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"personality types and their reported problemrsolving strategies. To \

- test the hypothesis that the maaner in which the principals report
that they would solye a problem would be characteristic of their

"-psychological types, the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI) and the ,
Principal ‘Problem Strategy Questionnaire (PPSQ)-were administered to
86 principals. The MBTI was scored for preferences in pereeiving

(sensing or intuitive) and judging (thinking or feeling) functions to
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would také. Answers to the PPSQ were coded for the respondent's . '
psychological type functions based on MBTI results, and six Q-sorters
independently classified PPSQ responses by characteristics of -
psychological "types. Results indicate that perceived problem-solving:
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according to their psychological type characteristics.*It is
concluded that if repérted strategies reflect-actual strategies,, -
%syc?ologicél type is a major dete;minant'of leader behavior.
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' Ratlonale T . : R .

’Ihe elementary school pr1nc1palsh1p is a mlddle management position. e

pr1nC1pal must administer his or her school urder the’ "umbrella" of general

4

'school board )pollcy Even i:hough each principal in a partlcular school"

‘ dlstrlct operates | under the same set of pollc1esl each has a certaJ_n amount of

autonomy. I fact, some of the more recent theorles of school organlzatlons

-~

view the school district as "loosely coupled" organlzatlons (March & Olsen,

l976- Welck, 1976) his means that subunlts, central offlce, and'lndlv1dual

'schools, are reIatlvely 1ndependent of one another and are not controlled as __

e

‘L

'dlrectly by the level abaove them in the hlerarchy as authorltarlan bureaucracy

theory would 1nd1cate , Irr any case,- the elementary school principal has a *
falr amount of latltnde in determ:r*ng how to administer the school.

It is the assumptlon of thls researcher that the manner in whlch each
pr1nc1pal 1nterprets and 1mplements board policy goes a long way toward—
determ:.nmgsthe unique nature of eacwihh school. ‘ Further it is assumed that the
rules, reguIations and procedures ::established by the. principal for the

A

oper'ation of the school are greatly influenced by each principal's perception

of his or her leadership role as elementary school principal.

It has been established that there is an inherent complexity ard varlety

in the way that the principal performs his or‘ her role (Lipham and Hoeh, 1974;

‘March, "1978). It is the underlying hypothesis of this study that some of this

varlety is due to the differences in .pers!onality traits of the principals.
Although there are a variety of tasks associated ‘_with -the role, the tasks of
responding to préblem situation seem ta be generic to the principalship. It
is'this task that is central this research. It\ is hypothesized therefore
that the mamner in which the principals perceive that they would respond to a

. . = ¢
problem situation would be characteristic to their psychological types.




. success of the school,

Background ‘_.':‘-"" | S . ‘ : e

The literatu’fe clearly sdpports the notion that the elementary school

l'—

v

principal holds a key position in the’ school s ,success (Llpharn, 19é1'-
Henthorn, 1980; Brookover et al./:1979; GOodlad and Kle:.n, ]974- Blumberg and
Greenfleld, 1980). | Studies of school_ effectlveness have focused on many
characteristics such as school '_social —systems‘, schdol goals and obje\c':tives;

and attitudes and norms (Brookover et al., 1979; Squires, 1980; Wynne, 1980).

[

research has shown that the'p_rincipal's leadership is a key factor in the

. W

4

Sarason (1974) ooncludes that principals are aware that they are part of

“»

a very complex, if not incomprehensible; artangement of roles and functions.

Sarason believes that the manner in which the princvipa_l iels his or her

4

Henthorn, in hig reviéw of school'effectivenesd studies, reports that the

. . . ) | ] . .(. e
behavior is related to external forces or internal forces i an important:
X Ln \,

factor in determining how they behave. Wayson (19741 contends‘\‘-{;hat much of

what ,,constiatutes_,lead'ership,behavior -in- & role such—-as-the-principalship-is
® N .

facilitated or retarded by personal factors--knowledge, skills, a{;tltudes,
. ! . \ B \ .
preferences and habits. He maintains, like Sarason, 'that the constraints on
the principal arise primarily- from the way one chooses to view one's self, the
N ) . LY R

world, and one's role.

It is &ese‘differéqces in which an elementaty school principal chodses

to "view one's self, ‘his or ner world, and his“or her role" and the effects of

these views on a pfincipal's perceived leadership behavior that is the focus.

of this study. . .

