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" CHAPTER T
INTRODUCTION

The principal typlcally has been a leader in the
instructional process w1th roles as stlmulator, supporter,
and evaluator (Brlcker 1978) Basedxonuexhaustlve studies
of innovative projects funded in the natlon s schools under
the Elementary and Secondary Educatlon Act (ESEA), Title
IVC, Paul Berman (1977) of the Rand Corpotatlon has stated
that the principal is cruc1al in the change process.
Accordingly, Ford (1980) states that "the behav1or of an
administrator will change from one 51tuatlon to another.
The administrator who develops and acqulres this knowledge
of planning, decision maklng, and communlcatlon along
with the exercise of ethical behaviof Qill excel in many
situations regardlessﬂoftthe style."u 5ennings (1972)
concurs when he statesj‘“anthorities belleve that groups
are characterized by specitic problems, and people who pos-
sess specific skills necessary to solve the problems rise
to positions of leadership." According to the Assessment

Center of the National Association of Secondary School

Principals (NASSP, 1982) twelve skill dimensions that

relate to the most important characteristics of successful

1



principals are: (1) problem analysis, (2) judgment, (3)
organizational ability, (4) decisiveness, (5) leadership,
(6) sensitivity, (7) stress tolerance, (8) oral communicé—
tion, (9) written communication, (10) range of interests,
(11) personal motivation, and (12) educational values.

The awareness of the revealing and profound state-
ments suggest that the public school principal possesses
multiple cognipive skills; these skills enable him to
survive in the volatile arena of public education. The
realities of public education demand that the effective
principal demonstrate skills in public and community rela-
tions, personnel, student and teacher morale, budgeting
and finance, discipline, scheduling, staff development, -
school law, problem. solving, and instructional leadership.

To facilitate the principal's accomplishing the goals
alluded to, he must be able to conceptualize, analyze,
evaluate, remember, plan, organize, and,among other cogni-
tive characteristics, demonstrate wisdom. To state the
issue more precisely, the developing and eventual mastery
of the types of critical thinking skills delineated will

lead to a more productive and effective public school

administrator.



Statement of the Problem

The extent to which principals utilize thinking
strategies delineated in this study has not previously been
known. The problem can be defined as inadequacy of in-
formation concerning the use of specific thinking strategies
in school administration. E.R.I.C. searches and other li-
brary searches disclosed no previous systematic study of
frequency and priority of thinking strategies in school
administration. In this study school principals and gradu-
ate students of educational administration have evaluated
the importance and frequency of use of 25 thinking strategies.
How does each member of both groups of respondents rate
the priority of each of the thinking strategies? How does
each respondent rate the freguency of use of each of the
25 thinking strategies? How do the rankings of frequency
of use compare with rankings of priority for each of the

25 thinking strategies?

Statement of the Purpose

The purpose of this study is to analyze responses of
Dallas Independent School District administrators and of
Texas Woman's University graduate students enrolled in educa-
tional administration courses to compare perceptions of the
importance of and the frequency of use of identified thinking

strategies utilized by school administrators.



vaotheses of the Study

The following fogr hypotheses were tested:

1. When school administrators. evaluate a list of 25
selected thinking sﬁrategies, the frequency ratings for use
of the thinking strategies differ significantly from the
administratér;s priority rating of the importance of
these same tﬁinking éfrategies.

2. When graduafé students enrolled in educational
administratioh,courséé evaluate a list of 25 selected
thinking strategies relative to the types of thinking
strategiesiﬁﬁilized‘by school adminiStrators, the frequ-
ency ratings[for usevdf the thinkiné strategies diffef
significantly from the student's priority ratings of the
importance of these sémé thinking sfrategies. H

3. When!school‘pfiﬁcipals!evaluate a list of thinking
strategies, the prinéiﬁéﬁs’ priority ratings of the
importance of the thinking strategies will differ signi-
ficantly from the priofity ratings of the importance of
these same thinking strategieé by graduate students en-
rolled in educational administration courses.

4. When graduate students enrolled in educational
administration coursés evaluate a list of 25 thinking
strategies, the rating of the students' perceptions of

the frequency for use of the thinking strategies by



administrators will differ significantly from the school
administrators' rating of the actual frequency of use of

these same thinking strategies by administrators.

Definition of Terms

For the purpose of this study, theﬁfollowing defini-

tions have been operationalized:

Thinking strateqy is the process of logical analyses

and/or actions for the purpose of attaining desirable

results.

Conceptualization is the development of clear images

of ideas, plans, attributes, systems or organization, or

forecasts of potential products.

Perception is discernment, detection, awareness,

identification, or realization through the basic senses.
It is the alert consciousness of reality and of connec-
tions.

Analysis is the outlining, charting, or diagnosing
of complex phenomena, dividing them into their basic ele-
ments and probing the inter-relationships of the elements.

Synthesis is the planned combination of elements and
parts so as to produce a coherent, integrated product.

Interpersonal interaction is the dynamic relationship

of two or more people, including the influence of each

person on each of the others.
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Planning is the systematic development of an organiza-
tion or arrangement for production or achievement. It is
the design and definition of relationships. It is effec-
tive preparation for thinking and learning.

Leadership is the process of organizing a group of

people to work together effectively to produce desired re-
sults and achievement.

Reading is apprehending and understanding the meaning
of written or published or printed information. It is the
gaining of knowledge and comprehension from written or

printed words.

Observation is gaining knowledge and information from

watching people, action, and phenomena.
Listening is the active reception of ideas and in-

formation from the oral language of others.

Classification is the organization of information into

discrete sets, groups, or classes according to definite

criteria.

Logical relationships are connections and implica-

tions between or among ideas, processes, personnel, or
phenomena derived on the basis of systematic, deliberative
reasoning, following fundamental rules of logic.

Decision making is the settling or determination of

what is to be done, the resolution of a conflict, agreement



on action, or determination to make a stand. Decision
making brings a conclusion or settlement of 'a matter.

Advocacy is the support or sustaining of a person or
process. Literally advocacy means "called toward", taking
the side of a person or a cause.

Imagination is the projection of new ‘and creative

ideas for action, the innovative design of an original

plan for action.

Organization is the systematic planning for the

utilization of personnel, resources, and processes for
the fulfillment of objectives.

Wisdom is the intelligent application of learning,
the ability to discern essential relationships, the

capacity to judge correctly concerning action and choices

among alternatives.

Idea finding is the search for and discovery of ideas

which might be relevant to research or to solving a problem.
An idea is a concept, a proposed invention, or a projected
thought that might be related to a solution, a decision,

or a means towards achievement.

Problem solving is the process of resolving difficulty

or reconciling conflict through thinking of ways to over-

come, avert, or correct the difficulty or conflict.



Evaluation is the process of making perceptions of

comparisons or formulations or decisions, choices or
judgments. It involves objective, concise, realistic,
clear analysis of the subject and all its implications and

ramifications.

Raising questions is introducing ideas or problems or

questions as a basis for investigation, research, or in-
quiry, reflecting inferences that lead to analysis as a
basis for decision making or problem solving.

Initiating, defining, and reorganizing structure is

taking the initiative to conceptualize what an organization
or program can become and building or revising a structure
and clarifying its meaning and purpose to make it effec-

tive.

Meditation is close, concentrated, continuous, re-

flective focus on a question. Meditation requires pro-
found attention to the subject or area being studied.

Persuasion is the process of convincing others to

make a commitment to a program or a course of action.

Memory is the storage and retention of selected facts,

ideas, processes, and perceptions, and their retrieval and
recall from mental storage when needed for the adminis-

trator's thinking (McFarland, Reference Note 1, 1983).



Limitations of the Study

The majority of student subjects will be female and

non-minority.

Significance of the Study

The investigator hopes and believes the results of
this investigation will generate follow up.studies that
will ultimately lead to more effective and productive
staff development in the field of continuing professional
education. Also, the curriculum design, at the university
level, in Educational Administration might be enhanced by
placing emphasis on these thinking strategies. Finally,
the investigator's ultimate hope is to encourage and to
facilitate the process of producing more effective use of
productive thinking strategies among public school admini-
strators.

The basic significance of the study is to analyze the
priorities and frequency of use for 25 thinking strategies
in school administration. Further study and evaluation of
thinking strategies used by school principals might lead

to enhancement of the effectiveness of school leadership.




CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

A computer literature search of ERIC and Dissertation
Abstracts data bases, utilizing the descriptors, "thinking"”
and "administrators", covering the past ten years, was con-
ducted by the researcher. The literature search revealed
over 300 relevant citations: however, closer scrutiny sug-
gests a minimum number of studies reviewing or investigating
school administrators' "thinking strategies". As a result,
the investigator has borrowed relevant and critical litera-
ture from related and general fields of study.

To enhance clarity and continuity, the literature re-
view focused on twenty-five "thinking strategies" identified
by McFarland (Note 2). These 25 thinking strategies are
delineated in the research survey instrument (see Appendix
A). Also the review will be divided into three categories:

(1) Planning, (2) Interpersonal Interaction, and (3)

Problem Solving.
Planning
Faily (1980) states "the dynamic environment confront-

ing organizations, the need to identify emerging roles for

the organization of various social forces makes the plan-
ning function critical, a matter of high priority."

10
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In view of Faily's comments, the "thinking strategies"
(1) organization, (2) conceptualization, (3) leadership,
(4) initiating, defining, and reorganizing structure, (5)
reading, (6) persuasion, and (7) classification will be

presented as interrelated segments of the broader "thinking"

factor, (8) planning.
Faily (1980) continues,

Recent events in American society have served to
focus increased attention on the importance of
planning to the educational system. As a result
of many pressures on the educational system, the
planning function is rapidly assuming top priority
with school administrators. Policies determined
on the spur of the moment are usually ineffec-
tive; furthermore they are often contradictory.
Adequate planning is necessary for effective
administrative behavior. The era of planning

into which we are now entering will demand far
greater capacities to conceive, conceptualize,
negotiate, and compromise on the part of the
administrator.

The development of an educational model to
carry on the planning function rests on the
validity of the following criteria:

1. The planning role must be separated from
the operational role; those charged with planning
cannot devote the time and energy needed to the
operational duty of the organization.

2. Planning encompasses the total organiza-
tion and its needs.

3. The diversity of skills needed to mount
a planning function is a team effort and not a
one-person show.

4. Resources needed for planning are crucial
to its success and are continuing parts of any

budget (Faily, 1980, p. 29).



12

A study conducted by the project team at Platte Tech-

nical Community College (1980) suggests that planning is a

thinking strategy when it delineates that planning is a

skill.
istics,

A.

The Platte study outlines the following character-

pitfalls, and benefits of planning.

Characteristics of good planning

1.

40
5.

Hard document--in written form, not only in
planner's memory where daily problems can
supersede plans.

Regular intervals--done on a regular basis
rather than as sporadic responses to
emergency situations.

Future improvement--emphasis is on looking
ahead, not on trying to compensate for past
mistakes in planning.

Rational--based on facts rather than emotions.

Systematic--well organized as to the who, what,
where, when, why, and how involved.

Pitfalls to be avoided when planning

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Failure to anticipate change.

Unwillingness to take calculated risks.
Failure to establish priorities.

Failure to make plans known to those involved.

Failure to establish measurements at the time
the plan is prepared.

Benefits of planning

Better coordination among departments.

More effective control of operations; planned
objectives are the basis for measurement of
effectiveness.
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3. Easier delegation; plan identifies who can
do. what and standards for successful task
accomplishment.

4. More economical use of resources:; avoid
waste.

Planning‘is intelligent cooperation with the inevitable,
and as such, it is future oriented (Failey, 1980, p. 31).
That is to say, desirgﬁle planning is futuristic and re-
active planning, Planning after the fact is disastrous.
According to Sergiovanni and Carver (1973) the problem ac-
companying reactive planning is ﬁhat

"school executives who practice such planning for-
feit their right to decide the nature of the prob-
lems to which .they will be responding. Once this
right is forfeited, one begins to lose control over
the nature and direction of the organization. The
school as an organization, under such circumstances,
largely determines the nature of goals school
executives and others would pursue, the kinds of
activities and behaviors expressed, and ultimately
the solutions to these problems.

Sergiovanni*and Carver continue by delineating dis-

astrous results of reactive planning:

1. Stability is prized. Reactive behavior is inertia-
based. Periods of inaction are welcome, for they
resemble equilibrium and satisfy the need to
eliminate uncertainty. Stress is kept to a
minimum. Innovation and change are not encouraged,
because they upset the state of equilibrium, re-
sult in stress, and require efforts to bring
about a new level of equilibrium. The location,
intent, or effect of this new level is often
not as important as reaching some level somewhere.

2. Defensive management is encouraged. Reactive
strategies often result in school executives'
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evaluating decision alternatives in terms of
their own safety, security, and status. One who
continually responds to stress which is beyond
his control soon becomes obsessed with his

own survival. The school executive is pitted
against hostile organization and unsympathetic
environment in a win-lose contest.

Paternalism is encouraged. Defensive management
leads to the establishment of alliances. Deci-
sions are often made on the bases of favoritism
and protectiveée trade-offs. Kingdoms are en-
couraged and special interest groups emerge as
protective lobbies. Since little attention is
given to future planning, uncertainty is
actually increased. Information is scarce and
prized. 1In effect the communication network
becomes a control mechanism and reward-granting
device, with school executives buying loyalty
from subordinates by permitting them some access
to the network. People feel safer when they have
some notion of what is going on and will pay ‘for
this safety with loyalty.

Long-range planning is forfeited. Reaction
strategies are oriented toward short-term
survival and maintenance of status quo. Little
attention is given to long-term goals and
directions. Thus while the elimination of un-
certainty is important for today, tomorrow's
problems are ignored because no deliberate at-
tention is given to the future.

Educational goals assume the lowest status. The
most serious result of reactive planning and
decision making is implicit in each of the dangers
discussed above. 1In each case educational goals
and the welfare of students are displayved by
organizational and administrative needs, goals,
and demands. School executives and teachers be-
come defense bound and react to stimuli primarily
in terms of promoting their own safety, security,
and status. Self-actualization of students and
commitment to other educational goals are indeed
luxuries under such conditions (Sergiovanni &
Carver, 1973).
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Blumberg and Greenfield (1980) recognize the role of
the principal in initiating, defining, and reorganizing as
a fu?ction of planning when they state "the principal might
be expected to initiate new structure in interaction with
others in the school system, or at the least, to act as
facilitators of changes initiated by them. The literature
on school organizations indicates that principals can be a
decisive element in determining whether organizational change
efforts succeed or fail" (p. 21).

Small (1974) concurs with Blumberg and Greenfield when
he delineates ten role options as change agents for the
principal; the first one listed is "initiator" (the principal
makes changes according to his perceptions of the need
e o L) (p. 72).

Lewin (1948) concurs with Blumberg, Greenfield and
Small relative to the importance of initiating as a change
agent, however, he goes a step further when he suggests
"permanence of the new level, or permanence for a desired
period, should be included in the objective" (p. 34) of
successful change or initiating.

Reflecting on leadership as a thinking strategy, one
can safely deduce it as an essential segment of effective
planning and implementing. It "has stimulated more

than its share of controversy" (Gibb, 1970, p. 94). Gibb
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(1970) continues by intimating that the review of the litera-
ture, relative to leadership characteristics, falls
short of developing a consensus. There are as many leader-
ship traits as there are leadership studies; there are a
few traits that appear frequently.

Barnard (1948) listed, in order of importance, five
fundamental traits of leaders: vitality and endurance,
decisiveness, persuasiveness, responsibility, and intel-
lectual capacity. Davis (1972) cited intelligence, social
maturity, inner motivation and achievement drives, and
human relations attitudes. Stogdill (1948) listed traits
of persons holding positions of leadership: (1) intelli-
gence, (2) scholarship, (3) dependability, (4) activity,

(5) socio-economic status (p. 63). The Project Team at
Platte Community College also delineated traits of leaders:
(1) intelligence, (2) initiative, (3) energy or drive, (4)
emotional maturity, (5) persuasive ability, (6) communica-
tion skills, (7) perception, (8) self assurance, (9)
creativity, (10) social participation (p. 7). It might be
significant to note, allowing for synonyms, that seven of
the ten leadership traits listed by the Project Team are
among the twenty-five thinking strategies listed in the
survey instrument of this study. Finally, Gibb (1970)

believes the literature supports the fact that "intelligence,
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initiative, and responsibility" are consistent traits of
leadership (p. 94).

The Project Team (1980) cited "persuasive ability" as
a trait of leadership (p. 2). Dickie (1979) not only cited
persuasion as an important thinking strategy in the
principal's leadership traits, but he also developed a
persuasion model. Dickie (1979) states

In today's conflict-ridden society, the study of

persuasion is necessary not only for persons in

the advertising industry, but also for those in-

volved in supervising human resources. Thus, the

need is paramount for the school principal, if he

is to efficiently and effectively discharge his

basic roles of catalyst and leader in improving

education, to become cognizant of the social,

economic, and political forces operating in his

school and district, and to use them to advantage (p.18).

Spodek (1974) has clearly focused on three major forces
which impinge on principals and limit their assertion of
leadership, the power of the community, the educational
bureaucracy, and the resistance of teachers to change.
One may contend that such limitations occur primarily
because principals abdicate their responsibilities by their
inability to develop positive policies of persuasion in
dealing with school and community systems.

Dickie (1979) continues, "the task of the principal is
to seek the improvement of human relations in contacts with

all the school's various publics, students, staff, parents,

tax payers, and the innumerable cross relationships between

these groups" (p. 21).
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(1974) indicates that a school of 2,000 students

has a potential audience of 35,000 to 45,000 persons.

* ok 4 ok %

* %

160 staff

3,000 parents

25,000 citizens in the attendance area

250 community agencies, groups, churches

100 university and other post-high-school in-
stitutions

2,000 students

5,000 alumni

4,000 students in feeder schools.

Dickie (1979) believes the principals who include

residents, other learning agencies, community groups, and

employers in the purview of their persuasion program will

benefit by becoming more aware of power in the community

and more

competent to succeed in power structure analysis.

Gelms (1974) suggests that there are seven steps to

effective persuasion:

1.

2.

Identify the school's public
Study the school and community

Establish leadership

Balance the messages (priorities and programs,
progress and problems, people and policies,
performance and plans).

Vary the methods of communication
Obtain feedback

Evaluate and re-direct the program (p. 63).

Ruffin (1972) believes the principal must find time

to make contact,

must rank order the needs of different

18
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audiences, and must undertake a large proportion of the

contacts personally in order to maintain a continuing

flow of interaction between the school and its public.
McGuire (1974) suggests that for persuasive techniques

to be successful, there is a series of successive steps

through which a person must be taken:

The communication first is presented; the person
pays attention to it, and he comprehends its con-
tents. For persuasion to be effected the individ-
ual must:yield to, or agree with, the point being
urged; and, unless only the most immediate impact
is of interest, he must retain this new position
until opportunity arises to act on it. Finally,
if the fruits of the persuasive process are to

be reaped, he must carry out the behavior implied
by his new attitudinal position (p. 123).

Dickie outlines his persuasion model.

The Principal's Persuasion Model

Audiences:

Pupils

Teachers
Administrators
Parents
Residents
Learning Agencies
Community Groups
Employers



Channels:

Mass
On-Si
Writt
Perso
P.R.

Source:
Inten
Power
Attra
Credi

Persuasio
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Media:
te Contact
en Contact
nal Contact
Program

tions

ctiveness
bility

n Factors Message:

Style
Argum
Appea
Conte
Setti

Destinati

ents
1s
nt

ng

on:

Resis
Impac

tance
t

Attitude

Further e
(1)

(2)

(3)

laboration on Dickie's model points to:
Dimensions of the audience

Dimension of channels

*Formal programs which provide systematic,
ongoing communications with the school's
audiences are referred to as comprising
the public relations program.

*Informal relations which occur as a result
of personal, written, on-site, or mass media

contacts.

Dimension of Persuasion Factors

Not all communication is directly persuasive;
some of it has effects such as informing,
entertaining, or summarizing. Persuasion,



(4)

(5)
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in which communication and belief inter-
sect, is a pervasive and potent mani-
festation of human "manipulation".

Dimensions of Source Factors

Source factors include all the characteristics
of the perceived sender of the message; four
aspects in particular are considered vital.
Hovland, Janis, and Kelley (1953) provide
evidence to suggest that a credible source
is more persuasive, that persons are more
likely to be believed if they appear to

know the truth; i.e., credibility is a
function of their perceived expertise. The
attractiveness of the source to the audience
apparently increases the persuasive impact,
as does the source's familiarity with and
similarity to the receiver.

Dimensions of the Message Factors

The message factors are those referring to
what the source says and does, including
setting, content, appeals, arguments, and
style. Setting merely indicates that the
environment in which the message is com-
municated will affect its efficiency; a
relaxed personal contact made in the quiet
surroundings of the principal's office is
likely to be more successful than a hurried
message delivered at the main intersection

of the city.

The content of the message must be structured
to the psychological needs of the listeners,
and by adapting McGuire's previously sug-
gested sequence and ensuring that each step
is included in the correct order, one can
maximize the possibility of attitude-changing.

The five main steps are:

* The attention step whereby the listener's

attention is captured
* The need step which demonstrates the

problem requiring resolution
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I The satisfaction step which suggests a

) solution

* The committal step which visualizes suc-
cessful solutions and establishes the
listener's acceptance

* The action step wherein the speaker re-
quests a statement of approval or posi-
tive response to verify the success of
the persuasive appeal.

(6) Dimensions of Destination
The final category, '"destination," represents
the specific, observable behavior the
persuasive communication is designed to
effect. The fact that there is a tendency
for a change of attitude by persuasion to
dissipate over time makes it incumbent on
principals to establish persuasion practices
"which are more than one-shot affairs. As
Festinger (1964) suggests, the disparity
between attitude and behavior could be due
to the brevity of a single exposure to a
persuasive act (Dickie; p. 21).

This investigator did not find research that isolated
organization, conceptualization, classification, and reading
as thinking strategies directly related to school administra-
tion; however, one can deduce from the literature discussed
that these same thinking strategies are essential to planning,
leadership, initiating, and persuasion as well as other

administrative thinking skills (McFarland, Note 2).

Interpersonal Interaction and Listening

Gement (1977) states, "Communication is an integral part

of life. We use communication skills daily, and yet often

take them for granted." He continues, "For the educational
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managers, there have been several important studies in
management styles which link the findings of behavioral
scientists with management styles. The studies stress the
need for the manager to develop interpersonal skills,
especially listening and feedback skills" (p. 62).

Douglas McGregor (1960) developed a management
rationale for a dichotomy based upon certain assumptions
about people. He called the two positions of this
dichotomy Theory X and Theory Y. Theory Y assumes a very
humanistic approach which encourages open communication;
an open problem solving atmosphere; and an interdisciplinary,
organic structure with considerable involvement of staff.

In short, there is a movement in management, both in
industry and in education, which encourages staff involve-
ment, group process, consensus decision-making, open com-
munication (vertical and horizontal), and a series of new
skills for the administrator.

Aspy and Roebuck (1977) conducted a study of eleven
principals and 250 teachers. The findings of this study
support the assertion of Gement (1977) when he refers to a

need in education for open communication. Aspy and

Roebuck report:
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l. In faculty meetings, these principals spent almost
7 times as much time criticizing teachers and
justifying authority as they spent in praising
them, accepting their ideas or accepting their
feelings.

2. On the average, these principals spent 27 times
as much meeting time talking as they spent in
asking teachers to contribute to the meeting.

3. The ratio of total principal talk to total
teacher talk was 3 to 1.

4. Principals ran very businesslike faculty meetings;
only 5% of the time was spent in silence or
confusion.

5. Principals spent 16,743 times as long in re-
calling facts as they did in demonstrating think-

ing, on the average.

6. They asked 24 times as many fact questions as
questions eliciting a thinking response
(p. 87).

To ascertain which of the principal's behaviors are the

most important predictors of teacher behavior, Aspy and

Roebuck state,

In general, it would appear that the principal's
level of Respect for his teachers is the most
powerful predictor, followed closely by his/her
Use of Praise and Acceptance of Ideas, in that
order. The number of Fact Questions asked by the
Principal is also a good predictor of teacher

behavior. (p. 183)
Aspy and Roebuck continue,

As the principal uses high levels of interpersonal
skills with his/her teachers, he makes them feel
accepted and secure and they then function at
higher levels with their students. (p. 183)
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As a result of previous research, Aspy and Roebuck
(1977) were interested in knowing if teachers whose princi-
pals had prior interpersonal skills training had a positive

effect on those same teachers. They concluded there was

a positive correlation.
Schulthers (1979) uses Maslow's Hierachy of Needs to
illustrate needs of teachers. This model could be

utilized to facilitate interpersonal interaction thinking

strategies:

Model

Primary Needs:

Security - the need to feel safe
Physical - the need to stay alive, breathe, eat,
‘ drink, sleep

Secondary Needs:

Self~Actualization - the need to do work we like
Esteem - the need to feel worthy and respected
Social - the need for love, to be a group member

Jensen (1980) states,

I reviewed 7 books and 101 journal articles. The
more I read, the more I could see the varied nature
of the literature. Particular areas of group
dynamics which were well researched and lent them-—
selves to theory were related to treatment groups

in counseling and psychotherapy, interesting but

not administratively oriented. 1In order to find
enough articles on group dynamics, other than treat-
ment studies, related to the same subject to use one
of Pillemer and Light's methods, I would have had to
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stick to an area of the research like jury studies
or simulation games. I preferred to examine studies
that had a more pronounced relationship to everyday
administration. (p. 73)

Jensen continues, reviewing group interaction and

states,

Group interaction refers to the nature of communica-
tion among group members. The communication may be
verbal or non-verbal, stated or implied. Group
dysfunctions related to group interaction include
members who monopolize group time, or those who

are uncommitted, that is, present in body only.
Members who are absent from meetings or challenge
the group leader constantly also manifest prob-
lematic group interaction. Variables which can
affect group interaction include group size, style
of leadership, group cohesiveness, and sex of

group members.

Over the years, the literature on leadership has
been extensive; however, research on leadership

and small groups has been both 'diffuse and
confusing' (Greene & Schreisheim, 1980). Recent
research on the effect of leadership style on

group interaction includes Green and Schriesheim's
study of worker groups in manufacturing settings.
Using Stogdill's model of instrumental versus
supportive leadership, their research supports the
use of instrumental type leaders with large, newly
formed groups. This study merits special notice,
since its subjects were workers in a field setting.
Another study out of the management science dis-
cipline examines the effects of permissive, democratic,
and authoritarian leadership styles with nominal and
interacting groups (Green, 1975). Nominal groups,
wherein group members do not interact except with
the leader and then only to offer written suggestions
for solving a particular problem, have been found
effective in some business settings (Green, p. 63).
No significant difference was found in leadership
style except in one subset of the task studies in
which subjects who were in permissive, interacting
groups generated more unique responses. If unigue
and creative attributes can be aligned, then Glover



27

and Chambers' study on leadership style and creative
production supports Green's finding (Glover, 1978).
Glover and Chambers' study of the effect of authorita-)
rian, democratic and permissive group structures on
creative behaviors found the permissive structure

to be significantly superior to the authoritarian

in fluency, flexibility and originality of creative
behaviors. While there may be some implication for
administrators to devise unstructured, interacting
groups with permissive leadership when the task re-
quires a creative response, keep in mind Green's
study was done on students in an electronic data pro-
cessing course, discussing class difficulties, and
Glover and Chambers examined one hundred and eight
psychology students asked to comment on the unusual
uses for a cardboard box. (p. 75)

Jdensen offers a final comment relative to group inter-
action. '"One last element of group interaction that should
require some thought, though it is frequently taken for
granted, is group size. How does group size affect group
interaction? 1Is there an optimal size group? Questions
of size cannot be decided singly. That is, size is usually
a function of another variable such as the purpose of the
group, or the type of group process involved. The litera-
ture indicates, for example, that five is an optimal size
for group discussion and odd number groups tend to have less

antagonism and disagreement, as such groups can always

resort to majority rule.

Guilford (1977) commented relative to interpersonal

skills.

Some of the knowledge about intelligence can also
be very useful in understanding people and in



dealing with them. This last statement refers to 2

a large set of abilities under the general heading

of 'social intelligence.' Those abilities were

brought to light only within recent years and are

still almost entirely missed by IQ tests. (p. 161)

Listening is a critical aspect of interpersonal think-
ing strategies. Smith (1981) indicates the effective
principals Blumberg and Greenfield studied were able to
listen effectively. These effective leaders were very
sensitive to what was going on around them. They were not
only good at communicating ideas, they were good at
absorbing ideas also.

Goldhammer (1971) and his colleagues found that
principals of outstanding schools listened well to parents,
teachers, and pupils. Gorton and McIntyre as well found
that effective principals listen to students, community,
and staff.

All this interrelated research points toward the same
thing. One quality that makes leaders different from fol-
lowers and good leaders different from poor leaders is the
way they relate to people. Specifically most true leaders
enjoy social participation and do a lot of it, have an
ability to communicate and well-developed communication
skills, and are good listeners.

Smith (1981) continues to cite authorities in the
field of listening strategies. Schmuck, Runkel, Arends,

and Arends (1977) identify a number of elements of effective
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communication. These include openness, communication when
emotions are high, offering personal responses, and trust.
The last of these, trust, is particularly important, since
there is always an element of risk in communicating openly.
The authors therefore list a number of freeing responses

that can increase trust:

* listening attentively rather than silently
* paraphrasing, checking impressions of the other's

meaning

* seeking information to understand the other
better

* offering relevant information

* describing observable behaviors that influence
you

* directly reporting your own feelings
* offering opinions, stating your value position

On the other hand, there are also binding responses

that can reduce trust:

* changing the subject without explanation
* focusing on and criticizing things that are
unchangeable

* trying to advise and persuade
* vigorously agreeing or strongly objecting
* approving someone for conforming to your own

standards
* commanding or demanding to be commanded

Problem Solving

In the final category of "thinking strategies" (1)

decision making, (2) idea finding, (3) logical relationships,
(4) observation, (5) analysis, (6) evaluation, (7) imagina-
tion, (8) memory, (9) meditation, (10) raising questions,
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(11) perceptions, (12) advocacy, (13) synthesis, (14)
wisdom, will be reviewed. All 14 strategies are related to
the solution of problems.

Gagne (1972) developed a hierarchy of cognitive learn-
ing. He defined the problem solver as "the person internally
thinks through the combination of two or more previously
acquired principles to produce a new capability that depends
on a higher order principle." Guilford (1977), referring
to problem solving, states, "intelligence is readiness to
solve problems'".

Dewey (1933) identified five steps in problem solving:
(1) a difficulty is felt, (2) the difficulty is located
and defined, (3) possible solutions are suggested; (4) con-
sequences of those solutions are considered, and (5)

a solution is accepted (p. 35).

After considering the ways in which some historical
creative people have done their work, wallas (1954) came
out with the following list: (1) preparation (information
is gathered), (2) incubation (information is allowed to

simmer or ripen), (3) illumination (solutions emerge) , and
(4) verification (solutions are tested and elaborated).
Wallas studied mostly writers and scientists (Wallas) .

Rossman studied only inventors and came out with a

list very similar to Dewey's: (1) a need or
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difficulty is observed, (2) the problem is formulated,
(3) available information is surveyed, (4) solutions are
critically examined, (5) new ideas are formulated, and
(6) new ideas are tested and accepted.

The literature review has revealed some decision-
making models. Hale (1978) discusses Force Field Analysis
and states, "force field analysis is an especially useful
technique in the early stages of problem solving" (p. 11).
According to Hale (1978) '"force field's view of any
situation as a conglomeration of poised forces makes itself
especially useful in the analysis of problems. Before
making any decision on a course of action, decision-makers
must be able to enumerate the various forces, both driving
and restraining. Sanders notes that this rigorous analysis
reveals that problems are composed of 'complex fields of
forces and myriad influences rather than single or isolated
factors'. It helps the administrator to recognize that a
single hasty action as the result of a premature decision
may have no effect on the complex of forces. It may even
have an undesirable effect." Force field analysis merely
instructs the administrator to list positive and negative
forces affecting a problem or decision. According to Hale

(1978) Gaskell and Sanders offer two similar force field

models.
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Sanders defines unfreezing as strengthening a driving

force in order to move the program in the desired direc-

tion (p. 19).

Sander's Model
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Hale (1978), pointing to a weakness of force-field
analysis, states, " Where do solutions to problems come
from? It prescribes no theory or practice for gathering
input on possible solutions to a problem. What administra-
tors need, besides an easy method for analyzing problems,

is a technique for generating alternative solutions to

them" (p. 72).

Hale (1978) elaborates on the Nominal Group Technique.

Recent trends in educational management stress the
importance of involving management personnel in the
decision-making process. The management team, which
operates on the theory that persons who are affected
by decisions should help make them, is only one
innovation making use of this theory. The nominal
group technique is another.

