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ABSTRACT 

The Problem: Can personality characteristics be 

identified that distinguish the open school principal from 

the non-open school principal? 

The Purpose: To develop a profile of open and non-

open school principals as measured by the Sixteen Personal

ity Factor (16 PF) and the Characteristics of Principal 

Effectiveness Questionnaire (COPE), a researcher-developed 

instrument. 

The Procedure: Open and non-open schools in several 

large school districts were identified. The degree of 

school openness was verified by teacher responses to the 

Walberg-Thomas Teacher Rating Scale. School Principals 

responded to the Sixteen Personality Factor (16 PF) and the 

Characteristics of Principal Effectiveness Questionnaire 

(COPE). 

Null Hypotheses: 1) There is no difference between 

open schools and non-open schools as measured by the 

Walberg-Thomas Teacher Questionnaire; 2) there is no dif

ference between open and non-open principals in scores on 

the Characteristics of Principal Effectiveness Question

naire; 3) there is no difference between open and non-open 

principals in scale scores on the 16 PF; 4) there is no 
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difference or interaction between open and non-open schools 

and principals with high and low scores on the COPE in 

scale scores on the 16 PF. 

Conclusions: Null hypothesis 1 rejected: School 

openness can be measured by the Walberg-Thomas, and open 

schools differ significantly from non-open. Null hypothe

sis 2 retained: There were no significant differences in 

principal response to the COPE. Null hypothesis 3 rejected: 

Principals of open schools differed significantly from 

principals of non-open schools on three factors. Open 

school principals were more venturesome, impulsive, and 

self-assured than non-open school principals. Null hypo

thesis 4 rejected: There were differences between open and 

non-open principals in personality factors when considered 

with their views on goal setting and achievement, task 

achievement, and job satisfaction. Interaction signifi- x 

cance was obtained when organizational energy and job com

patibility were considered. 

Recommendations: 1) Individual personalities and 

views of characteristics of effectiveness be considered 

when placing principals in open or non-open schools; 2)Rep

lication of the study with a larger sample; 3) replication 

of the study with schools more greatly polarized on the 

open and non-open continuum. 



CHAPTER I 

Imagine a town where every family is assigned 
arbitrarily to one local doctor by a ruling of the 
board of health. Imagine that the board of health 
assigns families only on the basis of the shortest 
distance from the home to the doctor's office. 
Imagine, finally, that when a family complains that 
the assigned doctor is not helping one of its ailing 
members, the board of health replies: "Sorry, no 
exceptions to doctor assignments." 

If this sounds like a totalitarian nightmare, 
it also is a description of the way school boards 
assign children to schools and teachers (Kammann, 
1972). 

THE PROBLEM 

Introduction 

Public education in the last decade has evolved 

into an institution that must literally be all thing to all 

people. Through legislation (e.g., Title IX, ESEA, 1965; 

P.L. 94^142, 1975; Family Educational Rights and Privacy 

Act, 1976; Stern, 1978), judicial action (e.g., Tinker, 

1968; Peter Doe, 1972; Serrano, 1978; Norte, 1980), public 

opinion (Elam, 1978), and internal reform movements (Holt, 

1964; Dennison, 1969; Kozol, 1967; Kohl, 1967), the programs 

offered by today's schools must at once meet the needs of 

the individual child while attempting to serve the expec

tations of society as a whole. In addition, these programs 
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must be efficient, i.e., cost effective (Roper, 1979), 

and provide for equal access, i.e., be available to all 

who wish them (Hooker, 1978). 

In an effort to comply with this wide range of 

pressures, most large school districts have attempted to 

offer instructional and/or educational options (Chase, 

1979). Broadly listed under the headings of alternative 

schools, examples of these options include: open schools, 

magnet schools, schools without walls, schools within 

schools, and back to basics schools. Though they differ in 

their approach to and their delivery of educational 

services, these schools share a common commitment in their 

attempt to provide diversity in learning environments. 

Before the alternatives movement, the child 
was assigned to a teacher whose teaching style may 
or may not have been congruent with the child's 
learning style; some students responded, others 
did not, but neither teacher nor child had any 
choice in the matter. 

Alternatives provide new opportunities for a 
match in teaching and learning styles. Choice lets 
students select programs that best fit them. 
Parents, who have played key roles as teachers at 
home, are in a good position to help select the 
alternative that best supports their temperament 
and approach (Fantini, 1973). 

Early support for the concept of providing edu

cational options came from the National Commission on the 

Reform of Secondary Education. Established and funded by 

the Kettering Foundation, this commission concluded: 
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The recent rise of alternative programs within 
conventional schools offers the public schools new 
hope that they can keep their promise of serving 
everyone. Such alternatives must entail more than 
mere freedom of educational choice in the matter of 
career goals and academic pursuits. The options 
must speak directly to the broad diversity of 
learning styles, living modes, cultural aspirations, 
value systems, and growth patterns that characterize 
adolescents. To impose a monolithic, unitary system 
of schooling upon young people is to deny and stul
tify individual and group differences which are the 
strength and promise of the nation (Brown, 1973). 

Certainly recent research on the way children learn 

would support the notion of providing as many educational 

options as possible in the public schools. The Plowden 

report, Children and Their Primary Schools (Plowden, 1967), 

in 1967 discussed at length the individuality of children 

and those influences which contribute to the development of 

learning styles. Learning theorists, regardless of philo

sophical approach, generally agree that all children do 

not learn all things the same way. 

Despite the sameness of fundamental equipment 
(i.e., the human brain)...the diversity of human 
beings is enormous. All people seem to have dif
ferent skills, different attitudes and different 
motivations toward goals for different reasons. 
They learn different things at different times with 
different degrees of facility and different personal 
involvement in the different outcomes (Smith, 1975). 

Myers (1970) and Shere (1975) concluded that if all 

children do not learn the same things the same way, then 

the concept of providing different kinds of schools empha

sizing different kinds of learning styles is not only a 

logical idea, but a necessary one. 
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The characteristics of alternative programs may be 

placed upon a linear continuum. One end of this continuum 

is anchored by traditional or conventional education. At 

this end, education is "teacher directed" and "whole class 

oriented." The other end of the continuum is identified as 

being non-traditional, open or free. It is more concerned 

with the individual learner and it assumes that he/she 

should be the chief determiner of his/her own educational 

needs. Fantini developed the Freedom to Prescription 

Continuum (Fantini, 1973) (Table 1) as a means of identi

fying the openness of educational programs. In explaining 

his categorizations, he says: 

One way to consider alternatives is to place 
them on a continuum according to how much freedom or 
independence a student has to choose the elements of 
learning—how much freedom the student has to choose 
the teacher, content, methodology, time, and place 
for learning. At one extreme, the learner is most 
"free." At the other end he is most dependent on 
institutional procedures and requirements—the in
stitution predetermines the conditions of learning 
for the student; who his teacher will be, how the 
teacher will teach, what the subject matter will be, 
how much time is spent on each subject, and when and 
where this learning takes place (Fantini, 1973, p. 
447) . 

It is the open end of this continuum that seems to 

generate the greatest amount of controversy as an educa

tional option in the public schools. Though open education 

is firmly grounded in educational theory and experimental 

practice, it has failed to gain wide acceptance partly 
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TABLE I 

Mario Fantini's Alternatives on a 
Freedom-to-Prescr iption Continuum 

Free Open Modified Standard 

Learner-directed 
and controlled. 
Learner has com
plete freedom to 
orchestrate his 
own education. 
Teacher is one 
resource. 

Learner has con
siderable freedom 
to choose from a 
wide range of 
content areas 
considered rele
vant by teacher, 
parent, student. 
Resource centers 
in major skill 
areas made 
available to 
learner. 

Opening of school 
to the community 
and its resources. 

Teacher is 
supportive 
guider. 

Prescribed con
tent is made 
more flexible 
through indi
vidualization 
of instruction; 
school is un
graded; students 
learn same 
things but at 
different rates. 
Using team 
teaching, 
teachers plan a 
differentiated 
approach to the 
same content. 
Teacher and pro
grammed course 
of study are the 
major sources of 
student learning. 

Learner adheres 
to institution 
requirements 
uniformly pre
scribed: what 
is to be 
taught—how, 
where, when, 
and with whom. 
Teacher is 
instructor-

evaluator. 
Student passes 
or fails accor
ding to norma
tive standards. 

Noncompetitive 
environment. 

No student 
failures. 
Curriculum is 
viewed as social 
system rather 
than as course . 
of studies 

Teacher-s tudent 

planning 

Competitive 

environments. 

School is the 
major 
instructional 
setting 

Learner- Teacher- Subject-matter- Institution-
centered centered centered centered 
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because of the alternative movement itself—one single 

approach is not right for all children at all times. Addi

tionally, open education began its development in the United 

States at about the time the accountability movement gained 

momentum. Because open schools could not be evaluated 

under the same criteria as their traditional counterparts, 

they could not be similarly qualified or quantified. 

Finally, it should be noted that these schools didn't look, 

act, or feel like traditional schools, and many parents, not 

recognizing the value of experience, play, or interaction, 

simply moved their children to more structured environments. 

Nonetheless, open schools exist today as options in most 

school districts that are large enough to provide options. 

Though much has been written about open education 

and a great deal has been published regarding its effects 

on children and teachers, there is relatively little re

search on the administrator in charge of maintaining these 

options as viable options. Open schools present particular 

problems for the administrator assigned to them. More often 

than not, these schools are subject to the same curricular 

and administrative demands as any other elementary school 

in the district. They have the added responsibility, how

ever, of trying to provide different programs, different 

experiences, different environments, and different atmo

spheres. 
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Open educators share a conception of childhood 
as something to be cherished, a conception that leads 
in turn to concern for the quality of the school 
experience it its own right, not merely as prepa
ration for later schooling or later life. Classrooms 
must be decent, pleasant places in which to spend 
time, for childhood and adolescence are not simply 
corridors through which children should be rushed as 
rapidly as possible to get them to the next stage. 

It is not enough merely to respect childhood; it 
is necessary to respect children as well, which means 
respecting students' individuality, their interests, 
their needs, their strengths, their weaknesses. This 
means valuing individual differences instead of see
ing them as a problem. It means accepting the legit
imacy of individual students' individual interests— 
understanding that students do have interests, 
indeed whole agendas, of their own that are not the 
same as the teacher's, but that are legitimate and 
worth recognizing. And this, in turn, means letting 
students' learning, at least part of the time, pro
ceed from their interests; it means giving them 
freedom to explore and supporting them in their 
explorations (Silberman, 1973, pp. xix-xx). 

Administering this type of school—finding the 

staff, implementing the program, educating the public, com

municating with the central office and meeting legal and 

traditional requirements—is certainly not an easy task. 

Since there are no certification differentials and few pro

fessional training programs for administrators of open 

schools, this investigation will focus on the personality 

characteristics of principals who are in place in open edu

cational environments and principals in non-open educational 

environments in order to determine if there are principal 

personality characteristics best suited to the philosophy 

and methodology of open and non-open education. 
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Rationale 

Historically, the role of the school principal has 

been that of supervisor, curriculum coordinator, manager, 

procurer, and public relations man. He has been assigned 

the responsibility for the school plant, the school per

sonnel, the school program, and the school pupils. 

There is evidence to suggest, however, that unique 

programs require unique leadership ("Leadership," 1977). 

Further studies suggest that the leadership skills required 

to establish and maintain other than traditional programs 

are not necessarily those required for administrative certi

fication (Cal. State Leg. Report 77-26, 1977). Such studies 

imply a need for administrative ability in personal or human 

relations (Fiedler, 1967). 

The rationale for this study stemmed from the possi

bility that an increased understanding of the personality 

characteristics of the principals assigned to programs of an 

open educational nature would enhance those programs and 

help to ensure their continued success as educational 

options by providing those in charge of personnel management 

selection criteria for building level administrators. 

In his examination of administrative leadership at 

the building level, Goodlad states: 

Studies suggest that principals are chosen, not 
because of their recognized leadership abilities, 
but with the expectation that they will maintain the 
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system.... In general, the training of school prin
cipals has not been directed toward the development 
of leadership skills needed for unleashing the 
creative talents of teachers. Consequently, the 
principal often tends to routine matters of keeping 
school while teachers work largely independently of 
each other in classroom cells (Goodlad, 1976, p. 193). 

Thus the principal assumes the role of a minor bureaucrat, 

and if he has an influence on the curriculum or the sub

jects that students study, it is only through his managerial 

role of "procurement and allocation of resources necessary 

for organizational survival" (Parsons, 1958), and not as a 

result of his instructional or educational expertise. 

In open schools, though, managerial skill may not 

be enough. Studies on non-traditional school programs 

point to ineffectual or ineffective leadership as a primary 

cause of program failure. In a Rand Corporation study of 

selected alternative programs, Margaret Thomas found, 

"although many factors affected implementation, the leader

ship of the principal appeared to be one of the most 

important factors in the success or demise of an alter

native program" (Thomas, 1978). 

Perhaps the key to maintaining effective options is 

the principal's ability to create a "climate" that en

courages staff participation and camaraderie. Andrew 

Halpin, in his studies on school organizational climate, 

commented: 
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...One point struck us forcibly; that an essen
tial determinant of a school's 'effectiveness' as an 
organization is the principal's ability—or lack of 
ability—to create a 'climate' in which he, and other 
group members, can initiate and consummate acts of 
leadership (Halpin, 1963). 

He further went on to qualify school "climate" on an open 

to closed continuum and described an open climate as 

follows: 

The open climate describes an energetic, lively 
organization which is moving toward its goals, and 
which provides satisfaction for the group members' 
social needs. Leadership acts emerge easily and 
appropriately from both the group and the leader. 
Members are preoccupied disproportionately with 
neither task achievement nor social needs satis
faction; satisfaction on both counts seems to be 
obtained easily and almost effortlessly. The main 
characteristic of this climate is the authenticity 
of the behavior that occurs among all the members 
(Halpin, 1963). 

On the other end of the continuum: 

The closed climate is characterized by a high 
degree of apathy on the part of all members of the 
organization. The organization is not 'moving;' 
esprit is low because group members secure neither 
social needs satisfaction nor satisfaction that 
comes from task achievement. The members' behavior 
can be construed as 'inauthentic;' indeed, the 
organization seems to be stagnant (Halpin, 1963). 

Because open education programs must adhere to 

specific programs and philosophies, the principal must en

sure staff consensus and commitment to purpose. Indeed, 

Thomas found, "...when no one took leadership responsibility 

for ensuring that the staff adhered to the program's philo

sophy, the program began to drift away from its objectives." 
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But while this leadership is necessary to ensure conser

vation of mission, Thomas also found that a second key 

element of successful alternative programs was the princi

pal's "willingness to share decision-making authority" 

(Thomas, 1978). The principal encourages team spirit and 

staff cohesiveness by allowing staff contribution and staff 

dissent for the purposes of reaching consensus and agree

ment. 

However, it should be clearly recognized that the 

willingness to share decision-making authority is not an 

abdication of leadership responsibility; rather, it is a 

skill that increases the effectiveness of the leadership 

through more clearly defining comfortable channels of com

munication between staff members and all levels of adminis

tration. 

The kinds of leaders who can allow this to happen 

are not necessarily universal. There are as many leader

ship styles as there are leaders, and while some categori

zations and generalizations may be made concerning 

leadership style, Hoy and Williams found "leadership style 

to be a function of personality" and that modification of 

leadership style by the environment is generally "unlikely 

and limited" (Hoy and Williams, p. 71). This point was 

further emphasized by Fiedler. His studies determined that 

"leadership style as a function of an individual's 
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motivating structure and personality is relatively per

manent and difficult to change" (Fiedler, 1972). Since 

personality is a determinant of leadership style, it would 

appear necessary that school districts would make an effort 

to be cognizant of a principal's personality characteristics 

and leadership style prior to assigning him/her to a non-

traditional educational setting. Yet the Rand Commission 

study stated: 

We found that in most cases district management 
gave scant attention to the characteristics of the 
principal selected to manage alternative programs. 
Yet, we found certain types of principals were ,more 
successful than others at implementing certain 

/ programs (Thomas, 1978). 

From the literature, then, it was concluded that the 

need for additional research in the area of principal per

sonality characteristics in the open school versus principal 

personality characteristics in the non-open school is 

important if open school programs are to survive in public 

schools. 

Statement of the Problem 

Do principals of open schools have personality 

characteristics that can be identified to distinguish them 

from principals of non-open schools? 
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Statement of the Purpose 

The major purpose of this study is to develop a 

profile of personality characteristics of principals as

signed to open and non-open schools as measured by the 

Sixteen Personality Factor (16 PF) (Cattell, 1973) and the 

Characteristics of Principal Effectiveness (COPE) Question

naire (This instrument derived largely from Halpin and 

crofts, Organizational Climate Descriptions, Chester 

Barnard, Functions of the Executive, and John K. Hemphill, 

Situational Factors of Leadership (Chapter Two, Part 5)). 

Hypotheses 

The relationship between open schools and non-open 

schools, principal personality factors, and principal 

effectiveness characteristics will be tested by the follow

ing stated hypotheses: 

1. There is no difference between selected open 

elementary schools and selected non-open 

elementary schools as measured by the Walberg-

Thomas Teacher Questionnaire (Walberg and 

Thomas, 1974). 

2. There is no difference between principals of 

selected non-open elementary schools in each 

area of the Characteristics of Principal 

Effectiveness Questionnaire, i.e., 

a. organizational energy; 
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b. goal setting and achievement; 

c. mutual support; 

d. task achievement; 

e. social needs satisfaction; 

f. authenticity; 

g. compatibility; 

h. satisfaction; 

as measured by the Characteristics of Principal 

Effectiveness Questionnaire. 

There is no difference between principals of selec

ted open elementary schools and the principals of 

selected non-open elementary schools on the Six

teen Personality Factor (16 PF) (Cattell, 1973). 

The following hypothesis will be tested by a two-

way multivariant analysis of variance (MANOVA) for 

open and non-open schools (independent variable), 

each characteristic of the Characteristics of 

Principal Effectiveness Questionnaire (independent 

variable), and the 16 factors on the Sixteen Per

sonality Factor (16 PF) (dependent variable). 

a. There is no difference between principals of 

open elementary schools and principals of 

non-open elementary schools with high 

scores on each characteristic of the 

Characteristics of Principal Effectiveness 



Questionnaire and principals of open ele

mentary schools and principals of non-open 

elementary schools with low scores on each 

characteristic of the Characteristics of 

Principal Effectiveness Questionnaire in scale 

scores on the Sixteen Personality Factor 

(16 PF). 

b. There exists no interaction between the prin

cipals of open elementary schools and non-open 

elementary schools with high scores on each 

characteristic of the Characteristics of 

Principal Effectiveness Questionnaire and 

principals of open elementary schools and 

principals of non-open elementary schools 

with low scores on each characteristic of 

the Characteristics of Principal Effec

tiveness Questionnaire with scale scores 

on the Sixteen Personality Factor (16 PF). 

Assumptions 

For the purpose of this study, the following 

assumptions will be made: 

1. The selection of open schools and non-open 

schools by the research departments of the 
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participating school districts is accurate 

and comprehensive. 

2. Open schools differ from non-open schools, and 

this difference is identifiable. 

3. The Walberg-Thomas Teacher Questionnaire is an 

appropriate, valid, and reliable instrument to 

determine the openness of a learning environment. 

4. Those principals who volunteered to participate 

in this study are a representative sample of 

principals who administer open and non-open 

schools. 

5. Participants will respond unbiasedly and objec

tively to the questionnaires. 

6. The Sixteen Personality Factor (16 PF) is an 

appropriate, valid, and reliable instrument to 

determine the personality characteristics of 

elementary school principals. 

7. The Characteristics of Principal Effectiveness 

Questionnaire is an appropriate instrument to 

determine the characteristics that contribute to 

the success of an elementary school principal. 

8. The statistical design selected for this study 

is appropriate. 