Lven though leadershjp has been studied for. aimost 200 years, much

o
remains a mystery about thig 'Phénomenon. Stogd111 (1974) and Korman (1966) in
their extensive reviews of jeadership research have reported that most of the

results are inconclusjve ang often conflicting.
1 t
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One of the earliest approaches to the study of leadership was the trait

approach - 'The, underlyiné notiOn of this approach Was that some persons are

"born leaders," that is, that they possess certain traits that make them

uniquely quallfled to lead
Most of the e?rly leadership trait studies compared,leaders with non-
leaders to see whut differences existed with respect ‘to physical

characteristics, personaiity, and ability.” Some studies focused on traits of,
o :

. -t : : N .
"y successful leaders as compared with less .successful leaders. ‘Trait research

-~

has been reviewed by various schoiars (Giob, 1054; Mann, 1959; Stogdill, 1948, .
1974),and in general, the .studies reviewed failed to support the delC 'premise,
of the trait approac:'hi. 'the assumption ;:hat 2 person must possess certain
traits in order to be a Success'fu}. leader. Although some traits seem to be
relevant for some kinds of lea_ders, t{:ese traits .didunot'seem rel’evan't. to

-

others. A leader with certain traits could be effective in one situation, but’

__ineffective in another. 1In addition, j;y(o_,ieaders with .diff_erent/; Upatte‘r"ns oould ”

. P T4
be successful in the same situation. ' ' : Y

-

v

T —

Iq!llght of the prev1ous; studies, it may seem that to initiate a scudy to.
1nvestlgate leader personallty characterlstlcs would be folly, however, as

Yukl (1981) pomts out, leadershlp researchers. may have 0verreacted to the

,earlier pesslmlstlc literature reviews by rejectlng the relevance of traits

altogether. - ’Ih:.s)/ls evidenced by Stogdill (1974, p. 72) who states that:

The reviews by Bird, Jenkins, and Stcgdill have been
cited as evidence in support of the view that leadership is .
entirely situational In origin and that no personal
characteristics are predictive of leadership. This view
seems to overemphasize the situational, and underemphasize
the pérsonal nature of leadership.

(]

I
A

This is not to sugdest a return to the "natural leader" approach, but
rather an approach that supports the notion that certain traits increase the

likelihood that a leader will behave in a particular way. ‘here are too many

[N
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‘contmgenc1es surrounding the leadershlp process to, assure that ‘these. tralts

- &

- will control the* 51tuatlon. The effect of these different traits may be

dependent somewhat upon the nature of the leadership,situation. - HoweveN

Q i . T o . .

. since we have an jrcomplete picture of the processes underlying the complexity:

]

and dynamics of leadership, a study of the.relationship of certain persoriality o
+ l —_—

characteristics and perceived leadership behavior seems useful in helping to

t

\ -

"unravel this puzzle.” o | “’

The personality characteristic® studied in" this research is the

"pergoriality trait that deals with preferences of how one "'de‘als witﬁh his or
her world " A theory that descrlbes this aspect of the p«=rsom— '1ty was

jeveloped by Carl G. Jung. o : ) S -

Jung's theory of psychological types (1923) is wconr_:erned witl{preferences

people have in using their mental processes. He described various personality

~functions ‘and attitudes that are basic in the way we prefer to deal with our

world. As we have grown up, we have made choices as to how we would like to
-~ . . - : . . -

live our lives. These choices have resulted in the formation of preferences.

v -

Our preference for. a partlcular functlon or attitude, in .turn,.is

\

,characterlstlc and is referred to as our psychologlcal type.

°

,’Ihe basic preferences that Jung alludes"to are centered on the way people

prefer. tc p‘erceive the world and the way they prefer to make judgments.

-

Perceiving is defined as be)ing,‘ "the process of becoming aware of things, -«
penple, occurrences, and ideas. \Judging, includes t]ie processes of -coming to
conclusions about what has been perceived. ftgether, perc‘eption and judgment,
“which make up a large portion of people's mental activity, govern much’ of

their oyter ‘behavior, -be{:au‘se perception-by-definition determines what people
N~ .

see in a situation and their judyment determines what tihéy decide to do about -
. Y M .

it." (Myers, 1980,.p.l).

n
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. Jung postulated op0051te preferences for perce1v1ng- Sensatlon (S) and

L
-

Inturtlon {N). At any given moment a “person will g; ‘iize one of the two

[

possible fqnctlons. Sen51ng is a preference for perceiving immediate real ' .,
o solfd facts of experience. 'Ihls fuhction empl\_ys all’ the senses in gathermg :
: clata. Intultlon, on t'?’xe other hand, 1s(the preference for @celvmg meaning -
and rela'clonsh'lps of experience, and p0551b111t1es that are heyond the reach

