined 40 211 .7037 



The reliability coefficients may have been higher if a 

different scale had been used, for example, a five-point 

scale with only one set of responses. The series of four 

five-point-scale responses (often to very seldom, a great 

deal to very seldom, always to never, and a great deal to 

none at all) may have been somewhat confusing. 

Procedures 

98 

A letter of introduction describing the purpose of the 

study, Fleishman's (1960) Leadership Opinion Questionnaire, 

and the Personal Leadership Data Form prepared by the 

researcher were mailed to 338 randomly selected Arizona 

elementary public school principals representing 50% of the 

675 elementary public schools in the state. Also included 

in the mailing was a self-addressed, stamped envelope in 

which to return the completed and unscored LOQ and the 

Personal Leadership Data Form. This form contained 

information on the individual's job, birth order, gender, 

age group, ethnic background, educational level, and number 

of stUdents and staff members. copies of the letter and the 

Personal Leadership Data Form are presented in Appendix A. 

To encourage participation, respondents were notified 

that they would be entered in a raffle for resort 

accommodations upon receipt of their completed questionnaire 

and Personal Leadership Data Form. Delays in responding to 



survey research are expected; however, responses began to 

arrive three days after materials were sent. 
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A follow-up letter and a second questionnaire, Personal 

Leadership Date Form, and a self-addressed, stamped envelope 

were sent to those principals who had not responded after 

two weeks. A postcard follow-up was sent after one 

additional week. copies of the follow-up letter and the 

postcard are presented in Appendix B. A telephone call 

followed as a final reminder. 

A final response rate of 69% (N = 232) was obtained, 

and those data were analyzed in this study. Returned 

materials were numerically coded. Two raffle winners were 

then drawn (identified by code number) and contacted by 

telephone. Code numbers and responses were entered into the 

IBM/WordPerfect file and analyzed using the SPSS 

(statistical Package for the Social Sciences) computer 

program. 

Data Analysis 

The researcher utilized the Personal Leadership Data 

Form to obtain the following data: age, gender, ethnic 

background, highest educational level, birth order position 

(only child, first born, second or middle born, and youngest 

child) including subgroup specification, current position 

title, years in district, years in administration, years in 



current position, number of students, and number of staff 

members. 
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Data were entered into the IBM/WordPerfect file and 

analyzed using the SPSS computer program. The descriptive 

data for the respondents were then presented in a table 

format to indicate the average scores and th~ variability of 

scores in the following areas: age, gender, ethnic 

background, highes·t educational level, years in district, 

years in administration, years in current position, number 

of students, and number of staff members. Itemized data 

consisted of counts, percentages, and means (if appropriate 

to the level of measurement). 

The Leadership opinion Questionnaires were scored as 

received from the randomly selected Arizona elementary 

public school administrators (N = 232). The LOQ measures 

two dimensions of leadership style, structure (S) and 

consideration (C). The first dimension has been associated 

with only and first born birth order characteristics. The 

second dimension has been related to second or later born 

characteristics of birth order. 

For the purposes of this study, first born included 

those who are only-born individuals, and later born included 

the second, middle, and youngest children. Subgroup 

specification applied only to second or later born 

respondents. To clarify, according to the Adlerian Theory 
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of Birth Order, a space of five or more years tends to 

cluster siblings into subgroups with the leader having 

traits of the first born. Thus, second or later born 

administrators identified as subgroup leaders were placed in 

the first born category. Data analysis was presented for 

two groups: Group A, which included first and later borns 

without subgroup classification, and Group B, which included 

first and later borns with subgroups. 

Basic descriptive statistics such as means, standard 

deviations, modes, and other descriptive statistics were 

computed on the C, S, and combined CIS scale for first born 

and later born groups. Independent groups t-test compared 

differences on the C, S, and combined CIS scales for the 

first versus later born groups, thus investigating the 

effect of birth order position. The computer program 

utilized is described in Appendix C. 

Data were also analyzed by means of Pearson Product 

Moment correlation coefficients for descriptive purposes. 

Computations were made between C scores and S scores and 

combined CIS scores to gender, age, and ethnicity. In 

addition, Cronbach's coefficient alpha was used to measure 

internal consistency of the LOQ for this sample in reference 

to C scale, S scale, and CIS scales combined. 
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Summary 

This chapter presented the methods and procedures 

utilized in this study that were pertinent to the research 

hypotheses: (1) a restatement of the purpose of the study; 

(2) descriptions of the population, sample size, and 

instrumentation; (3) a rationale for selection of the 

Leadership opinion Questionnaire, including its reliability, 

validity, and its use in previous research related to birth 

order and leadership style; (4) a description of the process 

used to secure a final pool of sUbjects; and (5) a 

description of the statistical analysis of the data, 

including descriptive statistics, t-scores, and 

correlations. 



CHAPTER 4 

PRESENTATION OF THE FINDINGS 
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This study examined the relationship between birth 

order position, as influenced by Alfred Adler's (1930) 

theory, and the two-dimensional educational leadership 

styles, consideration and initiating structure, in 

elementary public school administrators in the State of 

Arizona. No research has yet examined birth order effects 

on two-dimensional leadership style in school 

administrators. Therefore, this study determined whether 

elementary principals differed in relation to birth order 

and leadership style. 

The findings are presented under the following 

headings: (1) Description of Subjects, (2) Summary of 

Descriptive Analysis Through an Adlerian Perspective, (3) 

Analysis of the Data, (4) Summary of Findings, and (5) Other 

Findings. 

Description of Subjects 

Subjects for this study initially included 338 randomly 

selected Arizona elementary school administrators, 

representing 50% of all public elementary schools in the 

State (N = 675). A final response rate of 69% (N = 232) was 

obtained and analyzed. The Personal Leadership Data Form 
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was utilized to obtain the following data: gender; age; 

highest educational level; ethnic background; birth order 

position (only child, first born, second or middle born, and 

youngest child), including subgroup specification; number of 

staff members; number of students; years in district; years 

in current position; and years in administration. 

Descriptive statistics were calculated and are presented in 

Tables 4-12. 

An inspection of Table 4 shows that those in the first 

born group also include the only child. According to the 

Adlerian Theory of Birth Order, because the first born is 

treated as an only child within the family for a period of 

time, the result is a close resemblance between both 

positions, specifically in the very early years. Thus, both 

groups were combined in the first born category. As a 

result, this group included a total of 97 (42.0%) elementary 

public school administrators, 46 (19.9%) males and 51 

(22.1%) females. The total number of second or middle born 

and youngest administrators comprising the later born 

category was 134 (58%), 82 (35.5%) males and 52 (22.5%) 

females. The overall total was 231, 128 (55.4%) males and 

103 (44.3%) females. 

The inclusion of subgroups was necessary because, 

according to the Adlerian Theory of Birth Order, when there 

is a space of five or more years between any siblings, the 
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Table 4. Group A Descriptive statistics for Birth Order 
position and Gender Excluding Subgroups. 

FIRST LATER 
Overall 

2nd- Group A 
Only First Total Middle Youngest Total Total 

Male 
No. of Resp. 7 39 46 60 22 82 128 
Percentage 3.0 16.9 19.9 26.0 9.5 35.5 55.4 

Female 
No. of Resp. 5 46 51 34 18 52 103 
Percentage 2.2 19.9 22.1 14.7 7.8 22.5 44.6 

Column Total 12 85 97 94 40 134 231 
Percentage 5.2 36.8 42.0 40.7 17.3 58.0 100.0 

Number of Missing Observations ~ 1 

...... __ .-._-------------
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result can be more than one first born in the family. This 

tends to cluster siblings into subgroups with the leader in 

each subgroup having traits of the first born. Subgroups 

were included in Group B, as shown in Table 5. Second, 

middle, and youngest administrators who fell under a 

subgroup were placed in the first born pool. For purposes 

of group clarification, hereafter Group A contains data 

excluding subgroups, and Group B contains data including 

subgroups. 

Table 5 reveals the count and percentage differences 

between Group A and Group B by comparisons. In Group B, the 

total of first born subjects was 131 (56.7%), and the total 

later borns numbered 100 (43.3%). Therefore, an additional 

34 (14.7%) later born respondents (Group A later born total 

= 134 [58%]) who fell within a subgroup were added to the 

first born category in Group B. out of the 34 (14.7%) later 

born subjects, 21 (9.1%) were males, and 13 (5.6%) were 

females. A close numerical relationship was found between 

gender and first borns in both Group A and Group B. In 

first borns, Group A revealed a higher number of females (N 

= 51 versus N = 46 for males), and in Group B, a slightly 

higher number of males (N = 67 versus N = 64 for females). 

In later borns, a higher number of males than females was 

found in both groups (Group A = 82 males versus 52 females; 

Group B = 61 males versus 39 females). 



Table 5. Group B Descriptive statistics for First Versus 
Later Borns and Gender Including Subgroups. 

FIRST LATER 
Overall 
Group B 
Total 

Male 
No. of Responses 67 61 128 
Percentage 29.0 26.4 55.4 

Female 
No. of Responses 64 39 103 
Percentage 27.7 16.9 44.6 

Column Total 131 100 231 
Percentage 56.7 43.3 100.0 

Number of Missing Observations = 1 
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As shown in Table 6, the 35-49 year old category 

represented the largest number of subjects (N = 144, 64.9%). 

Also, only three (1.4%) subjects were in the 20-34 year old 

category, thus comprising the smallest group. In Group B, 

the over-50 category had a majority of first borns (N = 3, 

19.4% out of a total of 72 or 32.4%). 