17 

Limitations 

This study will be limited by the following: 

1. The size of the sample will be small. 

2. The study will be limited to the 1980-81 school 

year. 

3. The study will be limited to those personality 

characteristics covered by the Sixteen 

Personality Factor. 

4. The study will include only those who wish to 

participate, i.e., volunteers. 

Definition of Terms 

For the purpose of this study, the following 

definitions are applied: 

1. Open Education. Open schools are schools which 

generally operate under the principles of open education, 

with open education characterized as follows: 

a. The school or classrooms are divided into flex

ible, decentralized, functional spaces rather 

than fixed homogeneous units. 

b. Children are free much of the time to explore 

the room individually or in small groups. 

c. The learning environment includes many concrete 

learning resources in addition to books and 

other media. 
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d. The teacher spends most of the time working 

with small groups or individual students and 

rarely teaches the class as a whole. 

(Ftom Gross and Gross, 1970.) 

2. Non-Open Education. "Learner adheres to insti

tution requirements uniformly prescribed: what is to be 

taught—how, where, when, and with whom. Teacher is 

instruetor-evaluator. Student passes or fails according to 

normative standards" (Fantini, 1973). 

3. Personality. Eysenach gives as a definition in 

Structure of Human Personality (1953): The more or less 

stable and enduring organization of a person's character, 

temperament, intellect, and physique which determines his 

unique adjustment to his environment. 

4. Personality Characteristics. The 32 traits as 

measured by the Sixteen Personality Factor (Appendix D). 

5. Effectiveness. That action or behavior among 

individuals or groups which causes both the individual and 

the groups to move toward educational goals that are 

increasingly mutually acceptable to them (Ramseyer, 1960). 

Organization of the Study 

This study will be presented in five chapters as 

follows: 

Chapter 1: Chapter One will introduce the problem 

and its rationale. It will include a statement of the 
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problem, a statement of purpose, and -the stated hypotheses. 

Additionally, assumptions, limitations, and definitions of 

terms important to the study will be established. 

Chapter 2: Chapter Two will review literature and 

research related to the subject of the study. This chapter 

will focus on the following: (1) open education, (2) dif

ferences between the beliefs and behaviors of open school 

principals and non-open school principals, (3) the impor

tance of the principal in non-traditional education, 

(4) previous studies on principal personality characteris

tics, (5) previous studies on principal effectiveness 

characteristics, and a summary. 

Chapter 3: Chapter Three will present the proce

dures and designs of the study. It will include a descrip

tion of the sample and a description of the organization of 

the subjects. Procedures for the collection of the data and 

descriptions of the instruments used will be discussed. An 

explanation of the study design and a summary of the pilot 

study will also be presented. 

Chapter 4: Chapter Four will include a presentation 

and analysis of the data with respect to each hypothesis to 

be tested. All tables, graphs, and figures used to illus

trate the results will be presented. 

Chapter 5: Chapter Five will examine the impli

cations of the data. Conclusions, recommendations, and 
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areas of difficulty will be presented, along with sug

gestions for further research. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Introduction 

From Rousseau (1962) to Dewey (1902) to Piaget 

(1954), educational reformists have suggested that education 

is as individual as the child being educated and that it is 

his interaction with his environment, based upon his indi

vidual experiences and innate capabilities, that truly 

educates him. John Holt said "true learning—learning that 

is permanent and useful, that leads to intelligent action 

and further learning—can arise only out of experience, 

interests, and concerns of the learner" (Holt, 1969, p. 3), 

while George Leonard offered, "learning involves interaction 

between the learner and his environment, and its effective

ness relates to the frequency, variety, and intensity of the 

interaction" (Leonard, 1968, p. 14). Leonard further states, 

"at its best, its most effective, its most unfettered, the 

moment of learning is a moment of delight....When joy is 

absent, the effectiveness of the learning process falls and 

falls until the human being is operating hesitantly, 

grudgingly, fearfully, at only a tiny fraction of his 

potential" (p. 20). 

21 
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The Plowden Report (1967) concluded: 

...The great majority of primary school children can 
only learn efficiently from concrete situations, as 
lived or described. From these situations, children 
acquire concepts in every area of the curriculum. 
According to Piaget, all learning calls for organi
zation of material or of behavior on the part of the 
learner, and the learner has to adapt himself and is 
altered in the process. Learning takes place through 
a continuous process of interaction between the 
learner and his environment, which results in the 
building up of consistent and stable patterns of be
havior, physical and mental. Each new experience 
reorganizes, however slightly, the structure of the 
mind and contributes to the child's world picture 
(p. 192). 

The Plowden Report further stated: 

The child is the agent in his own learning. This 
was the message of the often quoted comment from the 
1931 Report: 'The curriculum is to be though of in 
terms of activity and experience rather than knowl
edge to be acquired and facts to be stored.1 Read in 
isolation, the passage has sometimes been taken to 
imply that children could not learn from imaginative 
experience and that activity and experience did not 
lead to the acquisition of knowledge. The context 
makes it plain that the actual implication is almost 
the opposite of this. It is that activity and experi
ence, both physical and mental, are often the best 
means of gaining knowledge and acquiring facts. This 
is more generally recognized today but still needs 
to be said (p. 194) . 

That the public schools, in the view of many, have 

not provided the kinds of environments that are rich in 

experiences and interactions has been widely stated. John 

Dewey, as early as 1902, suggested: 

In critical moments we all realize that the 
only discipline that stands by us, the only training 
that becomes institution, is that got through life 
itself. That we learn from experience, and from 
books or saying of others only as they relate to 
experience are not mere phrases. But the school has 
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been so set apart, so isolated from the ordinary 
conditions and motives of life, that the place 
where children are sent for discipline is the one 
place in the world where it is most difficult to 
get experience—the mother of all discipline worth 
the name (Dewey, 1900, p. 17). 

Concerning the types of experiences the public 

schools did or do provide, Alec Clegg said: 

We denied children their right to learn by > 
choosing and discriminating and forming judgments 
themselves. We created conditions in which it was 
impossible for children to make mistakes and then 
we congratulated ourselves because they didn't make 
them. It was as if a herdsman drove his herd down 
a long and narrow alley with six-foot walls on 
either side and then remarked what intelligent 
beasts they were for going in a dead straight line 
(Clegg, 1971, p.16). 

During the late 1960s and early 1970s, education as 

an institution made a general effort to open its environ

ments. Architecturally and curricularly, the growth of open 

education was apparent both in the literature and in 

practice. The reported successes of the British Primary 

Schools in the Plowden Report (1967) and in books like 

Featherstone's Schools Where Children Learn (1971) and 

Silberman's Open Classroom Reader (1973), coupled with the 

furor over what had been called the "decade of education" 

(the ten years immediately following the Elementary and 

Secondary Act of 1965), encouraged most school districts of 

any magnitude to open their door to open education. Yet by 

1980, the majority of these same school districts have 

abandoned their "bandwagon" acceptance of open education as 
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a program for all children, and if open schools exist in 

those districts today, they are a fractional option of a 

total district curricular program that is for the most part 

traditional in orientation. 

As an option and as a valid approach to the edu

cation of children, however, open education offers too much 

to be allowed to die altogether for whatever the reason. As 

previously mentioned, "contemporary trends in education are 

moving toward greater student involvement in developing 

learning processes with emphasis on student acceptance of 

responsibility for learning and evaluating his or her 

educational outcomes" (Ternant, 1972), and with continued 

support from the profession and continued demand from the 

consumer it would seem that school districts would be wise 

to ensure themselves of the ability to meet the demand by 

being cognizant of that segment of the population that can 

best be served through open programs and then by hiring the 

personnel that can best deliver those programs. 

To further examine the philosophy of open education 

and the administration of open schools, this chapter is 

organized as follows; 1) Open Education; 2) Differences 

Between the Beliefs and Behaviors of Open School Principals 

and Non-Open School Principals; 3) Importance of the Prin

cipal in Non-Traditional Schools; 4) Previous Studies on 



Principal Personality Characteristics; 5) Previous Studies 

on Principal Effectiveness Characteristics? 6) Summary. 

Open Education 

Approaches to Open Education and the degree of 

openness in any school or classroom are as varied as there 

are schools and teachers. This was found to be true in 

studies by Hasset and Weisborg (1972) and Newport (1980). 

Generally, however, programs which claim to be open share a 

certain commonality. 

Gross and Gross (1970) found: 

There are four operating principles of the open 
classroom. First, the room itself is decentralized: 
an open, flexible space divided into functional 
areas, rather than one fixed, homogeneous unit. 
Second, the children are free for much of the time 
to explore this room, individually or in groups, and 
to choose their own activities. Third, the environ
ment is rich in learning resources, including plenty 
of concrete materials, as well as books and other 
media. Fourth, the teacher and her aides work most 
of the time with individual children or two or three, 
hardly ever presenting the same material to the class 
as a whole. 

Teachers begin with the assumption that the chil
dren want to learn and will learn in their fashion; 
learning is rooted in first hand experience so that 
teaching becomes the encouragement and enhancement of 
each child's own thrust toward mastery and under
standing. Respect for and trust in the child are 
perhaps the most basic principles underlying the 
Open Classroom. 

From the application of these principles derive 
the most notable characteristics of learning in such 
a classroom: a general atmosphere of excitement; 
virtually complete flexibility in curriculum; inter-
penetration of the various subjects and skills; 
emphasis on learning rather than teaching; focus on 
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each child's thinking and problem-solving processes, 
and on his ability to communicate with others; and 
freedom and responsibility for children (Gross, 1970, 
p. 71). 

From research, observation, and experience, Barth 

was able to identify 29 assumptions upon which he believes 

open educational methodologies may rest (Table 2) (Barth, 

1972). However, he makes it clear that his purpose - for 

listing these assumptions was to "stimulate confidence and 

competence," and not to limit the scope of the open concept. 

Putting these assumptions into practice is the heart 

of the open education movement. In an effort to determine 

the extent to which a school is open or not open, Walberg 

and Thomas (1971) developed the Walberg-Thomas Scale. This 

scale examines eight themes or characteristics that they 

found to be important determiners of those who practice open 

education (Table 3). 

The overall generalization of their research on open 

education, however, can be found in their concluding 

remarks: "Open Education, as it has been described in the 

writings we reviewed, offers a chance for real attention to 

individual learning, respect for the child, authentic 

relationships and opportunities for both teacher and child 

to participate in significant learning" (Walberg and Thomas, 

1971, p. 51). 
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Table 2. 

Assumptions about Learning and Knowledge 

Motivation 

1. Children are innate
ly curious and will 
explore their environ
ment without adult 
intervention. 

2. Exploratory beha
vior is self-perpet
uating. 

Conditions for Learning 

3. The child will dis
play natural explora
tory behavior if he is 
not threatened. 

4. Confidence in self 
is highly related to 
capacity for learning 
and for making impor
tant choices affecting 
one's learning. 

5. Active exploration 
in a rich environment 
offering a wide array 
of manipulative mater
ials will facilitate 
children's learning. 

6. Play is not distin
guished from work as 
the predominant mode of 
learning in early 
childhood. 

7. Children have both 
the competence and the 
right to make signifi
cant decisions concerning 
their own learning. 

8. Children will be 
likely to learn if they 
are given considerable 
choice in the selection 
of the materials they 

wish to work with and in 

the choice of questions 
they wish to pursue with 
respect to those 
materials. 

9. Given the opportu-' 
nity, children will 
choose to engage in 
activities which will be 
of high interest to them. 

10. If a child is fully 
involved in and is 
having fun with an acti
vity, learning is taking 
place. 

Social Learning 

11. When two or more 
children are interested 
in exploring the same 
problem or the same ma
terials, they will often 
choose to collaborate 
in some way. 

12. When a child learns 
something which is im
portant to him, he will 
wish to share it with 
others. 

Intellectual Development 

13. Concept formation 
proceeds very slowly. 

14. Children learn and 
develop intellectually 
not only at their own 
rate but in theor own 
style. 

15. Children pass 
through similar stages 
of intellectual develop
ment, each in his own 
way and at his own rate 
and in his own time. 

16. Intellectual growth 
and development take place 
through a sequence of 
concrete experiences 
followed by abstractions. 

17. Verbal abstractions 
should follow direct ex
perience with objects 
and ideas, not precede 
them or substitute for 
them. 

Evaluation 

18. The preferred source 
of verification for a 
child's solution to a 
problem comes through the 
materials he is working 
with. 

19. Errors are neces
sarily a part of the 
learning process, they 
are to be expected and 
even desired, for they 
provide information es
sential for further 
learning. 

20. Those qualities of 
a person's learning which 
can be carefully measured 
are not necessarily the 
most important. 

21. Objective measures 
of performance may have 
a negative effect upon 
learning. 

22. Learning is best 
assessed intuitively, by 
direct observation. 

23. The best way of 
evaluating the effect of 
the school experience on 
the child is to observe 
him over a long period of 
time. 
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Table 2—Continued 

24. The best' measure 
of a child's work is 
his work. 

Knowledge 

25. The quality of being 
is more important than 
the quality of knowing. 
Knowledge is a means of 
education, not its end. 
The final test of an 
education is what a man 
is, not what he knows. 

26. Knowledge is a 
function of one's per
sonal integration of 
experience and there
fore does not fall into 
neatly separate cate
gories or "disciplines." 

27. The sturcture of 
knowledge is personal 
and idiosyncratic: it 
is a function of the 
synthesis of each indi
vidual's experience with 
the world. 

28. Little or no knowl
edge exists which it is 
essential for everyone 
to acquire. 

29. It is possible, 
even likely, that an 
individual may learn and 
possess knowledge of 
phenomena and yet be 
unable to display it 
publicly. Knowledge 
resides with the knower, . 
not in its public 
expression. 
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Table 3. 

Walberg-Thomas: Characteristics of Open 
Education from a Study Sponsored by the 

U.S. Office of Education, May 1971 

The rating scale structure was suggested in a recent report by Bus&is 
and Chittenden (1970) which identified ten dimensions as potentially 
valid indices of Open Education. For the Walberg-Thomas study eight of 
the ten dimensions were isolated (Walberg and Thomas, 1971). To estab
lish the content validity of these major dimensions, items indicative 
of each were identified, based upon quotations taken from the literature. 
The eight dimensions were: 

1. Provisioning for learning; 

Flexibility in the organization 
of instruction, materials. 

2. Diagnosis; 

Less attention to goals, such 
as examination scores, and 
more attention to the child's 
thinking process. 

3. Instruction; 

Much individual attention 
rather than solely total class 
instruction, encouragement of 
children's initiative and 
choice, interdisciplinary 
emphasis. 

4. Evaluation; 

Individual standards or goals 
preferred to comparing the 
child to standardized achieve
ment norms. Record-keeping 
often done in order to evaluate 
growth rather than correctness. 

5. Humaneness: 

Teachers have characteristics 
such as respect for children, 
openness, and warmth. 

6. Seeking opportunities to 
promote growth; 

Extensive use of community, col
leagues, advisors. 

7. Assumptions; 

Ideas about children and the 
process of learning. Many ideas 
are stressed such as children's 
innate curiosity and trust in 
children's ability to make 
decisions. 

8. Self-perception of the 

teacher; 

A sensitive, adaptable, con
tinual learner who sees himself 
as a resource for helping 
children reach their own poten
tials rather than seeing himself 
as a disseminator of a given 
body of knowledge. 
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A summary of the characteristics of open education 

is offered by Koblitz (1973). He describes three basic 

characteristics that qualify the open classroom: 

1. In the open classroom children are involved in 

deciding what they learn. 

2. In the open classroom the learning environment 

is rich in resources. 

3. The teacher in the open classroom is the manager 

and planner, the innovator and motivator, and 

the supplier of both materials and general 

classroom attitude. 

The teacher in the open classroom as described by 

Rogers and Church (.1957) believes "what a child is, is 

ultimately more important than what he knows," while the 

non-open or more traditional teacher displays an attitude 

that "the quality of knowing is more important than the 

quality of being" (p. 7) . 

Briefly stated, the proponents of open education 

have contended that open programs, through increased 

opportunity for choice, provide a greater number of oppor

tunities to be successful. These in turn develop in 

children a greater or more positive sense of confidence, a 

higher regard for self (self-concept for self-esteem) and 

self-dependence. These are qualities the open educator 

believes to be at least as important as cognitive skill 

proficiency. 
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Research concerning the effect of the open educa

tional program on self-esteem, self-confidence and inde

pendence is mixed. 

Hayes and Day (1980) cited eight early studies 

that found no significant differences between the students 

of open schools and the students of non-open schools in 

achievement or attitudes. Their research verified those 

studies and concluded/ "the results of this study did not 

support the assertion by advocates of open education that 

pupils in more open classrooms develop more positive self 

perceptions than pupils in more traditional classrooms do." 

On the other hand, Ruedi And West (1973), Beckley 

(1972), and Wilson and Williams (1973) concluded that open 

schools produce more positive effects on student self-esteem 

than do non-open schools. 

In addition to feeling better about themselves, a 

considerable number of studies suggest that students who 

attend open schools feel better about going to school and 

about the concept of schooling in general. 

Shere (1975) found that students in open schools 

viewed themselves as having a more positive attitude toward 

learning than the students of non-open schools. This was 

also the conclusion of Purkey and Graves (1970). 

These studies and studies by the National Institute 

of Education (1975) indicate that students enrolled in 

programs that allowed them greater input and control 
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experience significant and often dramatic changes in: 

(a) self-concept (especially if they had not done well in 

conventional schools), (b) attitudes (parents agreed their 

children became more "open-minded" and "happy), (c) con

fidence (students felt more "secure" and had a "greater 

self identity), and (d) higher attendance, lower suspension 

rate and less vandalism (Barr, et al., 1976). 

Bisignano (1981), using the Coppersmith Self Esteem 

Inventory and the Piers-Harris Children's Concept Scale in 

an examination of the relationship of open and traditional 

learning environments and self-esteem, found students of 

open learning environments to have significantly higher 

mean scores in self-esteem than the students of traditional 

learning environments. She further found that in programs 

where the learning environments were mixed or inconsistent, 

students exhibited lower levels of self-esteem. She con

cluded that while open school programs do enhance student 

self-esteem, the consistency of the program was the critical 

factor in causing higher scores in self-esteem. 

While there is little in current literature that 

advocates open education as the one best method for teaching 

all children, there is certainly evidence that the educa

tional community and the public value open education as a 

way of education that is best suited for some children. If 

open education is to succeed as an option, careful attention 
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must be paid to the selection and the training of those who 

would provide it and provide for it. 

Differences Between the Beliefs and 
Behaviors of Open School Principals 

and Non-Open School Principals 

The open elementary school is characterized by a 

commitment to certain assumptions about children; the way 

they learn, the way they live and the way they act, react 

and interact. This has been noted in the previous section. 

.Non-open, or traditional, education is generally whole-class 

oriented. The school sets the rules, the teacher estab

lishes the routine, the textbooks determine the curriculum 

and the student either passes or fails to some degree on a 

report card and life goes on. This, of course, is not to 

imply that the motives and structures behind non-open edu

cation are less concerned with the welfare of children. But 

each approach to the instruction of children has its own 

beliefs and behaviors and it is incumbent upon the principal 

to be in comfortable agreement with the beliefs and be

haviors of whatever school he administers if he is to suc

cessfully maintain that program. The beliefsA then, of 

open school principals are generally reflective of the 

methods and philosophies of open education, while the 

beliefs of non-open school principals conform with that 

philosophy. 
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The ultimate differences in the actions or the 

behaviors of open school and non-open school administrators 

are directly tied to the program structure of each method. 

Because non-open education is institutionally oriented, 

i.e., principals, students, and teachers adapt to the 

structure of the institution, non-open education is a 

relatively simple management function. As Goodlad stated, 

"expectations have run to maintaining a tight ship and 

keeping community dissatisfaction to a minimum; training 

has run more to routine management" (Goodlad, 1975, p. 61). 