, . . .
@f one's senses. All of us use the sensing function-.and intuition function,

R

but not at the same time. It is basic to the theory, that while we will use .-

both sensing and intuition, we ‘'will not use them with equal liking. -We prefer

~

cne qver' the other.
."Ih‘e same is true for the two ncssibilities in the mental processes of
j_urlgment: Fgeling (F) and Thinking (%). Feeling is defined as a preferénce“ oy
for making jn'dgments subjectively and bers'onally, weighing‘ values, and
stressirig the importance of 'making choices for oneself and other peopi'e.
Thinking is a preference for_making judgments objecti‘:eiy and ifnpersonalliz,

. analyzing facts a‘n'd ordering them in term; of c.ause_and‘effect. The ‘person
that prefers the feeling function will take into account anything tha't is
1mportant to them, W1thout rec;u1r1ng that it necessarily be logical. A pe\rson
u51ng the thlnklng functlon will usually make judgments loglcally and
mpersonally on the ba515 of cause and effect. (McCaulley and Natter, 1974,

-p. 1lO5). As with the two prefe rence possibilities for percelvmg we use both
feeling and thinking at different times, but will prefer using one over the
other. ' B \ R

The kind of perceptio"n‘ function you; prefer to use, either sensfng or
1ntu1t10n, can combine with whatever kind of judgment process, thinking or
feeling, that you,pre_fer to use. 'Therefore, you can. have four possible

combinations of functions: -‘Sensing—Feeling (SF), Sensing-Thinking (ST),

Intuition-Feeling (NF), or Intuition-Thinking (NT). Each of these different




~3

combinations. ‘produces a different set of characteristics. These

¥ ° ‘ ;o T, ' . . - © ) .-‘

characteristics cdntribute to such individual differences as values, needs,
p - : ‘ & -

«

interests, habits, and surface traits. . -

b

Be;ides the: féur, functions_in>vol‘véd Lv/vith pérceiving,and judgirig, Jung
‘deécr.ibes two major' personality attiﬁuldes: Extraversion (E) and Inéroversion
(I). ‘Tese attitudes deal wiith how one grefers to usé thé 'perc‘eix_fihg and
judging funcotions in gathering data. Fxtravexgts I;refer to use their f’unctyions
with the outer world of peoiple and thinds, ‘while introverts prefer to perceivc;
and judge the inner world of concepts and ideas. 'p)(tra\iérts will tend to be

: . . 3 .
more . interested in working-actively with people and things, while introverts

. will be more comfbrt’able when they are involved with ideds that require their

activity to take place inside their heads (Myers,'1962). -As in the case of

the mental functions, we prefer to use one attitude over the other and use
© (23 :
only one at a time. :

14

by Isabel Myers, and her mother, Katharine C. Briggs. These attitudes are

concerned with the way people enjoy dealing with their outer world. 'The two
' [

preference pbs_si,biliti'es are: Judgment (J) and erception (P). People with a ‘

judging prefererice likes to live in an orderly, planned way. They desire to

regulate and control their life. . The persons with a percejfing preference

enjoys being more spontaneous and flexible. ‘They want to understand life and |

b‘e able to adapt to events. (Myers, 1962). The nomeﬁclature for this
attitude may at,firsti seem somewhat unfortunate, since the central me;nl;aI
functions described in Jung's theory focus 61'_1 the way one prefers to perceive
and judge the wo;ld. Ijléwevér, tﬁe terms are apropos sinqe this attitude’is

‘ b .
related to those functions. The Judging-Perceiving (JP) attitude indicates

the dominant mental process. For example, if a person has a Perceiving (P)

G K
4.
S

=

Two additional attitudes which enchance Jung's original theory were added




' attitude then their perceiVing function (aither senSing/ohntuition) is .
dominant over’their judging function (either thinkj_ng or feeling).- If, on the
. . , . ’ ¢

other hang, they hav-e a Judging (J) attitude then their judging function
“(thinking ‘or. feelind) is.dom/inant over their perceiving function (sensing or :
mtuition) - | ‘ v
g The different attituaes can act in combination w1th themselves and also
with the different functions discussed earlier.. 'This means, for example, that
a '.psycho]a.ogica'l type could result that-is de‘sc'ribed as an extraverted,
ensing, feeling, judging™ (ESFJ) type or’ possibly an introverted, intuition,
. thi(hking, perce:Wing (INIP) type. A total of 16 pOSSlble types can result '
from the various com.bmations of the four functionms and four attitudes. Each_
of the 16 types have characteristics unique to that particular type: these
characteristics are describeg in détail in Myers (1962, 1980). Myers and
{ »

Briggs developed an_ instrurq_ﬂm' to measure psychological types.. “ This

1nstrument, the Myers—Briggs 'Iype Indicator (1962), was used in this study.