Table 7 reports that within the M.A.jM.Ed. and the 

Ph.D.jEd.D. categories, Group A has a majority of later 

borns, while Group B has a majority of first borns. 

In Table 8, the white classification represented the 

highest number of subjects (N = 189, 83.3%), while the 

Native American category represented the lowest (N = 2, 

.9%). Furthermore, the Hispanic and the white categories 

contained the highest number of subgroup members (later 

borns who have developed traits of first borns) in Group B. 

Later in this chapter, Table 16 reports further descriptive 

statistics regarding gender and ethnic background 

independent of birth order. 

Table 9 reveals that the majority of administrators (N 

= 94, 41.0%) have 50 to 74 staff members in their school. 

The less-than-24 category contains a smaller number of staff 

(N = 19, 8.3%). Within the over-75 category, 32 (14%) of a 

total of 43 (18.8%) were first borns (an almost 3 to 1 
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Table 6. Descriptive Statistics for First Versus Later 
Borns and Age. 

GROUP A GROUP B 

First Later Total First Later Total 

20-34 yrs. 
No. of Resp. 3 3 6 3 3 6 
Percentage 1.4 1.4 2.7 1.4 1.4 2.7 

35-49 yrs. 
No. of Resp. 52 92 144 77 67 144 
Percentage 23.4 41.4 64.9 34.7 30.2 64.9 

50+ 
No. of Resp. 36 36 72 43 29 72 
Percentage 16.2 16.2 32.4 19.4 13.1 32.4 

Column Total 91 131 222 123 99 222 
Percentage 41.0 59.0 100.0 55.4 44.6 100.0 

Number of Missing Observations = 10 

Group A excludes subgroup, and Group B includes subgroup. 



Table 7. Descriptive statistics for First Versus Later 
Borns and Highest Educational Level. 

B.A·/B.S. + 
No. of Resp. 
Percentage 

Ed.S. 
No. of Resp. 
Percentage 

M.A·/M.Ed. 
No. of Resp. 
Percentage 

Ph.D./Ed.D. 
No. of Resp. 
Percentage 

Other 
No. of Resp. 
Percentage 

Column Total 
Percentage 

GROUP A 

First Later Total 

3 
1.3 

1 
.4 

8 8 
3.5 3.5 

56 104 
24.2 45.0 

29 20 
12.6 8.7 

1 
.4 

1 
.4 

4 
1.7 

16 
6.9 

160 
69.3 

49 
21. 2 

2 
.9 

97 134 231 
42.0 58.0 100.0 

Number of Missing Observations = 1 

GROUP B 

First Later Total 

3 
1.3 

8 
3.5 

84 
36.4 

34 
14.7 

2 
.9 

131 
56.7 

1 
.4 

8 
3.5 

4 
1.7 

16 
6.9 

76 160 
32.9 69.3 

15 49 
6.5 21.2 

2 
.9 

100 231 
43.3 100.0 
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Table 8. Descriptive statistics for First Versus Later 
Borns and Ethnic Background. 

Hispanic 
No. of Resp. 
Percentage 

Native American 
No. of Resp. 
Percentage 

African American 
No. of Resp. 
Percentage 

White 
No. of Resp. 
Percentage 

Column Total 
Percentage 

First 

8 
3.5 

1 
.4 

5 
2.2 

81 
35.7 

95 
41. 9 

GROUP A 

Later 

20 
8.8 

1 
.4 

3 
1.3 

108 
47.6 

132 
58.1 

Total 

28 
12.3 

2 
.9 

8 
3.5 

189 
83.3 

227 
100.0 

Number of Missing Observations = 5 

First 

14 
6.2 

1 
.4 

6 
2.6 

108 
47.6 

129 
56.8 

GROUP B 

Later 

14 
6.2 

1 
.4 

2 
.9 

81 
35.7 

98 
43.2 

Total 

28 
12.3 

2 
.9 

8 
3.5 

189 
83.3 

227 
100.0 
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Table 9. Descriptive statistics for 
Borns and the Total Number 
Their School. 

< 24 
No. of Resp. 
Percentage 

25-49 
No. of Resp. 
Percentage 

50-74 
No. of Resp. 
Percentage 

75 + 
No. of Resp. 
Percentage 

Column Total 
Percentage 

GROUP A 

First Later Total 

9 10 19 
3.9 4.4 8.3 

26 47 73 
11.4 20.5 31. 9 

39 55 94 
17.0 24.0 41.0 

22 21 43 
9.6 9.2 18.8 

96 133 229 
41.9 58.1 100.0 

Number of Missing Observations - 3 

First Versus Later 
of Staff Members 

First 

11 
4.8 

32 
14.0 

55 
24.0 

32 
14.0 

130 
56.8 

GROUP B 

Later Total 

8 19 
3.5 8.3 

41 73 
17.9 31. 9 

39 94 
17.0 41.0 

11 43 
4.8 18.8 

99 229 
43.2 100.0 

in 
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margin). In Table 10, the highest number of administrators 

(N = 93, 40.8%) had 600-899 students in their school; fewer 

administrators (N = 26, 11.6%) had fewer than 299 students. 

As shown in Table 11, later borns have a lower mean 

number than the first borns in all three categories: years 

in district (M = 12.38 in Group A, and M = 11.56 in Group 

B), years in current position (M = 4.99 in Group A, and M = 

5.20 in Group B), and years in administration (M = 10.16 in 

Group A, and M = 10.53 in Group B). The mean results also 

show that first borns tend to stay on the job slightly 

longer than later borns. Later in this chapter, Table 17 

will report further descriptive findings regarding gender 

and years in district, current position, and administration. 

An inspection of Table 12 shows no difference in mean 

scores for consideration, structure, and C and S combined. 

Descriptive statistics for gender and consideration, 

structure, and C and S combined will be reported in Table 18 

for further findings independent of birth order. 

Summary of Descriptive Analysis 

Through Adlerian Perspective 

Adlerian theory would support the following descriptive 

findings: 

1. In Group B, first borns outnumbered later borns, 

suggesting high achievement and respect for authority, 

power, rules, and law. 



Table 10. Descriptive statistics for 
Borns and the Total Number 
School. 

< 299 
No. of Resp. 
Percentage 

300-599 
No. of Resp. 
Percentage 

600-899 
No. of Resp. 
Percentage 

900 + 
No. of Resp. 
Percentage 

Column Total 
Percentage 

GROUP A 

First Later Total 

10 16 26 
4.4 7.0 11.4 

22 48 70 
9.6 21.1 30.7 

45 48 93 
19.7 21.1 40.8 

18 21 39 
7.9 9.2 17.1 

95 133 228 
41.7 58.3 100.0 

Number of Missing Observations = 4 

First Versus Later 
of StuQents in Their 

First 

12 
5.3 

35 
15.4 

55 
24.1 

27 
11.8 

129 
56.6 

GROUP B 

Later Total 

14 26 
6.1 11.4 

35 70 
15.4 30.7 

38 93 
16.7 40.8 

12 39 
5.3 17.1 

99 228 
43.4 100.0 
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Table 11. Descriptive statistics for First Versus Later 
Borns and Years in District, Current Position, and 
Administration. 

GROUP A GROUP B 

First Later 

Years in District 
No. of Resp. 97 134 
Mean 14.20 12.38 
SD 7.94 7.90 

Years in Current Position 
No. of Resp. 97 134 
Mean 5.99 4.99 
SD 5.12 3.95 

Years in Administration 
No. of Resp. 97 132 
Mean 11.54 10.16 
SD 7.16 6.12 

Number of Missing Observations: 

SD - Standard Deviation 

Total First Later Total 

231 131 100 231 
13.14 14.35 11.56 13.14 

7.95 8.26 7.27 7.95 

231 131 100 231 
5.41 5.56 5.20 5.41 
4.49 4.79 4.09 4.ll9 

229 130 99 229 
10.74 10.91 10.53 10.74 

6.60 6.89 6.23 6.60 

1 for Years in District and Current 
Position, 3 for Years in 
Administration 
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Table 12. Descriptive statistics for First Versus Later 
Borns and Consideration (C) Scale, Structure (S) 
Scale, and C and S Combined. 

GROUP A GROUP B 

First Later Total First Later Total 

Consideration 
No. of Resp. 97 134 231 131 100 231 
Mean 2.94 2.99 2.97 2.95 3.00 2.97 
SD .30 .29 .29 .28 .31 .29 

Structure 
No. of Resp. 97 134 231 131 100 231 
Mean 2.16 2.15 2.16 2.18 2.12 2.16 
SD .34 .34 .34 .34 .33 .34 

C and S Combined 
No. of Resp. 97 13l~ 231 131 100 231 
Mean 2.55 2.57 2.56 2.57 2.56 2.56 
SD .23 .22 .22 .23 .22 .22 

Number of Missing Observations: 1 

SD - Standard Deviation 



2. In Group B, the over-50-years-old category 

consisted of a majority of first borns, suggesting strong 

ambition and a need to maintain superiority, drive, 

determination, and job longevity. 
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3. In the M.A./M.Ed. and Ph.D./Ed.D. categories, Group 

A consisted of a majority of later borns, while Group B 

maintained a majority of first borns. This finding is in 

agreement with the Adlerian subgroup theory (that the leader 

of a subgroup often develops traits of a first born), 

particularly in high educational achievement. 

4. In Group B, first born administrators, representing 

the majority, preferred to work in larger schools and with a 

larger staff and student population. This finding may 

suggest a desire to assert parental influence over staff 

members and students, demonstrating the importance of 

status, drive, ambition, tenacity, and capability to first 

borns. 