The nominal group is the antithesis of the traditional
interacting group or ideas session, sometimes Xknown

as "brainstorming," which is often cited as a model

of democratic procedure. Brainstorming is
characterized by an open exchange among group members
in which everyone is encouraged to participate

freely. Van de Ven and Delbecq contend that
interacting groups often get stuck on a single topic
and merely elaborate on it. Interacting groups reach
for decisions before problems are fully aired and

are more geared to problem disposal than problem under-
standing. They also have a regrettable tendency

to reinforce certain human weaknesses: people are
more comfortable responding to ideas already proposed
than they are coming up with new ideas. Verbally
proficient members dominate the interacting group.
Divergent opinions are often ignored. (p. 11)

To combat these weakresses, Van de Ven and Delbecq
have created a group in which individuals work in the pre-

sence of each other but do not interact. Instead each
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individual is writing ideas on a pad of. paper in front of
him. At the end of 10 to 20 minutes, a‘'very structured
sharing of ideas takes place. Each individual in round-
robin fashion provides one idea from his private list which
is written on a flip-chart by a recorder:in full view of
other members. There is still no discussion, only the
recording of privately generated ideas:i:' This round-robin
listing continues until each member' indicates that he has
no further ideas to share. The output of this nominal
process is the total set created by this structured process.
Only after all aspects of the problem are explored does
the process of ranking the ideas in order: of their importance
begin.

How effective is tﬁe nominal group? Van de Ven and
Delbecq cite studies showing that in terms of the mean
number of ideas, the mean total number of ideas produced,
and the quality of ideas.produced, the nominal groups were
found to be significantly superior to brainstorming in
generating information relevant to a problem (p. 15).

There are many reasons for this superiority. Because
it avoids dominance by one individual, the procedure en-
courages the expression of divergent and incompatible ideas.
It stimulates creative tension by means of the presence of

others, the silence, and the evidence of activity. It
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induces a sense of responsibility in all the members and
encourages the expression of minority ideas. Such an
organization of activity causes the group to perceive the
task with an attitude of problem-mindedness as opposed to
solution-mindedness (Van de Ven & Delbecq).

The nominal group can be used not only to identify
problems but to provide solutions as well. In the first
round, members are asked to concentrate only on identifying
the problems at hand. Once the major problems are cited,
members are asked to concentrate on solutions. Van de Ven
and Delbecqg suggest that the two different aspects might be
approached either in different sessions or by different
groups.

Hale (1978) presents a third decision model which
seeks to galin consensus relative to problems. This model
is referred to as The Delphi Model. Hale (1978) comments,

Although decisions deal with current situations,

all decisions face in two directions. They remedy

past problems and attempt to anticipate future ones.

Thornton and colleagues predict 'it is inevitable

that more of the future of education' will be taken

into account by educational managers. Increasingly,
decision-making in the public schools must look

toward the future (p. 22).

Hale (1978) quotes Cyphert and Gant, who discussed the

consensus phenomenon.

Cyphert and Gant's study even provides some evidence
that the Delphi can be used to manipulate participant
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response. They inserted a bogus item in their
guestionnaire results and reported that it had
achieved a high degree of consensus. Subsequent
responses showed that participants tended to rate
it higher when informed that its consensus was
high. Weatherman and Swenson, along with many
others, warn that this convergence phenomenon needs
to be studied more closely. Paradoxically perhaps,
the Delphi cannot give reasons why people prefer
one idea over another. It only explains, in the
minority report, why consensus does not occur.

(p- 33)
A study by Cross (1982) concludes that principals'

decision making is essentially reactive. This study sup-
ports the types of models and thinking strategies previously
alluded to. As has been previously alluded to, the art of
raising effective, productive gquestions by administrators

is ecrucial. Gall (1970) offers a modified paradigm of

Bloom's Taxonomy for asking questions:

Summary of Question Types

Question Student Activity Examples
Type
Knowledge Recalling facts or Who?
observations. What?
Where?

Recalling definitions. When?
Why? (if cause is

given)
Define (the word
gubernatorial) .

Comprehension Giving descriptions. Describe (what hap-
pened in our

experiment) ?



Question

Type

Application

Analysis

Snythesis

Student Activity

Stating main ideas.

Comparing.

Applying techniques
and rules to solve
problems that have
a single correct
answer.

Identifying motives or
causes.

Making references

Finding evidence to
support general-
izations

Solving problems

Making predictions

Producing original
communications.
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Examples

What is the main
idea (of this
paragraph)?

How are (these
two countries)
alike? How are
they different?

If (Bill has 49¢),
how many (8¢
baloon) can he
buy?

What is {the lati-
tude of Moscow?

Classify (these
poems as bal-
lads, sonnets,
or odes).

Why (did the Bat
Poet write
poems) ?

Now that we've
studied this,
what can be con-
cluded about
(life in Ger-
many) ?

What does this tell
us about (the
author's atti-
tude toward war)?

Can you think up
(a title for
this drawing)?

What will happen
(now that we've
landed on the
moon) ?

What do you predict
would happen
(if this lake
were to run dry)?
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Question Student Activity " Examples
Type
Evaluation Giving opinions about Do you agree (with
issues Kathy) ?
Judging validity of Do you believe

ideas (that this is
: the best way to
proceed) ?

Judging the merit of Would it be better
problem solution (to do it this
way) ?

Idea finding is a thinking strategy closely related to
questioning. In a research study conducted by Bales (1958)
the results revealed that persons who appear most active
receive high ratings for the ideas they offered in the
study; however, Bale's studies revealed‘an inner relation-
ship between having good ideas and being liked. Stated more
precisely, subjects with the highest idea rating were the
persons with the highest disliked rating.

McKim (1974) in his reference to "incubation" offers

relevant comments on memory and meditation.

The importance of relaxed attention to creative
thinking is well known. After intensive conscious
preparation, the creative thinker commonly lets
the problem 'incubate' subconsciously: I will
regularly work on a problem late into the evening
and until I am tired. The moment my head touches
the pillow I fall asleep with the problem un-
solved (Rugg, 1963). After a period of relaxed
incubation, which can take place in the shower or
on a peaceful walk as well as sleep, attention is
not uncommonly riveted by the 'aha!' of sudden
discovery. Frequently I will awaken four or five
hours later . . . with a new assembly of the material.
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While subconscious incubation requires relaxation,

a sudden flash of insight requires attention or is

lost. Again, relaxed attention is valuable. (p. 35)

Memory, as Aldous Huxley (1962) reminds us, operates in
much the same fashion:

Everyone is familiar with the experience of for-

getting a name, straining to capture it and

ignominiously failing. Then, if one is wise, one

will stop trying to remember and allow the mind

to sink into a condition of alert passivity; the

chances are that the name will come bobbing up

into consciousness of its own accord. Memory

works best, it would seem, when the mind is in a

state of dynamic relaxation. (p. 20)

Knox (1981) reports age should pose no significant
problem to memory or imagination. He states "in one study
on the use of brainstorming in courses on applied imagina-
tion, it was concluded by Parnes and Meadow that the adults
in their thirties and forties gained as much as did younger
students" (Taylor & Barron, 1963).

Bloom (1956) defines analysis, synthesis, and evalua-
tion, which are his highest three terms in his Taxonomy of
Educational Objectives:

Analysis - The breakdown of a communication into its
constituent elements or parts such that the relative
hierarchy of ideas is made clear and/or the relations between
the ideas expressed are made explicit. Such analyses are

intended to clarify the communication, to indicate how the

communication is organized, and the way in which it
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manages to convey its effects, as well as its basis and
arrangement (Bloom, p. 205).

Synthesis - The putting together of elements and parts
so as to form a whole. This involves the process of work-
ing with pieces, parts, elements, etc.,, and arranging and
combining them in such a way as to constipute a pattern or
structure not clearly there before (Bloom;‘p. 94) .

Evaluation - Judgments about the value of material and

methods for given purposes. Quantitative and qualitative
judgments about the extent to which material and methods
satisfy criteria. Use of a standard of appraisal. The
criteria may be those determined by the student or those
which are given to him (Bloom, p. 94).

Logical relationships, perception and advocacy have
been reviewed indirectly. These threé‘thinking strategies
are utilized in leadership, planning, problem solving, and

virtually all the thinking strategies studied in this dis-

sertation.

Based on the operational definition of wisdom presented
in the survey instrument and the literature, the investiga-
tor views wisdom as the sum total of all previously reviewed
“thinking strategies."

This review of school administrative thinking strategies

would be incomplete if the investigator evaded the paramount
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issue relative to the subject. Can administrators be taught
and can they learn to enhance the practical usability of
the thinking strategies delineated?

Nancy and Martin Kane (1979) believe that indeed
creative thinking potential can be enhanced. They state,

During the past 30 years, extensive and intriguing
research on functions of the right and left
cerebral hemispheres has been undertaken. Impetus
has been generated by investigations of Dr. Roger
W. Sperry through his work in split brain surgery.
Theoreticians in the United States, Canada, and
Russia have established a number of facts concern-
ing activities monitored and performed by the
right and left cerebral hemispheres. In addition,
much speculation has been proffered. It has be-
come apparent that there are separate and integra-
tive roles of these two hemispheres which are con-
nected by the corpus callosum. This continuing
research will provide us with vitally needed in-
formation in our quest for understanding human
behavior.

Innovative educators have been attempting to de-
sign programs and enhancement activities that
will improve performance in skills such as input,
organization, output, communication, auditory-
visual-motor processing, thinking, affect,
laterality, right and left space, reading, math,
content areas, etc. Certainly technigques have

improved skills . . . .

Knox cites a host of authorities who concur that think-
ing capacity can be enhanced. Accordingly, he states,
"there is some evidence regarding creativity during adult-
hood which indicates that it is both feasible and desirable

and that educational activity can facilitate it" (1980,

p. 446).
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Guilford (1977) concurs with Kane and Knox when he

states

Discoveries during the past quarter century, par-
ticularly, have shown the nature of human intel-
lect. That knowledge is the best possible basis
for managing our intellectual processes and re-
sources and for promoting development.

Instead of looking at intelligence as one general
source for understanding and problem solving,
measurable by a single value, the IQ, or intel-
ligence quotient, we now see that it is composed
of a very large number of distinct abilities or
functions. Since we know about the various
functions and what they are like, we are prepared
to do something about them. (p. 150)

Guilford (1977) is more assertive when he states, "it
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should not be doubted for a moment that intellectual powers

of those living today can be expanded . . ." (p. 1l). The

Structure of Intellect, Guilford's intellectual model, is

designed to facilitate intellectual enhancement. Each
ability is defined by a conjunction of three categories:
operations, contents, and products. With five kinds of
operations, five kinds of content, and six kinds of pro-

ducts, 5 X 5 X 6, 150 possible unique abilities are

identified.



" CHAPTER TII o |
. METHODOLOGY L i

The methods and procedures utilized for this disserta-
tion were dééiénedbﬁo provide answers to the stated hypo-
theses. This chapter consists of descriptions of the

population to be.used,. the setting, the instrument, and

procedures. . ..

Population

The target population for this research composed two
groups: (1) Dallas Independent School District principals
and assistant principals, and (2) graduate students of

educational administration courses at the Texas Woman's .

University.

Instrument

The Administrative Thinking Strategies Survey was de-

veloped by tﬁe‘inéeé£i§ator. This instrument has not been
validated; however, a pilot analysis was conducted with 30
principals. All 25 definitions used in this instrument
were developed by McFarlana (Note 2). His definitions have
been extractedlfrbm/his unpublished manuscript with his
permission. Thé instruhent éppears in a modifed "Likert
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Scale" form. It requires paper and pencil rating responses
from participants. There are five choices for each cate-
gory of importance and five choices for each category for
frequency of use. Written instructions were provided to

each participant (see Appendix ).

Sociodemographic Data

A demographic form was completed by each respondent
to provide data relative to (1) job title, (2) age, (3)
sex, (4) physical activity, (5) educational degrees, (6)
enrollment data at Texas Woman's University. All students

were examined in a class setting as a group (see Appendix

Null Hypotheses

1. When administrators evaluate a list of 25 selected
thinking strategies, the frequency ratings for use of the
thinking strategies will not differ significantly from the
administrator's priority ratings of the importance of these
same thinking strategies.

2. When graduate students enrolled in educational
administration courses evaluate a list of thinking strategies
relative to the types of thinking strategies utilized by
school administrators, the frequency ratings for perceived
ideal use of the thinking strategies will not differ signi-
ficantly from the student's priority ratings of the perceived

importance of these same thinking strategies.
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3. When school administrators evaluate a list of
thinking strategies, thé‘priority ratings of the importance
of the thinking strategies will not differ significantly
from the priority ratings of the perceived importance of
these same thinking strétegies by graduate students enroll-
ed in educational administration courses. .=

4. When graduate students enrolled in educational
administration’courses evaluate a list:of 25 thinking
strategies, their ratings of the perceived ideal frequency
for use of the thinking strategies by administrators will
not differ significantly from the school . administrators'

ratings of the actual frequency of use of these same

thinking strategies.

Statistical Tools

All statistical analyses were coﬁﬁuted with the SPSS
statistical series. The following staéistical procedures
were utilized: (1) a chi—squ;re test fof significance
comparing demographic groupings to frequenéy and importance
of each thinking strategy; (2) a Pearson Product Mo-
ment Correlation comparing ffequency of use for thinking

strategies rating to importance rating; and (3) Spearman

Correlation Coefficient to compare the four major hypo-

theses.



CHAPTER IV

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA

Sociodemographic Data

The sample was drawn from two populations, both
located in northern Texas. One population includes the
principals of a large urban school district (50 high
schools and 130 elementary schools) and the other includes
graduate students in educational administration in a pre-
dominantly female university. All 50 secondary principals
were mailed a survey instrument; 80 elementary principals
were randomly selected from the total population of 130
elementary principals and mailed an instrument; 45 stu-
dents were chosen from three university classes in educa-
tional administration. The Survey of 25 Thinking
Strategies (Appendix A), a Demographic Data Sheet (Ap-
pendix ), and a letter of invitation (Appendix ) were
sent to each prospective participant.

According to the sociodemégraphic data collected from
the 126 participants in the study, the sample was composed
of 31 secondary principals, 50 elementary principals and
45 university students. Of the 53 women subjects
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participating ih the study, 18 were principals and 35
were graduate students. Of the 73 male participants, 63
were principals and 10 were university graduate students.
All participants held a Bachelor's degree, many held a
Master's degree, and 19 principals held a Doctor's degree.

The participants' ages ranged from the 20's to over 60

years of age.

The demographic information revealed that the sample
was heterogeneous and showed variance in age, sex, experi-

ence, and educational preparation. This information is

shown in Table 1.

Discussion of the Four Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1:

When school administrators evaluate a list of 25
selected thinking strategies, the frequency ratings for
use of the thinking strategies will differ significantly
from the administrator's priority rating of the importance

of these same thinking strategies.

A Spearman Correlation Coefficient analysis revealed
a significant correlation at the .01 level of significance
between the frequency ratings and importance ratings of
the 25 thinking strategies by administrators, therefore,

hypothesis 1 was rejected (see Table 2).



Table 1

Demographic Data

High School Elementary School Graduate
Administrators Administrators Students
TOTAL 31 50 45
Male 26 37 10
Female 5 13 35
DEGREE
Masters 31 50 28
Doctorate 9 14 0
AGE
20-30 years 0 0 10
30-40 years 1 11 24
40-50 years 18 14 ) 9
50-60 years 10 20 2
over 60 years 3 1 0
50 schools 130 schools

6v
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Table 2

Results of Hypotheses

Spearman Significance
Correlation
Hypothesis 1 0.8336 .001
Hypothesis 2 0.7943 .001
Hypothesis 3 0.9266 .001
Hypothesis 4 0.7826 .001
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Table 3 shows the Pearson's Product Moment Correla-
tion between importance and frequency of use ratings by
principals for the 25 thinking strategies. The correla-
tion between pfiority and frequency for leadership demon-
strated no significant correlation at the .05 level between
priority and use. Decision making showed a significant
correlation at the .05 level of significance. The 23
other thinking strategies demonstrated significant correla-
tion at the .0l level of significance.

Because the vast majority of participants give ratings
of 3 and 4 on each of the 25 thinking strategies, the
investigator compared frequency ratings 3 and 4 to
importance ratings 3 and 4 for variance. The results re-
vealed that conceptualization, analysis, synthesis, plan-
ning, idea finding, initiating, defining, reorganizing
structure, meditation, and persuasion received higher rat-

ings for importance than were received for frequency of use.

Hypothesis 2:

When graduate students enrolled in educational ad-
ministration courses evaluate a list of 25 selected think-
ing strategies relative to the types of thinking strategies
utilized by school administrators, the frequency rating

for use of the thinking strategies will differ significantly
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Table 3.3 - Analysis
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Table 3.5 - Interpersonal Interaction
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Table 3.6 - Planning
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Table 3.8 - Reading
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Table 3.12 - Logical Relationships
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Table 3.13 - Decision Making
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Table 3.15 - Imagination
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Table 3.16 - Organization
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: l.3 ¢ T.7 : 17.9
4, : 0 3 9 45
H 0,0 ¢ 16,7 : 83,3
: 0,0 ¢ S0.3  75.0
H 0,0 : 11,5 : 57.1 N
Coluan 2 10 ol

Total 2.0 20,5 T6.9

Significance = 0.0014 Pearson's R = 0.33496

Row
Total

21
26,9

54
69,2

78
100,0

68



Table 3.18 - Idea Finding

Hily

Count

Row

Col 3

Total %

HO18 cenwaca=
1,

s

c 88 99 99 00 -0 04 56 6P 08 S0 00 SO S0 O 20 09 00 48 00 e 96 Se So es oo

4'

Column
Total

Significance = 0.0000

0,0
0,0
0,0

LA L X X X X1

1
b,V

100,0

1,3

(V)
D0
0.0
0,0

- e

0
0,0
0.0
0,0

1
1,3

€6 S0 €5 B2 96 82 S¢ 84 09 82 05 906 GO 45 Ve IV e e o4

-w---‘-—:-npoo---o
.

4 ! 0
36.4 03.6 Vel
3o.4 18,4 0,0

Hel ReY 0,0

7 Y 3

35,0 45,40 15,0

23,71
1144
19
55,9
50,0
24,1
3
2144

10,3
3.8
15
44,1
51,7
19,0
11
78,46
7'\’ 37.9
3.8 13,9
11 3y 29
13.9 44,1 36,1

63,6
8,9
U
0e0
0.0
0.0
0
0.0
0.0
0.0

46 99 B4 S0 04 45 ST G0 6P 24 29 8 4 Ve S0 0 OV 9 30 O
S8 S0 20 %0 8% 00 BC 99 B BT 08 S O VO 5 e B° 8 S W

Pearson's R = 0.58226

98 89 09 B9 W WO 48 B8 B2 SO 48 09 S0 68 49 NP 9 99 83 8

20
25,3

34
43,0

14
17,7

TY
100,0

69



Table 3.19 - Problem Solving

Hl}‘;’

Count 2
Row % 3 Row
Col % : Total
Total % 3 1, 24 3.8 1.
H[]lQ LA LR L BE L LY L X -----.Q-:-n-nwnwn:o-w-—---
2. 1 0 2 2 5
20,0 0.0 40,0 40.0 644
100,0 00 15,4 3,2
1.3 0.0 2.0 2.0
3, 0 0 5 14 19

o4 ©6 S0 ©9 00 Se S 93 89 A 93 S5 85 e 00 &
@ 99 98 %6 8¢ 85 96 5 69 O34 5 B3 0 &

0,0 0,0 2643 73,7 24,4

VR 0.0 3845 22,2

0,0 0.0 6,4 17.9
4, 1) 1 6 41 94
0,0 1.9 11.1 87,0 69,2

0.0 100,09 46,72 74,6

0,0 1.3 T+7 ¢ 60,3

95 4R 96 08 6T 06 B8 63 09 49 B0 S5 S5 08 0 &5 o9

2e 89.89 28 ST 80 00 98 46 es 92 O3 9% 99
en 28 S0 8§ 98 33 e 44 96 S8 08 S a9 e e

LK L K J : - -
LA AL L LA L] -ncn---nn:a-nnw—u.

Column 1 4 13 63 18
Total 1,3 1.3 16,/ 40,8 100,0

Significance = 0.0014 Pearson's R = 0.33460
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Table 3.20 - Evaluation

1120

Count :
Row % ¢ How
Col % Total
Total % @ 1,2 2, 3.1 442
HO20 e d bt Kl b e AL L L L LT F R L DT T T iy
1. : 0 VI 1 : 0 1
H 0,0 3 0.0 T 1000 H Va0 H 1.3
: 0.0 : 060 : 4¢3 : 0,40 H
: 0,0 H 0.0 : 1.3 H 0.0 :
2, : v 1 : 3 : 2 6
: Ve 2 1.7 3 H0.0 ¢ 33,3 3 1¢%
H 0,0 ¢ 33.3 : 13,0 3.8 3
: D0 3 1.3 3.4 2.5 ¢
3. 0 3 2 @ 16 3 19 37
: 0,0 3 5S¢4 ' 43,2 : 51,4 : 46,3
: 0,0 ¢ 66,7 : 69,6 3.8 ¢
: 0.0 3 2,5 't 20,0 : 23,8
4, ¢ 1 0 3 32 3 36
: 2.8 3 0.0 3 Bed ¢ 8BB,9 : 45,0
100,03 0,0 3 13,0 3 60,4 )
: 1.3 U0 3 3.8 H 4040 H

column 1 3 23 53 80

Significance = 0.0005 Pearson's R = 0.36302 -

L
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Table 3.22 - Initiating, Defining,
Reorganizing Structure

HWL2?2

count

Row
Col

29 o\

Total %

0,

-2
88 S0 49 €5 D5 60 V0 €0 . 49 I8 60 SO 40 SO VO S8 VT 40 90 SE S8 S8 90 S8 40 20 6 av 6V &

1,

-.3.

column
Total

Significance

0.0000

100,40

«33'3
1,3

2
10,0
b,/

2,9

0,0
0,0
0,0

0
0,0
D0
0,0

- e v .-

0
0,0
VY
0,0

LK K R R F-

3
3,8

B0 90 68 99 00 0 02 9% S0 G2 90 U3 26 SO C9 9= B9 4O 88 Ne S S0 S0 Ne oo

0 0 0
VeV a0 0,0
0,0 0.0 V0
Uev 0.0 040

2

12

4

10.0 00,0 20,0
22.2 36,1 11.“
2.9 15.0 5.0

4 2 0

33,3
4'}04
el
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6.1
2242
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|
Ts1

16,/
Bl
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19

57"7

57.(.‘

23,4

0
0.0

50,0
17,1
7.5
12
36,4
34,3
15,9
13
92.9
11,1 0.0 37.1
1.3 0.0 16,3
9 33 35
11,3 41,3 43,4

4 8% 56 B9 20 9% 26 08 25 av 90 B9 40 90 60 U G0 BE FE S0 B8 9 09 e
P4 84 BS B0 S0 S8 B 4% B4 96 66 B9 VE B 64 6 29 V6 S8 N B 64 00 Be

.

Pearson's R = 0.43692

Be B0 20 0O IS S0 €O AP BI 20 se B I R 98 20 4% B8 90 0. 54 e 80 B 08

Row
Total

20
25,0

12
19,0

33
41,3

14
17,5

80
100,0

€L



ctount
Row %
Col 3%
Total %
an_; Aol A K A K N X J
1,

:3.

B0 80. 30 60 40 29 Ve - 04 2V DO 0 98 BN @3 4& O 85 26 2% 40 46 43. 00 oo VO

Column
fotal

Significance = 0.0000

Table 3.23 - Meditation

123

1.2 2,
3 2
50,0 ¢ 33,3
160,0 : 16,7
383 2.5
Q) H Y
00(" H 3‘)-’&
OOU : 6(’.7
0,0 H 10,0
03 1
(U] H 3.2
0.0 3 Yae3
0.0 H 163
‘ Q : 1
0,0 H 4.4
0,0 3 8e3
U!U : 103

3 12
3,8 15,0

BT A9 86 &3 2D en 9 S8 6D S 25 4G S 20 e85 5 24 N6 20 e

3,: 4,

hadhald A L L R o L B R

1
16,7
2.9
1.3
7
31.4
20,0

:
0,0
0.0
0,0

7
31,8
22,6

Bael B,.6
19 11
61,3 35.5

5549
23.4

7
33.3

35.5
13.8
13
61,9
2046 41,9
Be8 16,3
34 31
4245 38,8

B89 2O NN S5 48 S8 S8 B BN 23 G8 Vs 0 54 S0 B0 P s 8

Pearson's R = 0.53110

[
.
.
*

24 95 98 20 B8 49 S0 5 B3 9% BT 90 B 29 0S¢ 00 e 99 €4 OB
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27.5
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34,8
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26,3

BO
100,0

VL
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Table 3.25 - Memory

Count
Row
Col

Total

Column
Total

Significance

te

3.

o,
-
o
3
o
b

G

0.

76

H Row
. Total:
: 2,3 3.: I
1 2 1 3
33,4 ho o7 0,0 3,7
16,/ 6 e}
1.2 2.5 0.0 *
0 5 1 &
(_).U ‘}3'3 }6-7 7.1
9,0 16e7 262
']'L) 6.2 1.&

4
Zl'l
8,9
1.9

40
159

12
63.2
40,0
11.8

11
20.8
33,4 36,7 88.Y

2.9 13,0 49,4
o) 30 15 81
1.4 37.V S55.6 100,0

4
15,48
50,0

3.7

2

3.8

53
65,4

B8 44 90 s 90 8¢ 02 e 86 o4 @ $» en s 0% er v B9 W
46 994 20 04 45 40 22 25 46 e B4 48 46 44 sS4 4e o9 20 ee
B8 40 22 04 28 4 B0 2V 0 G0 08 Ge 4P S0 B4 92 49 e By ep

96 90 45 20 90 29 40 40 ¢4 ¢V 00 4% we S0 G e 26 se e se:

0000 Pearson's R = 0.47864



717

from the student's priority rating of the importance of
these same thinking strategies.

A Spearman Correlation Coefficient analysis revealed
a significant correlation at the .01 level of significance
between the frequency rétings and importance ratings of
the 25 thinking strategies by students of educational
administration courses, therefore, hypothesis 2 was reject-
ed (see Table 2).

Table 4 shows the Pearson's Product Moment correla-
tion between importance and frequency ratings by students
for the 25 thinking strategies. Analysis and organization
did not obtain significance at the .05 level of signifi-
cance. Perception and raising questions were significant
at the .05 level of significance. The other 21 thinking
strategies showed significant correlations at the .01 level
of significance. A comparison of rows 3 and 4 to columns
3 and 4 for variance revealed that conceptualization,
leadership, logical relationships, idea finding, problem
solving, and evaluation received higher ratings for
importance than the ratings for frequency of use. Inter-
personal interaction received higher ratings for frequency

of use than the ratings for importance.



Table 4.1 - Conceptualization

HIl

Count

Pow

Col

Total %

HO1 m——memwe-

1.

Bow
Total

S 98 o

3': 4.:

-q—-----:q-------:

2 1

GCoel 33.3
Te7 S.H
4'4 ?.2

9 1

81,48 9,1
34’b 5.0
2040 2472
11 3
73,3 26.1
A42.3 22.72
2%.4 ReY

4 12

25.0 75,0
0,0 15.4 b/
,u Be9 2641
Coluinn 1 26 14 45
lotal 2,2 57,8 40.0 100,0

i,

0
0,0
0,0
0,0
1
9,1
100,0
2.2
()
0,0
0,0
0.0

11
24,4

2,

15
33,3

16

3
35,06

0,0

O 00 00 98 4% 00 s 40 <0 T4 99 e 40 10 20 w8 38 R e S se 28 2 A
@0 00 90 S0 49 A2 S 1o 99 % 35 03 40 e 8 43 _s8 oh ee

€8 85 50 00 82 4% 80 24 G0 58 00 9e 98 %6 G0 83 04 Ss 86 e es
B8 44 99 Bs 40 %e 9% B4 B4 %4 96 A8 e s 66 2 s w3 e» ..

Pearson's R = 0.45036 Significance = 0.0010



Table 4.2 - Perception

HI12

Count
Row %
col %
Total % 240

------—-:

V)

0,0
0o
N0

0

0
0,0
0,0

3
17,06
15,0
be/

1

3.4
25,0
2.2
Column 1
Total H,Y

an Lad K K R R X X 4

l.

O% @9 A 44 o5 90 e 4% 4% 00 B8 e v 64 2 s

oL
*
49 40 86 20 ¢0 e e 04 e
4e 89 82 a0 40 00 00 00 00 4¢ 00 30 55 6% 88 se 90 se e

Pearson's R = 0.25688

3': 41’

1 0
100.,0 Na0
4.8 a0
2.2 Q.0

1 0
100,90 0,0
1.8 Q.0
202 0.0

8 ' b
14741 35,3
36.1 30.,0
17.8 13.3
11 14
42.3 53.8
5243 70,0
24.4 : 31.1
21 Ay
46,7 44,4

S 20 9T 18 €5 95 s o8 9% 24 20 82 60 44 44 e sa te se

L
.

e 95 Be B0 e

09 80 B2 8% 02 28 90 24 @e 00 94 S0 e es o8

Row
Total

N
-
N

17
37.8

26
57,8

15
100,0

Significance = 0.0442

79



Table 4.3 - Analysis

H13

Count :

S L mmaemeoe

4,

3

14,3
75,0
b, 5

3
14.3
1647

He8

71.4
bRa2
3441

21
47,7

15

80

Pow % ¢ Row

Col % 3 Total
Total % 3 2.8 3,: 4.3
HN3 ekt Ll Rl bbbt b R bl L R LS Dl

0, : o3 ) D (¢ I 1

: 0,0 ¢ 100.0 ¢ N0 3 2.3

: 0.0 3 5.0 3 0.0 ¢ )
: 0.0 3 2.3 @ Q.0 2

1. : 03 L L1 H 4

: 0,0 3 75,0 25,0 3 9.1
: 0,0 3 16,7 Y P B
P 0,0 3 L bl.8 3 2.3

2. @ A S S SR S 4

T 25,0 5 25,0 t 50.0 3 9.1
T 25,0 3 5.6 3 9.1 2
H 2.3 2 2.3 2 4.5 3

3, 03 10 .+ .4 14

: 0.0 3 T1.4 ¢ 28,6 § 31,8
0,0 ¢ 55,06 ¢ 8.2 : ;

: 0,0 3 22,7 : 9,1

e S0 @y se e

colunn
lotal

Pearson's R = 0.21620

9

%
1

18
40.9

Significance

22 44

50,0 100,0

0.0793



Table 4.4 - Synthesis

HI4

Count

Row

Col

rTotal

HO4 mmeem———

1,

M g 0
20 94 24 o9 o0

$6 89 90 40 00 S0 20 en e AP 0D 40 B0 S5 96 84 6% 6 we

column
Total

Pearson's R = 0.51429

l
5940
50,0

2,2

1
14,3
50,0

2,2

0,.u

0
0.0
0,0
0,0

2
4,4

N
-
..
A
.
-

4
57.1
17,4

8,9
12
75,0
52.2
26,1

0
30,0
2041
13.3

® 40 a3 @8 a0 v %0 Be e 9 88 %4 40 &8 63 28 e 0 B0

L]
P 38 90 40 0w 24 30 P9 0 40 se 46 e s s

23
51.1

Significance

28,46
[0.0

25,0

2069

LR X K N B ¥ % 1

7040
7‘).(,
3141

B
-
.

1 (LI
50,0 ¢ 0«0 3
4.3 H 0,0 3
2.2 : NDel} 3

2

4.4

4

B4

la

90 90 44 05 4o 99 ve %6 e+ 20 o B ws 20 =

20

44.4

0.0002

Row
Total

-
i

.
o~

1o
35,0

N
<

44,4

45
100,0

81
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Table 4.5 - Interpersonal Interaction

HiS

Count
Row %
Col %
Total % 2.3 3.1 4,12 S

.

2. 2 2 0 v
bU,v 50,0 0,0 0,0

bbb,/ 33,3 0,0 0.0

4.4 4.4 040 0.0

(V]

2

3

0

0,0 33,3 0647 0.0
0,0 33.3 11,4 0.0
0,0 4,4 89 0,40

1

- R g W

2

Lo A B R A K ¥

31

LE S X X R ¥o¥ 3

d' 1

84 S0 88 09 29 48 B4 8 Se e e s Ga o

S8 68 B8 20 G 00 84 49 04 S 00 CQ 09 B 6 o8 BY a8 S0 09
94 @4 S0 68 34 e 26 8% G0 8% B B B 09

88 80 8% 20 €% S8 G0 95 B UD 5 Ot 49 S e

2.9 5.7 daOb 2.9

33,3 33,3 5846 100,0

2,2 4.4 68,4 2,2
Column 3 6 ' 35 | I-
Total 6.[ 13,3 77.8 2.2

Pearson's R = 0.62352 | Significance = 0.0000

8BS D NI BB S8 9P 02 ¥ S8 S0 00 4B IS B2 20 48 B>

Row
Total

<
.
L H

—
o~
-
w T

-
o

7.’.8

45
100,0
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Table 4.6 - Planning

Count
Row %
Col %

Total %
1,

3.