Since there are deadlines to be met, supplies to be ordered, 

teachers to be evaluated and, of course, students to be 

disciplined for their inability to adapt to this or that 

situation, it cannot be said that this management function 

of principals is not time consuming. 

Open education deals with people first, and insti

tution is somewhere way down the ladder of priorities. 

Basically, the principal of an open school believes that 

"if teachers, parents, and students are treated as respon

sible, independent, understanding, goal achieving, growing 

and creative individuals, they will become so" (McGregor, 

1969). In his interactions with his staff he assumes of 

them many of the assumptions they assume about students. 

Just as the teacher creates a learning environment rich in 

warmth and experience for and with students, so too the 
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principal creates an organizational climate rich in personal 

satisfaction and purpose for and with teachers. 

In open schools the principal is the leader, not 

the manager. But he is the leader in the facilitative sense 

and not the authoritarian sense. He works with the staff 

in the development of purpose, goals and priorities and 

then facilitates in the accomplishment of those same pur

poses, goals and priorities. Barth says: 

A facilitative principal attempts to lead, in
fluence, and affect teachers' behavior by supporting 
and responding as well as by initiating. He attempts 
to determine and understand teachers' needs and pro
vide appropriate services. If his help is valuable, 
teachers will recognize it, make use of it, and 
profit from it. 

In one sense, this role, like that of a more 
traditional principal, entails apparently menial, 
insignificant, thankless responsibilities. But the 
principal who would encourage open education per
forms these clerical duties for different reasons: 
to broaden teachers' experiences, to expand their 
realm of choice, and to assist them directly in the 
classroom. His underlying purpose is not only to 
maintain a smooth-running school, but also to pro
vide teachers with a variety of rich experiences, 
materials and opportunities, on the basis of which 
they may make significant educational decisions 
(Barth, 1972, pp. 177-178). 

Tye believes, however: 

Unfortunately, most principals have been trained 
as administrators rather than as leaders..The role 
of the administrator is to accomplish established 
goals through established means....The role of the 
leader, on the other hand, is to find and initiate 
new means to reach established goals or to formulate 
with the staff new goals for the school (Tye, 1973, 
p. 26). 
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Doll commented: "In individual schools, three procedures 

have been found especially helpful in encouraging curriculum 

planning. The first is to appoint a principal who is an 

able educational leader...." (Doll, 1974, p. 326). 

Lieberman concluded: "...The principal can provide powerful 

leadership in changing the school culture by attending to 

various means of organizing the school to look outside its 

walls, to work toward shared decision making, and to provide 

consistently for the support and needs of the school faculty" 

(Lieberman, 1974). 

Leadership, however, is not necessarily the first 

task an administrator will naturally address himself to. A 

1967 study of American principals by the Department of 

Elementary School Principals (formerly an N.E.A. affiliate) 

found: 

1. Principals do not regularly teach. 

2. Principals do not teach teachers (inservice 

training). 

3. Principals do not control the budget. 

4. Principals do not control building staffing. 

5. Principals do not participate in district-wide 

planning. 

Nonetheless, Sarason found encouragement for principal 

growth in the nature of the job itself. He stated: 
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Any job description of a principal consists 
essentially of a set of generalizations which, if 
anything, states or implies the minimum limits or 
scope of the position. It does not describe the 
maximum limits....The range in practices among 
principals within the same system is sufficiently 
great so as to suggest that the system permits and 
tolerates passivity and activity, conformity and 
boldness, dullness and excitement, incompetence and 
competency. 

He went on to state, however, because the principal 

is cast in the role of the "Judge" (i.e., evaluator) he is 

"keenly aware" that he is not a colleague of the teacher, 

but rather a superior, and in many cases chooses to avoid 

perceived conflict. 

The literature on the roles and beliefs of non-

open school principals versus open school principals, in 

summary, implies that open school principals tend to be 

more leadership oriented for the purpose of changing or 

maintaining goals, ideals and directions, while the non-

open school principal ably manages the school in adherence 

to a prescribed order. 

No specific value can be placed upon either the 

leadership function or the managerial function of the 

elementary school principal in terms of "good or bad" or 

"right or wrong." The nature of the program dictates the 

nature of the administration. If traditional schools are 

by their very nature charged with the responsibility of 

maintaining the system, then any administration in search 

of alternatives or change would be counterproductive. As 
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Lipham says, "the principal who can be judged as the best 

administrator is one who can follow established policy and 

procedure and make others do likewise" (Lipham, 1964). On 

the other hand, if open schools are by their very nature 

charged with the responsibility of providing opportunities 

for growth and change, then strict regimentation and main

tenance of the status quo would be counterproductive. From 

the literature on principals in open schools and in schools 

changing to a more open approach, it would appear that the 

principal who can be judged as the best administrator is he 

who "administrates" least. His behaviors emphasize com

munication of needs, goals, and expectations from all 

quadrants while he in turn shares his own needs, goals, and 

expectations. He encourages and supports innovation. He 

makes and responds to suggestions. But more important, he 

"knows his people and his circumstances and, subsequently, 

determines and sets the climate that best allows those with 

whom he works the opportunity to perform their tasks" (Tye, 

1973, p. 27), to grow personally and professionally, and to 

feel a vital part of a vibrant, meaningful organization that 

makes a difference. 
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The Importance of the Principal 
in Non-Traditional Schools 

The principal's position of responsibility and 
leadership within the school is the critical and 
pivotal point of influence over teachers' teaching 
and childrens' learning. It is not sufficient for 
the administrator to permit teachers to innovate. 
If teachers are to move toward open classrooms, 
the principal must actively, deliberately, and care
fully facilitate their efforts (Barth, 1972, p. 176). 

If the principal is not the spirit of the school, 

he is, at least, the legal and responsible voice for it. He 

is the person in charge and the one person whose time 

schedule is flexible enough to be generally accessible to 

parents, pupils, teachers, and higher administrative 

authorities. 

Authors on open education (Barth, 1972; Goodlad, 

1975; Thomas, 1978) found that the principal was essential 

in the clarification of goals and the conduit through which 

they became both known and manifest. Additionally, he is 

the one in whom the responsibility resides to ensure the 

completion of those goals or continued movement in their 

directions of completion. 

Halpin {1963) found the principal to be the 

essential determinant in the formulation and maintenance of 

school climate. Barth (1972,- p. 177) and others found 

school climate to be essential in open education. 
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Blocker and Richardson (I9 60) found the immediate 

supervisor to be the "key figure in staff satisfaction and 

dissatisfaction." Staff support and contentment were also 

found by researchers in open education to be critical to 

the success of those programs. 

Thomas (1978) concluded that because of the unique 

nature of schools practicing open education, the ability 

to communicate philosophy, rationale, and program with 

the public and the central administration was also essential 

and even critical. Failure in these skills often con

tributed to the failure of the program to survive its 

critics. 

When Malehorn (1978) discussed the application of 

British methods in American schools, he stated: 

To begin with, the principal of any open school 
must define for himself a role that casts him as 
instructional leader in reality as well as in 
theory. He must involve himself personally in 
the daily classroom events, not only as an occa
sional visitor, but also as an important resource 
person on the teaching team. Any competent prin
cipal has much to contribute to the actual learning 
experiences offered to children, and he must assume 
this challenge if he really wants to develop open 
classrooms. He must also be sufficiently sure of 
himself and confident in his faculty to allow his 
staff the same degree of decision making that chil
dren must be permitted. The principal needs to 
see himself as an enabler and a facilitator, not 
as a director. He also needs to reevaluate his 
attitudes concerning power and authority. He should 
view his relationship with faculty as a collegial 
one rather than as a supervisory one—the principal 
as a fellow teacher instead of a boss. His power 
must be the power to persuade, and the respect he 
gains must spring from his success in earning sup
port instead of giving orders (p. 38). 



The Oregon study of principals (1971) found the 

following similarities among the principals regarded as 

"beacons of brilliance:" 

1. Most had not intended to become principals— 

they were encouraged to do so by superiors. 

2. Most had a sincere faith in children. 

3. Most felt comfortable with people and had 

the ability to communicate and inspire. 

4. Most were loyal to their schools and tried 

to find ways to gain recognition for their 

schools. 

5. They view their role as a mission rather 

than a job. They were almost evangelical 

in their fervor and support for their pro

grams. 

6. They believed in education and they knew 

what they believed to be important. They 

had well-established philosophies and ob

jectives. 

7. Most were flexible and adaptable. They 

seemed to be willing to try anything that 

would work. 

8- They tended to be able strategists, they 

knew what they wanted for their school, and 

they could map out a means to achieve their 

objectives (Becker, 1971). 



Manolakes stated: 

The good American open school principal should 
be a person with a vision of what the school might 
become and the ability to communicate this to 
authorities, citizens, and teachers. He (should) 
play a primary role in bringing together the proper 
mix of people and resources, as well as in creating 
a positive building climate for educational growth. 
This important role for the principal may not re
quire a professional who is himself a great teacher, 
but rather one who can identify with good teaching 
and encourage it" (p. 15). 

Hassett and Weisberg (1972) suggested that princi

pals have the task of preserving the best elements in the 

more traditional methods while supporting promising 

innovations, if they wish to be true to their obligations. 

They must not deprive any teacher or any child of help 

that might come from any legitimate source in the edu

cational world. They must understand alternative methods 

of teaching in order to judge the merits of each and 

to decide whether or not they will support an orderly 

and measured trial, of the oaes they deem to be education

ally sound. 

Generally, the skills of the principal of the 

school committed to open education are the same as those of 

his traditional counterpart. But, since the principals of 

open schools face critics from within and outside the 

organization, the effective principal in open education 

must be effective in all areas to ensure program survival, 

since each area was mentioned by researchers as critical 
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or essential to the success of open education. Certainly, 

however, the lack of effective personnel and leadership 

skills in the administrator should not be the cause for 

program failure. These characteristics should be examined 

before placement to ensure compatibility. 

Previous Studies on Principal 
Personality Characteristics 

Studies on the identification of personality 

characteristics of successful or effective leaders have 

yielded conflicting results. An initial difficulty in 

these studies was determining the difference between "the 

traits necessary for leadership and those required to 

attain leadership positions" (Stogdill, 1948; Weber, 1955). 

Tyler (1966) stated: 

The early work of psychologists sought to find 
characteristic traits of the effective leader. 
The only trait which was found almost universally 
among leaders of business, education, politics, 
and the military was a higher-than-average level 
of energy. No traits of personality or of intel
lectual function were identified. Efforts to dis
cover other traits which might be common to 
effective leaders in a single field were not 
successful (p. 213). 

Hemphill, et al. (1962) reported: 

A major study of the performance and person
ality of 232 elementary school principals revealed 
difficulties inherent in stating a general formula 
of personality appropriate to all principalships. 
Nevertheless, it did demonstrate that principals 
most effective in maintaining organizational 
relationships are friendly, socially responsive, 
lively, enthusiastic, bold, warm-hearted. 
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spontaneous, self-confident, accepting, and free 
from worry and anxiety (pp. 337-338) . 

' Earlier, Stogdill (1948, pp. 35-70) and Meyers 

(1954) concluded that no significant consistencies could be 

found in the identification of leadership traits. However, 

Meyers did find that the "personal characteristics of 

leaders differed according to the situation," and he con

cluded that "leadership is a quality that emerges from the 

interaction of persons within the situation" (1954, chap. 5). 

Stogdill (1970) , in a review of the research on 

leadership traits conducted between 1948 and 1970, stated: 

The leader is characterized by a strong drive 
for responsibility and task completion, vigor and 
persistence in pursuit of goals, venturesomeness 
and originality in problem solving, drive to 
exercise initiative in social situations, self-
confidence and sense of personal identity, willing
ness to accept consequences of decision and action, 
readiness to absorb interpersonal stress, willing
ness to tolerate frustration and delay, ability to 
influence other persons' behavior, and capacity 
to structure social interaction systems to the 
purpose at hand.... 

The characteristics considered singly hold 
little diagnostic or predictive significance. In 
combination, it would appear that they interact to 
generate personality dynamics advantageous to the 
person seeking the responsibilities of leadership. 
The conclusion that personality is a factor in 
leadership differentiation does not represent a 
return to the trait approach. It does represent a 
midification of the extreme situationist point of 
view.... 

The implication, then, is that while it may be 

difficult or impossible to determine characteristics of 

leaders in general, it may not be impossible to identify 
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characteristics necessary for success in specific situ

ations. 

Recent studies on personality characteristics as 

predictors of success in given situations have proven to be 

of credible value. Vest (1971) identified personality 

factors on the Sixteen Personality Factor.(16 PF) that were 

significantly different from overseas school administrators 

when they were compared to administrators in the general 

population of the United States. 

Henderson (1968), also using the 16_PF, was able 

to identify five characteristics of innovative adminis

trators that were significantly different from their more 

traditional counterparts. 

Witten (1979), after reviewing personality traits 

used in predicting administrative effectiveness, found 

significant predictors for eight functions: (1) planning, 

(2) organizing, (3) decision making, .,(4) coordination, 

(5) research, (6) budgeting, (7) plant/equipment supplies, 

and (8) curriculum. While the specific traits were not 

always the same under each function, they were generally 

similar, and he concluded that at least personality was 

an essential determinant of administrative efficiency. 

Gupta (1979) found significant personality charac

teristic differences between those administrators willing 
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to accept educational innovations in their schools and 

those who were reluctant or unwilling, by using the 16 PF. 

Bosshart (1978) determined that innovatively active 

principals did possess certain personality characteristics. 

He concludeds 

Examination of the personality profiles of those 
two groups revealed that the innovatively active 
group scored significantly higher scores {on the 
16 PF) than innovatively passive groups on these 
factors: intelligence, dominance, venturesomeness, 
experimentalism, sociability, and suspicion, while 
the innovatively passive groups scored significantly 
higher scores on self-discipline. The innovatively 
active group also had significantly higher scores 
on the second order factors of extroversion and 
independence. 

Blumberg and Greenfield (1980) examined some of the 

personal characteristics of principals and concluded that 

"some focal characteristics...appear necessary for a 

principal to lead." 

1. Principals who lead seem to be higher goal 

oriented and to have a keen sense of goal 

clarity. 

2. Principals who lead appear to be charac

terized by a relatively high degree of 

antinological security. (Their sense of 

themselves, as people, and what it is they 

are about seems rather highly developed). 

3. Principals who lead seem to have a high 

tolerance for ambiguity. (This may well 



be related to point no. 2 in that if the 

system is ambiguous and a principal's self-

security is low, then the ambiguity is 

likely to become a source of high personal 

tension). 

Principals who lead appear to have a marked 

tendency to test the limits of both the 

interpersonal and organizational systems 

they encounter. 

Principals who lead apparently are sensitive 

to the dynamics of power in both the larger 

system and their own school. (They are 

aware of the need to establish alliances 

outside their own schools in order to get 

things done, or if this proves unfeasible, 

to establish a power base in their own s 

school that will enable them to make suc

cessful demands on the larger system). 

Principals who lead tend to approach problem 

situations form a highly analytical per

spective. 

Principals who lead seem to behave in ways 

that enable them to be in charge of the 

job. They don't let the job be in charge 

of them ( p. 246). 



Blumberg and Greenfield went on to state that 

"our data suggest several notions regarding the inter

personal needs make-up of principals who would lead." 

1. They need to control the situation. They 

dislike constraints on their prerogatives, 

or freedoms of action and initiative. They 

prefer to find solutions and do not like 

being told how to do the job. 

2. They have a high need to include others 

in their projects and a moderate to high 

need to want others to include them. They 

are not "loners." 

3. They tend to have high needs to express 

warmth and affection towards others, and 

to receive it. When they interact with 

teachers there is a large amount of 

friendliness and good-natured fellowship 

(p. 248). 

Blumberg and Greenfield concluded: 

We suggest that the nature of schools as social 
systems requires that renewed attention be given 
to the person of the principal and we offered a 
number of propositions concerning the character 
and style of some principals who engage in leading. 
This has not been a plea to return to a trait theory 
of leadership. However, we do suggest that in our 
headlong rush toward the greater development of 
social technology as the answer to the problems of 
creating more productive learning environments in 
the schools we may have neglected the essential 
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humanity of the people who preside over them. And 
this humanity is, after all, much of what schools 
are all about (p. 248). 

An examination of the literature in the personality 

characteristics of leaders and school principals suggests 

that there are indeed many traits that leaders seem to 

share. Nonetheless, authors in this area are quick to 

point out that personality is an ingredient that must inter

act with the other ingredients (i.e., situation, group, 

location, etc.) to make the leader. 

Previous Studies on the Characteristics 
of Principal Effectiveness 

"The ability to produce the expected, intended or 

desired result" is a standard definition of the concept of 

effectiveness. Generally, the effective administrator is 

thought of as the one who can get the job done. Adminis

tration, however, is subject to a wide variety of both 

internal and external variables at any level, and certainly 

the elementary school principalship is no exception. The 

degree to which an elementary principal may be categorized 

as successful or unsuccessful can be traced to his ability 

or lack of ability to influence these variables or to react 

appropriately to them as he carries out his assigned 

functions. Many of these variables, of course, are un

controllable from a principal's standpoint and therefore 

he must adjust to the situation. On the other hand, there 

are many variables over which he may exercise a great degree 
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of control and thereby lessen the chance for unexpected or 

unprepared-for situations to arise. 

In discussing Etzoni's model of operational effec

tiveness, Hencley et al. (1970) said: 

An effectiveness operation does not "just 
happen." To attain the objectives or goals of an 
organization functions must be delineated; these 
functions must be made operational by allocating 
them in the form of subtasks of the roles with estab
lished behavior norms which will lead to the satis
factory performance of these subtasks and functions 
(p. 173) . 

The principal is the person in an organization who is charged 

with the responsibility of ensuring that the goals are set 

and then attained. 

Lipham (1960) found that effective principals 

exceeded ineffective principals in engaging in purposeful 

activity, striving for upward mobility, associating with 

others to solve problems, feeling secure in family and work 

environments and achieving a greater degree of control in 

frustrating situations. 

Blumberg and Greenfield (1980) concluded that 

effective principals were leaders and that they were 

dedicated to a purpose, felt good about themselves, willing 

to take risks, and wanted to be in charge. 

Cornell (1979) summarized that the effective princi

pals in her sample did not possess a particular leadership 

style or plan of attack, but rather "used a variety of 

styles to meet the demands of the situation." 



51 

Fiedler (1972) theorized that "different leadership 

styles will be effective in different situations. In fact, 

while nearly everyone has what it takes to be an effective 

leader in some situationsr almost no one can be a good 

leader in all situations." He described a situation in 

terms of "favorableness." 

Three factors determine how favorable a situa
tion is—the quality of the leader-member relations 
in the group, the amount of structure imposed on 
the tasks and assignments within the organization, 
and the amount of formal power that goes with the 
leader's position (ERIC, 1978). 

Halpin (1966) identified two major dimensions of 

importance in leadership behavior. He says: 

In short, the effective leader is one who deli
neates clearly the relationship between himself 
and the members of the group, and establishes well-
defined patterns of organization, channels of com
munication, and a way of getting the job done. At 
the same time, his behavior reflects friendship, 
trust, respect and warmth in the relationship be
tween himself and the members of the group (p. 118). 

He labels these dimensions as "(1) initiating structure and 

(2) consideration." 

A number of studies offer similar two-dimensional 

models of leadership behavior. Barnard (1935), Cartwright 

and Zander (1953), Bass (I960), and Etzioni (1964) examine 

variables that suggest that leaders must establish clear 

goals and expectations or a clear understanding of the task 

to be completed and, additionally, provide an environment 

conducive to warm and congenial relationships between group 

members and between groups. 



A summary of these studies on the effective prin

cipal indicates that at least the following characteristics 

are essential for administrator success: 

1. The ability to create and maintain an or

ganizational climate conducive to member 

commitment and satisfaction (Hemphill, 1962; 

Halpin, 1966; Barth, 1972; Goodlad, 1975). 