Analysis of the Data 

Of particular importance to this study were the 

following Adlerian contentions: (1) the first born will 

acquire leadership traits emphasizing rules, authority, 

power, independence, tradition, organization, and a concern 

with status and (2) the later born will acquire leadership 

traits emphasizing social activities, a sense of community, 

warmth in individual and group cooperation, and less 
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emphasis on authority and rules. First born traits closely 

resemble the characteristics of the structure (task

oriented) dimension on the LOQ, and later born traits 

closely resemble the characteristics of the consideration 

(relationship-oriented) dimension. Therefore, the first 

born will tend to be more structure-oriented, while the 

later born will tend to be more consideration-oriented in 

leadership style. 

The following research questions are analyzed in this 

chapter: 

1. will there be a difference for elementary 

school administrators with different birth 

orders (first and later born) in their two

dimensional leadership style (consideration, 

structure, and combined C and S dimension 

scores)? 

2. will there be a difference in the 

relationship between the two-dimensional 

leadership style (based on overall score) for 

first and later born elementary school 

principals? 

3. Will there be a difference in the 

relationship between the structure dimension 

of leadership for first and later born 

elementary school principals? 



4. will there be a difference in the 

relationship between the consideration 

dimension of leadership for first and later 

born elementary school principals? 

Group A 

Consideration eCl. A t-test was used to examine the 

effect of birth order position on consideration score. 
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since the independent group t-test found no significant 

difference between mean consideration scale score for first 

born versus later born groups, the null hypothesis was 

retained. The t-value of - 1.07 was not significant (p = 

.286) at the .05 significance level. The mean for the first 

borns was 2.94, while for the later borns, the mean was 

2.98. In conclusion, no difference was found in the 

consideration dimension for first and later born elementary 

school principals. This finding does not concur with the 

Adlerian Theory of Birth Order in respect to later borns 

being more relationship and socially oriented (see Table 

13) • 

structure (S). A t-test was used to examine the effect 

of birth order position on structure score, as shown in 

Table 13. As in consideration, the independent group t-test 

found no significant difference between mean structure scale 

score for first borns versus later born groups. Again, the 
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Table 13. Results of T-Test for Group A. 

N M SD SEM 

Consideration (C) 
First 97 2.94 .297 .030 
Later 134 2.98 .298 .025 

t = - 1.07 df = 229 2-tail probe = .286 

structure (S) 
First 97 2.16 .336 .034 
Later 134 2.15 .336 .029 

t = .21 df = 229 2-tail probe = .836 

C and S Combined 
First 97 2.55 .225 .023 
Later 134 2.57 .222 .019 

t = - .56 df = 229 2-tail probe = .578 

... --- _._---_._-_._--_.----------
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null hypothesis was retained. The t-value of .21 was not 

significant (p = .836) at the .05 significance level. The 

mean for the first borns was 2.16, and the mean for the 

later borns was 2.15. In sum, no difference was found in 

the structure dimension for first and later born elementary 

school principals. This finding does not concur with the 

Adlerian Theory of Birth Order, which contends that first 

borns, being power- and authority-driven, will score higher 

in structure. 

C and S Combined. A t-test was also used to examine 

the effect of birth order position on the C and S combined 

score, as shown in Table 13. The null hypothesis was again 

retained since the independent group t-test found no 

significant difference between mean C and s combined score 

for first versus later borns. The t-value of - .56 was not 

significant (p = .578) at the .05 significance level. The 

mean for the first born category was 2.55, and the mean for 

the later borns was 2.57. Therefore, no difference was 

found in the two-dimensional leadership styles, based on the 

C and S combined score, for first and later born elementary 

school principals. 

Group B 

As reported in Table 14, the findings were similar to 

Group A. Since the independent group t-test found no 

significant difference between mean consideration, 
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Table 14. Results of T-Test for Group B. 

N M SD SEM 

Consideration (C) 
First 131 2.94 .277 .024 
Later 100 2.99 .311 .031 

t = - 1.29 df = 229 2-tail probe = .199 

structure (S) 
First 131 2.18 .340 .030 
Later 100 2.12 .328 .033 

t = 1. 35 df = 229 2-tail probe = .179 

C and S Combined 
First 131 2.56 .226 .020 
Later 100 2.56 .221 .022 

t = .14 df = 229 2-tail probe = .887 
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structure, and C and S combined scale scores for first and 

later born elementary school principals, the null hypothesis 

was retained. No t-values were significant at the .05 

significance level for the three categories. Later in this 

chapter, Table 19 will report further independent group t

test results related to gender and consideration, structure, 

and C and S combined independent of birth order. 

Correlations 

The results of the correlation investigations for both 

Group A and Group B are presented in Table 15. Pearson 

Product-Moment Correlation Coefficients were reported 

between C scores and S scores, between age and C and S 

scores, between gender and C and S scores, and between 

ethnic background and C and S scores. Coefficients close to 

the zero value inform us that no relationship exists. 

Unexpectedly, only gender to consideration was significant 

at the 5% level for later borns in both groups. Further 

findings on gender independent of birth order will be 

reported later in this chapter. 

A significant positive correlation between C 

scores and S scores would indicate that high 

scores tend to go together, and that low scores 

tend to go together. A significant negative 

correlation between C scores and S scores would 
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Table 15. Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficients. 

TOTAL NO. 
(232) 

GROUP A 

C - S A - c A - S 

.0042 - .0712 - .0527 

E - C E - S 

.0159 - .1124 

First (97) .0139 .0406 .0221 - .1026 - . 127lf 
Later (134) - .0044 - .1461 - .0925 .0937 - .1052 

GROUP B 

First (128) .0618 -.0044 - .0342 
Later (103) - .0526 - .1356 - .0642 

Number of Missing Observations = 1 

C = Consideration 
S = Structure 
A = Age 
E = Ethnic Background 
G = Gender 

" Significant at the .05 level. 

.0213 - .0888 

.0168 .1500 

G - C G - S 

.1522" .0920 

.1256 .0913 

.1917'" .0799 

.1304 .0924 

.1990'" .0574 



indicate that high C scores tend to go with low S 

scores and that low C scores tend to go with high 

S scores (Greene, 1987, p. 53). 
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However, in the present study, no support for this assertion 

was found. 

In conclusion, the findings of the t-tests and 

correlations of this study do not support Adler's (1930) 

theory, nor do the results agree with Chemers' (1970) 

conclusion that first borns are more task-oriented and 

responsive to authority, and later borns are more 

relationship-oriented and socially effective or Greene's 

(1987) findings that later borns scored higher in 

consideration than first borns on the LOQ. This study does 

support Dagenais' (1979) results using the LOQ, which 

indicated that birth order did not seem to be related to 

structure or consideration. 

Summary of Findings 

Following is a summary of statistical findings for the 

research hypotheses regarding birth order effects related to 

Adlerian theory on the two-dimensional leadership styles of 

structure and consideration in elementary public school 

administrators in the State of Arizona. 

1. There were no differences for elementary 

school administrators with different birth 

orders (first and later born) in their two-



dimensional leadership style (C, S, and C and 

S combined scores). 

2. There were no differences in the relationship 

between the two-dimensional leadership style, 

based on overall score, for first and later 

born elementary school administrators. 

3. There were no differences in the relationshiv 

between the structure dimension of leadership 

for first and later born elementary school 

administrators. 

4. There were no differences in the relationship 

between the consideration dimension of 

leadership for first and later born 

elementary school administrators. 

other Findings 
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statistical findings independent of birth order are 

presented in the following sections. Table 16 reveals the 

count and percentage differences between males and females 

by ethnicity. Findings indicate that two respondents were 

Native American females. In the African American category, 

an equal number (4, 1.8%) was found for both males and 

females, and in the Hispanic and white categories, the 

majority of respondents were males. 

Table 17 shows that females worked in their current 

position and as administrators for a shorter period of time 



Table 16. Descriptive statistics for Gender and Ethnic 
Background. 

Hispanic 
No. of Resp. 
Percentage 

Native American 
No. of Resp. 
Percentage 

African American 
No. of Resp. 
Percentage 

White 
No. of Resp. 
Percentage 

Column Total 
Percentage 

Male 

17 
7.5 

0 
0 

4 
1.8 

106 
46.7 

127 
55.9 

Number of Missing Observations = 5 

Female 

11 
4.8 

2 
.9 

4 
1.8 

83 
36.6 

100 
44.1 

127 

Total 

28 
12.3 

2 
.9 

8 
3.5 

189 
83.3 

227 
100.0 
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Table 17. Descriptive statistics for Gender and Years in 
District, Current position, and Administration. 

I.fale 

Years in District 
No. of Resp. 129 
Mean 13.30 
SO 8.12 

Years in Current Position 
No. of Resp. 129 
Mean 6.04 
SO 5.28 

Years in Administration 
No. of Resp. 127 
Mean 12.87 
SO 7.33 

Number of Missing Observations = 

Female 

103 
13.10 

7.88 

103 
4.65 
3.09 

103 
8.26 
4.60 

2 for Years in 
Administration 

Total 

232 
13.21 
8.00 

232 
5.42 
4.49 

230 
10.80 

6.65 

... _- _ ...... _._---------------
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than males. However, both males and females had spent 

approximately the same number of years in their district (M 

= 13.3 for males and 13.1 for females). 

As reported in Table 15, a significant correlation at 

the .05 level was found between gender and consideration 

score in later borns. Table 18 further views the 

relationship between gender and consideration. Females 

scored higher in consideration (M = 3.02) than males (M = 

2.92). As expected, consideration score was also higher in 

the total column (M = 2.97). 