4,

Ccolumn
i} otal

HIo

2.
1
100,0
33,3
2,2
1}
V.U
0,0
0,0
1
10,0
33.3
2.2
1
3,1
33,3
247
3
6,/

Pearson's R = 0.49588

08 80 en wo 99

S0 82 2% 8¢ 90 00 4 91 B0 2 s B0 e 48 ee

3.2 4

.
-—--ﬁ---: - nen W mew w

U

G
(VPR Oet
(VPRY 0.0

Jal
1
50,0
245
262

B

B)4U
20.0
17.8
31
9644
0.0 TTeh
0.0 vBeY

2 40
“04 88.'3

[
1
50.0
50.0
2.2
1
10.0
50,0
2.2
Q
0.0

4 08 20 2 e

B0 S84 94 20 92 %0 B2 40 28 S0 0 26 es 49 o

T aw

®s 08¢ B0 s 9e

€8 48 9% 22 25 40 22 0% 85 we 83 S8 en ea e

Row
Total

10
22,2

32
71.1

45
100,0

Significance = 0.0003

83



Table 4.7 - Leadership

H17

Count H
Row % 3 Kow
Col % ¢ Total
Total % @ 3.3 4,:
HO7 bl LR A A e L HE LE L L LD
1. 3 1 1 2
H 50,0 S0,0 H 445
H 33,3 2.4 ¢
: 2.3 2.3 :

4
100.0
9.8
9.1
bA
75.()
14.6
13,6
30 -
100,0
Q.U 73.2
040 6.2
Column 3 @1 4
Total 6,8 93,2 100,0

0,0

0,0
0,0
2
25,0
bo, /
4,5
9
V.0

@0 29 08 20 40 *9 20 9T 04 98 b o8 06 34 ae o

30
0B42

® 89 B4 G0 09 96 93 94 A" s 40 8s s 9 O3 S8 %8 os e

.
8% 00 99 45 e ad 2% eo 24 93 v B0 e e e

Pearson's R = 0.37598 Significance = 0.0059



Table 4.8 - Reading

H1
Count :
Row 3 3
Col % ¢
Total % 3
{048 bbbl L b L g+

1,

N
.

-
-
.
3
.
.
»
L]
I3
.
-
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
-
.
.
L]
.
.
.
- ®

.
-
-
.
.
.
.
-
.
.
.

Column
Total

Pearson's R = 0.51699

o}

0
V.U
(UPRY
D4t

2
33,3
50,0

1.4

1
14,4
Z2h .9

244

1
3.&
25,0
242

4
HLY

2,3 340

1
loo.v
8,3
2.2

3
5040
25.0
6ol

3
42.49
25,0
6.7

2
1o.1
41.7
11,1 b4

4 S0 €0 44 83 28 90 4% B8 a3 45 e S0 45 % B8 B4 0t e

S 05 89 50 90 99 00 S0 S 40 84 0% A8 B9 G0 6% 4 Be a4

12
26,7

Significance

Mm@ Y o en AP o n : LA R B A R X X I

L A X X 3

1

42.9

1

H0eb
d6be2
55.b

oo -'-—-n--: - on O o T > -

4,:

J
Ve l)
(UPRY
0.0

1
Hael
3e4
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3

0.3
el
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% 50 90 00 03 40 @0 5 B85 95 04 48 % ws 64 S8 S5 w8 e oo

29

bded

0.0001

Row
Total

31
6t ,9
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Table 4.9 - Observation

Hl9

Count
Boxs %
Col %
Total % 2,: 3.:

.

H[)g - e .- .- e -
2. 3
17.6
6a7

]

1
16,7
100,0
2.2

Q

€9 06 00 ¥4 V4 04 e 96 90 ov 4 34 s se

(),(} R()QU
0,0 47,1
0,0 17.8
1, V) 6
0.0 20.7
0,0 35,3
0,0 13.3

®% 04 24 90 00 99 4T 0 4 G4 <8 03 40 s 2e a6 0 4o se es

A% 02 48 44 40 40 95 28 e 40 00 s es w8 e

B E e e "o

cojumn 1 17
Total 2.2 37,4

Pearson's R = 0.50155 Significance

B R R —-------: - e on S

Y X E X L ¥ X 3

- -

V%

} I

$O s 0% S0 28 06 R0 0e e w2 4% S e 48 S8 Be e

2

-
~w
>

S

4.4

2
200
1.4
4.4

23
7943
85.2
St.l

27
60,0

0.0002

Row
Total

—
W
*
w o
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22,2

29
64,4
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Table 4.10 - Listening

HILO

G0 4B V02O 20 4 B0 24 00 2% 54 6w Se S8 e

Count :
Row % 3 Row
Col % @ Totdal
Total % 3,1 4,:
2 3 . Q 3
160,00 H 0,0 6o/
30,0 : 0.0
6,/ : Vol
3. 3 : 5 o
37,9 1 62,5 17,4
30,0 M 14,3
247 H 11.1

29 90 33 20 40 08 D e B9 04 38 3% 48 su a3

4, 4 30 34
11,8 BB, 2 7546

40,0 RS .7

B9 3 667
Column 1o 35 i5

Total 22,2 77.3 100,V

Pearson's P = 0.53386 Significance = 0.0001
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Table 4.12 - Logical Relationships

112
Count
Row %
Col 3%
Total %
Ho1?2 e ---
1,

1.: 2': 3.: 4'
1
2541
100,0

50,0
22.2
4.4

25,0
6.3
2.2

: : : H
: H : :
2, 3 (U 5 ¢ 203 1
: DU 3 62,5 1 25.0 ¢ 12.5%
: 0,0 H 11.1 . 4.4 H 2.2
3, @ [V 1 9 3 5
: 0,0 3 11¢1 ¢ 5643 1 26,4
: 0,0 3 2.2 2t 20,0 : 11,1
A, e ‘ 0 2 1 H 4 3 13
: 0,0 ¢ S.6 3 22,2 ¢ 72,2
: U0 3 11.1 3 25,0 3 68,4
H 0.0 H 2.2 : BeY H 28,9

MWW BT’ Ry HE AR R R HEE X T

Column 1 9 16 19
Total 2.? 20,0 35.§ 42,2

Pearson's R = 0.66048 Significance = 0.0000

B 09 09 4 B0 S0 CF S0 AN S8 N6 C0 S0 54 48 54 4D we e s

15
33,3

18
40,0

15
100,0

68



Table 4.13 - Decision Making

HI13

Count
Row %
Col % :
fotal % @ 2,2 3. 4,
HO13 bkl Bl LR L Lt Al LR SRR Ll LR L Ll

1

1. : o 3 2 H
H 0,0 : 647 H 33.3
: 0,0 : 33,3 : 2.6
: DU 2 1.4 3 242
2. 0 3 0 2 1
: 0,0 3 0.0 ¢ 100,0
: 0,0 2 Ve0 2 24D
: 0,0 3 0.0 3 2.2
3. : 1 : 2 : o
: 12.5 ¢ 25,0 3 62.9
T 100,00 ¢ 33,3 13.2
: 2.2 2 4.4 11,1
1., 0 2 3 31
: D0 2 6.1 ¢ 93,9
: 0,0 & 33,3 d1.06
: D,0 2 4,4 @ o8.Y
Coluinn 1 o 338

Total 2,2 13.3 B4,4

Pearson's R = 0.40625 Significance = 0.0028

.2 as

9 %6 ee 80 e

@8 S0 05 20 20 40 2% S4 %0 e Be B0 S0 se s

Row
Total

N
.
N

—
~I
»
s <3 ]

33
73,3

45
100,0

90



Table 4.14 - Advocacy
hil?

Count ‘
Row % 3 rRo~
Col % fotal

Total % @ Ues 10: 2.: 3,: 4-:
‘ _-------: --------: o-—-wo--:-w--ﬂwnn: u.--—--n:-—--wuvo'
HuLe 0, H | H 0 90 3 Y B 0@ ' ;
T 100,03 0.0 0,0 3 (VP VI 0,0 3 2.3
T 100,00 3 0.0 3 0.0 ¢ 0,0 2 0.0 2
T 2,3 H U0 : 0.0 : 0.0 : 0,0 H
1. ; (VR 0 4 3 g R §
: 0,0 3 0.0 ¢ BO.O ¢ 0,0 ¢ 20,0 ¢ 11,0
H 0,0 H 060 : 36,4 H D0 H 7.1 ;
: O,0 3 V.0 3 D3 3 0,0 ¢ 243 ¢
-:-----un--:—-,_u--_:------—-;--w-n-—w:-w--q---: )
24 H v o2 2 3 3 : 3 . 1 : ?
: D,0 ¢ 22.2 : 333 3 33,3 1}.1 s 20,9
: U, 3 100,00 3 27.3% ¢ 20,0 l.; H
: 0,0 3 4,7 ¢ TV 2 7.0 3 2,3 3
3, ; 0 ; LU 4 3 Y : 3 3 . 1?
: 0,0 3 0.0 1 364% ! 60,0 3 21,4
H D,0 ¢ 0.0 ¢ 9.4 H 20,9 7,0 3
e ; o ¢ 0 3 0 2 3 H 9 : .12
: 0,0 3 0.0 3 D0 3 25,0 ¢ 75,0 ¢ 27,9
: 0,0 H 0.0 H 0.0 H 20,0 H 64.3 :
: 0,0 3 0,0 5 0.0 3 T.0 ¢ 20,9
-3 o--'-----:-——----’:-n-----’:n---—pnw:nq-w----:

[\ 8]

43
Column ] 11 15 14
Total 2,3 4,7 25.0 34,9 32,6 100,0

Pearson's R = 0.65254 . Significance = 0.0000
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Table 4.15 - Imagination

Hil1S

Count
Row % : Row
col % @ Total
Total % 3 24° 3.2 4,:

Hf)lb -y ev -

1. 2 2 0 4
S0,0 50.0 0.0 a,3

33,3 14.3 0.0

’L'[ 407 O.U

3
50,0
17.1%

De3

2
25.0
14,3

4.7

2
25,0
33,3

1.1

- Mo e W e

$0 8¢ @3 9n 4 Gt 40 6 A 05 BE B 94 04 we e 44 0 ws
@0 02 ¢4 02 00 %0 25 20 09 96 44 29 00 49 ov 48 es es oo

.
.
L3
.
.
-
.
-
.
*
.
.
.
.
.
.
3
.
.
.
.
.
-
.
.
.
.
.
[
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
-

S8 99 59 94 %4 89 90 @0 0s 40 B 03 se ®s 0e 36 we e s oo

3. 1 6 5 13
Tel 4,2 4642 30,2
2.3 14.0 14.0
a, 1 4 13 18
5,6 22.2 T2.2 11.9
164,/ 28 40 5645
243 9,3 3042
cColumnn ) 14 23 43

Pearson's R

Total 13,0 32.6 93.5 100,.,0

0.43230 Significance = £2.001%

92



Table 4.16 - Organization

firye

Count

Row

Col

rotal

HO16 e ———-——

1.3

A% A
%6 48 s o0: o

2e : V] :
: 0,0 H
: 0,0 N
: 0,0 H
3. H 0o
: 0,0 :
H )0 .
: 0,0 :
4, @ 1 :
2 3.2 3
: 100,03
: 243 :
column 1

Total 2.3

Pearson's R = 0.01674

3.

)
0.0
0.0
0.V

2

16,2
boel
4,7

1

3.2
33,3
243

8 e 9P PO 25 60 e 0V b 3 0 20 20 e

4.

-w-———--: -—u-----: - o

1
100,0
2,6
2,3
Y
g1.8
23'1
2044
29
93.5
Td4.4
074

—----n--: LA K K B A K X J

3
7.9

Significance

39
90,7

-
.

-
o

@8 €0 49 00 00 20 22 49 40 20 B 20 88 ) we

= 0.4576

Row
Total

43
100,0

93



Table 4.17 - Wisdom

HI17

Count
Row % Raow
TOE91 : : e
Hﬂl? ---2--»- ----‘-3:;--w---E:;wn---Hf::;cno-ai:
1, 1 0 0 1
50,90 0,0 0.0 50,0 4,7
100,0 0.0 0,0 2,9

2,3 0,0 0,0 2,3

- e

49 8% 68 58 00 90 89 08 €0 49 60 5O 95 0. 89 04 89 8 00 oo 9T 00 45 86 O

- A e LA B A A N R S e

: : : :

: : : H
2. 0 3 1 v 2 ; 3
0.0 3 33,3 : 0,0 ¢ 66,7 H 7,0

OD,0 ¢ 100,0 ¢ 0.0 3 5,9 3

0,0 ¢ 2.3 ¢ 0,0 3 4.7 3

Rkt b LD DL L L S R L L LT 2 L R
3, (U (VI 5 3 T 12
[ I VI 0ol 2 414/ 3 S8,3 ¢ 27,9

0.0 3 V. 3 7144 3 20,6

0,0 3 Ol 2 1146 ¢ 16,3

i R A A L L L L R L L L T T
4, 0 s 0 s 2 3 24 3 26
D,0 3 0.0 Tel 3 92,3 : 80,5

0.0 H 0.0 H 2846 H T0,.0 .

0.0 H 0.0 H 441 : 55,4 H

:n.--*--w:--'-.ﬂ—n: LA T

Column 1 1 ! 34 43
Total 2,3 2e3 1643 79.1 100,0

Pearson's R = 0.53503 Significance = 0.0001

76



Table 4.18 - Idea Finding

H118

Count :
Row % 2
Col %
fotal & @ 0,: 1, 2

1. 1
20,0
100,0
2¢3

0

0,0
0,0
0,0

v

0,0
0,0
0,0

0

0,0

0

U,0

0.0

0,0

1

12.5

100,v

2,3

0

0,0

0.0

(V)

0

Ue0
0.u 0.0 0,0
0,0 eV 0,0

Column 1 1 ) 4
Total 243 2.3 9,3

2
49,0
50,0

4.7
1
12,5
25.0
2.3
1
4,8
25,0
243
0
0D,0

9 B8 90 3 49 SO Ie 20 68 Do D 04 SV PE 00 o0 O P9 G9 e

9 00 00 99 08 9 90 00 @0 08 0 D 40 20 O 0O 83 06 @O 6% 9P
B0 98 82 40 26 90 €5 €0 64 G0 B 95 64 00 8% e 04 6® O
80 B4 0¢ 99 SO B9 VS 2P G4 B9 SN BF Se Be 60 e 2 @9 e

1

eMEBEme Tl NS »

Row

Total -

3.0 By

1 1
20,0 20,0
6ol 1,5
2.3 2,3
U )
0,0 1H .0
U,0 27,3
0,0 14,0
12 ]
5741 38,1
BO,0 3b,4
27.9 18,6
4 1
22,2 778
13,3 31,8
Gq1 16,3

1l.0

16,6

Z1

48,4

20,9

S8 38 B8 40 S5 80 S5 S0 00 29 WO B8 Ve RS B4R 08 2 s 38
B9 60 40 65 WS 0 40 N2 VS S8 BB BS e By 08 S0 B 38 5 B3 28

15 22 43
34,9 51,2 100,0

Pearson's R =0.41948 Significance = 0.0026

S6



Table 4.19 - Problem Solving

dl1y
Count
Row % ¢
Col % @
rYotal % ¢ Z2e2 3,: 4.
HO19 AL E e kL LT R TR L P
n, v d 3 1
: V.U 2 Ve 2 100,0
: v 2 0.0 3 29
: V.0 0,0 = 2.4
1, ¢ 9 3 | A 0
: ND,0 2 100.0 3 0,0
: 0,0 H 14.3 : 00
: 0,0 3 2% @ ) et
2. 3 (VN 2 4
: 0,0 ¢ 33,3 : o6,/
: V.0 ¢ 28,0 3 11,4
: 0,0 3 4.8 2 Ya5
3. H 1 H 4 5
T 10,0 3 40.0 3 50,0
¢ 10,0 57.1 0 L4,
2.1 9.5 & 11,9
4, 19 (VI 24
: D,0 3 0.0 ¢ 10040
: 0,0 3 0.0 ¢ T0.6
: 0,0 U,0 ¢ 57,1
Column 1 7 31

Total 2.4 16,7 81,0

Pearson's R =0.360838 Significance = 0.0094

e 22 o4 va e

8O S0 35 20 09 0e 08 00 Be 45 26 v 8e e *e we 25 ae »s e

Row
Total

24
57.1

42
100,0

96



Table 4.20 - Evaluation

H1

Col

HO2Z0 —————

1

Column
Total

Pearson's R = 0.62526

20

2
50,0
UL 0

4,7

0
0.0
0,0
0,0

0
0
0n,0
U0

0
0,0
VeV
DGt

2
G4/

2

- s s W am Yo um ¢

o 3,:

2
5040
20.0

447

4
14,4
40,0

9.3

3
21.4
30,0

Te0

1
Vel
10,0

2.3

0 48 as se ¢

© B0 %0 40 88 06 04 40 00 Se B2 B0 S0 0% 4 04 N S es

SO 40 2¢ 49 0 25 B2 40 49 2. te %6 S0 o

.

10
23.3

Significance

badnd b bk B L R Rk Rl ol

35,0
16,1

1

- ey “ wn WS am en S0

78,6
35.5
25,06

3.8
4“.1
34.9

4,:

0
0.0
0.0
Jel)

9% o% a9 9% e

l-,

1.0

11

15

96 94 90 2 45 0 08 83 %4 66 68 07 we o0 s

31

72.1

N, 0000

97

Row
Total

14
32,6

16
37.2

13
100.0



Table 4.21 - Raising Questions

HIL2t
Count
Row %
Col %
Total %
21 .- --
1.
A0 4,0
18,2
4,1
1
16,7
Yl
2.3

40,0
14,3
by
3
50,0
21.4
']'()
1
43,48
50,0
1b.3
2
12.5

0,0
Va0
0.0

2
33,3
11,4

4,

&
37.5
35,3
14,0

9
56,3

0.0 14,3 52,9
0.0 11,0 4,/ 20,9
Colunn 1 11 ) 14 | 17 43
Total 2,3 25,40 32,06 39,5 100,0

0
0,0
0,0
0,0

0
0,0
0,0
0,0

0
0,0

4]

14,0

40 90 90 94 S8 U8 2O VL S 89 00 20 80 99 VY VS 00 . 0% 20 23 P4 6 G- 60 00

16
37.2

16
37,2

B8 0¢ 85 00 e 58 Se PO 04 G Ls S5 9C 9P 48 S O et s O
@ 68 B3 40 44 0 8 95 44 46 28 90 08 SO e 60 G0 80 e® °
® 00 90 @6 20 88 B4 S0 29 P AP VP 99 B 44 A&s 4e B e

.
-

A9 80 28 99 S¢ 9 S5 VH SE B L 69 T8 48 S0 e B9 Be 9 9

Pearson's R =0.30181 Significance = 0.0246

86



Table 4.22 - Initiating Defining,
Reorganizing Structure

HL27?

Count
Row % ¢ Row
Col % : Total
Total & ¢ 1.3 2,0 K P 42
HN 272 Rheedb b A bl L LR R AL L L bl L F R R
1. ¢ 1 : 5 @ 2 1 : 9
$oIl.1 r S5S%.b 3 22.72 3 11,1 20,49
IGO0 s B2.5 3 10.9 b,] 3
: 2.3 1 11,0 : o1 3 2.3 3
2. : o 3 1 : o] H 3 H 9
: VeV 3 11el 2 59,0 ¢ 33,3 ¢ 20,9
: 0,0 3 12,5 3 2643 : 20,0
: 0,0 3 2.3 ¢ 11,6 7.0
3. 3 0 3 2 I D 3 16
H 0,0 3 125 ¢ oH,8 18,4 @ 37,2
: DU 8 29,0 ¢ 57,9 : 20,0 ‘
: 0,0 3 4.7 1 2%.6 3 T ¢
4, 2 (VR VA 1 3 g ¢ 9
: 0,0 3 Va0 3 11.1 ¢ BHB,Y 0t 20,9
: 0,0 3 0,0 s 53 ¢ 53,3
: D0 3 0,0 ¢ 2¢3 ¢ 18.b 3

Column 1 d 19 15 43
total 2,3 18,0 44,2 34,9 100,0

Pearson's R = 0.57349 Significance = 0.0000

66
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Hvpothesis 3:

When administrators evaluate a list of thinking stra-
tegies, the priority ratings of the importance of the
thinking strategies will differ significantly from the
priority ratings of the importance of these same thinking
strategies by graduate students enrolled in educational
administration courses.

A Spearman Correlation Coefficient analysis revealed a
significant correlation at the .01 level of significance
between administrators and students of educational admini-
stration courses ratings of importance on the 25 thinking
strategies; therefore, hypothesis 3 was rejected (see
Table 2).

A Chi-square test comparing principals' ratings to the
ratings by university students revealed significant dif-
ferences for planning, decision making, and
meditation at the .05 level. Conceptualization and per-
ception were highly significant at the .01 level. Other

thinking strategies showed no significant difference be-

tween principals and graduate students. These results can
be found in Table 6.

Hypothesis 4:

When graduate students enrolled in educational ad-
ministration courses evaluate a list of 25 thinking

strategies, the ratings of the students' perceptions of
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Table 5.1 - Conceptualization

NEWRGRIUP
Count

Row % ¢PRLUCIPA STUDENT Row
Col % L Total
Total % .3 2,1
HOl w—-i—n-w —n—u--—-:—m-—----:

1.- 2] 3
66,7 33.3 7.3

1.6 6.7

4.8 2.
2. 14 11 25

: S6.0 44,0
: 17,7 24.4
. 8-9
: 15
: 31.3
: 33.3
: 12.1
. 1b
: 33.1
: 35.0
: 12.9

11.3

#m S ow mmap o an e e

44
38,7

33
£R L8
Gl %
20,0

33,9

24
ol 9
32,9
21,0

- ar W wm TN

€0 84 3% &8 81 W0 8 95 84 A > S AS 6 s AW S 64 Aw e

20 99 23 42 %3 09 B4 B0 84 B4 S0 s 60 5 Ak Be S A% 82 08

Column 79 15 124
Total es,7 36,3 100.0

Chi square = 1.26335 with 3 degrees of freedom
Significance = 0.7379
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Table 5.2 - Perception

NEpALRIIGP

Row % :PRISCTIPA STUDEWT Pow
% b Total

fotal % : 1.3 2.2
HO2 e E e r e e et — - mcam———
le H 3 i : 1
: To,0 3 25,0 @ 3.2
: 3I.H g 2.2 2
M ‘1.,1 : 0.8 :
2. 3 4 : | : 5
: KLU : 20,0 H 440
: 5," : 22 :
: 3.2 0.8 ¢
3. : to = 17 33
4R, ¢ 51,5 : 76,4
20,00 ¢ 37.8 @
: 2.8 3 3.6 ¢
4, 3 I A 20 : $3
:opE.T T 31,3 : b6.4
: 71.3 : 57.8 :
: 15,6 2 20.Y :

Column A a5 125
Total i, 1) 3b,0 130,0

Chi squarc = 5.0067 with 3 degrees of freedom
Significance = 0.1717
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Table 5.3 - Analysis

. NERGRAIYP
Count

Row % :PRINCLPA STUDKNT Row
Col 3 :i, Total
Total 2 3 1.3 2.1
HO3 R Rt D T P
B DR noos i1 . 1
: 0,0 3 100,0 2 0.8
: 0.0 g 2.3 ¢ o
- : a.0 s 08 3
1. @ 7 4 e 11
T wd.br 36.% 1 R,9
: o9 g 9,1 = s
: S, ¢ 3.3 ¢
2. = ' RS 22
DOB1L.8 3 18,2 @ 17,9
po22,¥ 3 9.1 1 '
: ld.0 3 3.3 ¢
i, ¢ 33 ¢ 14 47
s 70,2 oz 29.8 @ 38.2
:o4l.® ot 31.8 ¢ '
: 2n.8 @ 11.4 ¢
T, ¢ 21 : 217 42
: S0,0 3 50,0 @ 34,1
: 26,6 3 47,7 3 t
T 17,1 s 17.1

colunn 79 14 123
Total 6d, 2 35.4 100,0

Chi square = 9.19315 with 4 degrees of freedom
Significance = 0.0564
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Table 5.4 - Synthesis

HEWGROLP

Count :
Row H
Col % :

€.
k]

PRI ICLPE STUDEANT How
i: Total

Total = 1.3 2at
HO4 - - . ———————
1. : 7 : 2 : Q
17,8 2 2.2 @ 1.2
: H,0 : 4.4 :
: H,b : 1.0 H
2. 17z 7 24
¢ Th.y 3 29,2 ¢ 19,2
. 21,3 15.6 ¢
: 13,0 3 5.0 2
3. : 31 : 1o 47
: oo, 9 : 34,0 : 37.%
: g, : 35,0 :
T ZA.8 s 12.8
4, 25 3 20 ¢ 45
T 55,0 o 44,4 36.0
: 31.3 : A4.4 @
: 20,4 : lo, 0 H

ColLurn 30 15 . 125
Total Hg, Jo .0 100.49

Chi square = 2.69882 with 3 degrees of freedom
Significance = 0.4404



Table 5.5 - Interpersonal Interactions

HEWGRUP

Count :

Row 3 PRIHACLIPA STUDENT
Col % 0L ¢
Total % @ 1.0 2.

HO5 mmmemmmslesmseseeiecsenee
1, : 1 BV A
s 1GO .0 : 0.0
- : 1.3 : (U]
: 0,4 H U0
2. : 3 v c4
¢ 42,9 ¢ 857.1
: EI B9 -
: 2. 3 3.2
3. : AN e
T 6o, 1 33.3v
: 15,2 @ 13,3
: 9,7 2 4.8 7
te 3 (S - 1350
¢ k4,3 2 35,700
s 9.1 T 77,8
s 50,8 3 28,2

column A “45‘
Total 3,7 36.3°"

Chi square 1.96825 with 3 degrees of

Significance = O 5790

Row

Yo Tetal-

LI ¥ 3

1y

g’
79,0

L %0 4av %e 26 56 1A s s as se ®e 20 83 40 9% w8 2% 4w ss as »

124
100,90

freedom

o 14.5"7
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i

Tl A ‘ .
Table 5.6 - Planning

o MEWGROYP
COUh( - . -
Fow % :PRIHCIPA STUDENT Kow,

V’ol % L ., Total
) Totdal 3 1,72 2.1,
HO6 i Y
i 2 1 1 e 2
D50 1 SuLd g 1.6
T 1.3 2.2 1
: D.8 3 o8, 2
LA 5 3 2.3 -7
:o71.% 1 28,6, 10 5.0
: o3 2 4.1, 1
: .0 3 1.6 1.
DR 33 10- 1, 43,
s Th,l ot 23.3 3. 34.4
41,3 ¢ 22, 2 :.
: 20,1z 8.0 3
4. 2 41 : 32 H 13
: 56,2 1 43, 5 :. 58.4
: 51,3 ¢ 71, 2
: 32,8 @ )3.01”:

Column o') 45 125 ‘
Toral 0d, 3600 10040

S “,‘,;,';,,‘ 1 RN e . (e

Chi square = 5.31427 with 3 degrees of freedom
Significance = 0.1502



HO7

Chi squarec =
Significance

Table 5.7 - Leadership

Count

ol H
o

tHow %

Total

Column
fotal

6.4
=0

66 88 80 B4 S0 85 4 A6 S0 4% 83 00 49 % 0D AE S B8 40 AN o

1

NEWGROULD

sHRTHCIPA STHUDRUT Row
P Total
: 1.3 2.

] 2 2
2.0 100,0 1.6
O,u 4.5

1‘6

- s g WD WS o

4
66.7

33,3
P 9.1
I.h 3'3
16 ] 24
by, 7 33.3 19,5

1.8.2
0.5

- gn "

30

20,3
13,0
ol
AR 33.0
77.4 F’Boz
49,5 3 24,4
74 44 123
64,2 35.48 100,0

91
74."

4 54 04 02 B SP B0 20 00 B8 G0 2 B4 3 83 %8 %3 88 83
98 90 B0 84 90 4% 24 B9 S0 2D G4 IV 40 S8 E% s L4 me se w 8 8¢

5727 with 3 degrees of freedom

.0914
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Table 5.8 - Reading

7

fHmnGROUPR

Row $ 1PRUGCIPA STUDERT Row
: Total

-
4
.
S e e e e | e e e gy
-
-

e aa

-

HO8 camcme

1e Lo 1. 2

co. st S0 1 50,0 g 1.5
: 1.3 = 2.2 2
: d.8 e 0.8 ¢

2. 5 L6 3 11
2 45 .5 : 54.5 8.9
H H,3 : 13.3 :

- } o 4} H 4.8 :

3. ¢ T S B 26
v T3 00 2609 0 21,9
24,1t 1%.00 1o -
: 15,3 : Seb. S

1, 3 54 3 31 = 85
03,5 0 306.5 bHe5
: o, 4 H PH 9 2 L
$ 43,5 T 25,00 ¢ o

Colunn A 45 1724

Total 3.7 3.3 100,.,0

R , ! e, e
[ T . [ PR

Chi square‘=M2.
Significance =

73662 with 3 degrees of freedom
0.4341
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Table 5.9 - Observation

newOkDup

Count @
Row 2 3PPIMCTIEFA STUDEANT Row
Col % 1L Total
Total % 3 1,: 2.3
HO9 L L L PR L L Rl Kt i
2. 2 g b 2 8
2 25,0t T5.06 1 6.5
: 2,5 3 13.3
: .8 3 .8 1
3. @ 14 3 e 4
r 55,3 3 41,7 ¢ 19.4
Y7, 22,2 @
: 11,3 3 Hel H
4 e : n3 M 29 H 92
i oe%.% ¢ 31.5 1 74472
: Ty, 3 64.4
¢ 89,48 ¢ 23.4

Ccolumn 19 49 124
Total 03, 36,3 100,0

Chi square = 6.38969 with 2 degrees of freedom
Significance = 0.0410



Table 5.10 - Listening

AEAGROUP
Count

Row

Col
Total 3
HO10 oAl E

PRIGCLIPA STUDYNT Row
" Total
be 2.1

M

ot

1
1
1
]
[}
1
]
]
*

- e w -

4
A
o0

0,0

-
.
.
.
.
-
»
-
-
Y
3 .
.
.
.
-
.
.
-
-:-—---n—ll-
-
.
-
.
-
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
-
.
.
.
-

2 3
100,0
6.l
2.4

d

53.3
17.8
6.5

34
32.4

N
.
PV

15
12,2

!
dh,7
‘4.‘[}
5.7

105
85,4

11
ol.n
al.,n 75.0
: 57,7 27.0
Colunn /3 15 123
Total 63,4 36,6 100,0

FO A% 99 21 99 es e 49 B0 26 4N P 84 44 o8 e

S8 84 24 40 42 90 9 et Ne B 0% 3% 44 08 se »

Chi square = 7.81353 with 2 degrees of freedom
Significance = 0.0201
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Table 5.11 - Classification

WEANGROUP
Count

Row INC LA STUDENT Row

oV G

K]

Col . Total
Total 3% L3 2.t
HOll - g W e OB = G B e T s ws D P wn e amew v &

15
12.1

4
26047
8'9
3.2
19
38.5
22.2
Bl

20

11
13,3
13,49

R,

-t an v uw o -

L.

B 83 00 99 27 24 0D 20 8% 40 6% 4% B3 €9 39 2% 84 e 43 e 49 e s 49 e

26
21,0

)
vl.h
20,3
12,49

36

56

b, 3 35.7 45,2
A5 L6 44,4
20,0 16.1

11
40,7

L6
59,13
20,3 24 .4
12,4 8,9

Coluan 19 45 124
Total 03,7 36,3 100,0

27
21.3

4‘

®4 03 00 WS 4% e 4 S0 08 B Bs 3 S A % 63 Y g wh

1
0% 04 20 40 24 40 28 2% ws 4P 90 20 24 8 313 30 e ae e 20 ¢

Chi square = 0.89321 with 3 degrees of freedom
Significance = 0.8271
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Table 5.12 - Logical Relationships

AMAGRUOUP

Count .
~Row % ERIVMCIPA STUDEHRT Row
S Col % L ~Total
Ttotal % @ R I 2.3
H01‘2 -—L-.i.-.—-'-—--—ﬂ-w'un-qo--.—o
s 1. : g 4 19
' TooU. 1 40.00 5§41
: 1.6 3 B.9 )
: b.d 3 3.2 ¢
2. i3 g 26
Too¥.2 1 3008 1 21,0
T 22,8 1 17.8
LA - D A 1 T
3. 08 3» ¢ 15 3 sl
o To.0 1 29040 3 4t
:oab.6 33,3
T 29,0 3 12,10
Yeo:o Awo:o 1B 37
St 51,4 3 aB.s 3 29.8
T 24,1 1 40.00 &
15,3 ¢ 4.5

Column 79 45 124
Iotal ‘63,7 36,3 100,

Chi square = 3;89013 with 3 degreés of freedom
Significance = 0.2736
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Table 5.13 - Decision Making

L., HE&GROUP
Count "z "
Bow % tERLNCIPA STUDRWT ‘Row
Col & Total =
total 3 ‘ ‘

"
o

b
L]
.

2.:

HO13 kbt it e debed bl R el L
1. 0 3 3
UL U 1000 2.3
& I Vel
g, 0 2,4

- e wm o e o

1

1

B8 00 2u 95 S0 45 00 SP 20 GV WE 96 4 99 e 2% a6 8 40 et we e

55,5 50,0 1a6
1.3 2.2 ‘
ir, & 0yt
3. 5 8 13

61.5
17.8
bed
33
31.1
92,4 73.3
59,9 26,6
Coluan y fMLYQ‘ 45 ,’7: 124
Total . I Ju.3 1090,

36,5
v, 3

4,4

“10.5

L 13,
ny, !