2. The ability to establish goals and direction 

and to communicate them (Lipham, 1960; Ram-

seyer, 1960; Halpin, 1966). 

3. The ability to maintain staff support along 

mutual lines, i.e., teacher to teacher, 

teacher to principal, principal to teacher 

(Gross and Herriott, 1965; Halpin, 1966; 

Thomas, 1978)„ 

4. The ability to facilitate the accomplishment 

of the mission, the goals, or the purpose 

(Bavelas, 1953; Petrullo and Bass, 1961; 

Halpin, 1966; Barth, 1972). 

5. The ability to show concern and consideration 

as well as respect for other members of the 

learning team (Moreno, 1953; Halpin, 1966; 

Barth, 1972). 

6. The ability to function authentically and 

comfortably to situations from within and 
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outside of the group (Petrullo and Bass, 

1961; Hemphill, 1962; Halpin, 1966). 

7. A personal compatibility with the goals and 

objectives of the job (Fiedler, 1972; Hoy 

and Williams, 1975; Thomas, 1978). 

8. Personal satisfaction with the job (Sinick, 

1960; Hemphill, 1962; Buxton, 1976). 

While these characteristics are by no means exclusive 

of all others, they consistently appear in the literature on 

educational leadership. Concisely, though, leadership 

characteristics of effective administrators can be stated 

as "that action or behavior among individuals or groups 

which causes both the individual and the groups to move 

toward educational goals that are increasingly mutually 

acceptable to them" (Ramseyer, 1960, p. 27). Or, simply, 

getting the job done (initiating structure) while keeping 

the troops happy (consideration). 

As stated in the preceding section, no specific 

attribute, trait, or characteristic can be identified to 

predict the successful or effective administrator or leader. 

Situation, money, sex, personality, etc.—a wide variety of 

variables in a constant flux—interact, react, and act upon 

each other to produce a result. Just as flour does not a 

cake make, personality does not make the principal, nor does 

any other single ingredient. On the other hand, try to 

make that cake without flour. 
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Summary 

It is apparent from the literature on open edu

cation that certain of the functions of conventional or non-

open education delimit the scope of school openness. 

Generally, open education demands a great deal of flexibility 

in time, space, material# curriculum, and rules. Still, 

there is roll to be taken and lunches to be ordered. The 

resolution of the conflict between traditional demands and 

non-traditional programs is often the critical pivotal point 

around which the success or failure of those programs must 

balance. The arbitrator of this resolution is the respon

sible, person in charge—the school principal. 

Authors on open education have defined it as a 

certain way of examining the lives and needs of children. 

Open school programs are the vehicles through which the 

lives and needs of children are allowed to react to and 

interact with the environment and each other. 

While many factors contribute to the development of 

an open learning environment, studies on open education 

indicate the critical importance of principal leadership 

and commitment. Further studies on the school principal 

imply that particular leadership traits or characteristics 

may be essential to the successful administration of par

ticular situations. There is also evidence that the failure 

of many open school programs can be directly attributed to 

a principal who did not possess these characteristics. 
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Since a limited number of studies have been con

ducted on the principals of open schools and a review of 

the literature indicates that a principal's personality 

characteristics may be a factor contributing to his ability 

as a leader, an examination of the personality charac

teristics of the open and the non-open elementary school 

principal is justified. 



CHAPTER 3 

PROCEDURES 

Introduction 

A review of the literature in open education and 

educational administration suggests: 

a. Open schools are demanded by a segment of the 

public (Raywid, 1981) and that open schools are 

a viable approach to the teaching of children 

(Plowden, 1967; Smith et al., 1981). 

b. The building principal or administrator plays a 

crucial role in the success or the failure of 

school programs (Goodlad, 1979; Thomas, 1978). 

c. Situational factors affect administrative 

success (i.e., the "right man for the right job" 

theory, or the belief that a good administrator 

in one situation is not necessarily going to 

be a good administrator in another (Meyers, 

1954)). 

d. Personality characteristics are important con

siderations in leadership (Hoy and Williams, 

1971) and leaders do not change their person

alities to adapt to a situation, but rather 

56 
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they change the situation to conform to their 

personalities (Fiedler, 1972). 

This chapter will present the procedures and the 

designs used to examine the differences between the 

leadership characteristics and the personality factors of 

selected open elementary school principals and selected 

non-open elementary school principals. It will include a 

description of the sample and a description of how the 

sample was organized. Procedures for the collection of the 

data and descriptions of the instruments used will also 

be discussed. Finally, an explanation of the study design 

and summary of the methods and procedures used will be 

presented. 

Sample 

Step 1. The departments of research and evaluation 

or the assistant superintendents for instruction of several 

large school districts were contacted to discuss the needs, 

rationale and purpose of the study. The appropriate school 

district official was asked about: 

a. the availability of alternative learning 

environments within his/her districts; 

b. the types of alternatives available; 

c. the requirements necessary for conducting 

research within their districts; and 

d. the possibility of conducting research within 
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their districts if they had the appropriate 

schools. 

Step 2. Those school districts that identified 

certain of their schools as being more open (with open and 

non-open being defined in accordance with the definition of 

terms in this study) were approached for possible inclusion 

in the study. 

Step 3. School districts which granted permission 

to conduct research in their schools were asked to provide 

the researcher with a list of those schools which they con

sidered to lean toward the open end of the learning environ

ment continuum and an equal number of schools which they 

considered to lean toward the non-open end of the learning 

environment continuum. 

Step 4. From the lists provided by the school 

districts the researcher contacted each building principal 

to explain the nature and purpose of the study and to ask 

the principal to consider participation in the study. 

Step 5. The researcher met with each principal who 

expressed an interest in participating in the study for the 

purposes of visiting the schools and to further discuss the 

nature and objectives of the study. 

Collection of the Data 

Twelve school districts and sixty schools were con

tacted for possible participation in this study. Thirty-six 
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principals in eight school districts volunteered to parti

cipate. 

Step 1: The researcher met with each principal who 

volunteered to participate in the study to discuss the study 

and to explain the nature of the demands that would be 

placed upon the individual principal. Each principal was 

asked to: 

a. distribute to and collect from teachers in his/ 

her building the Walberg-Thomas Teacher 

Questionnaire. A cover letter to the teachers 

explained the nature of the study. Their par

ticipation was voluntary. The teachers' 

responses to the items on the Walberg-Thomas 

Teacher Questionnaire were used for the purpose 

of testing null hypothesis 1. 

b. respond to the Characteristics of Principal 

Effectiveness Questionnaire and the Sixteen 

Personality Factor (16 PF). Principal re

sponses to these questionnaires were used to 

test null hypotheses 2, 3, and 4. 

c. return all questionnaires, materials and 

consent forms to the researcher. 

Step 2. In order to test null hypothesis 1, 

volunteer teachers at thirty-six schools (seventeen open 

and nineteen non-open as perceived by the central office 

administration) were asked to respond to the Walberg-Thomas 



Teacher Questionnaire. Each teacher signed a volunteer 

consent form (Appendix B). Three hundred and thirty-eight 

teachers volunteered to participate in the study. Due to 

incomplete or missing data from three schools, three 

hundred and one teachers in thirty-three schools (sixteen 

open and seventeen non-open) were finally used in the study. 

Step 3. The purpose of the Walberg-Thomas Teacher 

Rating Scale was to verify the openness of the learning 

environment. Schools that scored a mean of above 140.00 

were selected as representative of open schools. Those 

schools scoring means below 130.00 were selected as 

representative of non-open schools. From the schools that 

originally volunteered to participate, fourteen schools 

were determined to be more open (as determined by one 

hundred and forty-eight teachers) and fourteen schools 

were determined to be more non-open (as determined by one 

hundred and fifty-three teachers). These twenty-eight 

schools were utilized to test hypotheses 2, 3, and 4 (as 

stated in Chapter 1). 

Step 4. Due to the length of the questionnaires, 

principals responded to the Characteristics of Principal 

Effectiveness Questionnaire and the Sixteen Personality 

Factor (16 PF) at their leisure. Their responses to each 

of the questionnaires were used in conjunction with the 

responses of the teachers in their buildings to the 
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Walberg-Thomas Teacher Questionnaire. This data was used 

to test hypotheses 2, 3, and 4 (as stated in Chapter 1). 

Step 5. Teacher questionnaires and principal 

questionnaires were collected in each school's office and 

mailed to the researcher in a prestamped envelope. 

Step 6. The researcher hand scored each teacher 

and principal questionnaire and manually profiled principal 

responses to the Sixteen Personality Factor (16 PF) and the 

Characteristics of Principal Effectiveness Questionnaire. 

Step 7. Statistical analysis was calculated by the 

Statistical Package for the Social Studies (SPSS) (Nie et 

al., 1975). A t-test was calculated to determine the sig

nificance of the independent means of open and non-open 

schools to test null hypothesis 1. To test hypotheses 2, 

3, and 4, a two-way multivariant analysis of variance was 

employed. 

Description of the Instruments Used 

Walberg-Thomas Teacher 
Questionnaire 

Description. The Walberg-Thomas Teacher Question

naire (Appendix C) was developed by Walberg and Thomas (1974) 

as a result of their research in open education. It is an 

adaptation of the Walberg-Thomas Observation Scale con

sisting of the same 50 questions reworded appropriately for 

teacher response. The 50 questions, or items, are 



constructed to identify eight characteristics which are 

distinguishable between one another and also discriminate 

between open and traditional classrooms. There is 

"...strong empirical evidence that the themes distinguish 

Open from Traditional teachers, whether a teacher question

naire or an observer scale [is] used to measure the 

difference between groups" (p. 51). 

Validation. The Walberg-Thomas Rating Scale and 

Questionnaire were found to be significant in the identi

fication of open classrooms in validation studies in the 

United States and Great Britain. Whether obtained through 

observation or by teacher questionnaire, statistical 

analysis of the data received from this study indicated 

that the total score is highly reliable with internal con

sistency coefficients above .95. 

The Sixteen Personality 
Factor (16 PF) 

I 

Description. The Sixteen Personality Factor 

Questionnaire (16 PF) was designed "...to give the most 

complete coverage of personality possible in a brief time." 

It consists of 16 factors identified in 16 polar terms. 

Thus, the 16 PF actually gives measures on 32 personality 

attributes. However, since the attributes are bipolar, it 

is impossible to score highly on both. 



Validation. A review by Bolton (1978) in the 

Eighth Mental Measurement Yearbook (1978) stated: "The 

16 PF is the product of 25 years of developmental research. 

No other personality measuring instrument has a more 

scientific foundation, nor has any instrument undergone a 

more thorough examination by the critics." 

The 16 PF—A Test of Adult Personality for Business 

and Industry, Education/ Vocational Guidance, Clinical 

Diagnosis and Research, a summary folder published by the 

Institute for Personality and Ability Testing, stated: 

"Test-retest reliabilities for the 16 PF factor scales 

average about .75 for a single form and .86 for combined 

(A + B) forms. Internal construct validities average .67 

for single form scales and .77 for combined (A + B) forms. 

Generally, the test has proved itself flexible and powerful 

in the prediction of various life criteria" (1973, p. 4). 

Characteristics of Principal 

Effectiveness Questionnaire 

Description. The Characteristics of Principal 

Effectiveness instrument (Appendix D) is a researcher-

developed tool designed to elicit responses from principals 

to determine their self-perceptions regarding their degree 

of strength in eight general characteristic areas. This 

questionnaire was developed as follows: 



64 

1. From selected research on school principals, 

terms describing the job characteristics that 

make a principal successful or contribute to 

his lack of success were compiled. 

2. The instrument was constructed by using those 

characteristics which are consistently referred 

to in the literature as determinants of a 

principal's success. 

3. The instrument was piloted with the other 

instruments in four schools—ranging from more 

open to more non-open. The comments and 

recommendations of the participants were 

considered and the instrument was revised 

accordingly. 

4. The final Questionnaire included definitions, 

directions, and eight items. 

Validation. Because the Characteristics of 

Principal Effectiveness Questionnaire is researcher 

developed, there exists no research validation for this 

instrument specifically. However, individual test items 

used in this instrument were derived from research studies 

that examine the behavioral and/or leadership character

istics of those in leadership positions. 
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Study Design 

The purpose of this descriptive study was to 

identify personality characteristics which describe the 

open and the non-open elementary school principal. To 

measure the openness or the non-openness of elementary 

schools, the Walberg-Thomas Teacher Questionnaire was 

employed. To determine the effectiveness of the school 

principal, the Characteristics of Principal Effectiveness 

Questionnaire was used. The personality factors of open and 

non-open school principals were determined by principal 

responses to the Sixteen Personality Factor (16 PF). 

Procedures used to implement this study and to test 

the null hypotheses are summarized on the organizational 

charts that follow. 

1. The procedures utilized to test null hypothesis 

1 are shown in Figure 1. This hypothesis 

tested the difference between open and non-open 

schools in learning environments as measured 

by the Walberg-Thomas Teacher Questionnaire. 

2. The procedures utilized to test null hypothesis 

2 are shown in Figure 2. This hypothesis was 

concerned with the differences in the responses 

of open elementary school principals and non-

open elementary school principals to the eight 

items on the Characteristics of Principal 

Effectiveness Questionnaire. 
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Assign all open schools to Group 1 
(open) and all non-open schools to 
Group 2 (non-open) as designated 
by Central or District Office 
Administration. 

Measure the openness of the 
learning environment of each 
school through the Walberg-Thomas 
Teacher Rating Scale. 

Compute a mean score for each 
school within Group 1 and within 
Group 2 by averaging teacher 
ratings. 

Compute the difference in the mean 
scores between Group 1 and Group 2. 

> t 

Compute the t-
ence between t 

value for the differ-
he two mean scores. 

T-test significant at the .05 level? 

yes no 

Reject Null 
Hypothesis #1 

Retain Null 
Hypothesis #1 

Figure 1. Procedures for Testing Null Hypothesis #1. 
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Conducted a two-way MANOVA for the 
eight dependent variables of the 
Characteristics of Principal 
Effectiveness Questionnaire. 

Calculated the F-Value 
and the significance of 
F for Hypothesis 2. 

_2tt_ 

F-value significant 
at the .05 level? 

Yes 

Reject Hypothesis 2 

Reject YES Reject YES 

r 

No 

I 
Accept Hypothesis 2 

NO Accept NO Accept 

a F-value significant at the .05 level? a 

b F-value significant at the .05 level? b 

c F-value significant at the .05 level? c 

d..... F-value significant at the .05 level? d 

e F-value significant at the .05 level? e 

f F-value significant at the .05 level? f 

g..... F-value significant at the .05 level? g 

h F-value significant at the .05 level? h 

Figure 2. Procedures for testing Null Hypothesis 2. 



3. Procedures used for testing hypothesis 3 are 

shown in Figure 3. This hypothesis was con

cerned with the differences in responses of 

open elementary school principals and non-open 

elementary school principals to the Sixteen 

Personality Factor (16 PF). 

4. The procedures used to test hypothesis 4 are 

shown in Figure 4. This hypothesis was con

cerned with open elementary school principals 

and non-open elementary school principals with 

high scores on the Characteristics of Principal 

Effectiveness Questionnaire and open and non-

open elementary school principals with lower 

scores on the Characteristics of Principal 

Effectiveness Questionnaire. Their differences 

on and their interactions with the Sixteen Per

sonality Factor (16 PF) were examined in this 

hypothesis. 

Summary 

This study included volunteer principals and 

teachers in elementary schools in eight large school dis

tricts in the southwest. Volunteer teachers (three hundred 

and one) in thirty-three schools stated the openness of the 

learning environment by using the Walberg-Thomas Teacher 

Rating Questionnaire. Their responses were utilized to 
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Conducted a two-way MANOVA for the sixteen 
dependent variables for the Sixteen Per
sonality Factor (16 PF). 

Calculated the F-value and the sig
nificance of F for. Hypothesis 3. 

F-value significant at the .05 level? 

YES 

Reject Hypothesis 3 

Reject YES 

1 = A F-value 

2 = B F-value 

3 = C F-value 

4 = E F-value 

5 = F F-value 

6 = G F-value 

7 = H F-value 

8 = I F-value 

9 = L F-value 

10 = M F-value 

11 = N F-value 

12 = O.........F-value 

13 = QJL F-value 

14 = Q2 F-value 

15 = Q3 F-value 

16 = Q4 F-value 

NO 

Accept Hypothesis 3 

NO Accept NO J  Accept 

. . • 
significant at 

V 
the .05 I  A 

significant at the .05 
= 
B 

significant at the .05 
= 
C 

significant at the .05 = E 

significant at the .05 
= 
F 

significant at the .05 
= 
G 

significant at the .05 
= 
H 

significant at the .05 
= 
I 

significant at the .05 
= 
L 

significant at the .05 
= 

M 

significant at the .05 
= 
N 

significant at the .05 
= 

0 

significant at the .05 
= 

Qi 

significant at the .05 
= 

Q2 

significant at the .05 
= 

Q3 

significant at the .05 
= 

04 

Figure 3. Procedures used for testing Null Hypothesis 3. 



Run multivariate teat 
(F-test of Wilk's lambda) 
for openness by organiza
tional energy for the 16 
Factors of the 16 PF 
combined 

r 
| Yes |slgnlflcant?|—s| No|-

Run univariate F-test for 
factor A on the 16 PF 

G»H Significant? HID—j 
interpret simple effects 
of openness by organiza
tional energy for factor A 

Run univariate F-test for 
factor B on the 16 PF 

Significant? 

Interpret simple effects 
of openness by organiza
tional energy for factor B 

This pattern continues 
through factor Q4 on the 
16 PF 

Run multivariate test 
(F-test of Wilk's lambda) 
for organizational energy 
(high or low scores) for 
the 16 factors of the 16 PF 

| Yesjt-—[significant?!—JJNOJ-

Run univariate F-test for 
factor A on the 16 PF 

| Yesjj—-{significant?!—j| No| 

Interpret main effects of 
organizational energy 
scores for factor A 

Run univariate F-test for 
factor B of the 16 PF 

| Yesjfc—-jsignlficant?!—Ho) 

Interpret main effects of 
organizational energy for 
factor B 

This pattern continues 
through factor Q4 on the 
16 PF 

Run multivariate test 
(F-test of Wilk's lambda) 
for openness (open or non-
open school) for the 16 
factors of the 16 PF 

Significant? Mo §• • — 

Run univariate F-test for 
factor A of 16 PF 

| Yesfr—("significant? No| 

Interpret main effect of 
openness for factor A 

Run univariate F-test for |_ 
factor B 

| fSignificant? Hol^" 

Interpret main effects of 
openness for factor B 

This pattern continues 
through factor Q4 on the 
16 PF 

JD 
-*—| 

STOP fc-

Continue on to the 
next characteristic 
on the COPE 

Figure 4. Procedures Used for Testing Null Hypothesis 4. 

The MANOVA for the openness of the school (open/non-open), the indi
vidual characteristics of the Characteristics of Principal Effective
ness Questionnaire (COPE) (high or low scores) and the 16 factors of 
the Sixteen Personality Factor 16 PF is illustrated above. This pro
cedure will be repeated eight times, once for each characteristic on 
the COPE. The first characteristic, organizational energy, is 
illustrated here. 

-J  
o 
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establish a mean score for each school. The researcher 

delineated the differences between the open schools and the 

non-open schools by using as open schools those schools with 

a mean of 140.00 and above. Non-open schools were those 

with scores of 130.00 and below. These parameters were 

arbitrarily set to establish a wide gap between groups. 

Each mean, however, is within the parameters found by 

Walberg and Thomas (page 10) that identified open or non-

open elementary schools. 