A t-test was used to examine the effect of gender on C 

score, S score, and combined C and S score, as shown in 

Table 19. An independent group t-test found a significant 

difference on the C scale for males versus females. Females 

scored higher in consideration (M = 3.02) than males (M = 

2.93). A t-value of - 2.34 was significant (p = .02) at the 

.05 level. No significance on the S scale (t = - 1.40, P = 

.162) was found. 

According to Meskin (1979), who examined teachers' 

ratings of principals, females performed overall as 

elementary school principals in a superior fashion to men. 

Specifically, female principals appeared to be more 

successful than males in the use of democratic 

administrative techniques, performance evaluation skills, 

and in providing instructional leadership. Meskin 
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Table 18. Descriptive statistics for Gender and 
Consideration (C) Scale, Structure (S) Scale, and 
C and S Combined. 

Male Female Total 

Consideration 
No. of Resp. 129 103 232 
Mean 2.92 3.02 2.97 
SD .30 .27 .29 

Structure 
No. of Resp. 129 103 232 
Mean 2.13 2.19 2.15 
SD .33 .34 .34 

C and S Combined 
No. of Resp. 129 103 230 
Mean 2.53 2.61 2.56 
SD .22 .23 .22 

SD = Standard Deviation 

------------------------
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Table 19. Results of T-Test for Gender and Consideration (C) 
Scale, Structure (S) Scale, and C and S Combined. 

N M SD SEM 

Consideration (C) 
Male 129 2.93 .303 .027 
Female 103 3.02 .271 .027 

t = - 2.34 df = 230 2-tail probe = .020 

Structure (S) 
Male 129 2.13 .332 .029 
Female 103 2.19 .341 .034 

t = - 1. 40 df = 230 2-tail probe = .162 

C and S Combined 
Male 129 2.53 .217 .019 
Female 103 2.61 .226 .022 

t = - 2.62 df = 230 2-tail probe = .009 
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attributed this greater strength to a psychological 

characteristic of females called "field-dependence," which 

has always been sensed as a weakness. This trait is 

described as the quality of orienting one's self to the 

context of a problem as opposed to the problem's object. 

Meskin also concluded that females tend to be more 

consultative and relationship-oriented than men. These 

factors may contribute to their field-dependence and may be 

a key to their success. Among females, a connection has 

been found between consideration (relationship-oriented), a 

leadership style, and field-dependence, a personality trait. 

Field dependence may be a reason for females scoring higher 

in consideration than males. 

According to Goens and Clover (1991), administrators in 

school settings where the LOQ has been used have usually 

scored higher on consideration than structure. Halpin 

(1966) believed that a possible reason might be that since 

schools are so concerned with human relations and group 

dynamics, they place more value on consideration and choose 

their leaders accordingly. The findings of a dependent 

group t-test agreed with the above researchers in that 

significant differences (t-value = 27.86, P = .000) were 

found between structure and consideration for the total 

sample (see Table 20). Thus, this study concurs with 

literature indicating that administrators do score higher on 



consideration than on structure. However, as previously 

noted, no relationship to birth order was found. 

Table 20. Results of T-Test for the Total Sample and 
Structure (S) and Consideration (C). 

N M SD 

Consideration (C) 232 2.97 .292 

Structure (S) 232 2.15 .337 

SEM 

.019 

.022 

t = 27.86 df = 231 2-tail probe = .000 
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CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, 

IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
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This chapter includes a summary of (1) the problem 

investigated, (2) the discussion on related research, and 

(3) the procedures employed. Also included are a review of 

the findings, conclusions, implications, and recommendations 

for further research. 

Restatement of the Problem 

The research problem was to examine the relationship 

between birth order position, as influenced by Adler's 

(1930) Theory of Birth Order, and the two-dimensional 

educational leadership styles, initiating structure and 

consideration, in Arizona elementary public school 

administrators. Through a literature search, it was 

determined that no research in this area has been done. 

Three studies that were closely connected with the intent of 

this study examined different occupational groups. 

Using a group of 350 students at the University of 

Delaware, Chemers (1970) found a significant relationship 

between Fiedler's Least Preferred Co-Worker (LPC) instrument 

and birth order when testing the hypothesis that first born 

leaders tend to be more task-oriented while later born 
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leaders tend to be more relationship and socially oriented. 

Dagenais (1979) used Fleishman's LOQ to retest Chemers' 

hypothesis. His study of 180 graduating nurses was 

inconclusive and indicated, at best, a weak relationship 

bebleen the LOQ and birth order. Therefore, birth order in 

this study did not seem to be related to structure or 

consideration. In contrast to Dagenais, Greene (1987), who 

used the LOQ to test 80 pastors, concluded that later borns 

score higher in consideration than first borns. While first 

borns did not score higher in structure, Greene's results 

nevertheless indicated a relationship between Adlerian 

theory and the LOQ. 

This research drew partly on these three previous 

studies. Through the use of the LOQ, the researcher 

examined the issue of whether elementary public school 

administrators differ in leadership style based on birth 

order in an attempt to support or refute Adlerian theory. 

This research contributes to a stronger theoretical argument 

related to the influence of birth order on leadership style. 

Related Literature 

The effect of birth order position on educational 

leadership has been the focus of this study. Alfred Adler's 

(1930) Theory of Birth Order contended that the first born 

has a unique position, generally receiving much attention 

and inheriting a position of power and influence within the 

--------
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family. Because of the lack of parental experience, the new 

child faces many pressures, challenges, and expectations 

that may not be present for other siblings. within the 

years prior to a second child, the first born has a unique 

environment for personality formation. Specifically, he or 

she is placed on a pedestal and acquires feelings of 

importance, security, and comfort. with this challenging 

learning environment, the first born acquires such 

characteristics as independence; ambition; conservatism; 

being perfection-driven, rule-oriented, and achievement

oriented; and having respect for authority. 

According to Adler (1930), the birth of the second 

child causes feelings of confusion, loss, hostility, and 

"dethronement" for the first born since another has taken 

over the place of prominence. The second child enters a 

warmer environment or community of others, a family 

consisting of an older sibling (a pacemaker) and parents, 

all of whom have an influence on the development of his or 

her personality. since the later born cannot quite catch up 

in areas where the oldest has chosen to succeed, he or she 

develops opposite interests. Thus, the later born child 

tends to be more oriented toward peers, his or her own 

needs, competition, social activities, and group cooperation 

and less concerned with structure, rules, and tradition. 
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Several well-accepted characteristics have been 

correlated with the influence of birth order on personality 

formation and leadership qualities. These characteristics 

have been identified through objective studies that measured 

the actual ordinal position among siblings, hence finding 

many similarities to Adler's (1930) Theory of Birth Order. 

First borns are seen as more ambitious, rule-oriented, 

authority-oriented, helpful, and responsible. Later borns 

tend to be more oriented toward social activities, community 

and peer involvement, and their own needs. The following 

researchers supported these findings: Adams (1972), Chemers 

(1970), Clausen (1966), Falbo (1977, 1981), Kammeyer (1967), 

McDonald (1971), Pfouts (1980), and Sampson (1962). 

According to Adams (1972), greater educational 

attainment has been a most consistent finding among first 

borns. Pfouts (1980) also found that family socialization 

shapes first borns' academic overachievement relative to 

second borns even when second barns are more intelligent. 

The Adlerian Theory of Birth Order states that first 

borns are determined to maintain superiority over their 

siblings. As noted, early proponents of the birth order 

theory have espoused the idea that first borns have a 

tendency to be overrepresented in positions of authority. 

In a survey of 496 teachers, Angers (1974) found that first 

borns seek out positions of authority. Altus (1966) also 
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established an overrepresentation of first borns in his 

examination of ordinal trends in college populations and in 

eminent positions. Leman (1985) supported these findings by 

determining an overrepresentation of first borns among 

presidents of the United states and in the space program. 

Zajonc and Marcus (1975) contended that leadership 

skills develop early in first borns because later borns look 

to them for guidance, and parents freely give older children 

this responsibility. Toman (1970) also found that first 

borns tend to look for relationships they can dominate, 

inevitably resulting in a leadership role within that 

relationship. 

Ernst and Angst (1971, 1983) attempted to review all of 

the extant research on birth order between 1946 and 1980 and 

found largely negative results with respect to the effects 

of sibling position on personality and behavior. They 

concluded that birth order and sibship size do not have a 

strong impact on personality and, thus, do not predict 

either psychopathology or high achievement. 

In a reexamination of Ellis' (1926) research and other 

early birth order studies which supported the view that 

first borns surpassed other siblings in high achievement, 

stewart (1961) found that these studies do not prove what 

they contend. Although there may be some connection between 

birth order and vocation, little evidence, if any, supported 



the belief in the greater frequency of eminence or 

achievement in first borns. 
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Adler (1930) placed great emphasis on the importance of 

the relationships among siblings in the family as 

contributing to the development of unique character traits. 

He disagreed with the many researchers who believed that 

heredity explained similarities and differences among family 

members. Rather than ordinal or chronological position, 

Adler believed that the psychological position within the 

family was more potent in affecting behavior since children 

interpret and respond to their position, thereby influencing 

personality development. 

Neld (1977) concluded that discrepancies between 

findings in birth order research may be explained by 

differentiating between birth order (or psychological 

position within the family) and ordinal position (the 

child's numerical place). Although authors refer to the 

psychological definition of birth order, researchers tend to 

investigate the chronological ordinal birth position. 

Another reason for discrepancies is the belief that birth 

order differences are rooted in differential treatment by 

the parents, thus ignoring the fact that siblings interact 

with and have an effect upon one another. 