106
- 85.5

€% 02 0% 8 L 04 00 B 94 e Me ®L €4 6% P B9 ¢ B3 B o

3

90 B8 U9 20700 10 4P 00 000 20 Be 20 048 0 e o4 es- a8

Chi square = 10.23344 with 3 degrees of freedom
Significance = 0.0167

S
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Table 5.14 - Advocacy

WEWGRUOGP

Count :
ROM % TPRIVCIPAR STUDENT [{ow
Col & L Toral
Total % ¢ l.: 2.2
HOl4 elataiaiadedalt-Satsbabaiinduheb it S Sl
Ve = ae | 1
: a0 s 10u. 0 : 0o H
: O I 2.3
: 1,0 0.8 ¢
1. = AU 5 2 15
o obh.l 3 33.3 1 12.3
: 12.7 ¢ tl.o 2
: d,2 3 %4l :
2. : 14 9 3 23
: bu,d 3 39,1 1 1R.Y
17,7 20,9 @
: 1i.o 7.4 =
3. : 29 : 16 : a5
: 6F,4 H 35.6 : 35.9
: 34,7 : 37.2 H
s 23,8 3 13.1 H
i, : 26 : 12 34
: vd,1 ¢ 3l.o ¢ 31,1
T 32,9 2 27.9 ’
: 21,3 : Y,.48 :

Coluan 713 43 1272
fotal WEgn 35,2 100,0

Chi square = 2.23909 with 4 degrees of freedom
Significance = 0.6919
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Table 5.15 - Imagination

ALWOLRULP

Count :
Ros % ¢FRLZCIPA STUDENT Kow
Col % L Total
Total % @ 1e2 2.3
HO]'S —-r—-n—---.'—nn————iq‘—_n-ﬂn-—v
.t : 11 : 4 = 18
: 13,3 : 2641 : 172.3
s 13.9 : 9.3 :
H RLIP O B 3.3
2. : 18 : g8 r in
: v, 2 H 308 H 21.3
: 22.0 : 18.5 H
: 14,4 H e 3
3. : 33 : 13 : 46
: T, : 28.3 ¢ 37.7
4.8 : Ju.2 @
: 27,0 : 10.7 :
1, : 17 : 14 b 35
: 45,0 : 51.4% : 2807
: 21,58 : 41.9 ¢
: 14,9 ¢ 14.8 3

Coluwn 1Y 43 122
Total od,d 35,2 100.0

1140 with 3 degrees of freedom

Chi square = 5.7
= 0.1265

Significance
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Table 5.16 - Organization

lwGROUP
Count 2
Row % IERIACIPA STUDENT Row
Col 3 sl ‘Total

s

Total % 3 1.2 2.3
H016 ;éa—;-a_:-—-mﬁ-—_;-—--éna-:
I S v a
s luv, U 0.0 32 3.3
: 5.1 3 0,07 2
: 3.3 6.0 :
2. 5 3 1 b
s 83,3 3 16,7 : 4,49
R D R
: 4,1 : 0.8 3
3. @ 5 s 1+ 3o
Tt o wY.4 1 30,67 1 29,5
t 31,6 0 25,60 '
T29.% ot 9,07 @
K 45 3 31 s U6
. $ 59,2 @ 10.8 ¢ 2.3
Po57.0 ¢ 72,0
: 35,9 25.4 :

Column R & o122
Total 04,4 35,2 . 100,0

Chi square = 4.45502 with 3 degrees of freedom
= 6 N R R

Significance .2163 E
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Table 5.17 - Wisdom

WA ORGP
count

7.0
2.5

- .o - -

3.4
2H
21 12 33

Row & exrINCTIPA STUpRIT Roa
Col % 1L Total
Total 3 3 Lo: 2.3
HOl7 a-ee-o e R e Rl T TR
1, : 0 2 H 2
: a0 tov,u 2 1,7
H .U 4,7 H
: 0y 1.7 =
7 e : 3 3 6
R NI SOL.U 5 et

ooo-nolon-ooco'no'.co'itlo‘-‘oiotan.a

O 9C 0e 40 24 e 0% 94 44 @6 40 20 %e 23 se

63,0 64 273
: 26 .4 27.9
H 17,49 9,9
1, : Ha4 20 80
H bl.5 32.0 vHel
o0, 2 60,5
o dil,e 1 21,5

Colunmn 13 43 121
Total (X - 35,5 100,90

Chi square = 4.50774 with 3 degrees of freedom
Significance = 0.2116
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Table 5.18 - Idea Finding

HEWGRUUD

Count :
Row % tPRIVICLPA STHDpENT Row
Cal % b Total
fotal % 3 1.3 2.0
H018 '-w——w———:—'-'——«-v—--

- e wn - s -

1, it 5 1o

ht, b 31,2 13.1

13,4 11.6

3,4 3,1
2. 20 8 23
71,4 28 .0 23.7

25 .3 15 .6

1o,4 ba.b

21
3g.2
14.8
17.2

9
39,1
20.9

7.3

- g an .y w

3t
ol #
43,0
27.9
14
o o'
17.7
11,5
Colunn 7 43 122
Total od b 39,2 100,10

55
45,1

23
18.9

% B8 4% €3 IT 4 NP B r B8 Y €0 Y 09 20 9o 04 88 A% As 4

S S0 H0 02 00 43 00 G0 40 4% e ¥4 44 20 B0 4 88 o8 84 es
A0 6% 24 89 40 29 94 2% 42 w0 2 4% 80 Be B4 8 e 29 e 4% o

Chi square = 1.01825 with 3 degrees of freedom
Significance = 0.7968
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Table 5.19 - Problem Solving

HEWGROUP
Count
Row
ol %
Toral 3
HO19 ——mmam—-

—

WIaCLeA sTUDEMT Kow
Tetal

-
o
O

.

N

.

L

< nR oY
. % a0 a9 e

[
1
1
]
]
1
]
[}
]
i
1
]
i
3
i
L}
L]

(i' ) 1 1
a0 100.0 1) .8

LY 2.4

. A (‘),8
1. 0 1 1
RIS 109 .0 Uae8

!J.|l 2"{

P 0.8
2 e} [} 1

54.5 9,2
1;03
5.0

10
34,5

45,5
b4
/’*"/.

)
ch,5

PO VB 64 82 S0 B B2 3L B 2T 84 A% @1 G0 w6 S0 S U 48 Ve w4 e B2 &% ws w

29
24,2

PRI 23.8
15,7 B3

4, ha 24 78
6,2 30,4 65 .0
h?, 7 57,1

B S35 52 0% S0 03 48 B4 S0 84 B B) 89 B2 %6 AN A4 04 69 48 9% e 0e B

45,0 20,0

——--’ﬂ--: L KRR N

a
PO S0 SR 88 4% 24 4% 30 S8 P 2N V1 A8 38 B2 46 %8 60 48 B4 ¢b 49 e Be ob b

Column 78 42 Len
Jotal bS5, 0 35,49 10,0

Chi square = 6.17854 with 4 degrees of freedom
Significance = 0.1862
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Table 5.20 - Evaluation

NEWGROUD

Count :
Pow & PKRISCIPA STLDRNT Raw
Col %5 2L Total
Fotal % ¢ 1.2 2.0
HO20 Rl L e it L
1. : 1 : 4 . 5
2 PAUS 3 20,0 : da1
: b.3 ¢ 9,3
: .8 s 3,3
2. : U 2 E : 15
T4V 60,00 12.2
: TeH : 204 H
: Ao e 7.3
3. : 37 : 14 51
: T2.5 : 27.5 : 31.5
: 1o, 4 : 32,6 e
. 30,1 : 11.4 H
. 2 36 3 16 52
S R 3. 3 42.3
oAb, 0y 37,2 ¢
: 29,3 ¢ 13,0 2

Columnn oo 43 123
Total 05,0 35,0 10,0

[V,

-

Chi square = 10.26350 with 3 degrees of freedom
Significance = 0.0165



Table 5.21 - Raising Questions

Count
Row
ol
Toral
HO21 -
, i,

N D

-

-

Column
fotal

.
.
-
-
-
.
-
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
-
-
.
.
»
-
-
.
-
-
.
.
’
-
.
.
.
.
.
.
Y
-
.
.
.
.
»

HEWGRIIP

PRIACLIPA
L

1.2

- s en et an o T A o ey

k!
ol,,h
1,0

.5

1
T2.7
20,0
13,6

314
o¥
LY
27 .0

22
57.Y
27,5
17,9

.

.

#9 49 95 2n 4 90 59 e BL 34 S9 B Be 93 4% e be @e e

STuntnt

-
- X
.
N
[ I

*

0
- g U

B
27.3
14.0

149
to
32,90
37.2
13.0
16
12.1
37.2
13.0

- e w0 we Wu e W= : LR K XN K Sy

40
hy 1)

43
35.0

s s

49 94 20 45 99 4% 40 24 49 G0 24 38 4% 44 30 80 s4 e a2 es .

Faw
Total

13
106

17.4

50
40,7

33
30,9

123
LU0,

Chi square = 1.68777 with 3 degrees of freedom

Significance = 0.6397
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Table 5.22 - Initiating, Defining
Reorganizing Structure

NEWGRUUP
Count c
ROW
Col

PHL':"?CIP;‘« Sj‘!l[)ﬁli‘J'F Row
L SR ‘ Total

I o &R

Total 1.3 2.3
HOZZ —-—Ou-um.-~----—-;—-—--—-.‘-‘-:
e v . e |
$otud,u e 0,0 : 2,4
: 1.3 ¢ 0.0 s 2o
: I S S A £
1. 3 20 g ‘9 Ce 29
3 ev,u 1 31, : )4 6
T25.9 ¢ 2u.. :
: 6,3 s T3 3
2. 12 e g 21
’ T 87.0 3 42,9 ¢ 17.1
T1S,0 3 20,9 ¢ T
: 9.8 e S
3. @ 33 @ 16 49
o ol.3 3 32,7 ¢ 39,8
Todt.3 T 3702 o i
T 26,4 1 13,0 3
%t o : 14 : g 23
s 60,9 39,1 ¢ 18,7
t 17, s s 2009 7 e
: 1, : T3 2

Column 10 R % B 123
Total by, 0 15 0 [wn;u

0066 with 4 degrees of freedom

Chi square = 1.6
= p 8087 o

Significance



126

Table 5.23 - Meditation

HENGROUP

Count

POow

Col

Total %

HO23 e ————

PRIHCTIRA STUDENT How
L Total

SO

-

04

<
.
x

100.0
2.3
Je8

&

57.1
1.6
6.5

13
37./
30,2
1.6
11
26,2
25,0
8.9

10
372.3
20,3 23.3
17.1 8.1

c—--q--—:--~--———

J, 0

-—
L ]
-
8 0% e o2 a3 w3

Y]
-

14
11.4

o)
42,49

T.n

35
28.5

" % s am -

31
73,48
34,8
25.7

21
07,1

€8 S0 90 ¢ P9 04 0% B 4V @0 G0 B B4 63 9% 98 04 44 o4 ®

.
.
13
.
-
.
-
-
.
.
.
-
-
.
-
.
.
.
.
.
-
.
.
-
-
.
-
.
-v:-—-—--—--
-
.
-
-
.
-
.
-
.
-
.
-
»
-
-
.
»
H
.
-
.
-
»
.
13
.
-
.
.
.

@8 00 49 2¢ 20 s 99 04 20 B0 68 42 4 08 S 33 2 s 84 es o 58 %% s se

Column ") 13 123
lotal bt 3.0 100, 0

Chi square = 6.48365 with 4 degrees of freedom
Significance = 0.1658
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Table 5.24 - Persuasion

MWGROLR

Count @
Rrow % JPRPRIAFCIPA S5TUDEHNT Row
Col % sl Total
Total % : 1.3 2.8

-

HO24 Tmmmmsmslmmemeeeelomemeee
Qo : 3] 2 1 : 1
: 9,0 ¢ Q0.0 : D8

: ULl 4 2.3 :

: 0,0 : 0.4 :

l. 4 3 12
154 25.0 9.8
11,3 7.0
7.3 2.4

2. 15 8 Z3

05,2 34,8 18,7

15,4 18.0
14.’..: ().5

W Sy on o

15
31.3
34.9
12.2

33
e84
41,3
26 .4

44
39,90

Y e N ey e

4 80 84 22 %% 2e 90 09 09 43 TS VA 40 53 s s e 0y se
0 82 00 40 40 20 05 o0 49 20 3 9% M0 3% er 92 €2 ee e LT R

1. 23 16 34
89,9 31,0 31.7
28 51 37.2
18,7 3 13.0

Column A0 13 123
Total 05,1 35,0 100.0

Chi square = 3.30591 with 4 degrees of freedom
Significance = 0.5080



Table 5.25 - Memory

Count
Row
Col

Total %

HO25 e ———
1-

AP g

4,

Colunn
lotal
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.
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-
.
A4
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*
-
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.
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.
L3
.
-
-
-
.
-
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.
.
.
.
-
v
A d
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HEWGRIUR

PRLACIEA STULEWNT

o)
&)
]
¢ %0 2e %% e o

4
10, U
9.1
3.2
1o
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the frequency for use of the thinking strategies by admini-
strators will differ significantly from the school admini-
strator's ratings of the actual frequency of use of these
same thinking strategies by administrators.

A Spearman Correlation Coefficient analysis revealed
a significant correlation at the .01 level of significance
between administrators and students of educational admini-
stration courses in ratings of frequency of use for the 25
thinking strategies; therefore, hypothesis 4 was rejected
(see Table 2).

A Chi-square test comparing principals' ratings to the
ratings by university students revealed significant dif- -
ferences for observation, listening, decision making, and
evaluation at the .05 level. The four hypotheses were re-
jected. Demographic factors were analyzed. No other signi-
ficant differences were found (Table 5).

Pearson's R Statistical Comparison of Frequency

Ratings to Priority Ratings:
High School Principals

Statistical analysis revealed in Table 2 that there
was only one thinking strategy, leadership, that obtained
no significance at the .05 level between frequency of use

and importance ratings among principals. Upon closer

statistical scrutiny (Pearson's R) it was discovered that

for high school principals, four thinking strategies
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Table 6.1 - Conceptualization
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Table 6.2 - Perception
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Table 6.3 - Analysis
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Table 6.5_7’In§egpersonal Interaction J
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Table 6.6 - Planning
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Table 6.7 - Leadership
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137

Table 6.8 - Reading
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Table 6.9 - Observation
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Table 6.10 - Listening
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Table 6.12 - Logical Relationships
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Table 6.13 - Decision Making
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Table 6.14 - Advocacy
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Table 6.15 - Imagination
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Table 6.16 - Organization
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Table 6.17 - Wisdom
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Table 6.18 - Idea Finding
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Table 6.19 - Problem Solving

NESGRUUP

Coupt ¢ |

Row % $PRLUHCLPA STURKENT How
Col % L Total

tTotael % 3 | R 2.
HIlg 10 H ! H 0 : 1
S N RIS L 0.0 0.8

: 1.3 ¢ 0,0 3

: (LI : U :
2. : 1 : 1 : 2
: S XUIRL : 50.0 : 1.7

: 1.4 = 243 :

: Da 3 GeB I
je : L3 : 7 : 29
: 59 1! H 35.0 : 16he5d

: in ! 3 le.3 ¢

: 1.7 s 5.8 3
4 : a3 3 35 91
: TR : 35.7 : H1,9

: Hide ¥ s Bl.t 2

: H2.1 T 28,9 3

~
V9

Colusn n 121
Jotal 2% J ) 15,9 1u0.0

.73776 with 3 degrees of freedom

Chi square =
0.8643

Significance

o



149

Table 6.20 - Evaluation
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Table 6.21 - Raising Questions
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Table 6.22 - Initiating Defining,
Reorganizing Structure
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Table 6.23 - Meditation
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Table 6.25 - Memory
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HI25 ===~ ==ismemrrenarmemmaa
0, : 0o 1 1
: Uai? s 190,40 H (o8
: Q.0 3 2.3 3
: Q.0 @ Ued 3
1. 9 1 i
0,0 190,0 N.4
G,0 2.3
1,0 0.8
2. ) 1 7

14.3 5.0
2.3
0.8

19
38,.8
43,2
15.2

22
ol,2 32.4
5Y% .2 50,0
3a 0 : 17.06

colurn 31 4? 125

fotal o4,.n8 35,2 100,90

B .7
1,4
]

30

ol.2

37.0

2449

19

a9
39,2

61
53.6

i
29 00 30 50 S0 4 00 e 40 S0 G0 46 BE 4T D PP 6% 48 <o 44 Ay
¢ S0 B34 45 80 We 90 95 ¢ e S0 B0 66 24 49 B4 s 64 se 40

84 99 29 08 BT S2 S0 23 U8 G0 2% 29 40 te AS 24 43 Au ws e»

Chi square = 5.46298 with 4 degrees of freedom
Significance = 0.2430
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(conceptualization, perception, planning, and problem
solving) failed to produce significance at the .05 level.
A comparison of rows 3 and 4 to columns 3 and 4 in Table
7 indicates eight thinking strategies received higher im-
portance ratings than were received for frequency of use
ratings. Logical relationships, imagination, organiza-
tion, evaluation, persuasion, synthesis, wisdom and
initiating, defining, and reorganizing structure required
higher ratings for importance than the ratings for
frequency of use. Observation and listening received
higher ratings for frequency of use than the ratings for

importance. This information is displayed in Table 7.

A Comparison of Frequency Ratings to
Priority Ratings:
Elementary Principals

A Pearson's R analysis revealed that elementary
principals did not obtain significance at the .05 level
of significance for decision making and leadership.

Conceptualization and planning obtained significance at

the .05 level of confidence. All other thinking stra-

tegies demonstrated significance at the .01 level of

confidence. A comparison of rows 3 and 4 to columns 3 and

4 in Table 8 revealed that analysis, synthesis, classi-

fication, logical relationships, organization, idea
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Table 7.1 - Conceptualization

twlt

count .
Row % o Row
Col % 3 Total
Toral % 243 3,2 I
Hi bt P AL L L L L Ll D d Dt kD L DB
i, : 0 (VN 2 3 2
: 0,0 2 G.0 3 100,0 3 6.
: 0,0 3 0.0 1 11,1 3
: 0,0 3 0.0 bed 3
2. : 3 3 13 7
S A2,9 7 42.9 0 14.3 ¢ 22,0
2 75.0 ¢ 33,3 9.6 2
: 9,/ 3 9.7 : 3.2 @
3. H 1 H 4 H 9 H 14
: T.1 + 28.0 : 04,3 ¢ 45,2
: 25,0 : 44,4 H 20,0 H
: 3e4 : 12.9 : 29,9 H
te 2 (OB 2 & 8
: 0,0 ¢ 25,0 ¢ 75,0 ¢ 25.8
: 0,0 ¢ 22.2 ¢ 33.3
: v,0 3 6.5 ¢ 19.4

coluinn 4 9 1y 31
lotal 12,9 29.0 58,1 100,0

Pearson's R = 0.28379 Significance = 0.0609
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Table 7.2 - Perception

12

Count
Row % Row
Col % Total
Total % 3.9 4,
A4N2 b Bl e A s L L R L L D L L

2, 1 0

100,.¢ (VIV} 3.2

10,0 0.0

3.2 0.9
3. 4 [3) 10
40,0 60,0 32.3

10,0 28 .0

19.4

15

12,9

5

20

B6 84 84 40 04 90 29 43 ¢ 93 96 00 ee e

25,0 75,0 649
50,0 T1a
15,1 18.4

96 40 09 2o 40 28 06 00 06 NP 00 Se %4 04 8% 06 60 B8 se =

49 40 S W3 2B 24 9 49 48 % G 98 24 88 8w

---—---—: - et ap TP W

Colunn 190 21 31
Jotal 32,3 67,7 100,0

Pearson's R = 0.26745 Significance = 0.0729
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Table 7.3 - Analysis

113

Count
Row % Row
Col % Total
rotal % 2,1 3,: 4,
AN 3 i e R AL L L e e R L L DL L
1. 0 1 Q 1
0,0 10,0 0,0 3,3
2,0 7.7 0.0

0.0
.
28,06
13,3
6.1

3.3

%
571
30.8
13.3

0,0
1
14,3
50,0
3.3

N
w

.
W~

4 80 00 34 99 a0 00 e 00 er 29 e¢ 46 48 se
4% 98 Sv 20 s 29 B¢ 4 wa

-G gy W e aw T oan S W g W e e

G680 S0 20 42 48 99 0c B 95 2 B0 90 s 02 Ge 2% ¥3 % v ss e

$6 83 90 09 20 40 02 00 90 On S0 44 04 4% G0 00 o3 6 Be e

. ¢ 1 g 4 13
: Te7 61.5 H 30.8 43,3
: 3.3 29.7 : 13.3
1e ; 0 U H 9 9
: 0,0 0,0 : 100,49 30,0
: 0.9 0, ¢ 60.0
H 0,0 (1) : 30,0
Column 2 13 15 30

lotal 5.7 43,3 50,0 100,0

Pearson's R = 0.53059 Significance = 0.0013
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Table 7.4 - Synthesis

HI4g

Count  :
Row % 3 Row
col % Total
Total % @ 2.: 3.: 4,:
Hi)4 ke bl Ll R L L L P it L LR DL L
1, 3 0 2 1 3 3
: 0,9 ¢ ho.l 3 33,3 3 9,7
: 0,0 1 16.7 3 bl %
: 0.0 3 beS ¢ 3.2
2. : VA 1 : 2 5
T 40,0 1 20,V 3 40,0 : 16.1
: 50,0 3 8.3 ¢ 13.3 :
: 6,5 : 3.2 : Oed :
3. : 2 9 4 3 15
: 13,3 i 60.0 : 2607 T 48,4
: 50,0 ¢ 75,0 ¢ 26471
H b, ¢ 29.0 : 12.9
1, = 0 3 0 8 3 B
: 0,0 3 0.0 ¢ 100,00 ¢ 25,8
: 04,0 : 0.0 : 53.3 :
: 0,0 2 V.0 ¢ 25.8
Column 4 12 15 31

Total 12.9 38.7 48,4 100,0

Pearson's R = 0.36577 Significance = 0.0215



Table 7.5 - Interpersonal Interaction

ks

Count :
Roa %8 ROwW
Col % 3 Total

Total % 1.3 243 3.3 4

. * :
TR CeemacanleveTacnn ] e r YL e (meeen e (e ]
1. ¢ 1 (U N 0 1
HED BVE) IR R 0,0 3 0,0 @ 0,0 3 3,3
: 1oo,0 3 0.0 Del 3 0.0 2
: 5.4 H UV 3 Nel) ¢ U0 :
3. : Y H 2 H 1 H V] : 3
: 0,0 3 6be7 3 33,3 3 0,0 ¢ 10,0
: 0,0 : 100,.0 H 33,3 : 0,0 :
: 0,0t el o 3.3 3 0,0
q, : u o3 0 ¢ e 3 214 ; 26
: 0,0 3 0.0 To7 3 92,3 ¢ 86,1
: 0,0 3 Ve 2 bhHel 3 100,02
: 0,0 3 0.0 3 6o7 3 BO,U 3

Column ) 2 3 24 30
Total 3.3 b, 19,0 80,0 100,0

Pearson's R = 0.89443 Significance = 0.0000

09T
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Table 7.6 - Planning

Ccount
Row % Row
Col % Total
fotal % 3,: 4,2
HOb e E—. e T~ m- ] e ———-——
2, ] 2 2
0,0 100.0 )
0.0 HhaeY
0,0 0.9

8
HO.0

yA
20,0

10
32,3

3.

48 03 %0 8¢ 24 B0 00 04 S B3 02 w2 B0 e

100,0 21.0
0,9 25.8
1e 0 19 1y
0,0 100,0 6143
0,0 65.5
v,0 61.3

€9 90 3 2% 26 e 29 43 0 S0 2% 36 B8 e o8

-—-—-u-—:--n-u---

Colunn 2 2? 31
Total 6,5 93.5 100,0

Pearson's R = 0.23464 Significance = 0.1019
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Table 7.7 - Leadership

H17

Count
Row % Row
Col % Total
Total 3% J.: he2

407 ~e————— :

.

3. : 1 : 4 S 5
20,0 3 B0,0 ¢ 16,1
50,0 3 13.8 3
: 3,2 12.9 @

4, : 1 : 25 : 2h
: 3. ¢ 95,2 : 83,9
T %0,0 3 Be.2Z :

H 3.2 ¢ RKO.6

Coluin pA 29 31
Total 6.§ 93.5%5 100,0

Pearson's R = 0.24184 Significance = 0.0950
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Table 7.8 - Reading

HIH

Count :
Row % 3 Row
Col % 3 Total
rotal 3% : 2.3 3.: 4,:
HO8 el L L L AL S L FE R P PR LT P L L
2. : 1 1 : v 2
T 50,0 ¢ 850,09 @ DD 3 6.5
: e,y g 14.3 0,0 3
s 3,2 3.2 0.0 3
3, H 0 3 + 3 4 8
: 9,0 3 B50.0 ¢ 50.0 3 25,8
: D0 ¢ 87,1 17.4 3
: 0,0 ¢ 12,9 2 12,9 :
. 3 0o 2 3 1v 3 21
: v, 2 9.5 12 Y0.O 67,7
: 0,0 ¢ 2B.0 : 82,b 3
: 0,0 3 6,5 ¢ 6l,3 3
cotlumn 1 7 23 3

Total 3,2 22.0 74.2 100,0

Pearson's R = 0.66772 Significance = 0.0000
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Table 7.9 - Observation

HL9

Count
Row % ¢ Row
Col % ¢ Total
tTotal % 3 3.: 1.
H409 ettt Tahutaiala e DI AL D LA L L B
2. : 1 : ) I 1
: 100,03 0.0 2 3.2
: 10,0 : 0,0 H
: 3.2 2.0 3
L LR LDl Lt
3, : o B 2 @ 7
: 71,4 ¢ 28.0 3 22.6
: 50,0 3 9.5 ¢
M 16,1 : 6.5 H
4, M 3 . 19 2 23
s 17.% 1 BZ.so 1 14.2
: 40,0 ¢ 90.5 @
H 12,9 ¢ 61.3 3

column 10 21 31
Total 32,3 67.7 100,90

Pearson's R = 0.54351 Significance 0.0008
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Table 7.10 - Listening

HIlu
Count :

Row % @ Row
Col & ¢ Total

Total % = 3.3 4.
HOL1 0 bt L DL L L :
3. 3 i 4
t 75,0 3 25,0 3 12,9

: 50,0 3 4.0 ¢

: Y,/ : 3.2 :
te : 3 24 @ 27
: 11,1 88,9 @ 87,1

H 50,0 ¢ 9p,0 2

: 9.7 : 1T.4

Coluinn (o} 25 31
Total 19,4 BO,6 100,0

Pearson's R = 0.54212 Significance 0.0008
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Table 7.11 - Classification

Count @
Row % ¢ Pow
ol % : Total
Total % @ Z,: 3.0 4,:
i) 11 bbbl L L L R L L L T SR LR L L T
e @ R 0 s 2 3
2 100,00 g 0.0 3 0.0 3 9,7
: 75,0 3 0,0 3 0.0 3
: 9,7 : 0.0 H 0,0 H
2, : 1 : 1 0 2 2
: 50,0 ¢ 850.9 @ 0.0 3 6.5
: 25,0 3 5.0 0.0
: 3,2 3.2 0.0 32
3. : 0 H 1o : 4 : 20
: ND,0 3 80.0 = 20,0 2 64,5
: 0,0 : BO,0 ' S7,1 ¢
: 0,0 ¢ 5S1.6 : 12,9 :
1. ¢ 0 3 3 3 6
. 0.'.) . 50.0 H 50'0 H 19'4
: 0,0 ¢ 15,0 : 42,9 3
: 0,0 3 9,7 @ 9.7 32

Column 4 20 / 3]
Totdl 12.” 1)4.5 22-6 100.0

Pearson's R = 0.69876 Significance = 0.0000
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Table 7.12 - Logical Relationships

HI12

Count :
Row % : Row
Col % : Total
rotal 3 : 2.8 3.2 4,:
H012 Ll L L B R e L R e L P R L L

0
0.0
0.0
0.,

0
0.0
0.0
0.0

4

26417
36.4
12.9

7
87'5
63.0
22406

1
100,0
5.9
3.2

5
71.4
29.4
1o.1

10
bba7
58 .8
32,3

1
12.5
5.9
3.2

19}
0,0
0,0
(U]

2
24N
66,/

6,5

1

6,7
33,13
3.2

0
0,9
0,0
0,0

. - TR o GO S P W W 31
Ccolumn 3 17 11
Total 9.7 54,8 35,5 100,0

1.

€0 00 06 00 40 40 €0 VP 00 94 42 2B 40 40 04 e% ve B4 05 4e 4a

15
48,4

98 29 54 45 9% 40 2% 9 94 B2 v e 68 se 2 s

25,8

% 96 95 20 95 96 4D B0 Be 4 9T e Be 24 %6 % B% Se s e

e ¢3 8 e

46 00 43 43 89 04 40 40 4c 0% 00 22 09 B4 B4 4% e G4 BE se

Pearson's R = 0.61531 Significance = 0.0001
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Table 7.13 - Decision Making

HIL3
Count :
Row % @ Row
Colt % : Total
Total % = 4,2
1] 3 ] -
s 100,0 H 045
T 6,5 @
: 6,9 ¢
1, H 24 H 29
: 100,09 3 93,5
: 93,5
T 93,5 @
Column 31 31
Total 100,90 100.0

Statistics cannot be computed



Table 7.14 - Advocacy

il

Count
Row %
Col %
Total 3% : .

13 -
l.
25,0
100,0
T 3,4

50,0
6.7

2 0 2
0,0 50,0

0.0
0,0

Q
0,0
0,0
0,0

40,0
b,
1
8.3
20,0
3.3

5 @0 B4 UB S8 G¢ BF 25 BO S0 B4 ©F 6 0 Ge 83 49 4% Ge o

1, 0 0
0,0 0.0
0,0 0,0
OOU \).()

SO 60 00 90 48 90 60 V9 09 B3 44 BC 66 69 20 40 55 40 B G0 64 e v 40 e

% 40 ©8 4% 9% Ve 20 RS SS 4% 24 25 88 S0 A% S8 e e en s o

L R X N R S : -y

Colunmn 1 5
fotal 3.3 lo.7

Pearson's R = 0.74170 Significance

LA L KX A R ¥ )

LA L K R R _E ¥ )

25,0
647
3.3

2
500
13.3

bel

9
15,0
60,0
30,0

3
30,0
20,0
10,0

WE B B9 60 s A S8 S0 SH B2 UD 00 PG O 09 48 38 S0 Be 00 @

15
50,0

0.0000

Q
0,0
(VJA)
0,0

2

lo,7
22,2
6,17
7
70,0
17,8
23,3
9
30,0

98 WO BE DS 59 60 G0 B0 DO B0 99 20 45 S 60 48 06 30 68 08

P

L%
-
(SO

o
N

40,

.
[

10
33,3

30
100,0

69T
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Table 7.15 - Imagination

HILS
Count ’
Row
Col
rTotal
HN15S ~ - -
1.

Row
Total

o o g

2,2 3,: Gq

.

s 40 2¢ sa

- NE NS W W oan W ; - ey e Y e w : - oy ow W W wy -
2 0
66,/ 040
56,0 0.0
! 0,0

.