Principals responded to the Characteristics of 

Principal Effectiveness Questionnaire and the Sixteen Per

sonality Factor (16 PF). The questionnaire concerned with 

the characteristics of principal effectiveness is a 

researcher-developed instrument consisting of eight items 

designed to assess the self-perceptions of elementary school 

principals regarding organizational energy, goal and 

achievement, mutual support, task achievement, social needs 

satisfaction, authenticity, satisfaction, and compatability. 

Personality factors were examined by principal 

responses to the Sixteen Personality Factor (16 PF). The 

16 PF consists of a 187-item questionnaire that measures 

the personalities of adults in 16 dimensions. Thirty-two 

personality characteristics, however, are developed by 

responses to the questionnaire, since each of the 16 per

sonality factors is bi-polar and an individual who scores 



toward one end of the characteristic can be thought of as 

having less of those qualities which appear at the other 

end. 

Data were analyzed for null hypothesis 1 by means 

of a t-test for two sample means. The remaining hypotheses 

were tested by the use of two-way multivariant analysis of 

variance (MANOVA) procedures. 



CHAPTER 4 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 

Introduction 

A presentation and analysis of the data collected in 

accordance with the procedures prescribed for each hypo

thesis tested is included in this chapter. All statistical 

analyses to test the hypotheses were calculated by the 

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) (Nie et 

al., 1975; version 8.0, 1979). A .05 level of significance 

for rejection was established for each hypothesis to be 

tested. 

Null Hypothesis 1 

Null hypothesis 1 stated: There is no difference 

between selected open elementary schools and selected non-

open elementary schools as measured by the Walberg-Thomas 

Teacher Questionnaire (Appendix C). 

Presentation of the Data 

A sample t-test of independent means was performed in 

order to test null hypothesis 1. The total number of open 

schools selected and the total number of non-open schools 

selected were subject to this analysis. Their scores are 

recorded in Table 4. 

73 
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Table 4. 

Scores of the Selected Sample Schools 

Scores for Selected Scores for Selected 
Non-open Schools* Open Schools* 

115.42 125.20 

116.66 125.85 

118.55 136.37 

123.17 140.73 

124.25 142.05 

125.29 144.00 

125.89 144.43 

127.00 145.50 

127.17 146.00 

127.58 147.60 

128.80 148.33 

129.00 157.67 

130.63 158.00 

131.71 158.83 

136.66 165.20 

136.91 167.33 

142.00 

Sum 2166.69 2353.09 

Mean 127.452 147.068 

Range 27 42 

* The highest score possible is 200; lowest possible is 50. 



The results of the t-test are summarized in Table 

5. They represent the differences in the learning environ

ment of each school as determined by teacher responses to 

the Walberg-Thomas Teacher Questionnaire. 

Table 5. 

Means and Standard Deviations for the 
Total School Scores on the 

Walberg-Thomas Teacher Rating Scale 

Open Schools Non-open Schools 
(N = 16) (N = 17) 

Classroom Teachers Classroom Teachers 
(N = 148) (N = 153) 

Mean 147.068 127.452 

Standard Deviation 12.219 7.048 

Standard Error 3.055 1.707 

Pooled Variance Estimate 

t Degrees of 2-Tail 
Value Freedom Probability 

5.69 31 .000 

P < .001 
Total number of schools participating: 33 
Total number of teachers participating: 301 

Analysis of the Data 

Between those selected open elementary schools and 

the selected non-open elementary schools, the calculated 
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t-value for the difference in the openness of the learning 

environment was significant at the .001 level. Therefore, 

based upon these results, null hypothesis 1 was rejected. 

Null Hypothesis 2 

Null hypothesis 2 stated: There is no difference 

between the principals of selected open elementary schools 

and selected non-open elementary schools in each area of 

the Characteristics of Principal Effectiveness Question

naire (COPE), i.e., 

a. organizational energy; 

b. goal setting and goal achievement; 

c. mutual support; 

d. task achievement; 

e. social needs satisfaction; 

f. authenticity; 

g- compatability; 

h. satisfaction; 

as measured by the Characteristics of Principal Effective

ness Questionnaire (COPE). 

Definitions for the eight terms included on the 

Characteristics of Principal Effectiveness Questionnaire 

(COPE) are included on the questionnaire (Appendix D). 

In order to more clearly delineate the differences 

between the principals of selected open schools and the 

principals of selected non-open schools, open schools were 
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considered to be those schools with scores on the Walberg-

Thomas Teacher Rating Scale of over 140.00. Non-open 

schools were considered to be those schools with scores on 

the Walberg-Thomas Teacher Rating Scale of under 130.00. 

This left a total of twenty-eight schools. Fourteen of 

these schools were open schools with scores ranging from 

140.73 to 167.33, a range of 26.6. Fourteen schools were 

considered to be non-open. Their scores on the Walberg-

Thomas Teacher Questionnaire ranged from 115.42 to 130.63, 

a range of 15.21. 

Presentation of the Data 

To test the significance between the principals of 

open elementary schools and non-open elementary schools (as 

determined by the Walberg-Thomas Teacher Rating Scale) in 

their responses to the eight items on the Characteristics 

of Principal Effectiveness Questionnaire, a two-way multi-

variant analysis of variance (MANOVA) was employed. The 

means and standard deviations of the principals of open 

schools, the principals of non-open schools and the combined 

totals for the principals of both groups were examined. 

This data is summarized in Table 6. 

To determine the differences between principal's 

responses, a Wilks-lambda Multivariate Test of Significance 

yielded the information summarized in Table 7. 



Table 6. 

Means and Standard Deviations for the Differences Between Open Elementary 
School Principals and Non-open Elementary School Principals in Responses 
to the Eight Characteristics on the Characteristics of Principal Effective
ness Questionnaire 

Characteristic 
Open Elementary 
School Principals 

(N = 14) 

Non-open Elementary 
School Principals 

(N = 14) 

Open and Non-open 
School Principals 

N = 28) 

Mean 
Stand. 

Dev. Mean 
Stand. 

Dev. Mean 
Stand. 

Dev. 

1. Organizational 
Energy 7.928 .615 7.142 1.994 7.535 1.502 

2. Goal Setting 
& Achievement 7.571 1.016 6.857 1.703 7.214 1.423 

3. Mutual Support 7.928 .730 7.000 1.240 7.464 1.104 
4. Task 

Achievement 7.714 .726 7.214 1.311 7.464 1.070 
5. Social Needs 

Satisfaction 7.357 1.105 6.714 1.683 7.035 1.472 
6. Authenticity 7.714 .994 7.142 1.350 7.428 1.199 
7. Compatability 7.928 .474 7.785 1.746 7.857 1.078 
8. Satisfaction 7.785 .699 6.857 2.315 7.321 1.743 
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Table 7. 

Wilks-lambda Multivariate Test of Significance 

F-value d. f . Significance of F 

.8547 8.0 .5688 

The Wilks-lambda test to determine the significance 

between the differences of open elementary school principals 

and non-open elementary school principals in their responses 

to the eight characteristics of the Characteristics of 

Principal Effectiveness Questionnaire was not significant 

at the .05 level of significance, therefore null hypothesis 

2 was retained. It should be noted, however, that while a 

level of significance was not attained, the means of the 

responses of principals of open schools were at a consis

tently higher level on all eight of the characteristics 

listed on the Characteristics of Principal Effectiveness 

Questionnaire than the means of non-open school principals 

(Figure 5) . 

Null Hypothesis 3 

Null hypothesis 3 stated: There is no difference 

between the principals of open elementary schools and the 

principals of non-open elementary schools on the Sixteen 

Personality Factor (16 PF). 
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Figure 5. Differences of means for non-open and open school 
principals on the Characteristics of Principal 
Effectiveness Questionnaire. 
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Presentation of the Data 

To test the significance between the principals of 

open schools and the principals of non-open schools (as 

determined by the Walberq-Thomas Teacher Rating Scale) in 

their responses to the Sixteen Personality Factor (16 PF), 

a two-way multivariant analysis of variance (MANOVA) was 

employed. The means and standard deviations of the princi

pals of open elementary schools, the principals of non-open 

elementary schools and the combined totals for the princi

pals of both groups were examined. This data is summarized 

in Table 8. 

To determine the difference between open and non-

open principals in scale scores on, the 16 PF, a Wilks-

lambda multivariate test of significance yielded the 

information summarized in Table 9. 

Analysis of the Data 

A Wilks-lambda test to determine significance 

between the personality factors of open and non-open school 

principals in scale scores on the 16 PF was significant at 

the .05 level of significance. Null hypothesis 3 was, 

therefore, rejected. 

Further examination of the data indicated that the 

specific differences in the personality characteristics of 

open and non-open principals as measured by the 16 PF 

occurred in the measurement of Factor F, Factor H and 



Table 8. 

Means and Standard Deviations for the Differences Between Open 
Elementary School Principals and Non-open Elementary School 
Principals in Scale Scores on the Sixteen Personality Factor (16 PF) 

Factor 
Open Elementary 
School Principals 

(N = 14) 

Non-open Elementary 
School Principals 

(N = 14) 

Open and Non-open 
School Principals 

(N = 28) 

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

A 6.071 
F-value 

1.59 
= 2.532, 

5.071 
Significance of F 

1.73 
= .1235 

5.571 1.708 

B 6.714 
F-value 

1.89 
= .458, 

7.285 
Significance of F 

2.52 
= .5004 

7.000 2.211 

C 6.000 
F-value 

2.11 
= .036, 

5.857 
Significance of F 

1.83 
= .8499 

5.928 1.942 

E 6.428 
F-value 

1.65 
= 1.804, 

5.428 
Significance of F 

2.24 
= .1907 

5.928 1.998 

F* 6.928 
F-value 

1.859 
- 6.856, 

> 5.142 
Significance of F 

1.747 
= .045* 

6.035 1.990 

G 5.428 
F-value 

1.016 
= .017, 

5.500 
Significance of F 

1.743 
= .8956 

5.464 1.400 

H* 7.571 
F-value 

1.988 
= 6.169, 

5.357 
Significance of F 

2.677 
= .0197* 

6.464 2.574 



Table 8—Continued 

Open Elementary Non-open Elementary Open and Nbn-open 

Factor School Principals ; School Principals School Principals 
(N = = 14) (N = ' 14) (N = 28) 

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

I 7.571 1.98 6.071 2.67 6.821 2.19 
F-value = 3.58/ Significance of F = .0696 

L 5.428 1.15 5.928 2.20 5.678 1.74 
F-value = .566, Significance of F = .4585 

M 7.000 1.83 6.000 1.75 6.500 1.83 
F-value = 2.166, Significance of F = .1530 

N 5.571 1.45 5.142 1.74 5.357 1.59 -
F-value = .497, Significance of F =r .4867 

0* 4.000 .78 6.285 2.19 5.142 1.99 
F-value = 13.019, Significance of F = .0011* 

Q1 6.285 2.16 5.500 2.24 5.892 2.19 
F-value = -889, Significance of F = .3543 

Q 2  6.000 1.70 5.642 1.94 8.821 1.80 
F-value = .266, Significance of F = 

.6102 

Q3 6.071 1.73 5.500 2.34 5.785 2.04 
F-value = .538, Significance of F = .4697 

2.04 

Q4 5.000 1.75 6.000 1.79 5.500 1.81 
F-value = 2.219, Significance of F = .1483 

1.81 
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Table 9. 

Statistical Differences Between Open School 
Principals and Non-open School Principals 

in Scale Scores on the 16 PF 

F-value d.f. Significance of F 

3.332 16.0 .0242 

Factor 0. Factor F measured those personality characteris

tics ranging from Sober to Enthusiastic. Factor H measured 

those personality characteristics from Shy to Venturesome. 

Factor 0 measured those personality characteristics from 

Self-assured to Apprehensive. These differences are shown 

in Figure 6. 

Null Hypothesis 4 

This null hypothesis was stated in two parts as 

follows: 

a. There is no difference between the principals 

of open schools and the principals of non-open 

schools with high scores on the Character istics 

of Principal Effectiveness Questionnaire and the 

principals of open and non-open schools with low 

scores on the Characteristics of Principal 

Effectiveness Questionnaire in scale scores on 

the Sixteen Personality Factor (16 PF). 
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Figure 6. Differences in Means of principals' scores on 
16 PF. 



b. There exists no interaction between the princi

pals of open schools and the principals of non-

open schools with high scores on the 

Characteristics of Principal Effectiveness 

Questionnaire and open and non-open school 

principals with low scores on the Characteris

tics of Principal Effectiveness Questionnaire 

with scale scores on the Sixteen Personality 

Factor (16 PF). 

Presentation of the Data 

A two-way multivariant analysis of variance 

(MANOVA) was conducted eight times with "school openness" 

and "the high and low score" of each of the eight items on 

the Characteristics of Principal Effectiveness Questionnaire 

serving as independent variables. Each of the sixteen 

factors on the Sixteen Personality Factor (16 PF) served as 

a dependent variable. A Wilks-lambda multivariate test of 

significance was employed to determine the F-value, degrees 

of freedom and significance of F for the following: 

a. Differences between "openness" independent 

variables and the dependent variables of the 

Sixteen Personality Factor (16 PF). 

b. Differences between "high or low scores" on the 

Characteristics of Principal Effectiveness 

Questionnaire (COPE) independent variables and 



the dependent variables of the Sixteen Per

sonality Factor (16 PF). 

c. Interaction between "openness" of schools with 

"highness and lowness" of COPE scores as inde

pendent variables in scale scores on the depen

dent variables of the Sixteen Personality 

Factor (16 PF). 

A summary of each test for both "differences 

between" and the "interactions between" parts of null 

hypothesis 4 is described as follows: 

1. With "school openness" and "organizational 

energy" scores serving as independent variables 

and the sixteen factors of the 16 PF serving as 

dependent variables, no significant differences 

were found to exist between either openness 

and scale scores on the 16 PF or high and low 

COPE scores and scale scores on the 16 PF. 

There was, however, significant interaction 

between openness and high and low COPE scores 

and scale scores on the 16 PF. These data are 

summarized in Table 10. Further analysis of 

interaction was significant for Factor Q2 and 

Factor Q3. Factor Q2 measures those personality 

characteristics ranging from Group Oriented to 

Self-sufficient. Factor Q3 measures those 
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Table 10. 

Wilks-lambda Tests to Determine Differences Between 
or Interactions Between: (a) School Openness, 

(b) Organizational Energy High and Low, 
(c) Sixteen Factors on the 16 PF 

Effect F-value d.f. Signif. of F 

Difference between open 
and non-open school 
principals on the 16 PF 
for organizational 
energy 2.730 16.0 .0649 

Difference between high 
and low COPE scores on 
the 16 PF for 
organizational energy .498 16.0 .8921 

Interaction between 
openness and high and 
low scores on the 16PF 
for organizational 
energy 3.921 16.0 .0215* 
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personality characteristics ranging from 

Undisciplined to Controlled. A summary of data 

for the interaction of open and non-open, high 

and low COPE scores and Factor Q3 is shown in 

Figure 7 and Table 11. A summary of data for 

the interaction of open and non-open, high and 

low COPE scores and Factor Q3 is shown in Figure 

8 and Table 12. 

With "school openness" and "goal setting and 

achievement" serving as independent variables 

and the sixteen factors on the 16 PF serving as 

dependent variables, significant differences 

were found to exist between the principals of 

open schools and the principals of non-open 

schools in scale scores on the 16 PF. There 

existed no differences between principals with 

high and low scores on the COPE in scale scores 

on the 16 PF, nor was any significant inter

action indicated. These data are summarized in 

Table 13. 

Further examination of the data on the 

differences between open and non-open school 

principals in scale scores on the 16 PF indi

cated that these differences were significant 

For Factor F, Factor H and Factor 0. Factor F 
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Figure 7. Interaction of Factor Q2, school openness, high 
and low organizational energy scores. 
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Figure 8. Interaction of Factor Q3, school openness and 
high and low scores in organizational energy. 
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Table 11. 

Summary of Significance Data for Interaction 
Between Factor Q2, School Openness, and 

High and Low Scores on Organizational Energy 

Factor F-value d.f. Signif. of F 

Q2 7.381 1.24 .0120 

Table 12. 

Summary of Significant Data for Interaction 
Between Openness, High and Low Scores on 

Organizational Energy and Factor Q3 
of the 16 PF 

Factor F-value d.f. Signif. of F 

Q3 5.817 1.24 .0238 
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Table 13 

Wilks-lambda Test to Determine Differences 
Between or Interactions Between (a) School 
Openness, (b) Goal Setting and Achievement 

High and Low, (c) Sixteen Factors on the 16 PF 

Effect F-value d.f. Signif. of F 

Difference between open 
and non-open principals 
on the 16 PF for goal 
setting and achievement 3.550 

Differences between 
principals wtih high 
and low scores in goal 
setting and achievement 
on the 16 PF for goal 
setting and achievement .375 

Interaction between 
openness of school, high 
and low scores on goal 
setting and achievement 
on the 16 PF for goal 
setting and achievement 1.860 

16.0 .0295* 

16.0 .9578 

16.0 .1732 
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measures those personality characteristics 

ranging from Sober to Impulsive. Factor H 

measures those personality characteristics 

from Shy to Venturesome. Factor 0 measures 

those personality characteristics from Self-

assured to Apprehensive. These data are 

summarized in Table 14. 

Table 14. 

T-tests for Significant.Factors on the 16'PF for 
Differences Between Open and Non-open School 

Principals on Goal Setting and Achievement 

Factor Std. Error t-value d.f. Signif., of F 

F .3456 
open mean = 6.92 
non-open mean = 5.14 

-2.583 1 .0163 

H .4541 
open mean =7.57 
non-open mean = 5.35 

-2.438 1 .0225 

0 .3133 
open mean = 4.00 
non-open mean = 6.285 

3.646 1 .0012 
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3. With "school openness" and "mutual support" 

characteristics serving as independent variables 

and the sixteen factors of the 16 PF serving as 

dependent variables, no significant differences 

between or interactions between the independent 

variables and the dependent variables were ob

tained. These data are summarized in Table 15. 

Table 15. 

Wilks-lambda Test to Determine Differences Between 
or Interactions Between (a) School Openness, 

(b) Mutual Support Characteristics, 
sixteen factors of the 16 PF 

Effect F-value d. f. Signif. of F 

Difference between open 
and non-open school 
principals on the 16 PF 
for mutual support 2.728 16.0 .0650 

Differences between 
principals with high 
and low scores in 
mutual support on the 
16 PF for mutual 
support .741 16.0 .7118 

Interaction between 
openness of school, 
high and low scores on 
mutual support on the 
16 PF for mutual 
support .913 16.0 .5818 
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4. With "school openness" and "task achievement" 

serving as independent variables and the sixteen 

factors of the 16 PF serving as dependent 

variables, significant differences were found to 

exist between open school principals and non-

open school principals in scale scores on the 

16 PF. There were, however, no significant 

differences between principals with high scores 

on the COPE and principals with low scores on 

the COPE in scale scores on the 16 PF, nor was 

any interaction indicated. These data are 

summarized in Table 16. 

Further analysis of the data examining the 

differences between open school principals and 

non-open school principals indicated significant 

differences in scale scores for Factor F, 

Factor H, and Factor 0. Factor F measures those 

personality characteristics ranging from Sober 

to Impulsive. Factor H measures those per

sonality characteristics ranging from Shy to 

Venturesome. Factor 0 measures those personal

ity characteristics ranging from Self-assured 

to Apprehensive. These data are shown in 

Table 17. 
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Table 16. 

Wilks-lambda Test to Determine Differences Between 
or Interactions Between (a) School Openness, 

(b) High and Low Task Achievement, 
(c) Sixteen Factors of the 16 PF 

Effect F-value d.f. Signif. of F 

Difference between open 
and non-open principals 
on the 16 PF for task 
achievement 3.273 

Differences between 
principals with high 
and low scores in task 
achievement on the 16 PF 
for task achievement 1.711 

Interaction between 
openness of school, high 
and low scores on task 
achievement on the 16 PF 
for task achievement .646 

16.0 .0380 

16.0 .2084 

16.0 .7857 
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Table 17. 