Kammeyer (1967) contended that birth order research is 

in a state of confusion and uncertainty and in need of 
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uniformity. An outline or framework that will allow the 

systematic categorization and assessment of past research 

between ordinal position and various independent variables 

is needed. 

In summary, the psychology of sibling position in the 

family constellation or birth order in relation to 

personality formation has been a very perplexing subject. 

Studies of birth order effects on leadership style have been 

controversial. significant differences related to birth 

order influences on leadership characteristics have been 

found. Specifically, first borns are more likely to be high 

achievers and rule- and authority-oriented, while later 

borns are more likely to be relationship and socially 

oriented. These findings concur with Adlerian theory and 

the two-dimensional educational leadership theory. However, 

negative results related to the effects of sibling position 

on personality and behavior have also been found (e.g., 

Dagenais, 1979; Ernst & Angst, 1971, 1983) when attempts 

were made to review existing research. Thus, patterns may 

not hold across different occupational groups. 

Discrepancies in birth order research may stem from a 

failure to understand the effect of family constellation and 

sibling position per se on style of life and world view. 

There is an obvious need for a more uniform perspective 

within birth order research. 
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Research Design and Procedure 

The sample for this study initially included 338 

randomly selected Arizona elementary public school 

administrators, representing 50% of all elementary schools 

in the state (N = 675). The sample was chosen from the 1993 

edition of Patterson's Elementary Education, published by 

Educational Directories, Inc. A letter of introduction 

describing the purpose of the study; Fleishman's (1960) 

Leadership opinion Questionnaire; the Personal Leadership 

Data Form; and a self-addressed, stamped envelope in which 

to return the completed information were mailed to the 

selected administrators. A follow-up letter and a second 

questionnaire, Personal Leadership Data Form, and return 

envelope were sent to those principals who did not respond 

within two weeks. 

additional week. 

reminder. 

A postcard follow-up was sent after one 

A telephone call served as a final 

A final response rate of 69% (N = 232) was obtained. 

Each LOQ was scored by the researcher. Code numbers and 

responses were entered into the IBM WordPerfect file and 

analyzed using the SPSS (statistical Package for the Social 

Sciences) computer program. The LOQ was selected because it 

measured the two dimensions of leadership, initiating 

structure and consideration, which possessed a strong 

resemblance to Adler's (1930) conviction of the influence of 

-- -- -----------------------
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birth order on leadership traits. Thus, consideration (C) 

was associated with second or later born characteristics of 

birth order, and structure (S) was associated with the first 

and only born characteristics. Two groups were formed. 

Group A included respondents categorized without the 

addition of subgroups, and Group B included respondents 

categorized in accordance with subgroup identification. 

Subgroup classification applied only to second or later 

borns since, according to the Adlerian Theory of Birth 

Order, they belonged to a family where a space of five or 

more years was found between siblings, thus resulting in the 

subgroup leader having traits of the first born. 

The Personal Leadership Data Form was used to obtain 

descriptive data indicating the average scores and the 

variability of scores in the following areas: age; gender; 

ethnic background; birth order position, including subgroup 

specification; highest educational level; years in district, 

current position, and administration; number of students; 

and number of staff members. Itemized data consisted of 

counts, percentages, and means for both Group A and Group B. 

Basic descriptive statistics such as means, standard 

deviations, and other descriptive statistics were computed 

on the C, S, and combined C and S scale for first and later 

born groups. Independent group t-tests compared average 

scores on the C, S, and combined C and S scales for the 
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first versus later born groups, thus investigating the 

effect of birth order position. Data were also analyzed by 

means of Pearson Product Moment correlation coefficients for 

descriptive purposes. Computations were made between C 

scores and S scores and combined C and S scores according to 

gender, age, and ethnicity. Reliability of the LOQ was 

computed using Cronbach's coefficient alpha procedure for 

the C scale, the S scale, and the C and S scales combined. 

Review of Findings 

Descriptive Statistical Trends 

Of the 232 elementary school administrators who 

responded and were categorized in Group A (excluding 

subgroups), 97 were considered first born and 134 were later 

born. In Group B (including subgroups--later borns having 

first born traits because of a five or more year space 

between siblings), there were 131 first borns and 100 later 

borns. The finding that more first borns were in this group 

supported Adler's (1930) premise that first borns are 

achievement-oriented; seek positions of authority; and 

emphasize rule, law and order, and organization. 

Among first borns, Group A revealed a higher number of 

females (N = 51) than males (N = 46). Group B, however, 

revealed a slightly higher number of males (N = 67) than 

females (N = 64). Among later borns, a higher number of 



males than females was found in both groups (Group A = 82 

males versus 52 females, Group B = 61 males versus 39 

females). 
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The largest number of subjects (N = 144) fell into the 

35-49-year-old category. In Group B, the over-50 category 

revealed that the majority of administrators (43 of 72) were 

first born. Group A showed no differences, with a total of 

36 for both first and later borns. 

The majority of administrators (N = 160) completed the 

M.A. or M.Ed. as their highest educational level. The 

Ph.D.jEd.D. category followed with a total of 49. In Group 

B, first borns comprised the majority for both the 

M.A.jM.Ed. and Ph.D.jEd.D. categories. Of 49 administrators 

with a Ph.D. or Ed.D., 34 were first born. In Group A, 

later borns comprised the majority within the M.A.jM.Ed. 

category (104 later versus 56 first), although first borns 

maintained the majority within the Ph.D.jEd.D. category (29 

first versus 20 later). 

In the ethnic background category, the white 

classification represented the highest number of subjects (N 

= 189), while the Native American category represented the 

lowest (N = 2). Furthermore, the Hispanic and white 

categories contained the highest number of subgroup members 

in Group B. Also in Group B, the white category consisted 
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of a larger number of first barns (N = 108) than later barns 

(N = 81). 

The majority of administrators worked in schools that 

had 50 to 74 staff members and between 600 and 899 students. 

In Group B, within the over-75-staff-members category, 32 of 

a total of 43 administrators were first borns (an almost 3 

to 1 margin). Also, within the over-900-students category, 

27 of 39 administrators were first born. Group A showed a 

minimal numerical difference between first and later barns 

in both categories. 

Mean results for the number of years in the district, 

in current position, and in administration showed that first 

borns tended to stay on the job slightly longer than later 

borns for both Group A and Group B. In conclusion, mean 

scores revealed no difference for structure, consideration, 

or combined C and S for first or later born administrators. 

Summary of Descriptive Statistical 

Trends Through an Adlerian Perspective 

Several findings extracted from descriptive statistics 

seem to concur with the Adlerian Theory of Birth Order. In 

Group B, first barns outnumbered later borns, which is 

reflective of previous birth order research concluding that 

first barns are high achievers and authority- and power

oriented. within the over-50-years-old category, the 

majority consisted of first borns, suggesting strong 

.... _ ........... -.---------



ambition, a need to maintain superiority, drive, 

determination, and job longevity. 
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In Group B, a majority of first borns obtained an 

M.A.jM.Ed. and a Ph.D.jEd.D., again suggesting high 

achievement. Descriptive statistics also showed a 

preference among first borns to work in larger schools and 

with a larger staff and student population. This finding 

may suggest a demonstration of parental influence over staff 

members and students, indicating the importance of status, 

drive, ambition, tenacity, and capability. 

Findings of T-Tests and Correlations 

The effect of birth order position on structure, 

consideration, and combined Sand C was researched using the 

independent group t-test and the correlation method. The 

following conclusions were reached. 

The first null hypothesis for this study was that there 

would be no differences for elementary school administrators 

with different birth orders (first and later born) in their 

two-dimensional leadership style (consideration, structure, 

and combined dimension scores). Results of the t-test 

supported this hypothesis, as it revealed no significant t

values at the .05 significance level for consideration, 

structure, or combined C and S in either Group A or Group B. 

The second null hypothesis for this study was that 

there would be no difference in the relationship between the 

- . __ .. _--_._--_._-------
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two-dimensional leadership styles (based on overall score) 

for first and later born elementary school administrators. 

The evidence supported this hypothesis, as no significant 

difference at the 5% level was found for either Group A or 

Group B. 

The third null hypothesis for this study was that there 

would be no differences in the relationship between the 

structure dimension of leadership for first and later born 

elementary school administrators. The evidence supported 

this hypothesis, as no significant differences at the 5% 

level were found for Group A or Group B. 

The fourth null hypothesis for this study was that 

there would be no differences in the relationship between 

the consideration dimension of leadership for first and 

later born elementary administrators. The evidence 

supported this hypothesis, as no significant differences at 

the 5% level were found for either Group A or Group B. 

Correlations were calculated between C and S scores, 

between age and C and S scores, between gender and C and S 

scores, and between ethnic background and C and S scores. 

Only gender to consideration was significant at the 5% level 

for later borns in both Group A and Group B. Further 

findings on gender and the two-dimensional leadership styles 

independent to birth order are discussed in the following 

review. 



148 

Review of Other Findings 

Descriptive statistics for gender and ethnic background 

independent of birth order revealed an Hispanic (N = 17 out 

of a total of 28) and white (N = 106 out of a total of 189) 

male majority, an equal number of male and female African 

Americans (N = 4), and a total of two Native American 

respondents (both female). Females were found to have 

worked in their current position and in administration for a 

shorter period of time than males. However, males and 

females were similar in the total number of years they had 

worked for the district (M = 13.3 for males and 13.1 for 

females). Shakeshaft (1987) has noted a steady decline of 

women in administration; the percentage of female elementary 

school principals was about 61.7% in 1905 as compared to 

16.9% in 1985. This study showed that of 230 elementary 

public school principals in the state of Arizona, 45% are 

females, a higher percentage than the national average (M = 

8.26). Possible reasons might include intolerance of gender 

discrimination, higher career aspirations of Arizona women, 

greater initiative and self-confidence, or economic changes. 