10,0

B¢ o8 09 as e

2
33.3
14.3

2
33.3
50,0

2.
20,0

S 9% 20 29 44 04 20 22 e s %6 29 B% 28 % 03 ee ee e

BS 80 49 29 98 09 94 40 B3 91 Se w4 we U9 % 98 80 Be et

: 6,7 (] bel 3

3. : 0 [+) 9 : 15
: 0,0 10,0 60«0 H 50,0
: 0,9 5040 64,3 :
: 0,9 20,0 3049 H

4. ; u 3 3 , (-]
: 0,0 5640 50,0 ¢ 20,0
: 0,0 25.0 21.4 @
: 0,0 10.0 : 10,0 :

y 11 30
column ) 12 A
Total 13,3 10U 1647 100,0

Pearson's R = 0.49216 Significance = 0.0029
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Table 7.16 - Organization

Hils

Count, : :
Row % Kow
Col % 2 Total
Total % @ 3. 4,
H0116 TeemcEan leeesETon laYaeN®ee
1. 0 1 1
0.0 100.0 3.4
0,0 3.7
3,0 3.3

0
0,0
VRV
0.0

o
75,0

1
100,0
33,3
3.3

2
29,0

€0 09 40 20. 00 04 90 40 44 4% 48 40 00 49 @ ue 4% 89 4 8 @

w
3
L b

3. N
2647

© 00 95 40 20 05 90 00 B4 64 60 85 4% B w8 G0 92 9 we
S8 S0 20 2 S0 42 2 B4 40 48 20 49 Ve e se 4% 41 03 98 48 e e

vb,7 2242
Bl 20,0
4, 0 24 20
0,1 100,0 0o/
0,0 741.1
0.0 3 66,47
Cotlumn 3 27 30

Total 10,0 90,0 100,0

Pearson's R = 0.41917 Significance = 0.0106
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Table 7.17 - Wisdom

H117

18
94,7
25,0 72.0

3.4 5241

1
5.3

Count 2
Pow % 3 Row
Col % 3 Total
rTotal % ¢ 3.3 41
HOL7 e m - - -] - -
2. 1 1 2
: 50,9 : 50,0 6.9
: 25,0 3 4.0
: 3.4 1 3.4
3. : 2 3 ) -4
: 25,0 1 75,0 275
T [0.,0 ¢ 24,0
. Y H 20,7

B 40 05 90 I8 2 00 39 T4 U3 we Be s v e

]

column 3 25 29
Total 13,4 Bb,.2 100,0

Pearson's R = 0.38C13 Significance = 0.0210
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Table 7.18 - Idea Finding

Count :
Row % 3 Row
Col]l % : Total
Total $ 243 3.1 4,:
l’{f]la -'-———--—:————---—:-----—--:-------—:

0

1. : 3 3 1 . :
s TN 0 f 25,0 2 0,0 2 13,3

: 0,0 3 8,3 0.0 3

: 10,0 3 3.3 Vel 3
2. : 2 : 2 3 2 3 6
: 33,3 : 33,3 : 33.3 : 20,0

: 40,0 3 16,7 H 15.4 3

: hel 2 bel 3 6.7 2
3., ¢ 0o 8 6 14
: 0.0 ¢ 57.1 : 42,9 3 46,7

: 0,0 : Hoel 1 6,2 3

: 0,0 ¢ 20.7 = 20.0
1. : v : 1 M o H 6
: 0.0 ¢ 1oe7 2 H3.3 : 20,0

: 0.0 3 8,3 ¢ 38.% 2

: V.V ¢ 3.3 0 16,1
column 5 12 13 30

lotal 16,7 40,0 43,3 100,0

Pearson's R = 0.64828 Sigrificance = 0.0001
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Table 7.19 - Problem Solving

HI1Y
Count :
Row 3 3 Row
Co) % @ Total
rtotal 3 3,: 4.2 )
HIJ19 L D P P R R L T
3e : Z H 9 H 11
: I1H,2 ¢ RBl.8 1 3647
T 66b.7 1 33.3 ¢
: 6,/ : 30,0 ¢
1, 1 16 2 19
: .3 5 94,7 : 6343
: 33,3 : bo.1 .
: 3,3 H 60,0 H
column 3 27 30
Iotal 10,0 9V ,.0 100,0

Pearson's R = 0.20751 Significance = 0.1356
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Table 7.20 - Evaluation

HIZ0

Count :
Row % @ Row
Col 3 ¢ Total
fotal % 3.: 4,1
1020 L LA LR AL R R L L L
2o : 2 H 0 H 2
: 100,0 ¢ 0,0 : He5
s 2¥%.b V.U @
: b.5 : Ua0 :
3. : b 11 : 1o
T 31,3 : 68.8 : 51,6
: 71,4 ¢ as5.8 ¢
: 16,1 ¢ 35,5
1, : 0 3 13 14
: g, 3 100,00 = 41.9
: V.0 s 54,2 ¢
: V.0 ¢ 41.9

Column 7 24 3]
Total 22.6 77,4 100,0

Pearson's R = 0.57820 Significance = 0.0003



Table 7.21 - Raising Questions

H121

Count
Row %
col &
Total % 1.3 248

r{‘)z‘ e oew- e

la 2
100,0
100,0

6,b

0,0
U.O
0.0

LA X ¥

2, 0 3
Leu 15,0
0,0 100,90
0,0 9,7

mameweonlovwewesuyn

0
0.0
0.0
0,0

0
0.0

Y
0.0
0.0
0,0

0
0,0
UOU 0.0
0,0 0.0

Column 2 3
lotal D 9,7

€8 45 66 90 05 90 GO B 95. 95 3 40 40 U5 GO S8 OO 60 SO SS S0 S» sO ss 0o

€% 90 99 9O 00 Q¢ 24 9% 06 0O 2° I O3 IS¢ 8% G0 Se BT 8 &

48 30 £8 90 20 4% OF 0 S5 BS AW 04 28 PP S0 S0 0O SO 09 S0

t QO

Pearson's R = 0.88444 Significance

0
0,0
0.0
0.0

1
2540
643
3.2
14
8244
87.5
4% ,2
1
1245
643
3,2
16
51.6

B 50 S8 %5 2% B2 BDe B4 99 B4 08 A4 P9 N B4 S 08 S S0 &6

= 0.0000

0,0
0.0
0,0
V]
0'0
Vet
0,0
3
17,06
30,0
Q9,7
7
87,5
70,0
22,6
10
32.3

Be S5 95 WS SO 26 BT 24 BE S 28 OB L. B9 G5 o8 Ge S8 Sa B0

)
12,9

o
(>
LI
20 ~d

25Q8

31
100.0

9LT
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Table 7.22 - Initiating, Defining,
Reorganizing Structure

H122

Count
Row 3% Pow
Col 2 Total
Total % 1.3 3,: 4

[ ]

RO 82 40 80 22 % 24 30 B4 G9 BS TS AR v 40 Be I8 o8 260 G4 s w®

- e e e W n e w d e -

) 1 1
33,3 33,3 33,13
199,00 7.1 643
3,7 3.2 3.2

0 { 4

0,0 20,0 80,9
(V)] 7.1 2544
OOU 302 12»9

mrymwmmmen T mm o ® e

0 12 4

Lo

R Y
.
~

@O 40 30 07 09 4 09 S0 6 B0 4G 00 90 00 90 40 6 4b 44 6% e a% 8 w4 e

Foty
c

L]
N

16

0,0 7544 25,0 51,6
0,0 R5 .7 25,0
0.0 38,7 12.9

7
100,0
0,0 0.0 43,4
0,0 (VY] 22.0
-'---'---'- o - - . 31
Column 1 14 ' 16
Total 3.2 45,2 51.0 100,0

0
0.0

0
D0

i

N
N
*
o ~3

® 00 B0 84 90 %0 €0 €0 ¢ OV ¢n GO 8 BT WE A4 v BB A0 @
O8 90 08 03 <8 B0 00 40 S0 €0 S0 0% Ve A4 B9 e e Se Be

Pearson's R =0.37978 Significance = 0.0175
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Table 7.23 - Meditation

nl23

Count
Row 3% Row
Col % Total
Total % 1,8 2.8 3.2 e

1,
59,0
1000
T 3,2

LR K F R K N

0,0
0.0
OQU

aESwgTeoee

50,0
Tel
3.2

- v -

2. 0 2 3 2 7
0.0 28 40 4249 28,0 22,40
0,0 66,7 21.4 15.4
0,0 09 9,7 6.5

i, () 1 o] 5 11
0.0 9.1 45,5 45,5 35,5
0.0 33,3 35,1 38,5 o
0,V 3,2 16el lo,.1

0
0,0

0 .
0.0 45,5
0,0 0,90 35,7 46,2
0.0 0.0 16,1 19,4

--n----u:----—-—o:-----—Ow : L K X R TR

Column 1 3 14 13 31
Total 3,2 97 45,2 41,9 100,0

5 o

54,5

1
35,5

®0 S8 48 02 99 S 5 G5 858 Se 8% 05 S0 8¢ S8 B8 W% e 80 O
% 96 48 %P 4% B4 5 I8 9T T8 09 S0 S0 G4 S SC S vy e
4 48 40 ®% 3w BV SN G0 e Se Ve T OB S0 G¢ B8 29 5 e

-

Y @6 00 U6 00 08 S8 BE G4 4 99 AT G 64 €0 S8 G0 29 ev P S9 46 80 e o

P8 9O T4 04 96 90 9. 9T 0C 49 29 A% 9 B TS SO B4 8O 8 B

Pearson's R = 0.46308 Significance = 0.0044

8LT
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Table 7.24 - Persuasion

H124

Count.
Row % @ Row
Col =% Total
Total % 3 2,3 3.2 4,:
HNz1 L R L L L L L L L B it PR Y L L 2

U P
0,0
D0
0,0

1
33,3
50,9

3.2

t,

* e

bb el
11.4
6ed

- WS Uy ap TE W un =

1

4

. em em W ™ - -

1

25.8

3.2

0.0

: o,/ ¢ 66,7 1+ 16.7 i 19,4
T 50,0 3 33.3 @ 5.9 ¢
3 3.2 : 12.9 : 3.2 3

3, : 0 7 b 3 13
H D, 3 53,8 : 46.2 ¢ 41,9
: 0,0 ¢ 58,3 : 35.3
: 0,0 3 22.6 19,4

4 q : 0 3 1 : 8 3 9
: 0,0 ¢ 11.1 ¢ 88,9 : 29,0
: D0 2 B3 : 47.1

Column 2 12 17 31
Total bo? 38-7 54,8 100-0

Pearson's R = 0.42077 Significance = 0.0092
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Table 7.25 - Memory

Count
Row %
Col %

: Pow
: Total

-

Total % 2.3 3.: 4,:
4025 el D I Ll L L L L P
1. 0 1 0 1
0,0 100,0 0.0 3,2
0,0 6.7 0.0
a,0 3.2 0.0

LE X X X A X 2 1

0

-t an - W -

2

- . =p T ay o -

]

0,0 100,90 0.0 6.5
0,0 13.3 0.0
0.9 645 OV

2
15.4
13.3

645
13
B6e1

- Y .y e S

10
TH.4
hb.7
32,3

2

0,0 13.3 /
V0 13,3 Ebo/
0,0 3 645 41,9

1 15 15 31

3.2 48,4 48.4 100,v

LR X R X X3

1

7.1
100,0
3,2

Q0

13
41,9

15
18.4

@ A% %0 02 4v 20 90 00 06 00 44 S0 €5 6e e 20 e e e
90 49 25 45 40 98 00 24 S8 00 G0 04 0% w0 48 4% 28 n ‘e
@8 40 82 40 00 03 €0 B4 Ue 00 %0 e 48 ¢ 46 ae e 26 8 s

Columin
lotal

pearson's R = 0.62445 Significance = 0.0001
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finding, initiating, defining and reorgénizing structure,
meditation, and memory received higher importance ratings
than the ratings for frequency of use ratings. It should
be noted that listening was close to the .05 level of
significance (.055). This information can be found in

Table 8.

Chi-square Test for Significance
for Three Groups

When all principals and students were compared
relative to importance ratings, a significant difference
was revealed on six thinking strategies (see Table 5).
In contrast, when the sample was dissected into three
groups (high school principals, elementary principals,
and university students), the data revealed only two
thinking strategies with Chi-square significance at the
.05 level (perception and planning). All other thinking
strategies were found to have no significant differences.
A comparison of rows to columns in Table 9 reveal that
perception and planning were given higher importance
ratings by high school principals than by university
students.

Relative to frequency of use among the three groups,

there were no significant differences on any thinking

strategies. This information is delineated in Table 10.
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Table 8.1 - Conceptualization

il

Count
Pow
Col

Row
Total

it ,\J 29
te €% os o0 o0

Totail 2.2 3. 4,3
HO1 R b LR R R Rkl tada et
1. ¢ 1) 2 2 3 4
: 0.0 ¢ 50,0 = 50,0 ¢ 8.3
: 0,0 H 13.3 : 645 :
s 0,0 3 G442 @ 4,2 1
2. H 1 : 1 : 5 : 7
: 14,3 3 14.3 : 71.4 ¢ 14,6
3 50,0 3 bel ¢ lée.l @
M 2,1 H 2.1 H 10.4 .
3. : 1 H 10 : H : 19
: 5.3 : 52.6 H 42,1 : 39,6
: 50,0 ¢ 66,7 3 2548 3
T 2.1 1 20,8 3 leel
4, : (SR 2 16 3 18
: 2,0 3 11.1 : B9 3 37,5
: 0.0 H 13.3 $ 51.06 :

Column 2 15 31 48
[otal 4,4 31,3 €4,b 100,0

Pearson's R = 0.24618 Significance = 0.0458
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Table 8.3 - Analysis

H13

Count H
Row % 3 Row
Col 3 3 Total
rotal 2 3 2,: 3,2 B T
N3 Rl AL DL EE L EL L eI e L R T LA DL
1e : 1 : 4 2 1 : (o}
: 16,7 ¢+ 60.7 : 167 I 12,2
20,0 3 19,9 ¢ 4.3
: 2,0 3 Be2 2.0 3
2 : 3 5 3 11
: 27,3 : 45,5 : 273 H 22.4
: 60,0 : 23,9 : 13,0 3
: 6.1 H 10,2 : 6ol H
3. H 1 : 10 : 9 : 20
: 5.0 ¢ 50,0 ¢ 45.0 : 20,8
: 20,0 ¢ A7.0 1 39,1
: 2,0 3 20.4 : 18.4 3
A, 3 0 3 2 10 3 12
: 0.0 3 16.7 1 83.3 ¢ 24.5
: 0,0 2 9.5 ¢ 43,5
: 0,0 ¢ 4,1 ' 2044
Colunn 5 21 23 49

fotal 10,2 12,9 464 100,0

Pearson's R = 0.45497 Significance = 0.0005



Table 8.4 - Synthesis

TR

count
Row % Row
Col % Total
total % ) I 2.8 3.3 4,:
SR iadadad o R

-----—--:—---v---:--'--'--:-nw---m-:

1. 3 1 ¢ 1 e | S | B 4
T2h,0 3 25,0 ¢ 2540 3 25,0 H,2
¢ 100,00 ¢ lo.l 5.6 ¢ 4.2 2
2,0 2.0 ¢ 2,0 ¢ 2,0 3

2. 03 3 LR 6 ¢ 12
H 0,0 H 25.0 : 29.0 H 50,0 : 24,58
: 0,0 ¢ 50.0 : 1647 3 25,0 3
: 0,0 3 6.l @ bel 3 12,2

3., @ v e 2 11 2 3 16
H 00 N 12,5 : 8.4 H 18.8 : 32"
: U0 ¢ 33,3 1 61.1 12,5 3
: 0,9 4,1 : 22,4 : 6.1

4, : [V 0 3 3 14 17
: 0,0 3 0.0 17.6 3 82.4 3 34,7
: 0,0 ¢ 040 3 l6sl 3 58,3 3
: 0,0 J.0 6el 1 286,06

tolumnn 1 6 18 24 49
Total 2,0 12.2 36.( 39,0 100,40

Pearson's R = 0.44498 Significance = 0.0007

881
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Table 8.5 - Interpersonal Interaction

H1S

Count :
Row % ! Kow
Col % = Total
Total % 3.0 4'4
A0S ELL L L L B Sl L L L h S ekl LB
2. @ 1 3 2 @ 3
T 33,3 1 kbl oz Brel
: 9.1 2 5.3
: 2.9 3 4.1 3
3. H 6 3 3 9
T bbb, ¢ 33.3 : 18.4%
T 54,5 3 7.9 3
: 12,2 3 6.1
1. : 4 H 33 H 317
: 10,3 ¢ 89,2 ¢ T5.5
: 38,4 3 Bb.B
: .2 3 6T7.3
column 11 34 49

lotal 22,4 77,6 100,0

Pearson's R = 0.39157 Significance = 0.0027
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Table 8.6 - Planning

Hlo
Ccount :

Row % Row
Col 3 Total

3.: ‘3.:
0 1
(40 130.0
0,0 2.5
D 0 2.0
2
Y
5.0
3.1
10
b9.6
';OIU
32.1
21
99.5
11,1 52.5
2,9 42.9

-ﬂ-—----: L E X R K K ¥ J
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0o - ow -
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1
33,3
11,1
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»
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»
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.
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.
.
-
3
-
-
.
- ¥ s
: 2.4
.
.
.
-
.
-
.
-
.
.
-
.
-
.
.
-
.
.
*
-
-
-

o
-
—

23
4649

7
30,4
77,9
14,3

4, 22

44,9

1
4,5

@8 NS 04 BU A0 95 9¢ S0 4T 40 40 B2 S0 ae 28 S0 ¢4 Bs 82

@0 €0 90 90 50 00 4% 0T B0 B4 NE 9% 36 €4 sa 63 ev Fe e% e

columnn 9 40 4y
Total 18,4 31,0 100,90

Pearson's R = 0.23967 Significance = 0.0486
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Table 8.7 - Leadership

HL7

Count :
Row % 2 RoWw
Col 3 : Total
Total % 3 3.3 4,3
{”7 ----~——-:----—---:-n--n-—--:
2. : 0 3 2 2
: 0,0 ¢ 100,00 4,2
: 0.0 2 +.8 2
: 0,0 32 4.2 3
3. : 3 : 3 H 11
: 27.3 ¢ T2.7 ¢ 429
s 50,0 3 19,0 3 '
: b3 3 16,7
4 H 3 : YA : 35
: B,6 & 91,4 2 12.9
: 50,0 ¢ Tbe2
: h,3 : 6H.T @
Column b 42 44

Total 12,5 BT 5 100,40

Pearson's R = 0.12978 Significance = 0.1897
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Table 8.8 - Reading

HLE

count H

Row % ¢ Row
Col % @ Total

Total % 2.3 3,.: : 4,:

0y e Esremn e e e m e ] . ] -
1. 1 0 JAN 1
100,90 0.0 V.0 3 2,1

25,0 0.0 0.0 :

2.1 0.0 0.0 ¢

0
0,0
0.0
N0
9
36.14
13.3
Hel
206
18.2 78.8
25,0 42.9 6o/
2.1 12.5 : 54,2
) - --------.---- b4 3() 43
Column 4 14 '
Total $e3 29.2 62,5 100,0

2

(')() ."
14,3
4.2
6
5445
12.9
12.5

)

'
L

T 33,3

H 25,0
: 2.1
: 1
T 9,1
T 25,0
: 2.1

33
bb 48

1
3,0

4% 89 00 ¥ 93 00 G4 89 99 20 80 B e 88 9 36 ee P2 as
© 9% %5 e 09 9% 40 49 20 40 00 €3 90 64 S8 S8 4e a4 e

$% 99 98 G4 00 I3 48 B2 45 G 4@ 48 W4 B e @

Pearson's R = 0.59110 Significance = 0.0000
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Table 8.9 - Observation

nl9

Count
Row % Row
Col & Total
Total % 2.: 3.1 . 1.2

HY A R L L L LR AL L L LR LR L ER TR Sl L

2. v 1 0 1
0.0 190,90 eV 2.1
0,0 Be3 0.0
0,0 2.1 D0

- D W -

1

LR T A K FU¥ 3

5

€% 99 B2 95 02 s 09 94 G P 94 26 e® Ba
€9 48 95 48 99 NF 4% B4 2e 34 ad sa s o8

14,3 71.% 14,3 14.6

50,0 41.7 2.9

241 10.4 241
1, 1 o 33 40
2.5 15,0 82.5 83.3

50,0 50.0 97,1

2.1 12.5 68.8
colump 2 @2 3a 48

e 00 9r 94 28 we 92 B 95 B4 4e 2D 60 @4 Be

-
-
.
3
-
-
.
.
.
.
.
-
.
P4
-
.
.
.
-
.
.
.
.
.
»
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
-
.
-
.
.
-
.

Pearson's R = 0.51340 Significance = 0.0001
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Table 8.10 - Listening

H110

count 3

Row % ¢ Pow
Col % : Total

rTotal % = A 3.2 4,:

HOLO ahde b LI L PEL L Ll DL Pl P R bl T3
3. ¢ o 2 1 3
: 0.0 : 66,7 : 33.3 6.

: D, ¢ 33.3 2.6 3

H .0 2 1.3 2.1 :
1, : 2 4 39 : 14
: 4,5 3 el * HBoed 1 93,0

2 100,0 ¢ 6b.T T YT.4 3

: 2 A deD 3 HBOLY ¢

Coltumn 2 0 39 47
Total 4,3 12,8 8§3.0 100,0

Pearson's R = 0.23582 Significance = 0.0553



Table 8.11 - Classification

i1l

Count

Rowa % Kow
- Col % Total
rotal % 1,.: 24 3.3 4

L ]
- e wwm e M
- - --.-'------'w-w-.---:-n----v.

1. 2
25,0
bo/
4,2

1
7.1
33,3
2,1

2
2540
25,0

4,2

3
21,4
37.5

bed

3
3745
12,5

6ol
.
50,0
29,2
14,0

l
12,5
1.7
2,1
3
21.4
23.1
6,3

16,7

)

@8 08 40 00 44 6% 90 I8 B4 04 98 IV 49 43 40 00 68 S0 8% S BV 08 s s as

14
29,2

3, 0 3 11 2 16
0,0 18,8 OB.H 12,5 33,3
0,0 37.5 45.4 15,4
0,0 6eld 2249 4,2

4 0 0 3 A 10
0,0 Vel 30,0 70,0 20.8

® 90 83 69 95 ¢ % B9 8¢ @v G¢ 9 PE @9 WS BB 40 40 O
@ 80 20 08 9 20 €0 P4 NE €0 IS wd 28 29 S8 96 s 95 0

0,0 0.0 12.% 53.8
0,0 0,0 643 14,0

. .
b Al el L T L Y ) M --w--u--:—--w—-n-

Column 3 8 24 13 48
lotal b,3 16.7 50,0 27.1 100,0

98 8¢ 4B 9T AR Be S0 Be 65 09 6% N4 B2 95 Se Bb 84 e B

»
€% MO GE 08 90 04 B8 00 4D 4D e AE 4P 4D 8 Se G4 2% &6 8O a® se

]

Pearson's R = 0.46870 Significance = 0.0004
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Table 8.12 - Logical Relationships

H1172
count

Row % Row

Col % Total
lotal % | 2.9 3, 4y
HOL?2 B Y

- .
[ S ww- t-—v-----—:—.....--.,.:

1, 1
20,0
100,0

2,1

V]
(VPY)
0,1
0.0

4
8040
fa.0

Re 3

LA A K A L K X 3

v
UV
0.0
(VY

o

10'4

B8 60 90 30 05 66 40 4% T4 S8 G0 20 O G4 00 e 00 66 e 00 %e S s0 o9 oo

2, 0 3 ! 1 11
N, 0 2743 63.0 9.1 2,9
0,0 50,0 28,0 be3
0,0 bed 14.6 2.1

TR mnw S oo - TR en e

12
57.1
48,0
2540

Lol X B X X

b
28,6
37.5
12,5

Ldad XX X X N ]

3
14,3
50,1

0.3

Lol o X R QP

21
43,8

—
-
-
—~
-~

o,
0.0

Q

—~
—

48 69 S8 S SO V3 25 S5 89 09 96 VN s ve 8P

1,

B9 98 00 88 68 B2 89 28 S8 4 SR 99 se S A% ee Se Se s

0 2 3 9 11
0,0 0,0 18,2 ¢ H1.8 22,9
0,0 0.0 3.0 1 56,3
0,0 U,0 4.2  18.8

@0 83 @GP 26 9¢ 2% G4 B3 ¢ SO 48 6% S8 ST 86 46 89 Ge s s o0

S0 S0 29 4% 44 23 SR BE VO SY NS 04 B8 29 45 S5 86 €3 B e

S ey e en P D s ™y MR L E X X ¥ : L K R Y )

Column 1 6 VA 16 44
Total 2el 12.5 52.1 33,3 1060,0

Pearson's R = 0.53115 Significance = 0.0001
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Table 8.13 - Decision Making

Hl1l3

Count :
Row % @ Row
Col % 3 Total
Total % @ 3.2 4, )
A1 3 e R e R L LT
2. @ a g 1 1
: 0,0 ¢ 100,00 = 2,1
H 0,0 2.2 :
: U.0 3 2.1
3. : 1 H 2 b 3
: 33,3 : 66,7 : 6e3
¢ 50,0 3 4,3
: 2,1 1 4,2
4, 3 1 13 44
H 2.3 2 97,7 ot 91,1
T 90,0 3 93.5
: 2,1 89,6

Column 2 30 48
Total 4,2 95,4 10,0

Pearson's R = 0.22465 Significance = 0.0624
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Table 8.14 - Advocacy

HilA

Count
ROW
Col

Row
Tnatal

A% o 0

i 4,:

e 99 e 2e s

Total 240
4014 it - el bk o Bl Sdabad LB AL L A A L T N
Te ¢ 3 3 2 | I 6
: 50,0 3 33.3 ¢ 1641 3 12.2
s 27.3 @ Bal ¢ Tel 3
: 6.1 : 3.1 H 2.0 2
?. : 9 : 5 H 1O 10
T /80,0 B50,0 2 Daf) 3 20,4
: 45,5 : 20.0 : 0.0 32
t 16,4 3 10.2 ¢ 0.0 ¢
3. ¢ 3 12 ¢ 2 3 17
H 17,6 : 70.6 : 11.8 H 34,7
T 27,3 ¢ 48,0 ¢ 15.4 ’
: b.1 : 235 : 4.1 :
e ot 03 6 10 ¢ 1o
: Q.0 3 37.5 : 02D : 32.7
: 0,0 ¢ 24,0 3 Te.9 =
3 0,0 3 12,2 : 202 3

Column 11 Z5 13 49
Total 22,4 51.0 26,5 100,0

Pearson's R = 0.56063 Significance = 0.0000



Table 8.15 - Imagination

Hillh

count ¢
Row % Row
Col % 3 Total
Total ¢ 1.» P . 442
W1y iiakabietedet Rt b R A D L R E L L L L LT R R T oy
1, ) N 3 4 (U )
12,9 3 37,5 7 50,0 0,0 * 16,3
$oH00 r 42,9 0t 17.4 @ V.0 ¢
: 2,0 3 nel ¢ Red 3 0,0 ¢
20 3 0 4 b3 2 3 12
: 0,0 3 33,3 : 5040 ¢ 16,7 : 24.5
: 0,0 3 5741 ¢ 2041 ¢ 11.8
: 0,0 ¢ Bel2 ¢ 122 4.1 ¢
3, @ 0 o 12 ¢ 6 2 18
: 0,0 3 Ve 3 LB,/ ¢ 33,3 : 3b,7
: 0,0 ¢ 0.0 3 52.2 : 35,3
: 0.0 3 0,0 24.§ ¢ 12,2 @
1, ¢ 1 v 1 9 3 11
H 9,1 0.0 3 9.1 3 81,8 : 22,4
$ 50,0 0,0 ¢ 43 ¢+ 52,9
: 2,0 0.0 2,0 3 18,4 3

Column 2 7 23 17 49
Total 4.1 14,3 46,9 34,7 100,0

Pearson's R = 0.53805 Significance = 0.0000
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Table 8.16 - Organization

Hll®

Count
Row
Col
Total

Hole -

Row
Total
2. 3

i g9 a9
e 0s se as- 0e
[ 3 )

»

s 3»
L]

e o

N

1. : 1 : 0 : H
@ 33.3 : 0.0 : bbbl 3 6.l
T 100,03 0.0 @ 1e9 3
: 2.9 3 0,0 1.1 3

2. 2 0 3 1 3 3 4
: Ce0 : 25.0 : 75,0 H 8,2
: 0,0 3 14,3 : Ted :
: 0,0 3 2.0 2 bel 3

3. 3 0o 5 @ [V 17
s U 2 29,4 ¢ T06 3 34,7
: 0,0 : T1.% : 2943 H
: D0 ¢ 10,2 = 24,5

4, 3 0 3 1 4 3 25
: 0,0 3 440 ¢ 96,9 ¢ 51,4
: VD) 2 14,3 : DBed 3
: 0,0 3 2.0 ¢ 49,0 3

Coluan 1 7 41 49
Total 2,0 14,3 83,7 100,09

Pearson's R = 0.36618 Significance = 0.0048
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Table 8.17 - Wisdom

HIl7

Count
Row % Row
Col % Total
Total % 2.3 3.3 4

8% 93 e B2 B4 40 98 % e 98 se 3 66 04 B4 e se

1 0 t}
100,0 0.0 0,0
50,0 0,0 0.0
2.“ 0-0 0.()

1 4 <]
Te7 30,8 Ble.5
50,0 33.3 229
2._“ Bl 16,3

- an e

40017 - ew W oraw-

2. .
240

86 40 38 90 03 49 W9 40 Te B0 40 %e 4% BD S8 Be B 42 ee e

13

3. .
26,5

#6 &8 03 B0 90 80 Ns %6 00 ®5 0% a4 I
B 08 20 43 44 40 N 28 4% 03 8P na sa e

4, 0 ] 21 35
0,0 22.9 77.1 T1.4
0,0 66,7 77.1
0,0 ¢ 1oe3 ¢ 55,1

Colunn 2 12 35 49
Total 4,1 24.5 T1.4 1006,0

Pearson's R = 0.37681 Significance = 0.0038



Table 8.18 - Idea Finding

Ccount :
Rowa % ¢
Col % :
lTotal % 1.3
nihln emr e~ —- ke Rl X 3
1. 9]
0,0
0,0

0,0

S8 20 €0 20 89 04 2% 46 O% B4 60 SE % S0 e 4% o0

1
7.1
100,0
2,0

3, 0
0,0
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0
0,0
0,0
0,0

]
i
1
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[
]
1

Column 1
Total 2,0

Pearson's R = 0.53716

- ey

]
BE G0 @9 88 00 04 B4 S° S8 B B8 VS B4 G4 G4 SO 98 S0 S0 oo

2,

i
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16,7
2,0
5
35,1
Bl,3
10,2
0
0.0
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0
DeV

S, 7
23,1
1242

7
50,0
2649
141.:3

i1
55,0
4243
22.1%

2
25,0

0.0 Tel 37.5
U, 0 4,1 12.2

) 26 ) 49

12.2 53,1 32.1 100,0

0,0
0.0
0.0

1 14

28,6

Cc ~3
2 e
A

2.0
g
45,0
56,3
18,4
6
15,0

20
40,8

16.3

® 90 845 90 54 Im 90 98 Ba eo b B8 40 44 o AW e G° 0e se e

00 B¢ Ve S0 43 8% S5 2O S0 BT 2% 9 0 PS¢ e 04 €0 P G0

.
B8 40 39 03 6 G4 B8 93 LD S% 28 0 44 9 Be 45 Iw e sae ee

Significance = 0.0000
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Table 8.19 - Problem Solving

HilY

Count
W %
Col %
Total %

H(]l() S wm-ww

Row
Total
1, 248 3.8 4.3

.
oo - --——u---:--—----—:q------u:

2. 3 1 v 2 7] 5
T 20,0 0,0 4040 10,0 10,4
v 100,0 0.0 2040 S.0
s 2.1 0.0 4,72 4,2

LA X A4 K X B XL XX ¥ X X

0
0,0
0,0
0,0

0
0,0

0
0.0
0.0
VRRY

i
2.9

3
37,5
30,0

hed

5

b)

62,5
13,9
10,4
29
14,3 82,9
0.V 100.0 50.0 80,6
0,0 2.1 19,4 ¢ 60,4

L L L L A L S A L L] HE R L Rk ] HEE L. L R 1.

Column 1 1 10 36 48
Iotal 2.1 21 20,4 1% .0 100,90

16,7

' T 35
12,9

e 90 83 @4 97 B9 64 S6 me 05 e e oo 40
40 49 20 86 %6 63 Bs A8 08 88 S 48 S8 o0
® S8 @6 S0 B Be S8 Ve Be 83 8 Ve e se

20 Be 90 se Ae R 95 05 a8 o 9e
£

20 55 28 09 e NI 22 B0 69 44 09 93 OB s s

Pearson's R = 0.37386 Significance = 0.0044
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Table 8.20 - Evaluation

R WAY

Count
Row % Row
Col % :
Tota
Total ¢ 1. 4 !

248 3,
0 1
(YY) 100,90
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1 i

1,

.
LA L K X K _F=wh L A K X K X X 2

oC
R ]
<
nN
-
o

.
c <
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SR
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2
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L K X X X Y
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40 26 08 26 UG G0 TE BV 4P e €O 0 6% B4 2 =T 8O SC 4 99 G0 o2 e S0 o9
® #5 39 28 S8 e® 9B 80 e S8 20 s Sa S8 3¢ am 0 ea e

@0 63 94 04 40 06 06 95 8 S0 S0 48 A S: 2% e S8 W6 O¢ 80 s o0

08 20 VR 60 20 WP 29 2P 38 €0 4% 4P 20 S0 8P 95 WY U5 00 e8 84 O

Column 1 3 16 2% 49
Total 2,0 .l 3241 59,2 100,0

Pearson's R = 0.31105 Significance = 0.0148

T0Z



Table 8.21 - Raising Questions

nlzl

count
guw ? Row
ol % Total

rotal %
H“zl LA K X R R
1,

.3 2, 3.
! 1 4
16,1 16,7 664/
SU.U 1090 16.,
2-0 20“ 8'2
8 !
6')0" 8-’
80.0 4.2
16,3 2.0

LR X E N XX NJ

]
0,v
0,0
0,0

2

16,7
15,4
4,1

" ® oo

1
8,3

.
L ]
*
.
.
:
.
L]
Ll
L)
*
*
.
L]
L ]
.
*
:
L3
-
-
L ]
.
:
: 3
: 50,0
M
L]
.
*
.
L]
.
L]
»
-
L)
.
.
.
.
-
.
.
.
:
.
.
*
,

12
2%4.5

2,0

3, U 1 13 3 17
0.0 5.9 7645 17,6 34,7
0L, 10,0 54,2 23,1

0,0

2,0

.. oy

0
0,0

2645

6

“120‘-’
0,0 Va0 25,0
0,0 0,0 12.2

MW E P @MW mn S w D w - 4 u---w---:

6.1
8
57,1
61,5
16,3

Q

14
0,0

28,6

4 S0 94 06 N 44 93 S8 S+ NG BD B e 6F TS Ve Be WY Be e &

B0 88 90 B0 86 3D Ve @8 G4 99 0% BE G¢ B G0 90 95 00 s
€8 20 WO 65 I8 AL 0 8O IC I8 O8 e ¢85 06 9 90 O se %o

-

96 8% 10 98 B0 89 8¢ B2 0O BT 62 48 BG 3 % 26 23 AS e% es

Columnp 2 10 24 13 49
Total 4.1 20,4 49,0 20,5 - 100,0

Pearson's R = 0.56546 Significance = 0.0000
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Table 8.22 _— Initiating, Defining, Reorganizing Structure

R WA
Countc :
Row % ¢ Kow
Col & Total
total % 3 1, 248 3, 4.3
HO22 iaiadnbdet Eedebdadelale LA R L R R L R Y I r peppu
O, 3 ) VR 0o 0 |
T 1000 g V0 ¢ 0,0 3 0,0 2 2.0
: 50,0 H 0.0 : 0.0 H (VW) :
: 2,0 3 0.0 0.0 ¢ 0,0 3
1, 1o 2 : 11 3 g 17
: 5.9 3 11.8 1 b4l ¢ 11,68 3 34,7
Po50.,0 3 22,2 0t 8749 ¢ 15,8 3
: 2.0 3 4,1 ¢ 22.,%v 3 t,l :
2, : 0 3 4 : 1 : 2 @ 7
: Vel 3 57.1 1 14,3 1 26,6 1 14,3
: 0.0 3 44,4 5,3 1 10,5
: B0 3 8.2 ¢ 2,0 3 4,1 ¢
3, : 0 3 2 3 1 : 8 11
: Vo 3 11.8 ¢ 41,2 3 47,1 : 34,7
: 0.0 3 22,2 &t 36.8 : 42,1
: 0.0 3 4.1 3 14,3 16,3
4, v 1 03 & 3 7
: 0,0 3 14,3 0,0 ¢ 85,7 : 14,3
: 0,0 ¢ 11,1 0.0 3 3,0 3
: 0,0 3 2.0 ¢ 0.0 3 12,2 :

cotiuinp 2 9 1y 19 49
Tatal 4,1 18.4 3R .8 ig,.8 100,0

Pearson's R = 0.41415 Significance = 0.0015

€0c



Table 8.23

Hl2s
Count
Row 3
Col %
Total %
d123 —emece--
1'
50,0
100,0
4,1
)
0,0
0.0
0.0
0
0,0
0,0
0,0

B8 69 90 68 246 68 3G 8 B8 0§ 20 6N Ve €4 99 SO 2e GO ¢ O 29 S0 €O G0 o0

3.