~Although numerous research”‘studies have been reported usmg G the Myers-:" S
'Briggs Type Indicator as an investigative tool in education, very few have’

/
"studied school adminfstrators, Essbntially, there have been.three studies:

von Fange, 1961; Wright, 1966; and Morrison, 1980. The central purpose of

these studies was to determine the frequency distribution of personality types

among the administrators In all the studies’ the extraverted sensing,
AN .
'v a\

thinkingf,u,gudging type (I:S'IJL was the predominate type. Almost all the

v,

» admmistrators in the three studies were male '

Von Fange s sample of 63 principals in Canada showed }:STJ to be clearly

the most co\m\rion type. Alth_ough there was a broader representation among the

66 superintendents that he studied, the majority were of the E®'TT type.

Wright (1966) found that the personality of the 39 elementary school




v
-

pr1nc1pals that she studied to be prlmarlly of the extraver51on, thlnklng,

judging type
Morrison (1980) found that.of the 29 principals that he studied, 83% were
- /K '
judging and 79% were sensing as opposed tc? perceiving and intuitive. He found

') -
that ten times as many principals had the Sensing-Judging .(SJ) combination,

than the Intuitive-Perceiving (NP) combination.
No research has been located that l:xas investigated the relationship®of

school principals' personality types to principals' perception of their roles

4

or their behavior. In fact, no studies have been located that relate

Y

principal> personality ' types to any organizatri_..onal précessas.

The pfimary purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship
- between elemehtary séhool principals’' psychological types and théir perciived
problem- solv1ng strategles In addition to seeking greater uri;ie'rstanding‘
about . the leadership char;cterlstlcs of pr1nc1pals, thls relsearch also had a
general aim of contrlbutlng ev1dence to the construct valldlty of Junglan

" ty;;ology "The research centered on the functlons descrlbed by Jung and the.

following research questic_:ns guidé@fﬁ:he study: .

1. 1Is thére a significant difference between Sensing \(S)
and Intuitive (N) vprinci}‘l)als' perceived problem-solving
strategies? . - :

2. 1Is there a significant difference between 'Ihin];ing (D)

and Feeling (F)“Principals' perceived proclemsolving

strategies?
Methodology " ‘ ’ - £
< N '

Sample
Lighty-six. elementary school principals from the Chicago“and Washington,

‘D.C. suburban areas participated in this study. A The sample included 36

-
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\

principals from two districts in the Chicago area and 30 from one district in
\
the Washington, D.C. area. These principals were invited to be part of the «
. ‘

study and their participation was strictly voluntary. The sample was composed

of 45 men and 41 women. . o

Data Collection

The principals were administered the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator, Form F,
(MBTI) using the standard instructions. A few weeks after the MB1I was given,

the .principals were gathered together in their respective districts and were

asked by the researcher to respond to the Principal Problem Strategy

Questionnaire (PPSQ). After the PPSQ data was collected the principals
)
participated in a workshop to describe and analyze their MB"I results.
. .

. . '.' . ' S s NI .
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Prlnc1pal Problem Strategy Questlom_x’alre L hg\, " P S G
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’Ihe Prlncipal ISroblem Str'?tegy Questlonnalre (PPSQ) 1s an 1nstrumenb S
- " '- L * B

developed for th1s research to gather data pertalnlng to. percelved problem ;L -f.;_',j

LRI 4 R )

solving strategies. 'Ihe questlonnalre contains - twelve problem situations that
are typical to the elementary school environment. e respondents are asked
to describe in in their own words what action they would take in each situation..

- In order to develop the vignettes, the part1c1pants of the Peabody -

K o

College of Vanderbilt Uni‘versity Principal’s Institute were asked to 1dent\fy .

typlcal and promlnent problem areas that they- encountered in the elemmtary

A
school. 'Ihe-vignettes were then written relative to these probleR areas. /. r’he

|
.

. ' . ' , Yoo ’ ,

resulting vignettes werc reviewed by a group of educational ndmﬁnist_.ratlon
doctoral students at Peabody for the purposes of clarity and appropriateness.
This review resulted in the original list of flfteon v1gnettc being roduced !

to twelve. The reasons for this,was twofold, flrst thcrc were three

situations that the students felt were very similar to others in the

. ) ' : .o