Descriptive statistics also found a relationship 

between gender and the consideration dimension; 

specifically, females scored higher (M = 3.02) than males (M 

= 2.92). In addition, an independent group t-test found a 

significant difference (p = .020) on the C scale for 

- ---------------""---
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females, with females having a higher average score than 

males (t-value = - 2.34 was significant at the .05 level). 

This finding is consistent with Meskin's (1979) conclusion 

that female elementary school principals are more successful 

managers than men. specifically, they tend to use 

democratic administrative techniques, consultation 

strategies, and are, in general, more relationship-oriented. 

Meskin believed that these qualities are naturally found in 

females because of a psychological characteristic called 

"field-dependence" that has always been sensed as a 

weakness. Field-dependence is the quality of orienting 

one's self to the context of a problem as opposed to the 

problem's object. Future studies might further explore the 

similarities between consideration (relationship-oriented) 

and field-dependence since a connection of leadership style 

to a personality trait in women may have been found. Field

dependence may have been the reason for the higher 

consideration score in females; however, this result does 

not address effectiveness. 

According to Goens and Clover (1991), in school 

settings where the LOQ has been used, administrators have 

usually scored higher on consideration than on structure. 

Halpin (1966) believed that a possible explanation is that 

schools are very concerned with human relations and group 

dynamics and, thus, place more value on consideration when 
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selecting an administrator. The findings of a dependent 

group t-test agreed with the above researchers, as a 

significant difference (t-value = 27.86, P = .000) was found 

in consideration (indicating that school administrators were 

higher in consideration than in structure). Thus, this 

study concurs with literature indicating that administrators 

do score higher on consideration than on structure, although 

no relationship to birth order was found. 

Conclusions 

Within the scope and limitations of this study, the 

following conclusions can be drawn. 

The findings of this study do not support Adler's 

(1930) Theory of Birth Order. The scores of the 232 

elementary public school administrators who completed the 

Leadership Opinion Questionnaire and the Personal Leadership 

Data Form seemed to indicate that no significant 

relationship existed between birth order position and the 

two-dimensional leadership styles, initiating structure and 

consideration. Thus, no difference was found between first 

and later borns in the structure dimensions and between 

first and later borns in the consideration dimension. 

Based on the correlations obtained, no significant 

relationship was shown between a principal's age and 

ethnicity on consideration, structure, or combined C and S 

for first or later borns, although a significant correlation 
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was found for gender in later borns. Other findings 

independent of birth order showed a higher score in 

consideration for females. Future research might explore 

whether later born females are higher in consideration than 

males; if so, this finding would fit Adlerian theory. 

Descriptive statistics showed an overall majority of 

first born administrators (Group B); a majority of white 

first barns (Groups A and B); a majority of first barns 

(Group B) in the over-50 category; a majority of first barns 

with an M.A. or M.Ed. degree (Group B) or a Ph.D. or Ed.D. 

degree (Groups A and B), suggesting high educational 

achievement; and a majority of first borns (Group B) with a 

preference for working in larger schools. 

Other descriptive statistics independent of birth order 

concurred with past research on the LOQ (Halpin, 1966). 

Specifically, the majority of administrators scored higher 

on consideration than on structure as the standard finding. 

One factor that may have influenced the outcome of the 

study is the "social desirability" of the responses or the 

tendency to describe oneself in a favorable manner. That 

is, people may want to think of themselves as having 

"consideration" leadership qualities. 

Another factor affecting the findings may have been 

that the subjects were divided into two categories, first 

and later borns. A different outcome may have been reached 



if subjects were researched by each individual ordinal 

position through the use of the LOQ or a different trait

related instrument. Thus, the results are inconclusive. 
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The findings of this study are inconsistent with some 

previous birth order research (Chemers, 1970; Greene, 1987) 

but consistent with others (Dagenais, 1979; Ernst & Angst, 

1983). Some possible explanations for the absence of a 

relationship between birth order and leadership style 

follow. 

1. Elementary public school administrators' jobs 

may require a consideration-type leadership 

style that overshadows a possible birth order 

effect. 

2. First borns, in an attempt to succeed in this 

type of managerial environment, may adopt a 

consideration-oriented style that is similar 

to that of later borns. 

3. Birth order effects may fade with age and 

experience. 

However, these results should be interpreted cautiously 

since the sample was limited to one state. 

Implications 

Results of this study suggest the following 

implications. 



1. Because the results are inconclusive and 

there is a need for more elaborate 

instrumentation in birth order research, the 

effects of birth order on leadership style 

may need to be explored further. 

2. Researchers who study the possible effects of 

birth order now have another objective 

reference point by which to compare the 

results obtained. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

The following recommendations are made for further 

study. 

1. A similar study comparing middle and/or 

secondary public school administrators in the 

state of Arizona. 

2. A similar study comparing male and female 

elementary school administrators. 

3. A similar study using another trait-related 

instrument controlling for "social 

desirability." 

4. A similar study separating subjects by each 

individual ordinal position. 

5. A study comparing administrators from 

different geographical locations within the 

United states. 
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LETTER OF INTRODUCTION 

April 3, 1993 

Dear Colleague, 

When we speak of educational reform and changing 
demographics, it is imperative to take a long look at 
leadership. I am a doctoral student in Educational 
Administration presently working on a study investigating 
the relation of birth order effects on leadership style in 
school administrators. The information being gathered seeks 
to provide a better understanding of the necessary skills 
needed for effective leadership. I realize this might be 
one of your busiest times of the year, and approximately lS 
minutes of your valuable time is extremely appreciated. 

While many birth order research projects have been 
undertaken, none have had the particular focus of this 
study. The population has been drawn at random from the 675 
elementary public schools in the State of Arizona as listed 
in the 1993 edition of Patterson's Elementary Education. 
You have been chosen as one of the 338 elementary public 
school principals, and your response will become a very 
valuable part of this project. I have provided a self
addressed, stamped envelope for your convenience. 

Within this packet, you will find the LOQ (Leadership 
Opinion Questionnaire) and the Personal Leadership Data 
Form, both of which need to be returned. I believe you will 
find the LOQ to be interesting and thought-provoking. 
Although it is designed to be self-scoring, let me request 
that you allow me to score it. I will share this result, as 
well as the conclusions of my research with you upon 
completion of this study. 

You have my assurance that the information you provide 
is completely confidentia.l and solely for the purpose of 
this research. The identification number on the envelope is 
for tracking purposes only. Your participation is critical 
to the success of this project, although, of course, it is 
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strictly voluntary. Should you have any questions, please 
feel free to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Marisa Ostroff 
4226 E. Kilmer Street 
Tucson, AZ 85711 
(602) 881-5006 

P.S. To show my appreciation, your response will enter 
you in a raffle (1 in 100) to win three days and 
two nights accommodation for two at The Westward 
Look Resort or the Doubletree Hotel in Tucson, 
Arizona. Accommodations have been donated in 
support of this research. 



PERSONAL LEADERSHIP DATA FORM 

1. Your Current Position Title: 

2. Number of Years in District: 

3. Number of Years in Your Current position: 

4. Number of total Years in Administration (i.e., 

Principal, Central Office, Asst. Prin., etc.): 

Please check one for each of the following 

5. Gender: 6. Your Age: 

1. Male 1. 20-34 

2. Female 2. 35-49 

3. 50+ 

7. Your Highest Educational Level: 

1. BA/BS (+ some graduate hours) 

2. MA/M. Ed. 

3. Ed. S. 

4. Ph. D./Ed. D. 

5. Other 

8. Your Ethnic Background: 

1. Hispanic 4. White 

2. Native American 5. Asian 

3. African American 6. Other 

9. Number of Staff Members in Your School 

(i.e. , 

1. 

2. 

Asst. Prin., Teachers, Clerical, etc.): 

Less than 24 3. 50-74 

25-49 4. 75+ 
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10. Number of Students in Your school: 

11a. 

11b. 

1. Less than 299 

2. 300-599 

3. 600-899 

4. 900+ 

Your Birth Order Position: 

1. Only Child 

2. First Born 

3. Second or Middle Born 

4. Youngest Child 

IF YOU ARE SECOND OR MIDDLE BORN: According to the 

theory of birth order, a space of 5 or more years tends 

to cluster siblings (brothers and/or sisters) into 

subgroups with the leader having traits of the oldest. 

Are you the first born in a subgroup? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

** Please use the space below to describe special 

circumstances (if any) regarding your birth order position 

in the family (i.e., step-siblings, death, physical 

handicap, etc.): 
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FOLLOW-UP LETTER 

April 23, 1993 

Dear Colleague, 

Approximately two weeks ago, you should have received a 
Leadership Opinion Questionnaire (LOQ) and a Personal 
Leadership Data Form as part of a State-wide research 
project investigating the relationship between birth order 
effects and leadership style in school administrators. 

I understand how easily this type of correspondence is 
mislaid or miscarried in the mail. I am enclosing a second 
set since I have not yet received your response. Also 
enclosed for your convenience is a self-addressed, stamped 
envelope. If you have already sent this information, please 
discard this letter. 

Your 15 minute investment will make this study more 
meaningful to all elementary public school principals in the 
State of Arizona, although, of course, participation is 
strictly voluntary. The information you provide is 
confidential and will only be reported as grouped data. 
Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact 
me. 