Significant Factors on the 16 PF for Differences 
Between Open and Non-open School Principals 

on Task Achievement Characteristics 

Factor Std. error t-value d.f. .Signif. of T 

F .3579 -2.617 1 ..015 
open mean = 6.92 
non-open mean = 5.11 

H .4628 -2.654 1 .0138 
open mean =7.56 
non-open mean =5.42 

0 .3325 3.443 1 .0021 
open mean =4.00 
non-open mean = 6.29 

5. With "school openness" and "social needs satis

faction" serving as independent variables and 

the sixteen factors of the 16 PF serving as de

pendent variables, no significant differences 

between or interactions between the independent 

and dependent variables were shown to exist. 

These data are summarized in Table 18. 
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Table 18. 

Wilks-lambda Test to Determine Differences Between 
or Interactions Between (a) School Openness, 

(b) High and Low Scores on Social Needs 
Satisfaction, and (c) the Sixteen 

Factors of the 16 PF 

Effect F-value d. f. Signif. of F 

Differences between open 
and non-open principals 
on the 16 PF for social 
needs satisfaction 2.883 16 .0 .0552 

Differences between 
principals with high and 
low scores in social 
needs satisfaction for 
social needs satis
faction 1.596 16 .0 .2410 

Interaction between 
openness of the school, 
high and low scores on 
social needs satisfac
tion on the 16 PF for 
social needs satis
faction 1.163 16 .0 .4229 

6. With "school openness" and "authenticity" 

serving as independent variables and the six

teen factors of the 16 PF serving as dependent 

variables, no significant differences between 

or interactions between the independent vari

ables and the dependent variables were obtained. 

These data are summarized in Table 19. 
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Table 19. 

Wilks-lambda Test to Determine Differences Between 
or Interactions Between (a) School Openness, 

(b) Authenticity, (c) Sixteen Factors on the 16 PF. 

Effect F-value d.f. Signif. of F 

Differences between open 
and non-open principals 
on the 16 PF for 
authenticity 2.861 16 .05680 

Differences between 
principals with high 
and low scores in 
authenticity on the 
16 PF for authenticity .6248 16 .8027 

Interaction between 
openness of school, high 
and low scores in authen
ticity on the 16 PF for 
authenticity .4663 16 .9122 

7. With "school openness" and compatability" 

serving as independent variables and the six

teen factors of the 16 PF serving as dependent 

variables, there was no significant difference 

found between the principals of open schools and 

the principals of non-open schools in scale 

scores on the 16 PF. Nor were those principals 

with high scores on the COPE significantly dif

ferent from those principals with low scores on 
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the COPE in scale scores on the 16 PF. There 

was, however, significant interaction between 

open and non-open principals, high and low COPE 

score principals and scale scores on the 16 PF. 

These data are summarized in Table 20. 

Table 20. 

Wilks-lambda Test to Determine Differences Between or 
Interactions Between (a) School Openness, (b) High 

and Low Scores on Compatibility and (c) the 
Sixteen Factors on the 16 PF 

Effect F-value d.f. Signif. of F 

Differences between open 
and non-open principals 
on the 16 PF for 
compatibility 2.847 16 .0576 

Differences between 
principals with high and 
low scores in compati
bility on the 16 PF 
for compatibility 1.294 16 .3562 

Interaction between 
school openness, high 
and low scores in com
patibility on the 16 PF 
for compatibility 3.691 16 .0261 

Further analysis of this data revealed that 

this interaction was significant for Factor B 

and Factor Q3 Factor B measures those 
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personality characteristics ranging from 

Concrete thinking to Abstract thinking. Factor 

Q3 measures those personality characteristics 

ranging from Undisciplined to Controlled. These 

data are shown in Figure 9 and Table 21 and 

Figure 10 and Table 22. 

Table 21. 

Summary of Significant Interaction Between School 
Openness, High and Low Scores on Compatibility 

and Factor B of the 16 PF 

Factor F-value d.f. Signif. of F 

B 5.196 1,24 .0318 

Table 22. 

Summary of Significant Interaction Between School 
Openness, High and Low Scores on Compatibility 

and Factor Q3 of the 16 PF 

Factor F-value d.f. Signif. of F 

Q3 4.744 1,24 .0394 
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Figure 9. Interaction between school openness, high and 
low scores on Compatibility, and Factor B of 
the 16 PF. 
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Figure 10. Interaction between school openness, high and 
low scores on Compatability, and Factor Q3 of 
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8. With "school openness" and "satisfaction" 

serving as independent variables and the six

teen factors of the 16 PF serving as dependent 

variables, significant difference was found to 

exist between the principals of open schools 

and the principals of non-open schools in scale 

scores on the 16 PF. Additionally, there was a 

significant interaction between openness and 

high and low COPE scores. There was, however, 

no significant difference between high and 

low COPE score principals in scale scores on 

the 16 PF. These data are shown in Table 23. 

Table 23. 

Wilks-lambda Test to Determine Differences Between or 
Interactions Between (a) School Openness, (b) High or Low 

Scores on Satisfaction, and (c) the Sixteen 
Sixteen Factors of the 16 PF 

Effect F-value d.f. Signif. of F 

Differences between open 
and non-open principals on 
the 16 PF for satisfaction 3.898 16 .0219* 

Differences between princi
pals with high and low 
scores in satisfaction on 
the 16 PF for satisfaction 2.329 16 .1000 

Interaction between openness 
of school and high and low 
scores in satisfaction on the 
16 PF for satisfaction 3.178 16 .0416 
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Further analysis of the data shows signi

ficant differences between the principals of 

open schools and the principals of non-open 

schools on Factor A, Factor H and Factor O. 

Factor A measures those personality character

istics ranging from Reserved to Outgoing. 

Factor H measures those personality character

istics ranging from Shy to Venturesome. Factor 

O measures those characteristics from Self-

assured to Apprehensive. These data are 

summarized in Table 24. 

Table 24. 

T-test for Significant Fadtors on the 16 PF for 
Differences Between Open and Non-Open School 
Principals on Satisfaction Characteristics 

Factor Std. error T-value d.f. Signif. of T 

A .3594 
open mean = 6.07 
non-open mean = 5.07 

-2.139 1 .0427 

H .5266 
open mean = 7.57 
non-open mean = 5.35 

-2.335 1 .0282 

0 .3772 
open mean = 4.00 
non-open mean = 6.28 

3.114 1 .0047 
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Analysis of the Data 

In examining the data for organizational energy, 

school openness and the factors Q2 and Q3 of the 16 PF, 

significant interaction was noted. Factor Q2 would seem to 

indicate that both open and non-open school principals who 

scored low in their rating of the importance of organiza

tional energy, scored toward the self-sufficient side of 

Factor Q2 (that factor which measures the range from group-

oriented to self-sufficient). Open school principals who 

scored high in their ratings of organizational importance 

also rated toward the self-sufficient side of Factor Q2. 

Non-open principals, however, who scored highly on the 

organizational energy characteristic, scored low on Factor 

Q2 or more to the group-oriented side of that factor. Since 

open education advocates a team approach to the establish

ment of goals and the solving and evaluation of problems, 

the high scores of all open principals on Factor Q2 (self-

sufficient) is surprising. On the other hand, since open 

school programs are often successful or not successful 

because of the ability of the principal (as indicated in 

Chapter 2), principals of open schools may need to be less 

group oriented in order to maintain a higher degree of per

sonal responsibility for maintaining the goals and philo

sophies of the school. Additionally, they may look to 

themselves as the primary impetus for maintaining the energy 
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of the organization. Non-open school principals who indi

cated a high importance of organizational energy scored as 

group oriented, indicating perhaps that the group (the 

teachers or kids) were as important as they in maintaining 

the energy of the organization. 

Factor Q3 measures those personality characteris

tics from undisciplined to controlled. A significant inter

action was noted on this characteristic. Non-open 

principals who scored low on organizational energy scored 

toward the undisciplined side of Factor Q3, while open 

school principals who scored low on organizational energy had 

higher scores on factor Q3 (i.e., toward the controlled side). 

Open and non-open school principals who scored highly in 

organizational energy characteristics scored toward the 

more controlled side of Factor Q3. 

This data would seem to indicate that open school 

principals are more disciplined and controlled than non-open 

school principals and that their relation to organizational 

energy would be one of responsibility for, and authority 

over, the level of the energy of the organization. Non-

open school principals, again leaning toward the undisci

plined side, may be allowing more of the control of the 

energy level to reside in the domain of the staff or the 

students. 
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In examining the data for school openness, goal 

setting and achievement, and Factor P, Factor H, and 

Factor O of the 16 PFf the principals of open schools 

differed significantly from the principals of non-open 

schools. When considering goal setting and achievement, 

the principals of open schools were more impulsive (Factor 

F), perhaps indicating a greater willingness to try new 

materials, methods or ideas. This notion is verified and 

strengthened by the responses to Factor H (where open 

principals tended to score as more venturesome than non-

open school principals). Factor O showed open principals 

to be less apprehensive about goal setting and achievement 

than non-open principals. Perhaps, since there is an under

lying dedication of open principals to try new things, and 

this is recognized by higher district officials as part of 

the program, they would tend to feel more confident than 

non-open principals who would see less change in their 

buildings and perhaps be less comfortable with it. No sig

nificant differences could be found between open and non-

open school principals with high and low scores on mutual 

support in scale scores on the 16 PF. This would indicate 

that principals of both types of school, regardless of how 

they felt about mutual support, were very similar in per

sonality factors influenced by mutual support. 
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In examining open and non-open principals in re

lation to the importance they placed on task achievement, 

the results were similar to the results obtained from the 

data for goal setting and achievement. Open principals 

tended to be more impulsive, venturesome and self-assured. 

Non-open principals tended to be less impulsive, less 

venturesome and definitely more apprehensive. 

In examining the data for school openness and the 

importance open and non-open principals placed on social 

needs satisfaction, no significant differences in person

ality factors were obtained. This would indicate that prin

cipals of both open and non-open schools, regardless of 

their feelings on social needs satisfaction, were very 

similar in personality factors when influenced by social 

needs satisfaction. 

The data examining the openness of schools and the 

importance of authenticity of behavior found no significant 

differences in the personality characteristics of open and 

non-open principals when influenced by authenticity. 

In examining the data for school openness, compati

bility with the job, and the 16 PF, open principals and non-

open principals appeared to have significant interaction 

with high and low scores on the characteristic of compati

bility and Factors B and Q3 on the 16 PF. 
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Factor B measured those personality characteristics 

from concrete thinking to abstract thinking. Open school 

principals who felt most compatible with the job tended to 

lean toward the abstract thinking side of Factor B. Non-

open principals who had the least compatibility with the 

job leaned toward this same side, perhaps indicating that 

open schools allow abstract thinking individuals greater 

latitude to exercise this part of their personality than 

non-open schools. Open principals who felt a low degree of 

compatibility on the job also had a lower level of abstract 

thinking and tended to lean toward the concrete thinking 

side of the scale. Non-open principals who felt compatible 

with their jobs were on the abstract side but not as high 

as their colleagues who felt incompatible with the jobs. 

An examination of both groups, however, would seem to indi

cate that all principals in this study are more abstract 

than concrete in their thought processes. 

Factor Q (undisciplined to controlled), when exam

ined with compatibility and school openness, indicated that 

non-open school principals who did not feel compatible with 

the job were toward the undisciplined side of the scale. 

Open principals who felt incompatible were toward the con

trolled side of the scale. Non-open and open school prin

cipals who felt very compatible (high scores in 

compatibility) had very similar scores on Factor Q3 (open 
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mean = 5.8, non-open mean = 5.9), perhaps indicating that, 

again, principals in general should be more disciplined to 

feel compatible with the job. It is not difficult to 

understand why those principals who scored low in discipline 

felt incompatible with the job. On the other hand, perhaps 

those open school principals who scored highly on the con

trolled side of the scale felt incompatible with open 

schools because, since open schools are by definition less 

controlled, a person with highly controlled personality 

characteristics might not feel comfortable there. 

The final characteristic of job satisfaction of open 

and non-open principals found that they differed in person

ality characteristics Factor A, Factor H and Factor 0. 

Factor A measured those personality characteristics from 

Reserved to Outgoing. Apparently open principals were more 

outgoing then non-open principals when examined with job 

satisfaction. Additionally, open principals with satis

faction as a variable tended to be more venturesome and 

self-assured than their non-open colleagues. 

Additionally, there was a significant interaction 

between open principals and non-open principals and highly 

satisfied principals and those principals who were less 

satisfied. This would indicate that principals who 

were satisfied with their jobs in open schools and 
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principals who were satisfied with their jobs in non-open 

schools exhibited similar patterns of scoring on the 

16 PF. 

Summary 

In summary, null hypothesis 1, which was concerned 

with the difference between open and non-open elementary 

schools as measured by the Walberg-Thomas Teacher Question

naire, was rejected. 

Null hypothesis 2, which was concerned with the 

differences between open elementary school principals and 

non-open elementary school principals in scores on the 

Characteristics of Principal Effectiveness Questionnaire 

(COPE), was retained. 

Null hypothesis 3, which was concerned with the 

differences between open elementary school principals and 

non-open elementary school principals in scale scores on 

the Sixteen Personality Factor (16 PF), was rejected. 

Null hypothesis 4 contained two parts. Null hypo

thesis 4(a), which was concerned with the differences 

between open and non-open principals with high scores on 

the COPE and open and non-open principals with low scores 

on the COPE in scale scores on the 16 PF, was rejected. 

Null hypothesis 4(b), which was concerned with the inter

actions between open and non-open principals with high 
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scores on the COPE and open and non-open principals with low 

scores on the COPE and scale scores on the 16 PF, was also 

rejected. 



CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

The major problem of the study was stated: Can 

personality characteristics be identified which distinguish 

the principal of the open elementary school from the princi

pal of the non-open elementary school? The purpose of this 

study was to identify those characteristics and develop a 

profile which could be used to describe the open or the non-

open elementary school principal in terms of personality 

characteristics measured by the Sixteen Personality Factor 

(16 PF) and the Characteristics of Principal Effectiveness 

Questionnaire (COPE). 

A survey of the literature in open education and 

educational administration indicated that there is a public 

interest in maintaining open education as an educational 

learning environment option and that the principal is the 

key element in maintaining the climate and the philosophy 

of the school, be it open or non-open. Additional studies 

in educational administration indicate that certain types 

of administrators are better suited for certain types of 

115 
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administrative situations. The literature concerning the 

administration of open elementary schools, however, is 

limited. This justified further research into the leader

ship characteristics of open school principals and, spe

cifically, suggested the need for further research in the 

area of principal personality characteristics in open versus 

non-open elementary schools. 

Appropriate district office officials in several 

large school districts across the southwest were asked to 

provide information on the learning environment options in 

the elementary schools within their boundaries. Many of 

those school districts that stated a commitment to main

taining a certain number of elementary school choices 

granted permission to conduct the study in their schools and 

provided a list with a number of the schools they considered 

to be "most" open and an equal number of schools which they 

considered to be "less" open or "more" non-open. 

The principals of each school on the lists were con

tacted and asked to consider for his/her school participa

tion in the study. 

To verify the openness of the learning environment, 

volunteer teachers were asked to respond to the Walberq-

Thomas Teacher Questionnaire, an instrument designed to 

measure school openness. The leadership and personality 

characteristics of the elementary school principals were 
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measured by the Sixteen Personality Factor (16 PF) and the 

Characteristics of Principal Effectiveness Questionnaire. 

From the original schools contacted, thirty-six 

elementary schools (seventeen open and nineteen non-open) 

volunteered to participate. These schools provided 301 

volunteer teachers to respond to the Walberg-Thomas Teacher 

Questionnaire and 33 principals to respond to the Charac

teristics of Principal Effectiveness Questionnaire and the 

Sixteen Personality Factor (16 PF), that were finally used 

in the study. 

To analyze the data collected from the schools the 

following methods were utilized: 

For null hypothesis 1, data were analyzed by means 

of a t-test for two sample tests of independent means. 

For null hypotheses 2 and 3, the data were analyzed 

by a two-way multivariant analysis of variance (MANOVA). 

For null hypothesis 4, the data were analyzed by a 

two-way multivariant analysis of variance (MANOVA). This 

test was repeated for each of the sixteen independent vari

ables on the Sixteen Personality Factor (16 PF). 

Conclusions 

The statistical tests for the four null hypotheses 

in this study resulted in the following conclusions. 
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The study rejected null hypothesis 1. This null 

hypothesis stated: There is no difference between open 

elementary schools and non-open elementary schools as 

measured by the Walberg-Thomas Teacher Questionnaire. 

Based on teacher responses to the Walberg-Thomas Teacher 

Questionnaire, it was concluded that there are significant 

differences between open elementary schools and non-open 

elementary schools in terms of those areas tested by the 

Walberg-Thomas Teacher Questionnaire, i.e., learning envi

ronment, teacher methodology and teacher educational 

philosophy.. 

The study retained null hypothesis 2. This null 

hypothesis stated essentially that there is no difference 

in the effectiveness characteristics of open elementary 

school principals and non-open elementary school principals 

as measured by the Characteristics of Principal Effective

ness Questionnaire. Since no statistically significant 

difference resulted from the responses of open and non-open 

elementary school principals to the items on the question

naire, it was concluded that there is no difference between 

the principals of open elementary schools and the principals 

in their view of the importance of the eight characteristics 

of principal effectiveness identified on the Character istics 

of Principal Effectiveness Questionnaire. Principals of 

both groups considered all items important to about the 
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same degree. It should be noted, however, that while no 

statistical significance was found, the principals of open 

elementary schools responded at a consistently higher level 

for each item on the questionnaire. 

The study rejected null hypothesis 3. This null 

hypothesis briefly statedthat there is no difference be

tween the principals of open schools and the principals of 

non-open schools in personality characteristics as measured 

by the Sixteen Personality Factor (16 PF). It was con

cluded, from principal scores on the Sixteen Personality 

Factor, that while there were a number of personality 

characteristics that all principals seemed to possess, 

there were three which were significantly different between 

open and non-open elementary school principals. 

Factor F, which was concerned with the polar 

opposites of sobriety and cautiousness on one end and 

enthusiasm and cheerfulness on the other end, was statis

tically significant. The principals of open schools tended 

to have higher profiles on this factor. They scored as 

more "happy-go-lucky" and more talkative and cheerful than 

the principals of the non-open schools. Though it must be 

noted that both groups were toward the high end of the 

scale and therefore both groups can be thought of as being 

more talkative than silent, more expressive than incommuni

cative and more cheerful than less cheerful, the group of 
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open elementary school principals was statistically signif

icantly higher than the group of non-open elementary school 

principals. The conclusions on this factor seem to indicate 

that as a group principals in general would seem to lean 

toward the happy-go-lucky end of the continuum from sober 

to happy-go-lucky and that the principals of open schools 

are even further to that end than the principals in general. 

Factor H, which was concerned with the polar 

opposite personality characteristics of shyness to venture-

someness, was also statistically significant. Here, too, 

principals as a group tended to lean toward the more ven

turesome end of the scale. The principals of open schools, 

however, appeared to be significantly higher than non-open 

school principals in this area. The conclusions here 

suggest that elementary school principals in general occupy 

a space somewhat in the middle between shy and venturesome, 

but that the principals of open schools seem to be more 

venturesome. 

Factor 0, which measured those personality charac

teristics ranging from self-assured to apprehensive, was 

also significant. There was a definite indication that non-

open elementary school principals leaned toward the appre

hensive side of the scale while open elementary school 

principals leanded toward the self-assured side of the 

scale. From this data it was concluded that the principals 
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of open schools, for whatever reason (some of these are 

in part explored in null hypothesis 4), tend to be less 

apprehensive and in fact more self-assured than the princi

pals of non-open schools. 