4, G
0.0
0,0
0,0

Column 2

Total 3,1

Pearson's R = 0.56482

- Meditation

%0.0
22.2
4.1
6
40,0
66,7
12,2
U
0.0
0,0
V.0
1
10.0
11,1 10,0
2.0 4,1
9 20
18.4 40,8

0,0
040
0.()
4
26..’
20,1
402
14
1040
700
28.@
P
20,90

€9 BSOS ¢ 20 2% 69 PS¢ Ne 2O 48 €0 Ve S0 s S8 G4 S S0 se O
85 2O B4 26 60 O8 S8 P8 2C VG 00 B8 Ve 45 S0 S0 49 86 S0 ¢

Significance = 0.

B9 29 59 N 99 B0 49 S5 AF SO G% E5 0 B 4% 2O Ve S8 6% e

5
33.3
27,8
10,2

6
30,0
33,3
12,2

7
70,0
38,9
14,3

1d
36,7

0000

99 €% 65 38 00 L9 28 90 9P A 49 S8 20 P S8 v 48 e 29 Be

15
30,6

20
40,8

10
20,4

49
100,90

voc



Table 8.24 - Persuasion

H1Z21
Count
Row %
Col %
Total %
HO1 24 e wmewn-

1, 1

164,/
100,0
2,0
{1

0,0
0.0
0.9

0

0,0
0,0
0,0

0

0,0
0,0
0,0

08 99 80 €8 4B 26 99 29 S0 PO ST 09 €0 2E 61 45 4 9 49 OO ¢ S 4o OO o0

Coluan 1
lotal 2,0

Pearson's R = 0.52123

1,8

8% 86 829 A8 @9 42 69 ¢ Ve 08 SV 26 I 8BS S8 66 G0 G 40 as

28

3
50.0
37 '5

6ol
3
33.3
37.%
6,1
2
10,0
25.0
4.1
0
0.0
0,0
0,0

345,4¢

® 99 39 90 B9 o8 00 B4 8¢ 9% AW 3 0 09 €0 e se % e

.

3!: 4.:

bk del Al L R LEY L TN ML L L X X
1
1641/
54
2.9

)

}

33.3
1740
bel

Y

)

52.9
iB.4
4
28,0
23,5
a2

el A AL E LD L L XY : -y "

3 11
16.3 3441

Significance

1
16,7
4.3
240
3
33,3
13.0
6,1
3
45,0
39,1
18.4
1o
71,4
43,5
20,4

20 26 S5 ¢4 856 00 99 88 S% 2P B3 S5 99 69 ee e Ve 06 on
RO B8 SO 20 A0 AP 49 56 BN B BT S0 B BE A% 46 Pe e 4o

23
46,9

0.0001

Row
Total

12'2

1.4

20
40,8

14
28,6

49
100,0

soc
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Table 8.25 - Memory

Count :
Row % 3 Row
o ol % 3 Total
total % ¢ 2.1 3.2 4.3 \
HM25 el R R R L L L L P
1. : 13 1 0 e 2
2 50,0 3 50,0 1 0.0 ¢ 4,0
$ 40,0 6.7 : 0.0 3
: 2.0 3 2.0 0.0 3
2. : 0 : 3 : 1 : 4
: D ¢ T5.0 ¢ 25,0 @ 8.0
¢ 0,0 : 20.D 3 3.3
: 0,0 3 tel) 3 2.0 3
3. H 4 3 2 22 o
e 33,3 ¢ 33.3 ¢ 33.3 : 12,0
: 40,0 3 13,3 @ 6el 3
: 4,0 3 4,0 3 4.0 ¢
LI AL LIS LR S I S L Ll L
1, 3 2 3 9 e 27 & 38
: 5.3 ¢ 23,7 : T1el ¢ 76,0
: 40,0 3 60,0 ¢ 9Y0,0 3
: 4,0 3 18.0 1 54,0 3

Column § 15 30 50
Total 10,0 30,0 60,0 100,90

Pearson's R = 0.40995 Significance = 0.0016



Table 9.1 - Conceptualization

il
count
Row %

: Row

col % 3 Total
total % ¢ l.: 2.2 3.3 4. )
GRUUE cecemm—

—--q----:'----v---:--n—-—-- : nn—-na-—n:

1, ¢ (VAN 4 3 v oo 16 ¢ 3

Hi1Gh SCHouL : 0,0 3 12,9 : 29,0 ¢ 58,1 3 24,86
: V0 3 6h,] ¢ 17.6 3 26,5
: 0.0 ¢ 3,2 3 T+ ¢ 14,3

Za H 0z 2 16 3 32 50

LLENENTARY H 0,0 H 341 H 32,0 H 64,0 : 39,7
: 0,0 ¢ 33,3 : 31,4  47.1 :
: 0,0 3 1e 3 1247 3 25,4

3, 1 H [V 20 @ 1¢ ¢ 45

TwU : 2,2 : (VY t 57.8 : 30,0 : 35,7
: 100,00 ¢ 0.0 3 5H1.0 3 2b,5 3
: 0,8 0.0 ¢ 20.6 3 14,3 3

Column ] o 51 61 126

Total U,8 4.8 4049 94,0 100,0

Chi square = 16.19289 with 6 degrees of freedom
Significance = 0.0128

Loc



Table 9.2 - Perccption

Count

Row

Col

lotal
GRULE - o -

1,

2 AT o

HIGH SCHOUL

ELENENTARY

Tuu

column
Total

iz

0,0
0,0

L X X X N ¥

2,0
100,0
048

0

0,0
0,0
0,u

5e 88 @6 %0 %S¢ 00 o3 Be 9% 0 o9 4 %9 5 o

LA K K B L K ¥

1
2.0
20,0
Vol
4
2.9
#O.0
3.2

11
22,0
26,2

el
21
46/
50,0
1641

2 8 Be e %6 *e e A% $4 08 Be e e S

317
14,0
47 . 4
29.‘1

20
44,4
25.0
15,9

EE X E R ¥ X% ) : ---—----:-—.--n—- : L E X P X N

1
0,8

S
4.0

4} '}
33.3

78
61,9

Chi square = 13.88977 with 6 degrees of freedom
Significance = 0.0309

©9. 98 49 G1 43 B9 04 9% 04 WS 28 40 94 28 e

50
3.7

45
35.7

126
109.0

80¢



Table 9.3 -~ Analysis

Hl3

Count :

Row % 2

Col % @
Total % 2,2 3.:
GROUP bl L EEL L L LR bl T
te ¢ 4 3 13 3
HIGH SCHOUL : D, 5 41.9
T 18,2 0 25.0
: 1,0 : 10,3 :
2. @ 5 s 21 @
ELEMENTAKY T 10,0 5 42,0 3
: 15 4D : 140.4 :
: T, 0 1 1e,.7 ¢
3, ¢ 4 18
TWu : B,Y 2 0.0 3
$ 36,1 3d.b 3
: 3,2 ¢ 14.3 :

Column i1 ?2
fotal 8,17 41,3

Chi square = 0.37262 with 4 degrees of
Significance = 0.9847

4,
ib
51.6
2544
127
24
48,41
38,1
1940
23
Stel
3645
13.3
63
500

freedom

.
.
.
.

Be 4% 04 B3 40 2% 00 40 85 3% S5 %% B2 88 e

209

Raow
Total

31
24,06

50
39,7

45
35.7

126
100,v



Table 9.4 - Synthesis

Ny
Count :
Row 3 @ Row
Col % ¢ Total
Total g ¢ 1.2 2.3 3,: dgt
GROUUP --------3----—---:"--'~--:-"--"--:--------:
1. @ v E S 12 15 31
HIGH SCHLL : D0 3 12,9 ¢ 38,7 i 48,4 ¢ 24,6
] 0,0 3 33.3 : 22.2 : 25.4 :
"'. ().U H 3.2 H Yed H 11’3 H
2, @ 1 3 6 1y 24 2 50
ELEMENTARY : 2,0 1 12,0 3 38.0 1 4§,0 : 39,7
: 100,03 50,0 ¢ 35,2 ¢ 20,7
; U.U H ‘108 H 15'1 H 1990 M
3. ¢ VI 2 2 23 3 20 3 45
: 0,0 ¢ 16,7 ¢ 42,6 3 33,9
: 0,0 fe 3 1843 : 15,9

Colunn 1 12 54 59 126
Total 0.8 9,5 42,49 16,8 100,0

Chi square = 4.63305 with 6 degrees of freedom
Significance = 0.5917

012



Table 9.5 - Interpersonal Interaction

"l

Count :
Row % ¢
col %
Total % @ 1.0 2,
GRUUE el A L LA L L L LML Ll

1e ¢ | I 2

H1GH SCiOUL : 3,2 ¢ Heb
s 100,00 ¢ 40,0

H 0,4 H 1.0

2, ¢ 0 3 0

ELEMENTARY : 0.0 3 0,0
: D0 3 (V)

H 0,0 3 0,0

3, ¢ 03 3

TWU : 0,0 3 6.7
: 0,0 3 60,0

: 0.0 ¢ 2.4

Colunn 1 )

total 0. 4.0

Chi square = 10.29381 with 8 degrees
Significance = 0.2450

Row
| Total
H 30: 4'; b

L]
:--.----—: --nu-.--:----ng-n

3 25 v 31
e/ 80,6 0,0 24,0
15,0 25,3 0,0
2.4 19,4 0,0

11

LE R N NN

39

0

o
<

2240 18,0 0,0 39,7
5540 39,4 0,0
g7 31,0 0,0

LR S Rl SR R X X K A A R X R R ]

» 80 99 8S a9 4 Se S B 26 se S0 8o O
4% 29 8% 20 S8 Ve Se 96 S0 89 S8 0 A4S N

¢ 86 ®5 29 %3 9 B0 80 94 30 ¢e S0 % 49 o
26 A% B9 49 66 B8 68 20 20 S8 4 56 4 5 03 e e

b 35 1 45
13.3 T7.8 2,2 35,7
30,0 35,4 100,40

4’E . 27.8 (:’.8
20 9y 1 120

15,9 TH b 0,8 100,0

of freedom

112



Table 9.6 - Planning

Hib

Count :
Row % 3
Col % :
Total & @ 2,1 3,3 4,3
GRUOUPR --------i--------:-v------~—--—f--—:
1. : 19 I 2 3 29
HTGiIt SCHUOUL : 0,0 3 5,5 ¢ 93,5
; D40 : 15.4 : 26.4 :
: 9.0 3 1,6 ¢ 23.0 3
2. : 0 3 93 3 41 2
ELEMELTARY : 0.0 ¢ 18,0 : 82,9 :
: 0.0 ¢ 69,2 1+ 37,3
: 0,0 3 7.1 ¢+ 32.%
3. : 3 3 2 30 3
Twy : b,! 4.4 ¢ 88,9 :
c 100,03 15.4 : 36.2 3
: 2.% 3 leo 8 31,7 3

Column 3 13 110
TotAal 2,4 10,3 87.3

Chi square = 10.52623 with 4 degrees of freedom
Significance = 0.0324

212

Row
Total

31
24,0

50
39.7

45
35'7

120
100,0



Table 9.7 - Leadership

Hi7

Count H
Pow % ¢
Col % :
Total) % 3 3.
GRUUE - S -
te 3 2
HIGH SCHUUL H (o I
T 18,2
: 1.6
2 : 6
ELEMETARY H 12,5
: 54,5
: 48
3. : 3
Lwu : 6,1
: 27,3
: 2.8
colunmp 11

Total g,Y

chi square = 1.27691 with 2
Significance = 0.5281

: g

29
93,5
25.7
23.4

42
8745
37.2
33.9

32
93,3
317.2
33.9

113
91.1

® B0 20 08 0% 6% 90 48 40 S0 P % s wB G4 o

@8 04 43 40 00 08 05 84 29 6D ve S0 69 o e

-

degrees of

45
36,3

123
100,90

freedom

213



Table 9.8 - Reading

Hi8

Count
Row %
Col %
rTotal % 243 3,: 4,:
GROUY o v 2 . - o - MRl el o e lakakadadoal X 24

243
T4.2
2841

7
22,6
21.2

1
3.2
11,1

Le
HTGiHt SCHOUL

T S.6 1R.5

7. 4 13 30

L EYeNTARY B,$ 29.2 bz.§
14,4 32671 6.0

24,2

29

11.3

3.2

P4 S0 20 90 24 40 40 0 90 e 2% 20 08 %0 28 9v 9 e s L X

N 4 12
rwu 8,9 26047 64.4
‘ 44,14 36.4 35,4

B4 3% 96 49 04 99 G0 9% 8D 48 €» 08 8¢ we
0 0 22 B 49 40 B2 24 40 se 94 sa s ane
B9 80 2% 89 ¥S 00 s B 0 08 Se =% 24 8% se

3,2 9,7 23.4

column - Y §3 '82
Total 1.3 26,6 6641

]

Chi square = 1.66266 with 4 degrees of freedom
Significance = 0.7975

214

Row
Total

31
25,0

43
38,7

36.3

124
100,0



Table 9.9 - Observation

Count
Row % ¢
Col 3

S
rotal % 24t 3.2

GROUP e I L L L R T LT
e 2 vz 10
HIGH 3CHOUL : .U 3 32.3
’ : D,0 & 25,6 3
: 0,0 3 8.1 2
2. 3 2 3 12 :
ELe g MTARY : 1,2 3 25,0 3
: 06,7 : 30.8 @
: 1.6 3 9.7 3
3. : 1 H L7 :
Twu : 2,2 3 37.8 @
: 33,3 H 43.0 H
M 0-8 : 13.7 :

Column 3 39

fotal 2,4 31.5

Chi square = 3.00566 with 4 degrees of
Significance = 0.5569

4,

21
67.{
25.@
16.9
3a
70.3
‘llcb:
27.1%
21
60,0
32.9
21.5

b2
061

freedom

s 8w

86 8% 04 22 4% €0 42 35 8% Ue 44 %e e 2s as

Row
Total

31
25,0

48
38,7

4s
36,3

124
100,90

215



Table 9.10 - Listening

HLIL1O

Count :
Row 3 @
Col 3 :
Total 3% @ 2.2 3.0
sRULP mrmecren e e re .= —————
1. : o3 o
AIGH SChOuL : Ui 2 19.4 @
: 0.9 3 27.3
: 0,0 2 3.8 3
2 : 2 : 1) b4
e LeEMEMTARY : 4,2 ¢ 12.5
s 10,0 ¢ 27.3
: 1.0 3 448 H
3. : U : 1v H
Twu : 0.0 ¢ 22.2
: 0,0 3 45.5 @
: 0.0 3 d.1 ¢
Coluan 2 22

Total 1,6 17.7

Chi square = 4.55354 with 4 degrees of
= 0.3362

Significance

4,

Z5
B .6
25.Y
2042

40
83.3
40,9
32.3

35
T7e0
35,9
28.2
100
80,6

freedom

.

€G89 G2 42 40 0F 08 9% 40 96 9% Be e Be e

216

Row
Total

3
25,0

43
38,7

45
36,3

124
100,0



Table 9.

(111

Count
Row % ¢
Col % :
total % @ 1.
GRUUP LA A A A L L L L ol X
1. 3 Y
dlGH SChluL : (V)
H 1 Y]
: QL0
2, 3
ELEMESTARY H 6,3
s 60,0
H 2.4
3, ¢ 2
THU : 4,4
t 40,0
: 1.0
Column 5
Total 4,0

Chi square = 4.58866 with 6
Significance = 0.5975

11 - Classification

: 248 3,: 4.2

:—owcnupngunnq.---:._--,._.

H 4 20 3 T
i 12.9 @ 64.D ¢ 22,6 @
T 17,4 ¢ 3043 ¢ 23,3 ¢
: 3.2 ¢ 16,1 3 5.6 @
: b H 24 H 13 H
T 16,7 3 50,0 3 27,1
t 34,8 : 36,2 : 43,3 :
: 6.9 3 19.4 t 10,5
H 11 H 22 10 3
: 24.4 H 48,9 : 22.2 H
H 47 .48 3 33.3 3 33,3
: 8,9 : 177 ¢ 8.1 H

23 bb 30
18,5 53.2 24,2

degrees of freedom

Row
Total

31
29,V

48
3.7

45
36,3

124
100,0

L1C



Table 9.12 - Logical Relationships

alld
Count :
Pow %
Col % ¢
Total % ¢ l,.: 2.0
GRulb R - H
1, ¢ y] 3
HILH SCHULL H 0,0 9,7
: 0.0 lo.7

000 2.‘}

b
12.5
33.3
4,8

LA L E X X KX

1
2.1
50,0
0,4

.
.
-
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
- : LT T X T
.
.
[3
.
.
.
.
*
.
3

2
ELbMENTARY

i
2,2
50,0
VoY

9
20,0
50.0

T3

Two

ee 42 54 85 96 53 Sa v 8% Ss e B4 G2 s 00
o8 04 4% €2 84 6e °B B B ve 40 39 o8 0 a0

[
C
-
=
g
=
~N
—
x

Total 1.6 14.5

Chi square = 4.69091 with 6 degrees of
Significance = 0.5840

3.

|
54.8
29,3
13.7

h
52,1
43,1
20.2

6
35,0
27.6
12,9

59
46,4

freedom

-
L

22 %8 e 98 84 $8 A8 SN 69 SV 94 I 69 45 0«

4.

LAL A EL.L L BE LA L LE L] senwmvtees ' ceeesgen

11
39,5
23,9

8,9

1o
33,3
34,4
12,9

19
42.2
41,3
15,3

46
37.1

.
.
.

4% B4 00 S0 SO B3 48 SU 49 28 49 AT S VY e @

kKow
Total

3

48
38,7

45
36.3

124
109,0

81¢
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Table 9.13 - Decision Making

Hil13

Count :
Row 2 Row
Col % : Total
Fotal 3% 243 3.2 4,2
SROUE abdeb bl LAE IS A et LA L L PR LT LTy

1, 0 3 31

HIGH SCHOUL 0.0 Q.0 100.0 25,0
Uy DU 27 .0
0,0 0.0 2540

16
95.8

2
4.2

L X L X X 1 ¥

8]

494
38,7

eLEMeErN TARY 0,0
a0 2549 40,40
V.0 oo 371
3. 1 ) 3y 45

84.1% 36,3
33,0
30.6

13.3
TS5.9
4.8
Column 1 8 115 124
fotal 0.4 649 92417 100,0

2e4d
1000
D, ¥

TWwUu

46 94 20 99 09 24 4 BT B 40 00 % I se e

9% 84 90 9 93 44 20 22 40 B9 00 04 04 65 e
4% 85 05 40 o0 20 44 42 I8 48 20 aw e 82 s

.
.
-
-
.
.
-
-
-
-
.
-
-
-
»
-
.
-
-
.
.
.
-
.
.
.
.
.
»
-

00684 with 4 degrees of freedom

i square = 8.
chi =d = 0.0913

Significance



Table 9.14 - Advocacy

nwits

Lount :
Row 4 Row
Cuol % @ Total
rotal & 3 U,: 1,3 P2 J.: 4,3
GRUUE AT E R E R L LI L LSRR R L B L L DL EE L L PP L S
) A U T R TN UUNVE S SRR SRS K-S y s 30
HLGH SCHonL b 0,0 d.d s dbel 3 50,0008 30,0t 24.b
: 0,0 ¢ 33,3 ¢ 185 3 27,3 1t 25,0 3
H 0,0 2 0,8 3 4,1 : 12,3 Ted ¢
2. 3 J 3 (VI & 25 ¢ 13 49
ELENMEUTARY : 0,0 040 3 2244 ¢t B51.,0 &t 2b.% 2 40,2
: 0.0 0.0 ¢ 3047 : 45,5 : 36.1 3
: 0,0 3 00 3 Ye) 5 20,5 ¢ 10,7 :
3, ¢ 1 2 2 11 3 15 3 14 @ 43
Tl T2.3 ¢ 4.7 f 2546 3 34,9 ¢ 32.6 3 35,2
t 100,00 3 b66.T 3 40,1 3 27,3 % 38,9 3
: 0.8 3 1.0 H D0 3 12,3 ¢ 11,5 H
H AL LR Ll AL L L e L IR e R L L L L L

Couluan 1 3 21 55 36 122
lotal 0,8 2.5 22,1 5,1 29,5 100,90

Chi square = 6.43552 with 8 degrees of freedom
Significance = 0.5986

oce



Table 9.15 - Imagination

HLls

Count :
Row 9
Col % ¢
Total 35 ¢ 1,
GRL)HP ceesrmenw?
1. 0
HIGH SCHoub : 0,0
: 0,0
H 0,0
2, ¢ 2
ELEMENTARY : 4.1
$ 1000
1o
3, H 0
U : 0,0
: 0,0
H 0,0
Column 2
fotal 1.b

Chi square = 6.05087 with 6
Significance = 0.4175

; 243

4
13,3
23.5

3.3

I
14.3
41.2

5.7

)
14.0
35,3

4.9
17
13.9

B @8 92 B4 B 90 B¢ 44 04 24 0o 0% 28 Se S
A8 96 86 49 96 42 BT 48 8 ¢ 4P 8 23 ¢ e

degrees of

3..

-w------:—-q---.-:---q----'

12
40,0
27145

9.8

23
46,9
4644
18.9

14
32.0
28,6

-

BE S0 WA 64 BP B4 63 4% 0% e4 8 6 N 99

4,
14
4647
25,9
11.5
17
34,7
31.5
13,9
23
53,5
42,0
18.9

44
40.2

freedom

54
44,3

S SR 00 BN 48 BB 05 Re 4e S0 99 20 08 29 e

Row
Total

30
24,6

49
40.2

43
35,2

122
100,0

12¢c



count
Row
Col
rTotaul
GRuUlP
1.
HIGH SCuuul

2,
ELeMENTARY
3.
1w
Columnp

Total

t

k)
‘%
o

Q.
«

- -

BO. 95 49 26. 88 20 60 95 4T L 69 $9 B9 S48 IS G0 IO se e oo

Table 9.16 - Organization

Hllo

LE X K X X ¥ r

1

2,3

100,0

0,8

0
0.0
O.U
0.0

3
7,0
23,1
2.5

1,: 2,3 3,3
bbbt S A L L R L L L DT T
0o 0 3
0.0 3 0.0 ¢ 10,0
0,0 0,0 ¢ 23,1
0,0 3 0.0 3 2.5
o3 1 !
0.0 3 2.0 % 14,3
0,0 3 100,0 1 53,8
0,0 3 0.8 S5e

bl Rl AL 2 T R PP

0

1
o

1
0.8

Chi square = 4.64396 with 6 degrees
Significance = 0.5902

S5 S8 B9 45 08 0 D Ne A% 48 B9 95 48 00 o

13
10.’

of freedom

-
Y

|
]
1
]
Nt
~
]
[ ]

90,49
29,2
22,1
41
B3,1
38,3
33'6
39
20,17
36,4
32,0
107
87..7

26 68 B8 40 Sk 40 S0 25 20 46 B4 22 s B 04 ae

Row
Total

30
24,6

49
40,2

43
35,2

122
100,0

cee



Table 9.17 - Wisdom

it

count ¢
Row % ¢
Col % ¢
. rotal % 3 LU,
GR”“P LR LR R L L
le 2 0
HTIGLH SCHOUL : 0.0
: H,0
: 0,0
2. 0
ELEMESTARY : 0,0
H 0,0
: 0,0
3. 2 1
Twu : 2.3
: 100,0
T 0.8
column 1
lotal 0.8

Chi square = 4.44765 with 6
Significance = 0.6163

T 2.0 . 3.

MELE L LA LT RS L S

’ v b
: 0.0 16.7
0,0 2048
0.0 4.1

2
4,1

PR P Y )

12
24,9

5 %0 98 8% 48 %6 G0 WS 4% 90 30 09 0 o

Y 50,0
140 9,4
1 7
203 16%3
33.3 29,2
0.8 5ol

2 Be % Bm €9 Bm 6o B3 S9 A2 % 4s S 82 o

84 e Be B8 @¢ 88 B8 We S0 s 4o o8 o0

—w—-w---: -----C--.

3 24
2.5 19,1

degrees of freedom

N I

MEELE LT X

29
43.3
26,0
20,5

35
T1.4
37,2
28,7

34
79.1
36,2
27,9

94
77,0

»
*

24.80 95 88 68 S 48 28 6 ORS¢ 9§ o3 e I

kow

. Total

30
24 .()

49
40,2

43
35,2

122
100,0

£€ce



Table 9.18 - Ide

tHitd

Count 3
Row % 3
Col % 2
fotal % 3 V,3 1,.:
GRU“P —-—---—-:--------:----.---:

te ¢ (VI (VI
HIGH SCnuul, : 0,0 3 0.0 3
: 0,0 (V1P B
: 0.0 3 0.0
2, ¢ LI 1
LLEMENTARY : (USRY) H 2,0 :
: 0,0 ¢ 50,0
: 0,0 3 0.8 3
3. 3 1 3 1
Twu H 2.3 2.3
: 100,00 3 50,0 ¢
H ()qH : ‘)-8 :
Column 1 2
Total 0,58 1.0

Chi square = 7.03010 with 8 degrees of
Significance = 0.5334

a Finding

(2

9
1bo{
33,3
4,1
o)
12.7
40,0
4.9
4
93
20,7
3‘3

€4 B8 A9 84 Bs 04 59 S 85 S° 86 B9 S0 48 3 AP

3.

LBl AL L R L L L R

12
40,0
22.6

9,H

20
53,1
49,1
21,3

15
34,9
28,3
12,3

5 S0 99 eu 34 85 Ve 2¢ 88 Se - es 4% S0 WO

»

L

§ =

29 88 S0 28 Ve 48 24 S8 P 64 S8 25 IV e WO 82 s

13
43,3
29,5
10,7

16
32,7
31,4
13,1

22
51‘2
43,1
18,0

LA AL A AL L UL LA L LR B L DL L2

15
12.3

freedom

53
43.1%

St
41,8

ROw
Total

30
24,0

49
40,2

43
35,2

122
100,0

vee



Table 9.19 - Problem Solving

higy

Count
HOw %
Col %
Total % | 241
GR““P L X N 5 —--w----:-—u-----o
1, U V]
HTIOGH SCHDOL, (U Lol
0,0 0,0
0,0 Ul

.
.
.
.
L
*
.
L]
A
L4
L
-
*
.
.
.
-
:
: - —————-
.
.
Z. . l

.

.

.

.

*

\d

.

.

*

.

1.3

Ad

L4

*

.

L4

.

-

1
2.1
5040
0.8
1
2,3

ELEMENTAKY 2,1
00,0
0.8

wleovmemmwwwn

i, 0
(VY
0,0 50,0
0,0 UeB

---ﬂ-—g-:nw-wnq--

Ty

S6 89 00 99 5S¢ %0 Su B8 43 e se B 95 o

B8 08 46 & 00 43 24 BE G0 e s e S0 89 se

Ccolump 1 2
fotal. 0,8 1.7

Chi square = 4.01579 with 6 degrees of
Significance = 0.6745

3.

--.-w---:-q----n~'

3
10,0
15,0

2.5
10
20,4
50.0
8.3

1
16,3
35,0

5.4

:

A8 @3 UD 94 Be % B4 Ne o8 4% 4% 85 B¢ O

9.

27
90,0
27.06
2243

3o
15.0
3,7
29,4

35
81,4
35,7
25,9

-nu--won:--unnum-

20
16,5

freedom

98
81,0

B8 89 20 49 F9 24 S8 29 99 80 e o9 a6 se es

Row
Total

30
24,8

121
100,0

qce



Table 9.20 - Evaluation

1Y
count
Row %
Col %
Total %
GRUU P rrmamn--

1.

: H 0 H 7 :

B1uh SCHOUL : U,0 3 Ve & 22,6 3
: 0,0 3 Ve 2 21,2 3

: 0,0 3 U0 2 S5eH 3

2 ¢ 1 3 3 e

ELENENTARY : 2,0 3 b0 3 32,0
PI00,0 3 60,0 T 4H,5 3

0.8 1 2.4 1 12,8

3, ¢ v 2 10

Twu : 0,0 3 15 ¢ 22.1
: 0,0 3 40,0 : 30,3

20,0 3 1.6 1 B,0 g

Column 1 5 33

Chi square = 5.25896 with 6 degrees of freedom
Significance = 0.5111

19,2

v
bO.U
34,49
24,0

32
12.7
37,2
25,0

Bo
b8 ,8

B0 28 4% e S0 B9 985 B e O8N SE S8 S0 Se e

(8]
o

40,0

44
35,2

125
100,0

9zZ¢



Table 9.21 - Raising Questions

TE WAL

Count :
Row % 3
Col % ¢
Total % 3 1,
GRulp LR LR LR
e ¢ P
H1GH HCHOUL : b5
t 40,0
: 1,6
2. 2
ELEMENTARY : 4,0
T 40,0
: 1,0
3. : 1
Twu : 2,3
s 29,0
: V.8
Coluin )
Total 4,0

Chi square = 7.07934 with 6
Significance = 0.3136

: 2,

3
9.7
12.40
2.4
10
20,9
30,0
B.0
12
27.3
48.0
Y.6
25
20.0

89 89 08 e 0¢ 44 82 ST S @8 6 s Ve e0 O
o9 36 88 88 Be 96 S8 a0 95 49 %o ss 00 s 40

degrees of

3,:

16
51,0
29,1
12.9

25
50,40
45459
20,0

11
31,8
2545
11.2

9e 88 29 6% Be Be WS G 29 ¢ s Ve 45 we

4.

-c--—---=-u------:----“-- : L L XX X

10
32,3
25,0

.0

13
20,0
32,5
10.4

17
38,6
42,5
13,6

----v--n:-qr-----w

55
44,0

freedom

40
32'0

*
L]

29 S0 20 6 48 48 SR B8 29 6 e NE B9 88 te¢

Row
Total

31
24,8

50
40,0

44
35,2

125
100,0

Lze



Table 9.22 - Initiating,

Reorganizing Structure

22

Count :
Row %
Col & 3
Total % 3 1,3 2.2
GR()“P R -- )
HIGH SCHUN H 3.2 D0
¢ 2.0 3 0,0
H 0.§ H 0.0 3
2, H 2 H 9 M
gLEMEOTARY H 4,0 H 18,0 H
: 50,0 ¢ 2.9 @
: 1.6 3 7.3 @
- 3. : 1 : 8 ;
[wiy H 2.3 ¢ 16,6 3
T 25,0 3 47,1 @
: D8 3 bed 3
cotumn q 17
Taotal 3,2 13'7

Chi square = 7.43900 with 6 degrees of
Significance = 0.2821

3.

14
45,2
26,9
11,3

149
38,0
36,45
15,3

1y
44.2
3649
15,3

i
*

-

® B9 B9 99 88 24 S5 98 e s S Sn 45 e

Defining,

4,

u--uvuong00—-----:p--n~w--3-u—-----

16
51,6
31,4
12,9

29
10,0
39,2
16,1

15
34,9
29,4
12.1

mwmmeRme ! mmemm e .

b2
41,49

freedom

*

514
41,1

L]
.

84 96:- 88 63 S0 BE V8 69 0e €0 S 99 40 %6 sa

Kow
Total

31
25,0

50
40,3

43
34,7

124
1v0,0

8cc



Table 9.23 - Meditation

M1l

count.