Sincerely, 

Marisa Ostroff 
4226 E. Kilmer Street 
Tucson, AZ 85711 
(602) 881-5006 

P.S. In appreciation, your response will enter you in a 
raffle (1 in 100) to win accommodations for two at 
The Westward Look Resort or the Doubletree Hotel 
in Tucson, Arizona. Accommodations have been 
donated in support of this research. 



161 

POSTCARD 

Dear Colleague, 

Your completed packet including the Leadership 
opinion Questionnaire and the Personal Leadership 
Data Form has not yet been received. This is a 
brief reminder asking for your support since, as 
previously mentioned, although voluntary, your 
participation to the success of this project is 
critical. Thus far, the results have been very 
encouraging, with over 200 administrators 
responding. Thank you for the courtesy of your 
assistance. 

sincerely, 
Marisa Ostroff 
4226 E. Kilmer st. 
Tucson, AZ 85711 
(602) 881-5006 
5/9/93 
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DESCRIPTION OF COMPUTER PROGRAM 

CODEBOOK 
VARIABLE NAME 

id 
yrsdist 
yrspos 
yrsadmin 
gender 

age 

edlevel 

ethnic 

staff 

students 

birthpos 

otherpos 

questl to quest40 

quest31 to quest40 
quest1 to quest10 
quest21 to quest30 
quest11 to quest20 

COLUMNS 

1-3 
5-5 
7-8 
9-10 
11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

VALUES 

l=male 
2=female 
1=20-34 
2=35-49 
3=50+ 

DESCRIPTION 

subject id 
years in district 
years current position 
years in admin. 
subject gender 

subject age category 
based on age in years 

l=BA/BS plus some grad hours 
2=EdS 
3=MA/MEd 
4=PhD/EdD 
5=Other 

highest educational 
level attained 

l=Hispanic Ethnic background 
2=Native American 
3=African American 
4=White 
5=Asian 
6=Other 
l=less than 24 
2=25-49 
3=50-74 
4=75+ 

Number of staff 
members in school 
(assistant prin, 
teachers, clerical) 

l=less than 299 
2=300-599 
3=600-899 
4=900+ 

Number of students 
in your school 

l=only child 
2=first born 
3=second or middle 
4=youngest child 
l=yes 
2=no 
3=not applicable 

Likert scale 
5 choices 

columns 20-29 
columns 31-40 
columns 42-51 
columns 53-62 

Your birth order 
position 

born 

First born in 
a subgroup? 

items from LOC 

Consideration scale = questions 32, 33, 34, 36, 38, 2, 5, 7, a, 
10, 23, 24, 28, 29, 11, 12, 13, 15, 17, 19 