In the final analysis, however, while the whole of 

this hypothesis was rejected, only three individual factors 

accounted for this rejection. Thirteen factors could there

fore be retained, since on those factors there was no sig

nificant difference between open and non-open school 

principals. These factors are shown in Figure ll. The 

significant differences between open and non-open principals 

in personality factors are also shown in this figure. 

Null hypothesis 4 contained two parts. The first 

sought to test the differences while the second 

sought to test the interactions between principals of open 

schools with high scores on the Characteristics of Principal 

Effectiveness Questionnaire and those with low scores on 

the Characteristics of Principal Effectiveness Questionnaire 

and principals of non-open schools with high scores on the 

Characteristics of Principal Effectiveness Questionnaire and 

those with low scores on the Characteristics of Principal 

Effectiveness Questionnaire in their responses to the Six

teen Personality Factoir (16 PF) . The study rejected the 

first of these, the null hypothesis to test "differences 

between." While it was found that in many cases there was 
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Figure 11. The differences between open and non-open 
elementary school principals on the 16 PF 
that were not significant. 
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no difference in the way the open elementary school princi

pal or a non-open elementary school principal responded to 

the 16 PF in accordance t£> his responses on the Character

istics of Principal Effectiveness Questionnaire/ there were 

statistically significant differences in nine cases. 

They are described as follows: 

With reference to "goal setting and achievement/" 

"task achievement/" and "satisfaction," the principals of 

open schools were higher on Factor H and Factor 0. Factor 

H indicated that open principals tended to be more venture

some than non-open principals when their feelings of "goal 

setting," "task achievement," and "job satisfaction" were 

taken into consideration. Factor 0 indicated that open 

school principals were less "apprehensive" than non-open 

school principals when their feelings of "goal setting," 

"task achievement," and "job satisfaction" were taken into 

consideration. Additionally, for "goal setting and task 

achievement," Factor F was significantly different for open 

and non-open principals, indicating that open principals 

were more impulsive than non-open principals. Factor A 

indicated that, in terms of job satisfaction, open princi

pals were more outgoing than non-open school principals. 

The study also rejected the second part of null 

hypothesis 4 since interactions were found to exist between 

open and non-open school principals, certain of the 
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characteristics of principal effectiveness, and some of the 

sixteen personality factors. While, indeed, there was 

no interaction in the majority of interaction possibilities, 

five instances proved to have significant interaction. 

With high and low organizational energy scores on 

the COPE open and non-open principals and Factors Q2 and 

Q3 of the 16 PF, there was significant interaction. With 

high and low scores in compatibility on the COPE, open and 

non-open principals and Factor B and Factor Q3, there was 

significant interaction. 

Factor Q2 measures those characteristics from 

Group-oriented to Self-assured. When organizational energy 

was a consideration, open principals and non-open principals 

with low scores on the COPE had high scores on Factor Q2. 

Principals of non-open schools with high scores on the COPE 

were the only group with low scores on Factor Q2. The in

dication here would be that open school principals exercise 

a greater control over the energy of the organization. 

Apparently, while they feel organizational energy to have 

a degree of importance, many principals and all the open 

school principals of this study appear to want to be in 

charge of it. Only non-open principals who considered 

organizational energy to be of high importance leaned toward 

the group-oriented side of the scale. The indication here 

would seem to indicate a greater amount of responsibility 
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placed upon the members of the organization for the 

maintenance of organizational energy. This interaction is 

shown in figure 12. 

Factor Q3 measures those characteristics in person

ality structure from undisciplined self-control to controlled 

and socially precise. Principals of open elementary schools 

who scored low organizational energy scores were exactly 

opposite non-open elementary principals with low organiza

tional energy scores on this factor. Open and non-open 

principals who scored highly in organizational energy scores 

leaned toward the controlled side of factor Q3. This is 

more clearly illustrated in figure 13. 

With job compatability as a variable, principals 

of open and non-open schools who felt compatible with their 

jobs scored nearly similar scores on factor B. Those 

principals, whether open or non-open, who felt incompatible 

with their jobs scored deviant scores on factor B. Since 

factor B measures thinking skills (concrete versus abstract 

thinking), it would appear that open school principals least 

compatible with their jobs are less abstract in their 

thinking skills than the open principals that are compatible 

with their jobs. Those non-open school principals who felt 

compatible with their jobs scored highly deviant scores 

toward the abstract thinking side of factor B. This is 

illustrated in figure 14. 
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Figure 15. Summary of interaction data for Factor Q3 
(Undisciplined—Controlled), job compatibility, 
and school openness. 
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Factor Q3 was again found to be significant for 

interaction effects when job compatibility was considered as 

a variable. Again, open and non-open principals with low 

job compatibility scores were opposite in scale scores on 

Factor Q3. Open principals were more controlled and non-

open principals were less controlled when they felt incom

patible with the job. Open and non-open principals who 

scored highly in their perception of their compatibility 

with the job could be considered as having the same score 

'(open mean: 5.8, non-open mean: 5.9) . This is illustrated 

more clearly in Figure 15. 

Finally, an examination of the data for school 

openness, job satisfaction and the 16 PF indicated a signi

ficant interaction between school openness and the 16 PF, 

with job satisfaction as a variable. No specific or indi

vidual factor, however, could be identified as a causal 

agent for this interaction, indicating that the principals 

as members of their groups tended to answer as the other 

members of their group in response to the demands of this 

part of the null hypothesis. 

Implications 

An examination of the data from this study indicated 

that open schools do differ significantly from non-open 

schools and that these differences can be measured. This 

implies that school boards and communities can hold schools 
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accountable for the delivery of the type of program those 

schools claim to provide» The purpose of the study, how

ever, was to examine the principals of open and non-open 

elementary schools in order to develop a profile of open 

and non-open elementary school principals as measured by the 

Sixteen Personality Factor (16 PF) and the Characteristics 

of Principal Effectiveness Questionnaire. From the data 

received from open and non-open elementary principals in 

this sample, there seems to be a difference between open 

principals and non-open principals in their perceptions of 

the important different job characteristics. While there 

was not a statistically significant level of difference, 

open school principals rated each item on the COPE question

naire as being more important than their non-open colleagues 

rated those same items. This would tend to imply that while 

principals in both groups considered those characteristics 

to be important, open school principals consider every factor 

that affects the school to be of greater consequence than do 

non-open principals (see Figure 5,. Chapter 4) . 

Personality data indicated that all principals in 

this sample, regardless of school setting, had a number of 

similar personality characteristics. This could imply that 

there is something about the nature of the iob that may draw 

individuals with similar personalities. Since the principal-

ship is often regarded as a promotion or of higher than 

teaching rank, this may be a reasonable implication. There 
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were, however, three factors on the 16 PF where significant 

differences could be found between open and non-open 

elementary school principals. 

To more clearly understand these differences it 

should be noted that "the mean standard score for each 16 

PF is fixed at sten 5.5 with a standard deviation of 2. 

Stens of 5 or 6 are considered average, 4 or 7 slightly 

deviant, 2,3,8 and 9 strongly deviant, and 1 or 10 extreme" 

(Sixteen Personality Factor, p. 15). 

Given the above summary, the three factors of signifi

cant difference are summarized: 

1. Sober and Prudent versus Enthusiastic and 

Heedless (or Happy-Go-Lucky) (Factor F). Non-open school 

principals were within the average range with a mean of 

5.1. Open school principals were very near the slightly 

deviant range with a mean of 6.9 and would seem to indicate 

that they would tend to be more enthusiastic and heedless 

than non-open elementary school principals. 

2. Restrained versus Venturesome (fFactor H) . Non-

open elementary school principals were on the low end of the 

average range with a mean of 5.3. Open elementary school 

principals were well within the slightly deviant high range 

with a score of 7.57. This would indicate that the princi

pals of open schools would tend to be much more experimental 

and uninhibited than the principals of non-open elementary 

schools. 
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3. Self-Assured and Confident versus Apprehensive 

or Worried (Factor 0). Open school principals with a mean 

of 4.00 are definitely toward the low deviant end of this 

scale (self-assured), while non-open elementary school 

principals are toward the high end {apprehensive) of the 

normal average in this area with a mean of 6.2. The 

implication here would tend to indicate that open elementary 

principals feel more secure in their positions and more 

confident about what they are doing. Literature in open 

education suggests that open schools must have clearly 

defined and stated philosophies and objectives in order 

to maintain their open programs. Perhaps principals of 

open schools tend to be more self-assured because they 

have a more clearly established set of objectives. 

Open and non-open school principal responses to 

the 16 PF and the COPE, when examined individually,'support 

the previous finding suggesting the similarity of principals 

in general. It should be remembered here that each factor 

OF the 16 PF was examined for each characteristic of the 

COPE (8 characteristics) and for school openness (two 

possibilities—open and non-open)„ A great deal of data 

was generated as a result of this examination, yet signi

ficant data accounted for only nine differences between 

open and non-open principals and five interaction results. 
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This data is best illustrated in Tables 25 and 26; however, 

this data would seem to imply that indeed the principals 

of open schools do differ from the principals of non-open 

schools in personality characteristics, when principal 

effectiveness characteristics are considered. 

The significant differences in the factors illus

trated in Table 25 would tend to support the conclusions 

and implications of hypothesis 3 (see page 133 above) and 

indicate that the reasons for those differences may be found 

in principal perceptions of goal setting and achievement, 

task achievement, and job satisfaction. This would imply, 

then, that open principals are more venturesome, more 

enthusiastic, and more confident than non-open principals 

when they take goal and task achievement into consideration 

and when job satisfaction is considered. In all other 

variables, however, no significant differences could be 

found, indicating that principals, regardless of group 

(open or non-open) were very similar. 

The significant interactions in the factors illus

trated in Table 26 would tend to imply that when organi

zational energy is a variable, open and non-open school 

principals who consider it to be highly important are in 

the average range on Factor Q2, i.e., neither group-

dependent or self-sufficient. This would imply that they 

allow group participation, but do not necessarily rely upon 
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Table 25: A summary profile of the significant differences between 
open and non-open elementary school principals for the 
Sixteen Personality Factor arid Characteristics of Principal 
Effectiveness. 

COPE Characteristic School Openness 16 P.F. 
Variable Variable Variable 

1. Organizational 
Energy 

Open 
Non-Open 

No significant differences 

2. Goal Setting & 
Achievement 

Open 
Non-Open 

Factor F: More 
Factor F: Less 

Enthusiastic 
Enthusiastic 

Open 
Non-Open 

Factor H: More 
Factor H: Less 

Venturesome 
Venturesome 

Open 
Non-Open 

Factor 0: More 
Factor 0: More 

Confident 
Apprehensive 

3. Mutual Support Open 
Non-Open 

No Significant Differences 

4. Task Achievement Open 
Non-Open 

Factor F: More 
Factor F: Less 

Enthusiastic 
Enthusiastic 

Open 
Non-Open 

Factor H: More 
Factor H: Less 

Venturesome 
Venturesome 

Open 
Non-Open 

Factor 0: More 
Factor 0: More 

Confident 
Apprehensive 

5. Social Needs 
Satisfaction 

Open 
Non-Open 

No Significant Differences 

6. Authenticity Open 
Non-Open 

No Significant Differences 

7. Compatibility Open 
Non-Open 

No Significant Differences 

8. Satisfaction Open 
Non-Open 

Factor A: More 
Factor A: More 

Outgoing 
Reserved 

Open 
Non-Open 

Factor H: More 
Factor H: More 

Venturesome 
Shy 

Open 
Non-Open 

Factor 0: More 
Factor 0: More 

Confident 
Apprehensive 
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Table 26: A summary profile of significant interactions 
between open and non-open elementary school 
principals for the Sixteen Personality Factor 
16 P.F. and the Characteristics of Principal 
Effectiveness Questionnaire. 

COPE VARIABLE 

1. Organizational Energy 

2. Goal Setting & Achieve
ment 

3. Mutual Support 

4. Task Achievement 

5. Social Needs Satisfaction 

6. Authenticity 

7. Compatibility 

16 P.F. VARIABLE 

Factor Q2 (Group Depend
ent - Self-
Sufficient) 

Factor Q3 (Less Controlled 
- More Controll
ed) 

No Significant Interactions 

No Significant Interactions 

No Significant Interactions 

No Significant Interactions 

No Significant Interactions 

Factor B (Concrete thinking 
- Abstract thinking) 

Factor Q3 (Less Controlled 
- More Controlled) 

8. Satisfaction 16 P.F. 
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it. Open principals who considered organizational energy 

to be less important are more self-sufficient on Factor Q2, 

implying that they need to, or want to, control the 

organizational energy or to be more in control than the 

group. Non-open principals who considered organizational 

energy to be less important had lower scores on Factor Q2, 

indicating that they were more group dependent. This 

would tend to imply that, they took less responsibility 

for the organizational energy level and perhaps allowed 

the group more control in maintaining the level of organ

izational energy. This implication is supported by the 

data examined for Factor Q3 (Undisciplined versus Controlled). 

Principals of both groups (open and non-open) who con

sidered organizational energy to be important were toward 

the controlled side of Factor Q3. Open principals with 

low organizational energy scores tended toward the con

trolled end also. The non-open principals who felt 

organizational energy to be less important were more un

disciplined. This would imply that the level of organi

zational energy established and maintained would emerge from 

the organization itself, i.e., the staff and the students, 

and not from the administrator. This conclusion would 

strengthen and perhaps explain the implications mentioned 

for Factor Q2. 
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The data for Q2 and Q3 would tend to imply that 

the organizational energy of non-open schools gets its 

direction and level not only because the administrator is 

more group oriented, but also because the administrator is 

less controlled, more lax, and less inclined to require 

precision. 

When job compatibility is a variable, open and 

non-open principals who considered themselves to be highly 

compatible With the job were very similar in mean scores 

for Factor B (Concrete Thinking versus Abstract Thinking). 

They both tended to be toward the slightly deviant high 

side of Factor B, or more abstract in their thinking 

skills. Open principals who considered themselves to be 

less compatible with their jobs were less abstract in 

their thinking skills. This would tend to imply that 

principals in general need to have more abstract thinking 

ability and that the lack of that ability may contribute to 

the feelings of incompatibility those principals with less 

abstract thinking skills have for their jobs. On the other 

hand, non-open school principals who felt incompatible 

with their positions were highly deviant in Factor B scores 

(10). This would imply that abstract thinking skills 

developed to a high level may be a detriment to school 

administrators. Perhaps this is due to a certain necessity 
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for the administrative and management minutiae that reside 

in the principal's job. 

The Job Compatibility variable was also signi

ficant for Factor Q3. Again, open and non-open high school 

principals who felt highly compatible with their jobs were 

very similar in their Factor Q3 scores . (open: 5.8; non-

open: 5.9). This score placed the principals toward the 

more controlled side. The non-open principals who felt 

incompatible with their jobs had low scores on Factor Q3, 

indicating that they were more lax in the administration 

of the school and that perhaps their incompatibility was 

in part due to their undisciplined nature and the demands 

of a job that requires a certain amount of adherence to 

time, dates, rules, and structure. Open school principals 

who felt incompatible with the job were toward the deviant 

side of Factor Q3, or more controlled. 

Because open learning environments are by their 

very nature less controlled and perhaps even occasionally 

chaotic, it is reasonable to conclude that principals of 

a more controlled or precise personality would feel in

compatible with the open structure. This would imply that 

to feel compatible with the position in an open school, a 

principal would need to possess the personality attributes 

of flexibility and adaptability. 
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While there are a great many influences that affect 

the school administrator, and personality alone cannot be 

the attribute that decides success or failure, certainly 

it is a factor. With the multitude of other factors that 

affect the public perception of public education, any 

action that would contribute to the success of a program 

should be considered. While personality alone will not 

guarantee program success, if there is a means to keep it 

from being a cause of program failure, that means should 

be employed. One of these means is through the use of 

personality profiles and role perceptions. 

Recommendations 

Based on the conclusions of this study and the 

remarks in the review of the literature, there are several 

recommendations which should be considered. 

School districts should know and consider both the 

characteristics of the individual and the unique qualities 

of the organizational situation (i.e., the school) prior 

to placing principals in building-level administrative 

stations. This study would indicate that in certain 

situations personality characteristics and an individual's 

views of certain job characteristics are important 

considerations„ 
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Additional research, however, should be conducted 

in schools to further develop profiles of characteristics 

that might help to identify the "right man" (or woman) for 

the job. 

Research in open education should continue. While 

no longer a general educational movement, there is still 

some public demand for open school programs, at least as 

educational options. Research into the characteristics of 

successful and unsuccessful open school programs would 

help to clarify definitions and services and to identify 

strengths and weaknesses. 

Since most large school districts maintain alter

native open schools, an effort should be made to establish 

a network of open schools for the purpose of sharing in

formation, developing programs and conducting research in 

open education. With this type of organization, research 

into the types of students, teaoher-s, administrators, and 

communities best suited to the programs offered in open 

schools could be carried out on a broader statistical 

base. 

Teacher-parent and or student perceptions of the 

role of the open school principal should be examined to 

more clearly define the "effective" open school principal. 
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A similar study should be conducted which examines 

more schools and more greatly polarized schools should be 

examined. 

The commitment of central office administrators to 

the success of open school programs has been emphasized in 

the literature. A study examining the role of central 

office support and encouragement of open educational pro

grams and what effect that involvement has upon the open 

school principal should be considered. 

Finally, consideration should be given to the 

establishment of special training programs for those indi

viduals qualified for and interested in the administration 

of other than traditional schools. 
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SUBJECT CONSENT FORM 

PRINCIPAL PERSONALITY CHARACTERISTICS 
IN SELECTED OPEN AND NON-OPEN ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS 

A Doctoral Dissertation Study 

You are being invited to participate in a research study for a doctoral 
dissertation entitled "A Determination of Principal Personality Characteristics 
That ace Best Suited to the Philosophy and Methodology of Open and Non-Open 
Education." The problem of this study is: Can principal personality charac
teristics be identified which distinguish between the successful open school 
principal and the successful non-open school principal? The major purpose of 
this study is to develop a profile of personality characteristics as measured 
by the Sixteen Personality Factor (16 PF) and the Characteristics of Principal 
Effectiveness Questionnaire (COPE) (a researcher-developed self-perception 
instrument) designed to describe characteristics of successful principals. 

Should you decide to participate in this study, you will be asked to 
respond to the Sixteen Personality Factor (16 PF) and the Characteristics of 
Principal Effectiveness Questionnaire (COPE). The total time required for these 
two tests is generally less than 75 minutes. You will also be asked to dis
tribute the Walberg-Thomas Teacher Questionnaire to your staff. Th,is question
naire is designed to measure the openness of the learning environment. This 
instrument may be completed at the leisure of the staff and mailed to the 
researcher in the accompanying stamped/addressed envelope. The Walberg-
Thomas , however, should require no more than 30 minutes to complete. 

Participation is entirely voluntary and no teacher or subject will be 
named in the study. To ensure confidentiality, a coding system has been 
designed to allow the researcher to keep track of the data. 

AUTHORIZATION; 

I have read the above "Subject Consent Form." The study, with its 
demands, risks and benefits, has been explained to me. I understand that I may 
ask questions at any time, that I will be apprised of the results of the study 
and that I may withdraw from the project without incurring ill will should I 
so decide. I also understand that this consent form will be filed in an area 
designated by the Human Subjects Committee, with access restricted to the 
principal investigator or authorized representative of that Committee. I may 
retain a copy of this consent form upon request. 

Date Volunteer's Signature 

Date Researcher's Signature 
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SUBJECT CONSENT FORM 

PRINCIPAL PERSONALITY CHARACTERISTICS 
IN SELECTED OPEN AND NON-OPEN ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS 

A Doctoral Dissertation Study 

You are being invited to participate in a research study for a doctoral 
dissertation entitled "A Determination of Principal Personality Characteristics 
Ihat are Best Suited to the philosophy and Methodology of Open and Non-Open 
Education." The problem of this study is: Can principal personality charac
teristics be identified which distinguish between the successful open school 
principal and the successful non-open school principal? The major purpose of 
this study is to develop a profile of personality characteristics as measured 
by the Sixteen Personality Factor f16 PF) and the Characteristics cf Principal 
Effectiveness Questionnaire (COPS) (a researcher-developed self-perception 
instrument) designed to describe characteristics of successful principals. 