Fow %4 ¢

Col % ¢
fotal % @ 043 2.0 3,: 2 I
S;RUUF -\_-‘--an-u-u : -»-_--‘-‘—-“: :-w‘.---.\:: ’,f",'”',;\: --_---0;:' --.----::
3 1o 8 0 3 1 3 14 13 3
HIGH SChuul : 0,0 3 3.2 ¢ el ¢ 45,2 1 41,9 3
PO0,0 T 12,5 1 12,5 3 31,8 3 27,1
: 0,0 3 O.8 2.4 + 11,2 ¢+ 10,4 3
‘ ' 24 : 0 3 2 B 21 H 18
ELENENTARY : 0,0 ¢ 40 1 1H,0 3 42,0 ¢ 30,0 3
: 0,0 3 1.0 T.2 3 16,8 ¢ 14,4
\ 3. ¢ Lo 5 @ 12 3 9 3 17 ;
| @ : 2.4 : 11.4 1 27.3 3+ 20,5 3g,6 3
: [UO.U I 6%2.95 1 50.0 T 20,5 3 35,4
: 0,8 3 4,0 3 Deb % 7.2 ¢ 13,6
Column o 1 8 ' 24 R 44 ) ‘48 )

Total 0,8 beid 19,2 35,2 34,4

Chi square = 11.89293 with 8 degrees of freedom
Significance = 0.1560

50
40,0

44
35.2

12%
100,v

6C¢C



Table

24

Count :

Row % ¢

Col % ¢

Total % 3

GROUNE LREE LT

N S

HioH SCHaul, : 0,u
: 0,0
H 0,0
: ]
: 2,0
1 25,0

: 0,8

ELEMENTARY

3. 3
bh,8
75,0
2.4

- .- -

TWU

Columnn 4
fotal 3,2

Chi square = 5.36907 with 6
Significance = 0.4974

9.24 - Persuasion

Row
Total

29,8

12.5
1.6

]

16.0
50,0
6.4

(¢}

13.%

q.b
17
34,0
41,5
13,6
12
2743
37.5 29,3 35,9
16 At e 125
12,38 32.8 51,2 100,060

24
48,0
37,5
19,2

23
52.3

50
40,0

44
35,2

6e 5 94 S8 6% 94 S8 A¢ 9T 09 4o 8 84 G0 000
00 8@ 1e 96 24 B0 B8 43 0 09 ey %8 0 e O
88 98 95 Be @ B8 S2 Vs 49 23 S8 *» 98 e

@9 A4 48 S8 99 em B9 ¢ S 9% BF 39 B 8 e

degrees of freedom

TREE

0€c



Table 9.25 -~

H12d

Count :

Row % @

Col % ¢

rotal % ¢

GRU”p ﬂ--o—----:

0.: 1.
1. : 0 0
H1GH SCnOUL H 0,9 U.0
: 0,0 0,0
U,l)
0
0,0
Vel
0.0

- -

1
2.3

0,0

0
0,0
0,0
n,u

L
.
[3
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
]
.
-7 mwm e w -
.
.
-
.
.
L4
[
L
.
.

2
ELENEN FARY

3, 1

WU 2.3

a9 99 @3 04 48 0 8o 00 S0 A3 s Av s 8O

100,0 100.0
0.8 0.t
- -------—: L LY ¥ K% 3
Column i i

Total U,b 0.8

Chi square = 9.16294 with 8 degrees
Significance = 0.3287

Memory

2': 3.: ';.:
1 15 15
3.2 44,4 48,4
14,3 30,6 22,4
0.8 12.0 12.0
5 15 30
10,0 30,0 60,0
71,4 30,6 44
4.0 12,0 24,0
1 19 22
23 43,2 50,0
14,3 3g,8 32,8
0.8 15,2 17,6
1 49 67
5.0 39.2 53,6

as o

20 99 29 S0 S8 48 29 BE 89 Ae

26 G¢ 06 S8 98 S8 WE 88 AMe WP ¢ 2% 03 00

W8 90 9% se AD 8 4% .38 0 30 OB 48 29 NS oo
s 89 An. 0w

28 98 28 98 S0 S5 43 4% N9 48 Um % IV 89 s

of freedom

ROW
Total

31
24.8

50
40,0

44
315.¢

125
100,0

1§ X4



Table 10.1 - Conceptualization

Mg

cuunt :
Row % ¢
Col % ¢
Total % @ |
GRUNP cemmmean?
e ¢ 2
HIGH 5CH0UL : b5
T22,2
: 1,6
2. : q
ELEMENTARY H B,.3
: 44,4
: 3,2
Twu : 6,7
T33,3
: 2.4
Column Y

Total 7.3

Chi square = 2.86454 with 6
Significance = 0.8256

: 2.1 3.3

k)
2240
28,0

540

7
1400
28 .0

5«6
11
24.4
14,0
8.9

14
45,2
29,2
11.3

19
39,6
39,0
154

15
33.3
31,3
1201

25 44
20,2 39,7

. o

s 20 24 %4 3 29 We e S Be 2D S e 025 B
24 93 90 86 B8 e 48 69 3 S8 VS G0 e €° S0

%9 %8 &9 B B SS9 B9 s N4 G0 83 s Be O

degrees of freedom

4,

- M
- —---.—w------;.--—W~--:--uo----

8
25,4
19,0

6.5
13
37.5
42,9
14,5
16
REIN )
38,1
12,9
42
33.9

»
3
A
.

28 4% 98 99 08 A VH B 95 S5 S 29 02 Se I

Row
Total

31
25,0

48
38,7

45
36,3

124
100,0

AN



Table 10.2 - Perception

tJ?2

count 3
ﬁﬁf % 3 Row
o1 e Total
loto‘ % H H H . N
GRUUP wu—---;-:.----‘-.l-:.__----3::-‘--’.‘::' 4‘".

ML DXL L R L B

1, 0
v,0
0,0

0,0

1
3.2
20,0
U8
3
6ol
Hla.u
2.4

1

10
32.3
30,3

da0
6
12,2
18,2
4,4

17

20
64,5
24,1
16,0

37
75,5
44,0
29.6

- ey e

26

31

Huren scuoub 24.8

[

. 3 :
ELEMENTARY : 6,1 3943

v 15,0 h

: 2.4

- - e oy

3; 1

45

e 8¢ ®s S6 8% ®¢ So en ©3 %o e B0 Sv S5 O

@% 49 99 e 98 BB Se S 9P 43 e 8o 99 av

TWU 2,2 242 37,8 57,8 36,0
25,0 2040 515 31,3
: 0.8 3 Uel 13,06 20,8

.

29 26 36 83 9% A8 29 64 S0 88 PP 88 0 00 0e
68 29 99 06 98 98 S5 DS G4 S8 Be 24 05 9 &

cColumn 4 5 33 ) 8; 128
fotal 3.2 4,0 26,4 00,14 100,0

Chi square = 10.84945 with 6 degrees of freedom
Significance = 0.0931

€ee



Count :
Fow 3% 3
Col % @

Total % ¢

GRU“P - o - -,

. 1‘.. B

HIGH SCHULK

2.
eLENENTARY

TuwU

Columnn
Total

.
.
’
.
-
.
.
.
.
.
)
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
’.
.
.
.
.
Ld
.
.

.
.
bt

Table 10.3 - Analysis

i3

O,

CE L R K L E ¥ : Ll LA L L B L LA Al

g

0

0,0
0,0
0,0

1

2.3
100,0
T 0.4

a4 S0 98 o Be 95 8% o

s o9 8% 9e Ss o8

1.

1
3.3
Y.l
0.8

o
12,2
5445

4,9

4

Y.l
36.4

3.3

LR A T E 2 F A A K X B X KX

]
0,4

L]

11
8.9

Chi square = 11.04997 with 8 degrees
Significance = 0.1989

Row
Total
H 243 3.2 4,3
;-t--w.;u-v;—-.------;
13

9
43,3 30,0
27,1

21 .4
10,0

7.3
20

12
40,8 24,5
42,0

28,6
16,3

?.5
14

21
31,8 47,7
18.2 29,8 50,0
3.3 11,4

: 17.1

2 A7 42 123
17.9 38,2 34,1 100,0

-
23.3
31.8
54/
1
22.4
50,0
He4
4
9.1

30
24,4

o oo
<

49
39,8

e® 59 WS 25 86 e ¢ &t 09 o

35,8

20 @s os se
s 4N 98 AT 35 98 LB $S S5 T 20 o8 b oo

48 38 %G 26 65 B8 B4 BT 4% Be A I ed 89 o0

2% 49 99 99 80 40 6 63 a8 $e As 8 o2

of freedom

44

vec



Table 10.4 - Synthesis

1) 4

Count :
Pow % 3 Row
Col % 3 Total
Total % ¢ 1.3 243 3.8 4,
\;RU[”J ----—---:--------: -s---—--:----ﬂﬂunzn---v---
1. 3 5 15 8 31
HIGH SCHOUL H ./ lo.1 48,4 25,8 24,8
33,3 20,4 31,9 17.8
2.% Y] 12.0 6ot

4
8,2
14,4

*

.

.

.

: LA L K R X ¥ X
.

.

.

.

.

.

» p .
: 3.2
.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

-

.

*

.

12
24495
5060

9.6

LA K X B A R % 3

7
15,6
29.2

5.6

i6
32.7
34,0
12.8

ls
35,0
31.0
12,49

17
34,1
37.8
13,0

29
44,4
14,4
16,0

49

ELEMENTARY 39,2

2
4,4
22,2
1.0

45

Twi 3 b . ()

2 66 93 49 8¢ 9% S5 4w 84 3% 88 ¢ se b

0¢ B8 BE 24 5SS S8 4% I 84 e 20 05 00 8 o
»:

e %6 60 8% B8 S8 ¢0 80 Su 8¢ &8s S0 s 84 oo

- e e RN e W

26 %8 99 98 28 @9 4% 65 8% N S0 I8 I8 40 28 e e

Column ? 24 41 | 45 128
Total 7.2 19,2 37,6 36,0 100,0

Chi square = 5.11731 with 6 degrees of freedom
Significance = 0.5289

GEcC



Table 10.5 - Interpersonal Interaction

HuUY

Count ¢
Roa % 3
Col % ¢
Total % @ 1,

GRU“P - W e
1, ¢ 1
HIGH sCHUDL : 3,3
100,0
S 0,Y
0
0,0
0,0

: 0,0

24
ELENLNTARY

3. 0
0,0
0,0
0,0

- -

Twd

Coluun 1
lTotal (V. |

Chi square = 6.95804 with 6
Significance = 0.3247

: 241

: 0
: VY
0.V
0.0

3
bl
42,9
2.4
4
B.9
57.1
3.2
7
5.0

90 $¢ %3 28 B8 % 4G 2B S0 < 40 03 8 00 s

8% 6s 94 98 %3 9s 00 &% S8 Sv oo o0 B

degrees of

3,

---u-n--: mRaerTTanleerantcan

3
10,0
16,7

2.4
Y
18,4
50,0
Te3
b
13,3
33.3
4.4

.
.

L L LR T

99 €9 68 %e B9 09 B Sa s e 20 Be sO 0

4,

2b
Bo,7
26,5
21,0

37
75.5
37,8
29,8

35
77.8
35,7
28,2

LA L AL LA B YL L X 2 ]

1y
14,5

freedom

94
19,0

.

8% 08 94 B0 60 €5 S0 0 48 S0 48 49 ev 23 se

Row
Total

30
24.2

44
39,9

1h
3be3

124
100,90

9¢c



Table 10.6 ~ Planning

[SXR] o)
Count :
Row % ¢ Row
Col % Total
Total 5 1.: 2. 3-: 4,2
GRoug A LR e R A bbb Db L A R bt bbb R R R Al bl
: 1e 3, 0 3 2 DN A & 3
dttun SCa0u T0.0 3 meS r 3243 1 el.3  n 2.8
' ) 0,078 24,6 2 23.3 1 20,0 %
: 0.0 3 1.6 2 B0 3 15,2
2, 3 | S 3 23 3 22 49
ELEMLNTARY : 2,0 3 bel & 46,9 3 44,9 ;39,72
i 50,0 3 42,9 3 53,5 ¢ 30,1 ¢
: 0.8 3 2.4 ¢ v18.4 33 17,0 :
3., ¢ B PR 10 32 ¢ 45
rwuy : 2.2 ¢ 4,4 1 22.2 ¢ Ti.1 ¢ 30,0
T 50,0 3 28,6 ¢ 23,3 : 43,8
: V.8 3 1.6 BeO 3 25,6 3
e eeet e e Tt e e m e taa s me e}

Column 2 7 43 73 125
Total 1,6 5.6 33.4 56,4 100,0

Chi square = 7.87546 with 6 degrees of freedom
Significance = 0.2474

LET



Table 10.7 - Leadership

iyl

count :
Row % ¢
Col % 3
Total % i,
GROUE e rcnsen i mee—e -
1 ¢ 0
HTIGH SCHOUL H 0,0
: 0,0
: 0,0
2. : 0
ELEMEGTARY : 0,0
: 0,0
: 0,0
3, ¢ 2
Twu : 4,5
: 100,0
P 1,0
Column 2

Total 1,6

Chi square = 7.87787 with 6
Significance = 0.2472

V.0
Y
0.0

- W s w

1641
20,8
4,1
11
22,9
45,8
8'9

35
Tee9
38,5
28,5
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39,0

% 88 08 8e 96 00 S @4 ee o
24 485 o9 ®e Se ne s S0 95 3
4 @9 8¢ Ge €3 €4 Sa B8 00 o

G W NN

N
i3,
1.

86 86 60 se B3 P T 04 e

4 Y
9,1 ¢ 18,2

30
68,2

44
15,8
6o, 33,3 33,0
3.3 65 24,4

b 24 91 123
4.9 19.5 74,0 100,0

s9 84 30 08 8¢ o4
.e %0 we 68 o3
o9 o9 on. 20 s0 »e

degrees of freedom
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Table 10.8 - Reading

HUY

count H

Row % ¢ Row
Col % ¢

Total
total % 1. 2.0 3.8 4.t
SROUP L LR L R L L L R L LI L BRI LIl N T P,

1, : 0 3 2 ¢ 8 3 21 3 31

HIGH SCHOOL : 0,0 2 6.5 3 25.8 ¢ 67,7 1 25,0
: D0 3 1842 ¢ 30,8 ¢ 24,7 3
: 0,0 ¢ 1.6 3 bsD 1 16,9 2

2. 8 | S 3 r 33 : 44

ELEMENTARY : 2,0 3 0ed ¢ 229 : 68,8 ¢ 38,7
¢ 50,0 3 27.3 0t 42.3 ¢ 3B.8
: 0.8 3 2.4 BeY & 26,6 ¢

3, 1 6 2 1 31 s 45

Twl) : 2,2 3 13,3 : 15.6 T 68,9 : 36,3
$ 50,0 3 54,5 ¢ 264 ¢ 36,5 ¢
3 0.8 3 4.8 3 546 3 25,0 1.
Iwrereren  errer renl se e el remer e

column 2 11 26 B9 124
Total 1,b 8,9 21,0 68,5 100,0

Chi square = 3.32155 with 6 degrees of freedom
Significance = 0.7675
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Table 10.9 - Observation

Hi19

Count ¢
Row % 3
Col % 3
lotal % : 23 3.1
. shuup A-If---v-.'-:—lwondw--;-----‘.--z

"i
3.2
12,5
0,8
1
AR |
12,5

N
2246
29,7

5.0
7
1440
29.2

1.
HIGH SCHOUL ‘

08 69 99 49: 06 %4 86 e 8% 00 Ss 00 00 40 o

28]
-

ELEMENTARY

8% 6% 94 G5 26 A /e SO S8 94 Se 29 v OO

0.8 5.6

3. b 10

U 13.3 22,2
75,0 4147

4,4 8ol

4

column 8 24
Total 6.5 19,4

Chi square = 7.26228 with 4 degrees of
Significance = 0.1227

20 86 4% 58 24 28 08 D 88 e 6 e &4 sy e
»

9.

23
14,2
25.0
1845
4{)
43,3
43,9
32.3
29
od.4
31.5
23,4
92
Ta,2

freedom

85 B84 8¢ B8 4n 96 44 PO WO Pe S BS Sa ev o3

Row
Total

31
ZSQU

44
38.7

15
36.3
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100,09

ovc



Table 10.10

AUlu
Count :
Row % 3
Col % :
Total % o2,
BROUE bde b LELEE L L
. 1. 3 o
HLGH SCHOOIL : 0,0
' H 0,0
20,0
| 2, )
ELEMENTARY : 0,0
: 0,0
: 0.0
3, 3
TWl : 6,1
P 100,0
H 2.%
Column 3

Total 2.4

Chi square = 8.55774 with 4
Significance = 0.0732

- Listening

3

[ 23
L]
s
>
-

-

o9
1
1
]
1
1
[
[}

L

1
1
i
]
]

1

[}

1

~
€% 8% 9% 09 20 o2 3u 8D 28 88 e % s ee 3

N
~

d’gl
2954/
» 2240
449
93.0
41,9
35,8

34

1249
20,7

. 3.3
3
b4
20,0
294

4

17,4 7546
53.3 32.%
btb 27‘6

B0 8% 94 B4 99 se S5 09 %0 8¢ 23 0 ‘88 8e O

- T on am W e : WS W

15 1U5
12,2 8544

degrees of freedom

oo

B8 84 B8 39 0% Se 09 G4 24 P @ 49 04 me o8
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B |
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.

4
38,2
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30,06
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100V,0
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GRyup

HUGH

ELENMENTARY

Tl

SCHOUL

Table 10.11

Ml

Count :
Roy % ¢
Col % 3
Total % @ |

1. :

2 9,7
T 20,0
: 2,4

: Y

T 16,7

: 53,3

: 0,5

4

~ AL

BeY
26,
3,2

---—-l—-q:

66 64 G0 B9 O3 8BS 48 @3 S0 s 24 83 S3 8e oo W0

Column 15
Total 12,1

- Classification

2.3 3.3

- W e w D ---na---:

2 20

b.H bhed
7.7 35,7
1.6 1641
14 1o
29,2 33.3
53,4 28,6

11.3
10
22.2
38.5
Bel

12.9
20
14.4
35.7
16,1

26 56

21,0 4542

6% 98 W e S0 28 Be Ve S8 Be ¢ 9 00 o>

48 55 80 89 54 6a e °9 99 S8 e 0 0 o9 49

Chi square = 10.36321 with 6 degrees of freedom
Significance = 0.1102

4,0
6

19.4
22.2
4.8
10
20,8
37,0
Hel
11
24,4
10,7
6.9
21
21,4

8% 6 %3 %6 32 %8 9 S% 28 se I 40 49 9O o

Row
Total

31

25,0

48
38,7

45
36,3

124
100,0
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Table 10.12 - Logical Relationships

Hute

Count 2
Row % ¢
Col % ¢
Total % ¢ 1,
GRUUP L L
e ¢ 1
MLIGH HCHduL . 3,2
T 10,0
: 0,8
2. b}
ELENENTARY : 10,4
T L0,0
: 3,0
3, ¢ 4
Twu : B,9
L 1 )
: 3,2
coluinp 10

Total 8.1

Chi square = 5.25003 with 6
Significance = 0.5122

se 95 6o 06 VA Be S N9 42 A6 e0 = & ae

Row
Total

H 248 3.3 4.3

} 7 15 .8 31
22.b 7 48,1 ‘25,4 25 40
26,9 29,4 21,0
5.6 12.1 6.5

L X TN L Ry Y

L

- .-

21

11 48

22,9 43,4 22,9 38,7
1243 4142 29,7 )
Be9 16,9 8,9

4
17.8

15
33.3

LE A T X N X XK J

14
40,0

45
3h,3

Bn 98 %6 89 %6 De B4 €8 63 8e s W oo e

30,8 29.4 18,0
6.5 12.1 14,5

@9 B0 94 09 68 6o 4 99 43 B0 00 ea ¢ PP

29 48 98 99 se e @ 08 95 % 82 83 RO

bl Al L B L L LR L)

40 o1 37 124
21,0 41,1 29,8 100,0

degrees of freedom
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Table 10.13 - Decision Making

Hivl 3

Count @
How % 3
Col % 3
Toral & ¢ 1-: ‘20: 3'. 40
GRUUP R L L LI L L L L L R T
O R v S0, 229
CRTGH SCHOUL 0.0 3+, 0.0 1. A5, 3 93,5,
0,0 0.0 1. 1Y.4 - 27.4
(1Y) 0.0 1.6 23,4

Sty s S ar T N my o P P e ow C T YR e TP RSy

3
bed
23,1
2.4

L E R A 2 X 1

3]

2, Y
0,0

.
.
.
.
.
1
.
-
.
*
.
.
.
: 0.0
.
.
.
*
.
-
.
.
-
-
*
.
L
.

i
2.1
50.0
0.9

1

ELkEMr 'l ARY

0,0

3. 3

Twd

86 46 95 86 45 06 89 Se 80 86 s 83 40 &8s
89 85 %9 49 88 06 4 o9 B 8¢ s 08 v O

a% 84 59 94 95 B S5 Se NS S+ e e

b,/ 2.2 17.4
100,0 50.90 ble5
2.9 0.8 (R ]

---—---n:nﬂn----q:-n-g---w

.0

column 3 2 13
lotal 2,4 1.0 10.5

Chi square = 10.74883 with 6 degrees of freedom
Significance = 0.0965

e e we W

44
917
11,5
35,5

33
73.3
31,1
20,6

100
5,95

.
.

se o3 as e

S8 99 e 4% 99 5 e se 4 wA o3

ROW
Total

3N

25,0°

48
34,7

45
36,3

124
100,0
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Table 10.14 - Advocacy

idld
count. ¢
How % ¢
3 Row
Col % ¢ T
Total ¢ @ 0, 0! 2,8 3.0 By roral
GR“UP ) --—‘-“._.Y-n-,:---n----;-uo----.'.----.u-l---.n--:'— LE ) .:
1. H Q H 4 : 4 3 12 ; 1o :
HIGH sCHUUIL : 0 0 o3 - 1343 v 13,3 "3 ~40,07 3 33,3 ; ?432
Pon,0 32047 ¢ L1744 3 26,7 % 26,3 i
LA L L LD L RS LA L L L LI LS YL T LI EE L L LY 3
24 3 03 6 U 172 le :
. ) ‘ - h . ; - g L] L] - 49
ELEMENTARY : 0,0 5 12,2 ¢ 2044 3 34,1 3 32,7 ¢ 40.2
: 0.0 3 40,0 ' 43,5 1 37,4 ¢ 42,1
: 0,0 ¢ 4.9 @ Be2 2 13,9 ¢ 13,1
3. H 1 : 5 : Y] :'--n-;;.--fu-—--lst—-nz
y . : > 8 Y : 2 ¢ 43
Tau : 2,3 3 1l.e 3 20,9 3 37,2 1 27,9 3 35,2
: !00.0 H 33.3 H 39.1 H 35,6 H 31.0 H

Column 1 15 23 45 38 2%
olus ] , : 122
Total U 12.3 18,9 30,9 31,1 100,0

Chi square = 2.89585 with 8 degrees of freedom
Significance = 0.9407
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Table 10.15 - Imagination

Hulo
count :
Row % ¢ Row
Col % ¢ Total
Total % 1.3 2,¢ 3,2 443
GRuLE el ol AL L AR S e el d A R AR L otk b Lk b b A
1, 3 3 L2 15 o 3 30
H1GH 3CHOUL ot 10,00 5 20,0 3 50,0 § 20,0 3 24.6
t20,00 3 23,1 31 3246 3 17,1 3
2, H g 3 12 2 14 2 1-1 : 19
ELEMERTARY T 16,3 3 24.5 3 36,7 3 22.4 3 40,2
o ¢53,3 ¢ 4602 3 39.1 0 31,4
: 6.6 3 9.8 1 14.8 9,0 3
3. ¢ 4 4 @ 13 18 43
Twu : 9,3 3 18B.6 : 30.2 3 41,9 3 35,2
T 20,1 3 30,8 ¢ 28.3 : 51,4 '
: 3,3 be6 1 1047 : 14,8

Colunn 15 26 46 35 122
Total 12,3 21.3 3741 28,7 100,0

Chi square = 7.40047 with 6 degrees of freedom
Significance = 0.2854

N
>
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Table 10.16 - Organization

HOLb

Count 3
Pow % ¢
Col % 3
fotal % @ 1.7 . 248 3.3
GRUUP ' LR L T E R Y 24 Ll L LB A L L LA Y : - - - .

1e:.3 1
HIGH,HCHAUL -, H 3,3
T 25,0

{
3.3
1647 -
0,4

4
82
bo,
3.3

e - -

3
2641 .
2242

6'6
17
34,1
4742
13,9

CE X 2 L A K X 1

(VR
3
0.1
75,0
245

.
.
.
*
.
*
.
.
13
.
.
.
-l m--
.
.
.
.
.
*
.
.
-
*

ELEMERTARY

e @8 88 e 84 84 S0 @8 8 8o S8 Sv Ov &5
4 90 N8 S5 @0 B AW Sa OF e B s S0 O

3. 0 1 11
Twu 0,u 2.3 25.b
U'() 1().7 30.()

(')“) ° O'B 9.0 3

LA X F X ) : - W

o8 8% %6 98 88 85 8 88 Se 96 96 S8 90 a0

column q t 30
lotal 3.3 4.9 29.5

Chi square = 6.91671 with 6 degrees of freedom
Significance = 0.3286

25
51,0
32,9
20,5

31
72.1
40,8
25,4

1o
62,3

46 4% 88 20 e S8 4T e 980 e IS e b4 4P

ROwW
Total

v, .

24,0

49
40,2

43
35,2
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100,0
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Table 10.17 - Wisdom

HOL

count :
Row %
Col % :
. ltotal % 3 .- -
SRUNE mmeeem—-;

te

- -

HLIGH SCHUUL 0,0
040
0,0

2,

ELEMENTARY

3, 2
4,1
100,0
1,7

Twu

.
\d
.
L]
.
.
:
:
*
L]
:
: 0,0
*
.
:
:
H
’
.
.

Column 4
Total !.'I

Chi square = 5.47772 with 6
Significance = 0.4842

14

ROow
Total
; . 2.'

2
6.9
33.3
1.7
1
2.0
16,17
0.4
3
7.0

»

8
27.6
24,2

beb
13
2645
39.4
10,7
12
27.9
5060 36,4 32,5
2.5 9.9 21,5
6 33 80 121
S.U 27,3 bb.1 100,0

24
24,0

35
71,4
3.8
28,9

26
60,5

-~
<

40,5

35,5

0e 94 80 00 68 B8 40 4% 6. %e Ve e S= 20 ce oo

e 98 @0 60 8% Se S0 Be e S0 NS¢ S8 03 I3 O
28 @8 %6 86 83 B ae S 6 S 4 o 00 O
8. 6. 00 28 B8 45 AT B 93 S8 93 A0 S8 S8 20 e
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Table 10.18 - Idea Finding

huly

Count
RoOW
Col
ftotal 1,3 2.8 3,

.
*
L
.
e
.
.
.

whkuybp kil abab i debedt B ek S Sk Sk it bl Sechedah ol

: ‘ ,
L]
.
‘.
L
-
-
-

o o¥ @

oo e

L]

1, 4 6 14 3
HIGH SCHonL 13,3 § 20,9  dbe! 3
25,0 ¢ 21.4 T 25.5 i
3.3 5 4.9 1 115
20 3 Ior 14 20 3
ELEMENTARY 14,3 3 28.6 3 40,8 3
:o43,d 3 50,0 3 3644 3
: 5,/ % 11,5 : 16,4 3
3. 3 5> 3 4 AN
Twb toll.6 3 18.6 @ 4B.H 3
31,3 ¢ 28.6 3 38,2
M 4.1 H 0.6 H 17,2 H
Column 1o 238 55

Total 13,1 23.0 45,1

Chi square = 1.90124 with 6 degrees of freedom
Significance = 0.9286

1,

L EE X R X N
Co i e e aa

;b
20,0
26,1

4,9
8
1643
14,8
6e6
9
20.9
39,1
7.4
23
18,9

28 9% 04.48 %o Se S5 B4 WY Ve Sa 85 e 6o o8’

Row
Total

30

24,6

4§,W

40,2

43

35,2

122
100,40
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Table 10.19 - Problem Solving

HOLY

Count H
Row % 3
Col % ¢
rotal % @ (VIS 1.
GRU”P LA LT EE P BE LI DL E R LEL LA XL
1. H (8] QO
16 SCHOUL. 4 0,0 0,0
0, 0 N0
0,0 0.0

WY R WS S W S PR W W AR e

2. 9 0
ELEMENTARY 0,0 0.0
0,0 DL

0,0 0.0

1

2,4
100,0 100,0
T 0.8 0.8

Coilumn 1 1
fotal 0,8 0.8

LA A T X X 3

1

Twl 2.4

¢ %6 @8 S0 @9 B¢ 88 00 @5 0 av s 3o &9

€0 o0 2e 20 €% 06 we. 98 SE¢ 029 98 o2 o9
-

Chi square = 11.68041 with 8 degrees
Significance = 0.1660

. 2 ve 3oy 4 ’ M
040 36,7
0 37,9
O.O 9- ).

B 4
10.4 16,7
45,5 27.0

4 L] z 6 ” 7

b 10
14,3 23,8
54,5 34,5 30,8

5.0 8,3 20,0

11 29 8

9.2 24,2 6540

19
l)ﬁj L] 31
24.4
15,8

35

12,9

44,9

29,2

24

57.1

29 ®e 89 <8 ae

an ®a % 29 wa ee em %9 99 O3 Ba I 94 98

26 53 B9 96 49 68 A8 28 e % s 90 8 39 o5
"8 88 A8 09 26 se 48 8P e

49 94 o5 9% *4 80 @8 2% #B S8 &3 e Su &0 e

of freedom
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Table 10.20 - Evaluation

H1120

Count 3
Row % 3
Col % 3
Total % ¢ 1,3 2.
GROUP ---'--’—..-:------,-:-,,_---1

0,0

PN 2.
HIGH SCHONL

b.s
a0 13.3
0,0 10

1
240
20,0
0.8

4

9,3

4

de?
26,7
3.3

9

20,9
50,0 60,0
‘3!" 7.3
Coluinn ) 15
Total 4.1 12,2

3%
.

ELEMENTARY

w
s

TwWu

e %o 6% e S B4 88 Se 63 90 09 Se s WS

8. 28 99 B2 09 44 90 . @8 99 OF. 80 40 S0 S0

Chi square = 10.96716 with 6 degrees
Significance = 0.0894

Row
Total
: 30: 4.:

T
510 41,9
3104 25.()
13,0 10,06
21 23
42449 40,9
41.2 ‘1‘1,2
1741 18,7
14 16
32.6 37,72
27.5 30,8
1144 13,0

51 52 123

31

49
39,8

43
35.0

2 88 6% 08 S5 99 s 9 @0 89 84 90 Se e
€9 Se 2% B9 04 90 28 P 49 4% 04 Se s %

-

Be 58 48 46 93 S0 94 49 88 6 9 5 ee s o
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Table 10.21 - Raising Questions

nHu2i

Count ¢
Row % ¢
Col % ¢
Total 5. 2 .. .. .. 1.
GRUUP LT R L LT T
N P 2
HIGH SCuOul, L)'b
I5.4
1,6
2. [}

ELEHENTARY 12,2
46,2
4,9

o}

11,6
3u.§
3,1
column 13
Total 10,6

TwU

.68 68 48 18 @8 A6 20 & 96 00 Jo o0 Bu. 05 O

-

Chi square = 5.65838 with 6
Significance = 0.4625

-

e
*
»

¥
1
1}
1
4
1
s
L}
1
1
[}
]
1
[}
[}
t
]
[}
]
1
]
[}
$
]

.. 8
25,8
21,1

0.5
14
24,6
3648
11.4
16
37.2

4
12.9
18,2

3.3
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24,5
D4.5
9.4

- W .y oy

o]

—
~

5448
34,0
13.4
34.1
34,0
13,8
16
1349 37.2
27.3 32.0 42,1
4,9 1 13.0 13.0
-m.-----: 'w--w--q: L X F 2 X 4
22 50 34
17,3 40,7 30,9

@ 65 96 95 88 I8 95 @ 28 B9 48 s s e e
20 @¢ 20 90 S0 5o e 0 8% 22 89 Pe Ss 0 O

a8 8¢ 48 90 S 85 Ue Be PS Bs 83 S8 O3 00
29 %9 28 98 G4 6. 86 ON VS S 44 se S &5 4 A
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P
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Table 10.22 - Initiating, Defining,
Reorganizing Structure

HUZ2

Count :
Rov % ¢ RoW
Col % ¢ Total
lTotal % ¢ (VI 1. 28 3,8 443
G‘{U“P ‘OO-UOQ-Q:Q—-------

3 S C
9. 16,1 22,06
10,3 23, 30,4
2ad 4.1 5,7
17 o 7
34.7 14,3 14,3
8.6 33.3 30,4
13.8 S 547

1, v
0,0

0.0

e
51456
32,7
13.0
17
34,7
34,7
13,8

<HIGH SCHOLI,

N
.
[ LS

DI 1 49
ELEMENTARY : 2.0 39,5
: ;00.0

0.4

3, 1} 9 9 lo 9 43
Twu 0.0 2069 2009 37,2 20,9 35.0

0.0 31.0 42.9 32,7 39,1

% 38 98 48 8% 9 Se S8 O n; L] .; ss sa o=

88 e ee 9T 90 80 W e In '; o as e» '; ..
e 986 44 9% Sv 08 8% 03 4» 2% e 40 s se
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S VS 73 T3 13,0 7.3
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Total 0,8 23,0 17.1 39,8 18,7 100.0

Chi square = 9.71413 with 8 degrees of freedom
Significance = 0.2857
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Table 10.23 - Meditation
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Row % 3
Col % ¢
Fotal % 3 Uy,
GRunb Cescusan  mwn e -
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: 1
: 2.3
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Table 10.24 - Persuasion

24

Count. ¢
Row % ¢ Row
col % ¢ ' v }
Toral % ¢ 0,1 1.1 2.8 3,1 4, fotal

\.;RU“P LR L T mmw et m O~ —-—--v--": -0--«"--‘-‘-;: -um--n’-‘:: ---v—m-:-:

. R SR S S ST S SR 9 1 3
HIGH SCHuLL : 0.0 9.7 ¢ 19.4 : 41,9 29,0 ; 25.;
e T D00 1 25,0 1 2b,1 F 27,1 & 23,1 1

H 'Q.D : ?.4 e ;423 H Jo;b s 7.3 H
2, @ 0o o 27 '»*'3““";90"i""11"3
, . n ' - K - . B . 49
ELEMENTARY : 0,0 3 12,2 t 1.4 : 40,8 : 28,6 3 39.8
Dol P 0,00 3 50,00t 39,1 3 41,7 ¢ 35,9 @ h
T0,0 3 4.9 3 TW3 03 1603 0t 1.4 3
3, : 1 H 3 ; ] ; ;;--;'~“-I;--f 43
Tvil H Z.f H T.,0 3 18,6 : 34,9 : 37,2 35,0
100,00 ¢ 25.0 ¢ 34,8 3 31,3 3 41,0 3
: 0,8 3 2.4 6.5 3 12,2 % 13,0
‘----‘----:-—nuiccn-:------w-:-------ui-}--;-u--:

Column 1 12 23 1d 39 Y
( ! R , 123
fotal 0.8 Y. 1847 39,0 31,7 100,0

Chi square = 3.45147 with 8 degrees of freedom
Significance = 0.9029

N
(3]
-




Table 10.25 - Memory

HUZ?