Structure scale = questions 31, 35, 37, 39, 40, 1, 3, 4, 6, 9, 
21, 22, 25, 26, 27, 30. 14, 16, 18, 20 
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001 02022513341123 2234320302 3314324313 2444221331 3233322132 
002 15111122342223 3223221323 2322322222 2343221231 2323222112 
004 08081213342232 3234030433 334324102 :33211331 232331 111 
005 16050812342131 3333240322 1202413312 2334131441 4334212023 
006 030108233 1133 3332231304 1313424221 3343211322 2332212133 
007 07070723342132 2233131313 2123322313 2333222231 3333222123 
'~09 11111G12342232 3333230212 4213333333 3333220323 2323112123 
010 01010712342323 3244231323 3233413313 3343220341 3332312133 
012 16022013442323 2334332333 1323314323 2344230331 3333202042 
013 0202171 343223 3344220333 4324431123 3444312441 4142232134 
014 0505081 243323 3444240334 3234424224 3433430342 4334232124 
015 11062313443332 2344140414 2243411404 3444240440 4343322123 
016 06061823343323 3344120414 4334422314 3333221343 2333213144 
017 10040422343441 4234321324 3244322333 3343321332 2323224134 
018 3020201 443423 2234241312 3233314312 2343321341 3333312132 
020 02020212241132 1234121322 3213323211 2332231221 2233212213 
021 14040922343341 3344341333 3343313222 2443421241 2323313144 
022 22081912312332 3223120212 3343431134 4344320241 3322214133 
023 02020622341142 3244040333 1224444024 233232341 2242214014 
024 03032013341142 1310200323 4114322133 3343114301 3133422213 
025 08040411342132 1344431234 0043424334 4344201432 3334222114 
026 ~5031513312 32 4234240223 3333432331 4423210343 3434332124 
028 17020812312242 4444440424 0314444444 4444230442 4343421124 
031 07060612341141 3434440332 3323322313 3334321341 3132223132 
033 20111123344323 3444240414 4222424342 4443221443 2223214124 
035 19041323332223 3334231342 2222323322 3134220341 3333202132 
036 16081112442323 3334240423 3213324223 2333221341 2322214133 
037 17020812342142 4434230422 2204324331 2433231341 3342202113 
038 17072123342 23 2334140312 3202324323 2322120341 2333322122 
039 18030512443223 3334240301 3202414331 4343211341 2333402103 
040 10101022342232 2324131433 3112324224 4433120242 3232304144 
041 2803 13444431 2444340404 4002423233 3433211323 4344212224 
043 03031512343332 3334340323 3233322334 3333321342 2333213133 
044 04041812342132 3334141314 3334333233 2333211331 2323312122 
047 03030712342331 3223221313 2223324213 3343320243 2233312132 
048 21212613242323 4334241324 22234222 2 3333222343 2323212123 
049 09071022343332 3344241414 1223312334 2333211341 1323213144 
051 07060722344423 3244242334 4324314242 4343331342 3333243124 
053 21030522342313 2333040313 3113324333 2333121331 2333312113 
054 22042413343323 3322440323 3233333333 3333320242 2224322134 
055 05040522343323 3344231314 3232424234 3444411442 3344203124 
056 08050711342332 3334231334 2223324323 3332131432 2323222123 
057 09020412344431 3334340414 4222444413 4444230444 3233343134 
059 06060612343323 3233230344 2203334223 4333132231 3223212204 
060 11020612344431 3344140323 2112313312 2424231341 3333313113 
061 03030623343323 3334141314 3222344311 4343230341 3233314104 
063 22061923344223 3333220433 4323322223 4333230331 3333313123 
064 04042012243332 3224112212 4214314332 4333211233 1333323133 
066 17040522342223 3344442333 2343332222 3333312232 2423242134 
068 21022113343231 ~224231323 2112420233 3233211343 2432222132 
070 13111812342232 3334341223 1132304322 ~333221431 2233313124 
071 10030322343231 4244330434 3133333223 4444230441 4332212114 
072 14040422342132 3334431324 4223422324 3423232341 3433122123 
073 08020422344423 4444230424 3 22424433 3444221342 3233312104 
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.'76 :::0111:~33·:1333~ 34443·11344 31::3422312 :::344232241 o.!334232124 
\)77 :1040523~43323 3232230404 131324311 ~333222243 :233313034 
-)78 09060621141123 1324330312 011342432: 4444231341 33322 2101 
v79 2G02:613343223 2434320424 4213433224 2334321341 3333222122 
)81 ~S051523343333 3344141314 1214423344 4233121342 :233214034 
082 17121213343323 3344340234 3244323233 4444321432 3423214144 
083 0303131::443323 423:110324 32333?:321 2424230441 4333124104 
084 03030322242242 4444441444 3244444443 4434210421 4444444144 
086 15111422341113 4434230434 3122413324 4444230343 3333300142 
090 02020812344432 2344240412 3202314121 3242111341 2322213023 
091 20152012444413 4214111114 3122323122 3331442133 0114144213 
093 20202313433341 4344440344 3244334212 2334411343 3334244024 
094 0404131::444431 3244040304 1122414212 3443120341 2331322024 
095 15151723342343 3324240414 3223424323 3343221341 3133202114 
096 11050522344423 4324240404 1232324334 3232212241 2333213144 
099 01030422344323 2234141423 4114323433 3444330441 4243303123 
100 05051413344332 4424242324 3214324214 3443321442 4232303142 
101 13062012344432 3344232322 3304422212 3344210441 3232412141 
102 24141722344423 2234140413 1223313312 3433221342 2233212113 
103 21171712442332 2334131304 1224313313 3333221341 3234311132 
104 20101012243323 3233330413 3223332331 2233221340 3322221113 
106 07040512443323 2334240302 3233412213 2324231331 4343313132 
107 02022022441123 2322220202 3233332232 3433322222 3232223122 
108 04040523443323 1334040303 3022324313 2333221342 3332312112 
109 06052413342342 2234242313 3134314313 2333321343 2323314113 
110 21040812312231 4434010444 1204410343 4444040444 4044442104 
111 250608233 2213 2233221334 3123434342 4332321241 2323213114 
113 06040412312232 3434242324 0224414433 3444232433 4244334143 
114 21040823411123 3334340334 3214344222 4444232341 3233113104 
115 10071213343433 3334322212 3243323334 3333321232 2324223133 
116 21192113343332 3334241323 1213324323 2233221442 2333314123 
117 11090912341132 4334240333 4123314334 3243211343 2322324133 
118 18111212343331 3344331343 3224331233 3443321340 2323213224 
119 13010512314442 3334132223 2104313344 4432311333 2233222144 
121 09091223344432 2334020324 1134324234 4443231232 2224313134 
122 10010512344432 3224221322 4234424213 4343220342 2233302224 
123 12030611344423 3334232223 3113313324 3333221332 2333322134 
126 06050622444423 3344141314 3244443334 3434321331 4343223143 
129 25030313113223 1223130402 2232224311 1323210321 2233222123 
131 21010512332242 4224211204 4212244242 4332222240 4233322214 
133 1605161~442 23 3234040423 1103324233 3333221343 3333322144 
134 22010912543423 3233131313 3123323222 3233221241 2323323124 
135 21182213343413 3224242323 0132324332 2334230342 4242404014 
136 04010412343332 3444110323 0114423434 4344321442 4243413143 
138 23040523344423 4344342334 3243322132 4333412322 2433124024 
142 0806081 344441 3334232323 3224432312 3433331322 3333314133 
143 12011212343332 2334130401 1322404333 2344410342 3233322133 
145 26162113342423 3244240323 3133324332 2343211241 2323212123 
146 16071012342323 2334140333 3213414322 3333211341 3423313122 
149 1504071 313432 3333220412 3123324124 2323122241 2233312123 
150 07062413442413 2434240413 222~423303 3333320342 2322323 22 
152 04041322443323 2234241313 3223324122 2333330242 3333304103 
156 13092713443332 4344240412 2 24324304 3444230440 3444304041 
157 08010322343342 3344220313 3223314332 2243221342 2232314023 
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:. Sf, 1 7()~'05~:::313::3::? 334413"-"314 ::,201424212 :3::33221341 :~333222103 
,67 (140413:::~443313 2344240414 332'1422214 3444230440 3432312033 
158 ::6040613313~31 '233404121"122 -1111422233 333322034121 3323233103 
17121 14030312343432 4424330333 4234334324 3334221243 2333312133 
.1.71 2',)10231 :2433323 2:233 21333 0203314234 3333230332 3232222213 
173 20091322433242 3343432333 3344332323 3433431331 3334213143 
174 0301031::::313332 ::::32·1040412 312232<1311 3243230332 3232312101 
175 33091113343341 3334040311 4122314332 3333321432 3233321134 
176 15152613313323 3334240434 3241424334 3333231442 3333224134 
177 19091222333223 4444240424 4213424313 2333231341 3343323123 
180 25111112343342 3344140312 3213314334 3333120342 3333212103 
182 04042012443331 4444240444 4222422433 434423044 2433222044 
185 10042013442332 3234321323 3234321121 3434321441 3333113101 
188 14020322343332 3233131323 3223324313 3333221331 3333322123 
189 12062123444-123 4334231124 3224413324 4444331341 3333224143 
1'30 09010412444323 2334241311 3223324311 2333312341 3333224112 
191 1503052334 332 4333230314 4123323233 4433331241 3332213133 
192 010105123'13342 2244141332 3333333434 3334330441 3333313133 
194 10101522<143332 3334241414 3203314333 4444321340 2331303112 
197 1301121422344423 3334111434 3133413222 3433222241 3433122114 
198 01010222342241 3334323334 2314324222 4333331341 2432223143 
199 2301121223344332 3323221333 3122323232 3333231242 2332133114 
200 01011512244313 2224231312 3112324332 3233321342 2332312113 
201 0101122244 423 2232221203 3113411112 2333222332 3121312133 
203 07070912342232 2234230313 3213314221 2433221242 3333323132 
205 2409121913342242 2333231323 2112314233 2232121341 2323212132 
206 05042313442242 3334130403 202423223 1343211241 2234313113 
:207 13131312341113 3343231323 2233432322 3343322333 2323222223 
:209 0512150523''142232 2344141314 3314423323 1434111440 4343412033 
210 1211011012342232 344404031214 0102304333 2444111341 3444401124 
212 1705121812343223 2344240424 3234324332 244422121441 2443303103 
213 01010613342232 323401121213 2303324331 3343311441 2333114104 
214 040404121 1132 1344130402 4303404403 3344241440 3222221022 
215 02010722342232 3334242323 4333321231 2444212441 2322123124 
216 20061412344413 3433331423 3133412223 1334321331 3323233034 
217 15060622343431 3334332222 3233323333 333432121341 2333212131 
219 0812120212543331 1234340213 4223323212 2343321341 2333203122 
220 1216010022343323 3224131214 2213314211 2344120342 1223213013 
221 21051222443332 3344241404 1324414233 3344320442 2333332043 
222 13012613443442 2323221323 3223314222 3333211243 2323232123 
223 0707102 343323 4334242423 0233312232 3444330342 3342222124 
224 14181812243442 3343332334 2244332224 3444230341 3333233144 
225 1112140822343332 33444312131214 132-1304214 2434131343 334430312142 
:227 19050722-143223 2344141303 0222324312 3443221442 ·1333213034 
:229 15040422242232 3344240423 1324414424 2-134230441 ::443313044 
:232 15031012342232 '3332230324 2213324313 2232120441 3323323133 
234 22040922343231 3344131343 1433424313 2444211341 3333322033 
235 24021213342232 334230424 1233'11-1313 3333320342 3333212034 
236 18030323344323 3344231424 212314322 2333231341 4133313133 
237 08011022443323 33341'10323 :!223322313 3343221342 3233313113 
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~42 27021523314332 ~244:32:44 :::3432:24 244422:444 4333142144 
:~4 ::02061:3433:3 ::3322::23 32333::332 2:3322:333 2332222123 
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:~6 :~092513·1 __ ~ ::34040321 :203414323 2333220241 1323322032 
:48 2:03082:442242 4234140323 • ::3 4311 ·1433 :0341 333240 113 
:51 12122113342332 3223230322 3343324223 4333321242 2323222233 
:53 15132613241123 3424020401 4202304232 4333242240 2133104004 
255 14050622342242 3344141321 1:33324334 3443310343 2424313132 
259 0707102 442323 3334340323 4224332223 2343221241 3332222123 
:50 12010712343232 4344140414 4234334313 4444330440 4332133133 
262 17020223443323 3343341324 3214332213 3424421341 3332222124 
263 23022313442232 3234140313 2313414322 1333120341 2333312113 
268 11050712243332 4334421334 3223323334 3343321231 2323224124 
269 10050522343232 3444230413 2323434324 2444220431 3332314124 
270 05051913343323 2334131313 2323324333 2333211342 3233313132 
271 16101613343423 2334221313 3112324323 3233120341 3124312123 
272 16050612343323 4344121324 3224324334 3424221343 3333221104 
273 03030411343242 4334141333 2224423313 3433320443 4333422124 
276 08010422244223 3234140304 33123 4422 3344210341 23324031 3 
278 12081222414323 3244141413 3302323412 2413210432 4433422123 
279 24020222242332 3334140313 3102314412 4333130341 2233303024 
280 10060822444342 2334240412 2203314303 2344230340 2333323132 
281 14010212333323 ~444140404 0401414413 2344100440 3343314024 
282 30040413343313 3344240424 3234424324 3444320441 3333124144 
283 20060612442123 2334231322 322441 324 3343320321 2332303142 
285 30011123442223 3434141314 4102422212 3444220441 2433214113 
287 06040622412142 3244031343 4223322324 4443222341 3333213044 
288 23101023332223 4434444343 4213444342 3344410443 3333343134 
289 18060622313232 433433 3 4 34 4414303 3444 0441 4443302032 
291 27030923341241 1234040413 2212323222 3343220240 3331212133 
~92 19020223342223 2344240323 3334314303 2443120341 3433313013 
:93 1705092231:223 3334140334 4113424332 4443230341 3332213114 
:95 13041112312243 2234030303 3233404232 3444210441 3243402023 
296 22050622442223 3444131434 3234423332 3444411331 3332324034 
302 07010523312221 4244341434 3122324333 4343121343 2443304104 
303 21020523343323 3434220423 3104413301 2333131341 2233303023 
305 20101012313243 2324230212 1122323223 4233221343 2233212133 
307 21041212314231 1332231334 1123313222 2343230340 2233311032 
308 28051022344431 2334240414 3122424314 2444321442 3433202044 
310 23041012341223 3234240323 2234324314 3433330243 3134133143 
311 2202062 4 2223 3224240324 4222324322 3333320442 3233332103 
312 22011012312323 3224330323 3123324132 4323331343 3333222023 
315 16010612344331 4334330233 3234433221 3234321342 2223323233 
320 04040422343231 4334340314 4223422424 4343330343 3424204134 
321 03030512341132 3334131322 0233334313 2244331442 3423212043 
323 25253213141123 2232221323 3233412223 3233211242 2323132144 
324 21021112342231 ~334140424 4234334220 3333340442 4233323103 
327 02020822444431 4434141334 4204414243 4433332442 4233134004 
328 16041022324323 4444140344 2213404441 3444441444 4334123104 
329 03081122323242 3434430322 3134413332 4403231343 3434143123 
330 20031012342232 3234240213 2104324232 3244220342 2333312223 
331 21121723443342 3344221333 0214424304 2444441341 4333313133 
332 06061712344442 3334330234 3243323224 4343221333 2323221133 
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502 03032512344331 2233130334 2123412432 3434231341 3243222122 
503 11040822344323 :::334141314 :::103313314 2333321331 :::233233143 
504 07010622343232 3244030433 2:::12314321 24·132313-10 2333304122 
'5 'as 17030922343332 2344240323 :l:!.3434324 3444212342 3333312143 
':06 ::904092 312231 :233121313 3224312323 3343231341 3132211123 
507 23010422313241 3333240324 3223323332 4344321343 3233222213 
601 02020912341142 3332432334 ·1223414301 3433311332 3234312123 
603 02040422342232 3434332333 3322334222 2343321342 2332304103 
604 06171712344432 3334230323 1244332313 4343320433 2324322133 
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