Should, you decide to participate in this study, please 
respond to the questionnaire attached to this page. It is 
designed, to measure certain characteristics of your school. 

This page should be separated from the questionnaire and: 
returned to the researcher in a seperate envelope to ensure the 
confidentiality of your responses. 

Thank-you for your time and consideration on this project,, 

Participation is entirely voluntary and no teacher or subject will be 
named in the study. To ensure confidentiality, a coding system has been 
designed to allow the researcher to keep track of the data. 

AUTHORIZATION: 

I have read the above "Subject Consent Form." The study, with its 
demands, risks and benefits, has been explained to me. I understand that I may 
ask questions at any time, that I will be apprised of the results of the study 
and that I may withdraw from the project without incurring ill will should I 
so decide. I also understand that this consent form will be filed in an area 
designated by the Human Subjects Committee, with access restricted to the 
principal investigator or authorized representative of that Committee. I may 
retain a copy of this consent form upon request. 

Date Volunteer's Signature 

Date Researcher ' s  S ignature  
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Instructions: For each of the following statements, circle the number which most closely expresses 
your estimate of the extent to which the statement is true of your own classroom. If the statement 
is absolutely not the case, circle "1if it is very minimally true, choose "2," If the statement gen
erally describes your classroom, choose "3"; if it is absolutely true, choose "A." 

>• g 
co 2 
C en 
S S 
t* T3 

1. Texts and materials are supplied in class sets so that 
all children may have their own. 

2. Each child has a space for his personal storage and the 
major part of the classroom is organized for common use. 

3. Materials are kept out of the way until they are distri
buted or used under my direction. 

4. Many different activities go on simultaneously. 

5. Children are expected to do their own work without 
getting help from other children. 

6. Manipulative materials are supplied in great diversity 
and range, with little replication. 

7. The day is divided into large blocks of time within which 
children, with my help, determine their own routine. 

8. Children work individually and in small groups at 
various activities. 

9. Books are supplied in diversity and profusion (including 
reference books, children's literature). 

10. Children are not supposed to move about the room 
without asking permission. 

11. Desks are arranged so that every child can see the 
blackboard or teacher from his desk. 

12. The environment includes materials I have developed. 

13. Common environmental materials are provided. 

14. Children may voluntarily use other areas of the building 
and school yard as part of their school time. 

15. Our program includes use of the neighborhood. 

16. Children use "books" written by their classmates as 
part of their reading and reference materials. 
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17. I prefer that children not talk when they are supposed 
to be working. 

18. Children voluntarily group and regroup themselves. 

19. The environment includes materials developed or 
supplied by the children. 

20. I plan and schedule the children's activities through 
the day. 

21. I make sure children use materials only as instructed. 

22. I group children for lessons directed at specific needs. 

23. Children work directly with manipulative materials. 

24. Materials are readily accessible to children. 

25. I promote a purposeful atmosphere by expecting and 
enabling children to use time productively and to 
value their work and learning. 

26. I use test results to group children in reading and/or math. 

27. Children expect me to correct all their work. 

28. I base my instruction on each individual child and his 
interaction with materials and equipment. 

29. I give children tests to find out what they know. 

30. The emotional climate is warm and accepting. 

31. The work children do is divided into subject matter areas. 

32. My lessons and assignments are given to the class 
as a whole. 

33. To obtain diagnostic information, I observe the specific 
work or concern of a child closely and ask immediate, 
experience-based questions. 

34. I base my instruction on curriculum guides or the text
books for the grade level I teach. 

35. I keep notes and write individual histories of each child's 
intellectual, emotional, and physical development. 

36. I have children for just one year. 

37. The class operates within clear guidelines, made explicit. 



38. I take care of dealing with conflicts and disruptive 
behavior without involving the group. 

39. Children's activities, products, and ideas are reflected 
abundantly about the classroom. 

40. I am in charge. 

41. Before suggesting any extension or redirection of 
activity, I give diagnostic attention to the particular 
child and his particular activity. 

42. The children spontaneously look at and discuss each 
other's work. 

43. I use tests to evaluate children and rate them in compar
ison to their peers. 

44. I use the assistance of someone in a supportive, advisory 
capacity. 

45. I try to keep all children within my sight so that I can 
be sure they are doing what they are supposed to do. 

46. I have helpful colleagues with whom I discuss teaching 
ideas. 

47. I keep a collection of each child's work for use in 
evaluating his development. 

48. Evaluation provides information to guide my instruction 
and provisioning for the classroom. 

49. Academic achievement is my top priority for the children. 

50. Children are deeply involved in what they are doing 
through the day. 
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PRINCIPAL QUESTIONNAIRE 

Directions: On the scale to the right of each of the following terms, rate the degree 
of importance you place on each term as it relates to your school. 

1. An energetic, lively organization . I I I I I I I I I I 
• 

Teachers enjoy their work and each other. They | 
are sufficiently motivated to overcome diffi
culties. They help you keep things moving. They ! 
are proud to be associated with this school and * 
you as the principal. 

2. Setting and moving toward goals * I I I 1 I 1 I I I I 

Teachers help to set the goals, know them and ac
tively strive to meet them. They produce freely 
and easily with a minimum of supervision. 

3. Mutual Support 

Teachers contribute to the leadership of the 
school willingly and appropriately. They actively 
support you and you support them, seeking input, 
direction, and concerns and encouraging develop
ment of new methods and materials. 

4. Task Achievement . . . 

Teachers take pride in their work. Acts of 
leadership emerge easily from the staff and from 
you. You help in the achievement of tasks. 

5. Social Needs Satisfaction 

The staff feels good about coming to school. 
They don't spend a great deal of time worrying 
about the way things should be because they are 
content with the way things are or are moving. 

6. Authenticity of Behavior 

The staff and you are able to exhibit open be
havior. You are yourselves and not playing a 
role. 

7. Compatability with the Job 

You feel good about your placement in this 
school. You are in this school by choice and at 
least for this year, you would rather be here 
than in another school. 

8. Satisfaction with the Job 

You are happy and content in your position. You 
enjoy your work and feel good about what you are 
doing. 
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CAPSULE DESCRIPTIONS OF THE 16 PRIMARY PERSONALITY FACTORS 
(IPAT, 1979) 

Reserved, Detached, 
Critical, Cool, Impersonal 

(Sizothymia) 

People who score low (sten of 
1 to 3) on Factor A tend to be 
stiff, cool, skeptical, and aloof. 
They like things, rather than 
people, working alone, and avoid
ing compromises of viewpoints. 
They are likely to be precise and 
"rigid" in tiieir way of doing 
things and in their personal 
standards. In many occupations 
these are desirable traits. They 
may tend, at times, to be criti
cal, obstructive, or hard. 

Warmhearted, Outgoing, 
Participating, Interested in 

People, Easy-going 
(Affectothymia) 

People who score high (sten 
of 8 to 10) on Factor A tend to 
be goodnatured, easy-going, emo
tionally expressive, ready to 
cooperate, attentive to people, 
softhearted, kindly, adaptable. 
They like occupations dealing 
with people and socially impres
sive situations, and they readily 
form active groups. They are 
generous in personal relations, 
less afraid of criticism, better 
able to remember names of people. 

Factor A 

vs. 

Factor B 

Less Intelligent, vs. More Intelligent, 

Concrete-thinking Abstract-thinking, Bright 
(Lower scholastic mental capacity) (Higher scholastic mental capacity) 

The person scoring low on 
Factor B tends to be slow to 
learn and grasp, dull, given to 
concrete and literal Interpreta
tion. This dullness may be 
simply a reflection of low intel
ligence, or it may represent poor 
functioning due to psycho-
pathology. 

The person who socres high on 
Factor B tends to be quick to 
grasp ideas, a fast learner, in
telligent. There is some corre
lation with level of culture, and 
some with alertness. High scores 
contraindicate deterioration of 
mental functions in pathological 
conditions. 
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Factor C 

Affected by Feelings, Emotionally vs. 
Less Stable, Easily Upset, 

Changeable 
(Lower ego strength) 

Emotionally Stable, Mature, 

Faces Reality, Calm, 
Patient 

(Higher ego strength) 

The person who scores low on 
<• Factor C tends to be low in frus

tration tolerance for unsatisfac
tory conditions, changeable and 
plastic, evading necessary real
ity demands, neurotically 
fatigued, fretful, easily annoyed 
and emotional, active in dissat
isfaction, having neurotic 
symptoms (Phobias, sleep distur
bances, psychosomatic complaints, 
etc.). Low Factor C score is 
common to almost all forms of 
neurotic and some psychotic dis
orders. 

The person who scores high on 
Factor C tends to be emotionally 
mature, stable, realistic about 
life, unruffled, possessing ego 
strength, better able to maintain 
solid group morale. This person 
may be making a resigned adjust
ment* to unsolved emotional 
Problems. 

*Shrewd clinical observers have 
pointed out that a good C level 
sometimes enables a person to 
achieve effective adjustment de
spite an underlying psychotic 
potential. 

Factor E 

Humble, Mild, Accommodating, vs. Assertive, Aggressive, 
Easily Led, Conforming Authoritative, Competitive, 

(Submissiveness) Stubborn 
(Dominance) 

Individuals scoring low on 
Factor E tend to give way to 
others, to be docile, and to con
form. They are often dependent, 
confessing, anxious for obses
sional correctness. This 
passivity is part of many neurotic 
syndromes. 

Individuals scoring high on 
Factor E are assertive, self-
assured, and independent-minded. 
They tend to be austere, a law 
to themselves, hostile or extra-
punitive, authoritarian (managing 
others), and disregarding of 
authority. 
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Factor F 

Sober, Prudent, Serious 
Taciturn 

(Desurgency) 

Low scorers on Factor F tend 
to be restrained, reticent, and 
introspective. They are some
times dour, pessimistic, unduly 
deliberate, and considered smug 
and primly correct by observers. 
They tend to be sober, dependable 
people. 

vs. Happy-go-lucky, Impulsively 

Lively, Enthusiastic, Heedless 
(Surgency) 

High scorers on this trait 
tend to be cheerful, active, 
talkative, frank, expressive, 
effervescent, and carefree. They 
are frequently chosen as elected 
leaders. They may be impulsive 
and mercurial. 

Factor G 

Expedient, Disregards Rules, 
Feels Few Obligations 

(Weaker superego strength) 

People who score low on Factor 
G tend to be unsteady in purpose. 
They are often casual and lacking 
in effort for group undertakings 
and cultural demands. Their free
dom from group influence may lead 
to antisocial acts, but at times 
makes them more effective, while 
their refusal to be bound by rules 
causes them to have less somatic 
upset from stress. 

vs. Conscientious/ Persevering, 
Proper,* Moralistic, Rule-bound 
(Stronger superego strength) 

People who score high on 
Factor G tend to be exacting in 
character, dominated by sense of 
duty, persevering, responsible, 
planful, "fill the unforgiving 
minute." They are usually con
scientious and moralistic, and 
they prefer hard-working people 
to witty companions. The inner 
"categorical imperative" of this 
essential superego (in the 
psychoanalytic sense) should be 
distinguished from the super
ficially similar "social ideal 
self" of Q3+. 
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Factor H 

Shy, Restrained, Threat-
sensitive, Timid 

(Threctia) 

Individuals who score low.on 
this trait tend to be shy, with
drawing, cautious, retiring, 
"wallflowers." They usually have 
inferiority feelings and tend to 
be slow and impeded in speech and 
in expressing themselves. They 
dislike occupations with personal 
contacts, prefer one or two close 
friends to large groups, and are 
not given to keeping in contact 
with all that is going on around 
them. 

vs. Venturesome, Socially Bold, 
Uninhibited, Spontaneous 

(Parmia) 

Individuals who score high on 
Factor H are sociable, bold, 
ready to try new things, spon
taneous, and abundant in emo
tional response. Their "thick-
skinnedness" enables them to face 
wear and tear in dealing with 
people and grueling emotional 
situations, without fatigue. 
However, they can be careless of 
detail, ignore danger signals, 
and consume much time talking. 
They tend to be "pushy) and 
actively interested in the oppo
site sex. 

Factor I 

Tough-minded, Self-reliant, vs. Tender-minded, Intuitive, 
Realistic, No-nonsense Unrealistic, Sensitive 

(Harria) (Premsia) 

People who score low on Factor 
I tend to be tough, realistic, 
"down-to-earth," independent, re
sponsible, but skeptical of sub
jective, cultural elaborations. 
They are sometimes unmoved, hard, 
cynical, smug. They tend to keep 
a group operating on a practical 
and realistic "no-nonsense basis. 

People who score high on 
Factor I tend to be emotionally 
sensitive, day-dreaming, artis
tically fastidious, and fanciful. 
They are sometimes demanding of 
attention and help, impatient, 
dependent, temperamental, and 
not very realistic. They dislike 
crude people and rough occupa
tions. In a group, they often 
tend to slow up group performance 
and to upset group morale by 
undue fussiness. 
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Factor L 

Trusting, Adaptable, Free of 
Jealousy, Easy to 

Get on With 
(Alaxia) 

The person who scores low on 
Factor L tends to be free of 
jealous tendencies, adaptable, 
cheerful, uncompetitive, con
cerned about others, a good team 
worker. They are open and 
tolerant and usually willing to 
take a chance with people. 

vs. Suspicious, Self-opinionated, 
HaEd-to Fool, Skeptical, 

Questioning 
(Protension) 

People who score high on 
Factor L tend to be mistrusting 
and doubtful. They are often in
volved in their own egos and are 
self-opinionated and interested 
in internal, mental life. Usu
ally they are deliberate in their 
actions, unconcerned about other 
people, and poor team members. 

N.B. This factor is not necessarily paranoia. In fact, the data on 
paranoid schizophrenics are not clear as to typical Factor L value to be 
expected for them. 

Factor M 

Practical, Careful, Conventional vs. 
Regulated by External 

Realities 
(Praxernia) 

Low scorers on Factor M tend 
to be anxious to do the right 
things, attentive to practical 
matters, and subject to the dic
tation of what is obviously pos
sible. They are concerned over 
detail, able to keep their heads 
in emergencies, but are sometimes 
unimaginative. In short, they 
are responsive to the outer, 
rather than the inner, world. 

Imaginative, Careless of Practical 
Matters, Unconventional, 

Absent-minded 
(Autia) 

High scorers on Factor M tend 
to be unconventional, unconcerned 
over everyday matters, self-
motivated, imaginatively creative, 
concerned with "essentials," 
often absorbed in thought, and 
oblivious of particular people 
and physical realities. Their 
inner-directed interests some
times lead to unrealistic 
situations accompanied by expres
sive outbursts. Their individu
ality tends to cause them to be 
rejected in group activities. 
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Factor N 

Forthright, Natural, Genuine, 
Unpretentious 
(Artlessness) 

Individuals who score low on 
Factor N have a lot of natural 
warmth and a genuine liking for 
people, are uncomplicated and 
sentimental, and are unvarnished 
in their approach to people. 

vs. Shrewd, Calculating, Socially 
Alert, Insightful 

(Shrewdness) 

Individuals who score high 
on Factor N tend to be polished, 
experienced, and shrewd. Their 
approach to people and problems 
is usually perceptive, hard-
headed, and efficient, an unsen
timental approach to situations, 
an approach akin to cynicism. 

Factor 0 

Unperturbed, Self-assured, 
Confident, Secure, Self-satisfied 

(Untroubled adequacy) 

Persons with low scores on 
Facotr ( tend to be unruffled, 
with unshakable nerve. They have 
a mature, unanxious confidence in 
themselves and their capacity to 
deal with things. They are resi
lient and secure, but to the point 
of being insensitive of when a 
group is not going along with 
them, so that they may evoke 
antipathies and distrust. 

vs. Apprehensive, Self-reproaching, 
Worrying, Troubled 
(Guilt proneness) 

Persons with high scores on 
Factor 0 have a strong sense of 
obligation and high expectations 
of themselves. They tend to 
worry and feel anxious and guilt-
stricken over difficulties. 
Often they do not feel accepted 
in groups or free to participate. 
High Factor 0 score is very com-1-
mon in clinical groups of all 
types (see Handbook). 
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Conservative, Respecting 
Established Ideas, Tolerant 
of Traditional Difficulties 

(Conservatism) 

Low scorer on Factor Q1 are 
confident in what they have been 
taught to believe, and accept the 
"tried and true," despite incon
sistencies, when something else 
might be better. They are 
cautious and compromising in re
gard to new ideas. Thus, they 
tend to oppose and postpone 
change, are inclined to go along 
with tradition, are more conser
vative in religion and politics, 
and tend not to be interested in 
analytical "intellectual" 
thought. 

Experimenting, Liberal 

Analytical, Likes Innovation 

(Radicalism) 

High scorers on Factor Q1 
tend to be interested in intel
lectual matters and to have 
doubts on fundamental issues. 
They are skeptical and inquiring 
regarding ideas, either old or 
new. Usually they are more well 
informed, less inclined to 
moralize, more inclined to ex
periment in life generally, and 
more tolerant of inconvenience 
and change. 

Factor Q1 

vs. 

Factor Q2 

Group Oriented, A "Joiner" 
and Sound Follower 
(Group adherence) 

Individuals who score low on 
Factor Q2 prefer to work and make 
decisions with other people and 
like and depend on social approval 
and admiration. They tend to go 
along with the group and may be 
lacking in individual resolution. 
They are not necessarily gregar
ious by choice; rather they might 
need group support. 

vs. Self-sufficient, Prefers Own 
Decisions, Resourceful 
(Self-sufficiency) 

Individuals who score high 
on Factor Q2 are temperamentally 
independent, accustomed to going 
their own way, making decisions 
and taking action on their own. 
They discount public opinion, but 
are not necessarily dominant in 
their relations with others (see 
Factor E); in fact, they could be 
hesitant to ask others for help. 
They do not dislike people, but 
simple do not need their agree
ment or support. 
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Factor Q3 

Undisciplined Self-conflict, 

Careless of Protocol, 
Follows Own Urges 
(Low Integration) 

vs. Controlled, Socially Precise, 

Following Self-image, 
Compulsive 

(High self-concept control) 

People who score low on Factor 
Q3 will not be bothered with will 
control and have little regard 
for social demands. They are im
petuous and not overly consider
ate, careful, or painstaking. 
They may feel maladjusted, and 
many maladjustments (especially 
the affective, but not the para
noid) show Q3—. 

People who score high on . 
Factor Q3 tend to have strong 
control of their emotions and 
general behavior, are inclined to 
be socially aware and careful, 
and evidence what is commonly 
termed "self-respect" and high 
regard for social reputation. 
They sometimes tend, however, 
to be perfec'-irnistic and obsti
nate. Effective leaders, and 
some paranoids, are high on Q3. 

Factor Q4 

Relaxed, Tranquil, Torpid, 
Unfrustrated 

(Low ergic tension) 

Individuals who score low on 
Factor Q4 tend to be sedate, re
laxed, composed, and satisfied 
(not frustrated). In some situ
ations, their oversatisfaction 
can lead to laziness and low per
formance, in the sense that low 
motivation produces little trial 
and error. Conversely, high 
tension level may disrupt school 
and work performance. 

vs. Tense, Frustrated, Driven, 
Restless, Overwrought 
(High ergic tension) 

Individuals who score high on 
Factor Q4 tend to be tense, rest
less, fretful, impatient, and 
hard driving. They are often 
fatigued, but unable to remain 
inactive. In groups they take a 
poor view of the degree of unity, 
orderliness, and leadership. 
Their frustration represents an 
excess of stimulated, but un
discharged, drive. 
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