Count :
Row % 3
Col % ¢
Total % ¢ 1.8 2.3
G‘{L)U‘. --------:

1e S &
HIGH SCHOUL. 3.2

: 2
It s 25,00

20,0

leb

v \:4‘5
8,0
3,2
4
2.3 9.3
25,0 40,0
0.8 3.2
Column 4 10
Total 3.2 8.1

-

z 1,.”9”,5_
T ;---,---,-;-
:x - 2'

SIS -
ELENENTARY

4,0
50,0
1,6

LA L L X ¥

1

ée 28 o0 S¢ ee %s e 9% a0

3.
TWu

a o0 80 s e
€0 50 08 99 85 9 W9 Be B9 ¢ e B % e OF

Chi square = 9.94975 with 6 degrees of
Significance = 0.1268

3,

13
H1eY
',)41.8
“1045

b
' 12.-0

20471
1.4
1v
23.3
3145
Rel

LA L LA L NS L L L L]

29
23,12

freedom

29 63 40 %4 ss Be S 68 29 e se 48 e e

.
.

LA LA L L EL R LL LR Ll Ak : wwwwwwew
.

‘1,:
AL
48,1
18,5
T34
7690
46,9
30,0
28
65.1
34,6
22.h

#i
65,3

6% S% 4e 94 43 93 90 TP e 20 40 eo B0 O Do

R

Row
Total

w31 -
25,0

5

40,3

43
3a,1

124
100,0

0
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Comparison of Frequency Ratings to Importance
Ratings by Female Principals:
(Pearson's R)

When female principals were extracted from the sample
and a level of significénce set at .05, these data were
revealed: analysis gnd persuasion were significant at
the .05 level of'sigﬁificanée. Reading, observation, clas-
sification, 1ogicai relationships, advocacy, idea finding,
raising questions, ip}p#aéihg, defining and reorganizing
structure, meditatioﬁ; and memory were significant at the
.01 level of significance.t After comparing rows 3 and 4
to columns 3 and 4 in'Tablé ll, it was discovered that
analysis, classifiéation,:logical relationships and
initiating, defining,'and ?éorganizing structure received
higher importance ratings than the ratings for frequency
It should be noted that interpersonal inter-

of use.

action, listening, decision making, and organization could

-

not be statistically computed. The reason is that 100%
of the female principals rated interpersonal interaction

and listening a 4 on frequency of use. Decision making and

organization received 100% concurrence on assigning

importance ratings a rating of 4 (see Table 11).
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Table 11.1 - Conceptualization

rT

Ccount :
Nos % o: Raw
Col % 3 Totel
total % @ 3.2 4,

1
]
1
]
[ ]
]
]
!

s

HOL ~ ==--- -

2
hoel
20,4
13,3

1

L
33.3
239,40

v,/

3

75,0

20,0

4

PO 65 S0 @0 05 94 S: s B0 03 e 4 BE be e

PP 6% 4% NG WL B 2% ST P9 95 B4 49 9% 25 ee b
B9 48 V9 40 BT S6 3% SN B2 S e S8 90 ws s

25,0
o, 10,0
VAL Ha7
a., 1 7 Y
1 2.0 87.9 53,3
2 0 7040
LA / -‘1 [A) - 7
Colunn 19 15

5
Fotal 33,3 66,7 100,0

Pearson's R = 0.29881 Significance = 0.1397



Table 11.2 - Perception

12

cCount :
Yow % o3 Row
Cal i s Total
fotral 5 : 3.3 1,1
HOZ T A e W S Wy T an TR I o T s em T e P e e --f-’
3. : ¢} : 1 : 1
. : O, 1 100,02 6.3
: 2.0 3 7.1 2
: ) : be3d 3
1, @ 2z 13 15
3 13,3 : A6,7 ¢ 93.8
M RS TTIE : 92.9
: t2.5 : 1.3 :

Columnn 2 14 16
lotal 12,5 BT .5 1004

Pearson's R = 0.09759 Significance = 0.3596
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Table 11.3 - Analysis

H13

Count :
tow R 3 Tow
Col % 3 Total
Taotal 3 o2 2.0 3.3 E
HO3 ------ -ﬂ:—;ﬂﬁw--ﬂ:—w-—-ﬂ---:"ﬂ---'-:
7. : ! H 2 : 1 : q
: 25,0 : 50,0 : 25,0 &+ 26,7
: 100,90 : 10,0 : 11.1 :
: v, 13.3 Ba7 2
3. : O : 2 : 3 H S
: Dbt 40,0 ¢ 0.0 3 33,3
: G, 40,0 : 33.3 3
: O, : 13.3 : 26,0 3
i, s 0 e 1 5 3 b
: He 3 16,7 s B83.3 : 40,0
: D, 2 20,0 2 5B%.,6 3
: o0 2 6.7 : 33.3 :

colunn 1 5 9 15
fotal o,/ 33.3 60,0 100,0

Pearson's R = 0.52653 Significance = 0.0219



261
Table 11.4 - Synthesis

514

Count :
204 E Row
Col % = Total
Tot. %3 2.0 3. G40
HO4 A SOOI RN o S
2 : } : [V 2 3 3
M 33,3 : 0.9 : uihe7 : 18.4
:1ou,0 0 g Ve ¢ 20.0 3
: 0.3 = 0.0 & 12.5
3. : 0 : 3 : 1 : 4
" 2 DL T 75,0 1 25.9 3 25,0
: DN. 0 600 0 10,0 3
: 9.4 : 18,8 : bed 3
1, 03 2 T 3 9
: 0.0 3 22.2 3 17.8 ¢ 56,3
: g ,u 40,0 ¢+ 70,0 ¢
: 0,0 ¢ 12.% : 43.8 3

Colusn 1 5 10 16
fotal t,3 31.3 62.5 100,0

Pearson's R = 0.34500 Significance = 0.0953



Table 11.5 - Interpersonal

Interaction
HiS
Count :
Row % 3 fiow
Col 5 3 Total
tortal % 3.z da
HO5 W cemmeeeo mmm . e ——————
1. : A : 13 15
: 13,3 : do.]/ s 100,02
s 160G 0 100 .0 .
H 13,3 . Ry, 7 4
Column 2 13 16

fotal 13,3 6.7 100.V

Statistics cannot be computed

262



263
Table 11.6 - Planning

Hlo
Count H
RPOow % 2 Row
ol 3% 3 Totral
Total % 3 3.2 4,1
HO6 g
1. TR 1 1
H Yo 1 100,00 Hel
: 0,0 : 6,7 :
: D0t b.3
3. M 1 H 3 M 4
3 25.v @ 15.0 1 25,0
T 100, 20,0
: .3 : 18.4 :
i, ; S 1y 11
: deu 1 100,00 ¢ 68,8
: 9,0 : 73.3 :
: N, AB.E

Column 1 , 15 . 16
Total 0,13 Q3.4 100,0

Pearson's R = 0.18429 Significance = 0.2472
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Table 11.7 - Leadership

H17

Count :
Dow % @ Row
Col % Total
Total % 3 3,: 4,:
HO7 e L DL RS LR L L
2. 3 0 |
: (PR : 100,00 @ 5.9
: I I 6.3 3
: 0,0 : S.49 3
3. 3 1 : | B 2
59,0 2 50,0 ¢ 11.8
soJouv 0 6.3 3
: .9 3 5.9 =
de I 0 14 14
: et 2 100,00 2 H2.4
: VL0 : #7.5 3
: u.u 0 2.4 3

colunn 1 16 17
total S.H 94,1 100.,0

Pearson's R = 0.35046 Significance = 0.0839



Table 11.8 - Reading
265

B A

Count :
oW % s Row
Coloy o ‘ . Toral
Total % 2.0 : :
wog 2l Rt i 3 2
7 : 1 : 0 e (I 1
HE RS N I (40 : D0 2 5.9
1o, 00 .0 2 0.0 3
: Bt Vel 3 .0 3.
3. : T2 1 : B B 7
: d.0  r 50.0 1 80,0 ¢ 11,4
. D0 1 50,0 2 7.1 ¢
K J. 5.9 3 5.9 3
4, : TR 1 H 13 : 14
: 0,0 : 7.1 : 92,9 H 82.4
: .0t 56,0 3 92,9
: VIS .72 ¢ T76.5 3

Colusmn | SR 2 14 17
fotal 5.4 11.8 82,4 100,0

Pearson's R = 0.80233 Significance = 0.0001
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Table 11.9 - Observation

nle

Count :
Pow Y e Kow
Col 3 Total
Totel % ¢ 3,.: 4,3
H09 ﬂ--»—n-v--ou-n:—-——m—--'-m—----m'
Co3. 3 1 VI 1
[ S Y : .t 3 5.2
: 5i1 1) : 0,0 :
: 5.9 : .0 3
A, 1 15 16
. 0,3 M 93.8 : 94,1
50,0 : 100,0 .
: 5.4 : 88,2 :
Column 2 15 17

Total 11,4 88,2 100,90

Pearson's R = 0.68465 Significance = 0.0012



Table 11.10

Count
How %
Cel %
Toral %
HO10 -~

4.

“% w2 04 e e

* ee 21 ev s

Columen
fotal

Statistics

HLlu

11,4
106,90
| IR

cannot

267

- Listening

Row
Total
: et
2 15 17
b s ,?2 s 1000
+ 100,0 :
H 38,2 :
15 17
BR .2 100,00

be computed



Table 11.11 - Classification 268

1111

Count H
Row 58 Raw
Coi % 2 Total
Total % @ Clae 3.0 4,:
HO]]- n—~~--—?:-—-nc-;g-'—-n--n—-—:--—n-'---:
le ¢ 1 VI 0 3 1
soleo 0 0O 2 0.0 2 5.9
L I SN : 0,0 : 0.0 H
: K9 e 0.0 2,0 3
J. o : TR 2 1t 3
: .0 Do, ! : 33.3 : 17.n
: DL.0 25,9 1 12.5
: 0,0 ¢ 11.8 @ 5.9
3. a s 6 2 8
: Dot 3 75,0 1 25.0 3 47,1
: L. o 75,0 1 Z25.0 0
T n,00 0 35,3 1 11,8 2
A, 1 .0 6 5 5
. Tt : 0.0 : 100.0 : 29.4
: D, 0.0 1 2.5 2
: D, 2 Ggaft 1 29.4 3

Coluan R 8 8 17
‘Ofal ) 5"; . ‘17.1 47.1 . 1“0.0

Pearson's R = 0.73463 Significance = 0.0004



Table 11.12 - Logical Relationships 269

L2

Count :
tQw G s Row
ol % = . Total
HO1 2 fotal & 2.2 3.1 a2
RAVA —-I.—ﬂ—--:———ﬂ-~~—'='---ﬂ,’-:'ﬂ-!-_’-ﬂ:
2. : 2t 1 : 1 : 4
TonDLn v 25,00 1 25.0 1 23,5
: ob, ! T 25,0 H 10,0 2
: 11.8 s 5.9 : 5.9 2
3. : 1 : 3 : 4 2}
: 12.5 T . 37.5 s DNL.0 0 47,1
% 33.3 & 15,0 : 40,0 3
: 9.7 T 17.6 ¢ 23.5
4, . i) : 0 : 5 ': o)
: n_.ao 0.0 : 100.0 29,4
: 0,9 : 0.0 H 50,0 :
: N, : 0.0 : 29.4 :

Colunn 3 4 10 17
Total 17,0 0 23,5 58.4 100,90

Pearson's R = 0.58754 Significance = 0.0066
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Table 11.13 - Decision Making

“HIL3

Count
RO 4 Row
Col 3 Total o
Total % 4., '
HO13 S PR oL Lo

) 1
99,0
5.
5,0
: ik
top.n
94,1
94,1
Column i r 17
Total 160,90 100,0

3'

*

w
.
-
=

E .
e .98 a0 e (k] , “" e 9 L X} Cl". e (X *h

16
y4 .1

29 % B3 98 39 4% &4 36 a3 89 as B

Statistics cannot be computed

+



Table;11.14 - Advocacy 271

HLIL1%.

count :
Hov % 2 Pow
Cel 3 3 Total
Totel % @ 2.3 3.1 4.3
HO14 e m e m et — - o m e ——— e —————
1, : 1 1 9 2
P 50,9 50,0 0,0 11,8
25,0 11.1 0,0
: 5,49 . 5.9 040
D 3 ; 1 0 9
15 .. 25.0 0,0 23.5
75,0 11.1 0.0
17,6 59 0.0
3. g 5 1 o

0. 83,3 to.7 35.3
0.0 55.6 25.0
0. 29.4 5.9

1, 9] 2 3 5
0,0 39.0 COIRY 29,4
T 22,2 7540

BB 90 B 99 S0 G0 AN 2o Be 48 e A6 64 IV HY Ba I8 o8 I8
® 9% 95 S0 3 N 02 0% 04 e 98 Be U O3 40 6 s e B

RTI 11.8 : 17,6

colunn . 4 9 4 17
Total 23,5 . 52.9 23.5 100,.0

8 B2 BE 40 00 B4 S0 22 20 BB 4P 2N SR BP9 BT 64 84 Ne BE B

B 84 8% 40 S5 e e 43 46 40 sa 4V 09 Be a® 3

Pearson's R = 0.69693  Significance = 0.0009
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Table’11:15 -.Imagination

HL1S
Count
[ SRR

Col %

Row
Total

n2JyH
2.4

29,4

6.7
22.2
11.%

- -

~ 9 17
52,9 100.0

1746

Total % 3,1 1,3

HO]'S -:')-t-:;]-—:n —ﬂ-—-w:-;-:'-ﬂ—-—-:::
1. ] b4 () . 1
rongw, .3 (1Y) : 5.4

12.% @ 0.0 2

S.% 3 0.0 3
2. . . i hzut 2 3 3
'33,3 i LRb.T : 17.5

12,5 s 22,72 :

5.7 1 11,8 :
3. / o} 5 : 10
H1) .4 50,0 : 5B.H

G0 00 20 44 00 24 P ST 08 09 TU 30 20 BN B4 49 48 B4 Be Be A5 84 €4 be B

8¢ 0V 04 e 4e e 24 47 98 Wb @

Column :
Total .47,

Pearson's R = 0.16465 - Significance = 0.2639



Table ‘11.16 - Organization 273

S PE 8 N

Count

ow 3} itow
Col 3 Total

Total 3
H016 . . - w - -

1.

‘&;
L]

R
1o0o 0
5.9
1
100,00
5,9
HaY
3
Lou,n
17.0
17 .6
1V
S100,0
7,0
70,6
Column 17 17
Total 1ud 0O 100.,0

[ 2}
.
(Yol =

4 85 ¥ M1 44 00 28 00 20 90 60 07 44 N P8 64 BD S 68 U8 39 ¢ ¥ Am @

T0.6

49 34 4N 09 ST 08 SD 03 S PR P9 4 &% 9T B4 s 44 S S8 s 33 AN

Statistics cannot be computed




" Table 11.17

o
—
~

count :
Row % ¢
Col %
rotal % 3 3.
HO17 - e o te e —————
3. : {1
. U0
: 0,0
: g
% : 2
: 14,3
: Loo,0
: 11,8
Column 2

Total 11,4

Pearson's R = 0.16903 Significance

- Wisdom

® 84 64 ¢ we 48 23 %4 s »

100,90
20,0
17.6

12
6947
80,0
Tu.o

--—-‘-—--:d—-.-—w--u

15
RY .2

5 23 20 a2 45 %9 s B 48 e

Fow
Totral

14
B2.4

17
100.9

= 0.2583
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Table 11.18 - Idea Finding 275

HI1®
Count

Kow %

Col %

Total %

1018 e —————
1.

Row
Total

82 40 44 e e

044}
0.0
) ail

0
) g1
e}
0.0

-

100,40
16,7
9.9
1
33.3
lol.7
5'9

- W

- e et e W e -

)
vH,?
100 .0
11,8

LR E R R X ¥}

\

S0 49 40 N9 G0 40 S 99 4 B0 90 WD 28 4N S8 46 44 st e e

3. 0 2 4 6
a,n 33.3 6b6.7 35.3
U n 33.3 44,1

23.5

-~ ow on B Wy on

.0

- P s W me -

11.38

-~ e - -

~

S PS80 90 40 44 1T 23 30 I8 88 44 B3 4 B 25 30 e me 3

R4 S0 2v 45 64 G0 40 39 94 A% 80 B0 de 85 9% A9 e w8 as

1, {) 2 5
0,0 28,6 71,4 41,2
O.u 33.3 55.9
D0 11.8 3 29.4

OF WO 22 9% 24 33 92 23 2¢ 44 90 €4 10 % e S2 =% Ae me 30 @

TTmTTommimTmesmes: .
Column 2 6 9 1
fotal 11,8 35.3 52.9 ino,o

Pearson's R = 0.58431 Significance = 0.0069



HO19

Table 11.19 - Problem Solving

HE19

count :
ow %o
ol %o
Total % 2 3.
—nou———_-—:«—n—----—
2 : f
: 0,0
: nD,0
: 0,0
—: - mn g R W R om am
.‘. : ;.
: 25,0
: 53,0
: 5,9
-:-———nn-—
. . .
s o . 1
: 8.3
: 59,0
: 9.9

column 2
Total 11.¢%

Pearson's R = 0.09129

T

e
o>

.
»

1
)
]
]
1
]
]
[ ]
.o

L
100,0
el
B,

3
T75.0
2040
17.0

i1
91,7
73.3
bd,.7

15
8.2 1

498 B9 B2 0% %0 9 40 Se e A5 BS b % 4 o8
1 89 08 36 se 93 A3 B3 AP 58 S8 09 o4 I 2

Significance

Row
otal

23.5

12
TOab

17
00,9

= 0.3638
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Table 11.20 - Evaluation 277

H120

Count :
Rog % 2 Row
cal % ¢ Total
fotal % : 1.0 3.3 4,2
102 e Rl e R L I L N il et kT
AR : o : 0 : 1 : 1
: 0,0 : 0.0 : 10D.0 H 0.3
H Ued 2 c.0 : T«7 3
: 0,0 s 0.0 3 6.3 @
1, : 0 : 0 : 4 3 4
: J,0 ¢ V.0 3 1000 ¢ 25,0
2 .0 : 00 : 304 H
: G0 2 0.0 ¢ 25.9
1, : ] : 2 H g 3 11
: “4.1 H 18,2 ¢ 12,7 : #6HR,&
s 109,02 100,00 1 ol.d 2
: he3 : 12.9 : 5040 :

Colunin 3 2 13 16
fotal 0.3 12.5 1,3 100,0

Pearson's R = 0.25453 Significance = 0.1707



Table 11.21 - Raising Questions 278

nl21 . 1
Count

HOoN Y
Col 3

Row
Total

te 39 es e

'otatl 3 2es 3.3 4,1
HO21 e, el - ———— bl Rl L L LR
1. : LE 2 H (VI 2
: 0,1 s 190,0 b 0.0 ¢ 12,5
: 0,0 : 25,41 : N0 4
: 0,0 3 12.5 ¢ Ne 3
/e : 1 : 1 : 3 : 2
: S0,0 3 50.0 H 0.0 3 12.5 !
s 1000 H 12.9 : 0.4 :
: H,3 : &a3 : 0.1 H
3 : v 3 1 q
L 0.0 1 TS.0 i 25.0  : 28,0
. IS 37.5 ¢ 14.3
: [ : 18.4 : a3 H
A, : 0 : 2 : (4] 3 B
. V.0 ¢ 25.00 ¢ T3.0 % 50,0
: G, 25,0 3 BS,.,7 @
: 0.0 =z 12.5 37,5 =

Celunn 1 8 7 T 18
fotal b.3 50.0 43,3 100,0

Pearson's R = 0.61865 Significance = 0.0053
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Table 11.22 - Initiating Defining

I 22
Count
Rows %
Col %
HOZ') Total %
!

¥

B4 40 29 B4 IS B3 4P 22 20 2P 0 4N BY W Bs 4R 49 4% 89 w8 e9 o4

3.1

3 0
1000 V.0
75,0 (Y
18 b el

- o - -

R 0 3 3
0,0 100.0 18.8
(J.“ 25.%
0,4 18,4

- aw e meon T WS IE sy P gy

1
14,3
25.0

49 %0 G2 B8 9 61 40 S0 9% @) S 4 6P 0T SF 4% b Ne Sy 06 e 65 AL 81 e

)
B5,.7
S(_’QU

43.8

.3 37.0

3, 0 3 3
0,0 100.9 18.8
aL0 25,0

48 09 00 09 2% S5 VE BS €8 84 S0 SV 44 09 60 64 BP 4 B4

D40 18.8

- e n e en e

Column 4 12 16
Total 25,4 75.0 100,0

Pearson's R = 0.65465 Significance = 0.0030
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Tatle 11.23 - Meditation

WIZ3

Ccount :
Row % @ Bow
Cal 4 ¢ Total
fotal % = t.2 2.0 3. 4.1
1023 T mm— e el et m - —-l am e — -] cm———————
1. : 1 : i : 0 3 o 2
: 59,9 3 Su,0 N.9 3 0.0 ¢ 12.5
R W RO IOy e 100,09 : Nel 2 0.0 3
: .3 2 0.3 : .0 0.0 =
A : 0o 0o 1 0 s 1
: G, 2 D.0 3 1069 3 0.0 3 6,3
: 0.0 : 2.0 : 20,0 3 .0 ¢
: n.n 2 .0 3 be3d 2 0,0 3
3, : 3] : ) : 3 3 4 : 8
: .49 2 2.0 3 50,0 ¢ 50.06 : 50,0
: a0 3 0,0 ¢ BOH ¢ 44,4
: S I V.0 1 25,0 3 25,0
4. 2 oo 3 (S I VI 5 5
: 15 O T e 3 0,3 : 10G6,0 ¢ 31,3
: RIS B Vel 2 N.0 3 55,6 @
: 0.n : G0 : 0.0 3 31,3 :
Culusn : { 5 9 le

[otal H,3 6.3 31.3 56,3 100,0

Pearson's R = 0.85765 Significance = 0.000



Table 11.24 - Persuasion 281

HLZ4

Count H
Pow % Row
Col % : Total
Total % @ 2. 3.0 4.3
HOZZ: -n-——-——:—.-o----w—:u—---—-—::"--nunn—"
L : 1 : V] : L 1
2 1000 : QL0 : 0,0 : 6.3
: Ha, o : 0,0 : D49 )
: B 3 : 0,0 4 It H
7 : (LI 4 2 0 H 4
: 0,0 2 100,09 : D00 ¢ 25,0
. YY) : 14 .4 : 0.0 H
: 1,0 : 25 .0 : 0.0 :
3. : 1 : 2 : 3 6
: to,.7 : 33.3 : 50,0 5 37.5
: 50,0 3 22.2 33 60,0 3
H 0,43 : 12.9 H 18.8 :
4. : I 3 : 2 5
s D.0 1 A0 : 40,0 * 31,3
2 i) o1} H 33,3 : 40,0 :
: I B 18,4 : 12.5 ¢

column 2 ) 5 16
Total 12,5 56,3 31.3 100,0

Pearson's R = 0.45885 Significance = 0.0369



Table 11.25 - Memory 282

HI25

Count :
Pos % 3 Row
Col 3 3 Toteal
fotatlt % : 3.3 d,.0
HO25 el ———— Pmmm————
2 : { . U :
s 100,00 : Ol b4 S
: in,7 H da0 :
: 5.9 3 0.0 2
3. : 3 : 1 : 4
s 15,0 1 25,0 ¢ 23,5
: 50,0 3 9.1 :
: 17.6 3 5.9 ¢
AL 2 19 12
: to, 7 3 #3.3 ¢ 70.6
: 33,3 H 0.9 :
: 11, & SH.d 3

column ) 11 17
Total 35.3 64,7 100,48

PY
Pearson's R = 0.60315 Significance = 0.0052
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Physical Exercise Chi-square Test for Significance
on Priority and Frequency:
All Principals and All Students

Frequency of exercise was charted in the investigator's
instrument. Participants were asked to rate themselves
using these criteria: Never, Seldom, Moderately, and
Regularly. Because only one participant rated never,
never will not be utilized to calculate results.

Evaluation among the exercise groups (seldom vs
moderately vs regularly) was found to be significant,
relative to frequency of use, at the .05 level of signifi-
cance for all principals. No other thinking strategies

were significant. It should be noted that decision making

was close to significance (.058). Principals who rated

themselves "seldom" for exercise gave decision making a

significantly higher mean rank than those principals who

rated themselves "regularly". Similarly, principals who

rated themselves "seldom" gave evaluation a significantly
higher mean rank than those who rated themselves "moderate-

ly". This information can be found in Table 12.

Relative to frequency of use, university students
demonstrated a significant difference for leadership, im-

agination, and organization at the .05 level of signifi-

cance No other thinking strategies were found to have
Students who rated themselves

significant differences.



Table 12.1 - Conceptualization

HO1l
by PE PHYSICAL EXERCI1SE
NEVER SELDOM MODERATE REGULARLY
PE 1 2 3 4
Number 0 7 41 31
Mean Ranks 0.00 37.29 43.06 36.56
Corrected for ties
Cases Chi~Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
79 1.522 0.467 1.719 0.423

The mean ranks were computed by adding the ratings given by each
participant in each exercise catagory and divided by the number
of participants in that exercise catagory.

8¢



HO2
by PE

PE
Number
Mean Ranks

Cases
80

Table 12.2 - Perception

PHYSICAL EXERCI1SE

NEVER SELDOM

1 2
0 8
0.00 32.06

MODERATE
3
41
40.50

Chi-Square Significance

1.327

0.515

REGULARLY
4
31
42.68

Corrected for ties

Chi-Square
2.105

Signiticance
0.349

G8¢



Table 12.3 - Analysis

HO3
by PE PHYSICAL EXERCISE
NEVER SELDOM MODERATE
PE 1 2 3
Number 0 8 41
Mean Ranks 0.00 34.44 42,72
Cases Chi-Square Significance
79 1.330 0.514

REGULARLY
4
30
37.77
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Signiticance
1.484 0.476
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HO4
by PE

PE
Number
Mean Ranks

Cases
80

Table 12.4 - Synthesis

PHYS1CAL EXERCISE

NEVER SELDOM

1 2
0 8
0.00 36.50

MODERATE
3
41
42.54

Chi-Square Significance

0.710

0.701

REGULARLY
4
31
38.84

Corrected for ties

Chi-Square
0.788

Significance
0.674

L8¢



Table 12.5 - Interpersonal Interaction

HOS
by PE

PE
Number
Mean Ranks

Cases
79

PHYS1CAL EXERCI1SE

NEVER SELDOM MODERATE

1 2

0 8

0.00 33.00
Chi-Square
0.844

3
41
40.50

Significance
0.656

REGULARLY
4
30
41,18
Corrected for ties
Chi~Square Significance
1.724 0.422

88¢



Table 12.6 - Planning

HO6
by PE PHYS1CAL EXERCISE
NEVER SELDOM MODERATE REGULARLY
PE 1 2 3 4
Number 0 8 41 31
Mean Ranks 0.00 53.00 40.49 37.29
Corrected for ties
Cases Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
80 2.906 0.234 3.655 0.161

682



HO7
by PE

PE
Number
Meanh Ranhks

Cases
79

Table 12.7 ~ Leadership

PHYSICAL EXERCISE

NEVER SELDOM

1 2
0 8
0.00 39.38

MODERATE
3
41
37.29

Chi-Square Significance

1.428

0.490

REGULARLY
4
30
43.87

Corrected for ties

Chi-Square
2.688

Significance
0.261

06c



HO8
by PE

PE
Number
Mean Ranks

Cases
79

Table 12.8 - Reading

PHYSICAL EXERCI1SE

NEVER SELDOM

1 2
0 8
0.00 38.81

MODERATE
3
41
42.72

Chi-Square Significance

1.256

0.534

REGULARLY
4
30
36.60

Corrected for ties

Chi-Square
1.884

Significance
0.390

16¢



HO9
by PE

PE
Number
Mean Ranks

Cases
79

Table 12.9

- Observation

PHYSICAL EXERCI1SE

NEVER SELDOM MODERATE

1 2

0 8
0.00 48.00

Chi~-Square

1.344

3
41
40.29

Signitficance
0.511

REGULARLY
4
30
37.47
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance
2.759 0.252

z6¢



Table 12.10 - Listening

HO10
by PE PHYSICAL EXERCISE
NEVER SELDOM
PE 1 2 3
Number 0 8 41
Mean Ranks 0.00 38.13 40.15
Cases Chi-Square Significance
78 0.079 0.961

MODERATE REGULARLY

4
29 (
38.97
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance
0.322 0.851
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Table 12.11 - Classification

HO1l1l
oy PE PHYS1CAL EXERCI1SE
NEVER SELDOM MODERATE REGULARLY
PE 1 2 3 4
Number 0 8 41 30
Mean Ranks 0.00 43.81 43.55 34.13
Corrected for ties
Cases Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
79 3.162 0.206 3.568 0.168
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Table 12.12 - Logical Relationships

HO12
by PE PHYSICAL EXERCISE
NEVER SELDOM MODERATE REGULARLY
PE 1 2 3 4
Number 0 8 41 30
Mean Ranks 0.00 34,31 43.09 37.30
Corrected for ties
Cases Chi-Square Significance Chi-~Square Significance
79 1.648 0.439 1.874 0.392

G6¢



Table 12.13 - Decision Making

HO13
by PE PHYS1ICAL EXERCISE
NEVER SELDOM MODERATE REGULARLY
PE 1 2 3 4
Number 0 8 41 30
Mean Ranks 0.00 43.00 42.05 36.40
Corrected for ties
Cases Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
79 1.202 0.548 5.702 0.058

96¢



HO14
by PE

PE
Number
Mean Ranhks

Cases

79

Table 12.14 - Advocacy

PHYS1ICAL EXERCI1SE

NEVER SELDOM

1 2
0 7
0.00 33.71

MODERATE
3
41
43.32

Chi-Square Significance

1.900

0.387

REGULARLY
4
31
37.03

Corrected for ties

Chi-Square
2.094

Signiticance
0.351

L6C



HO15
by PE

PE
Number
Mean Ranks

Cases
79

Table 12.15 - Imagination

PHYSICAL EXERCISE

NEVER SELDOM
1 2
0 7
0.00 43.79

MODERATE
3
41
41.96

Chi-Square Significance

1.192

0.551

REGULARLY
4
31
36.55

Corrected for ties

Chi-Square
1.320

Significance
0.517

862



HOl6
by PE
PE
Number
Mean Ranks
Cases
79

Table 12.16 - Organization

PHYSICAL EXERCI1SE

NEVER SELDOM

1 2
0 7
0.00 39.86

MODERATE
3
41
40.07

Chi-Square Significance

0.001

1.000

REGULARLY
4
31
39.94
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance
0.001 0.999

662



HO17
by PE

PE
Number
Mean Ranhks

Cases
78

Table 12.17

PHYSICAL EXERCISE

NEVER SELDGOM

1 2
0 7
0.00 46.14

- Wisdom

MODERATE
3
41
37.49

Chi-Square Significance

1.009

0.604

REGULARLY
4
30
40.70

Corrected for ties

Chi-Square
1.555

Significance
0.459

0ot



Table 12.18 - Idea Finding

HO18
by PE PHYSICAL EXERCI1SE
NEVER SELDOM MODERATE REGULARLY
PE 1 2 3 4
Number 0 7 41 31
Mean Ranks 0.00 34.71 38.57 43.08
Corrected for ties
Cases Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
79 1.088 0.580 1.215 0.545

T0¢€



HO19
by PE

PE
Number
Mean Ranks

Cases
78

Table 12.19 - Problem Solving

PHYS1CAL EXERC1SE

NEVER SELDOM MODERATE REGULARLY
1 2 3 4
0 7 41 30
0.00 35.86 38.76 41.37
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
0.429 0.807 0.656 0.720
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Table 12.20 - Evaluation

HO20
by PE PHYS1ICAL EXERCI1SE
NEVER SELDOM MODERATE
PE 1 2 3
Number 0 8 41
Mean Ranks 0.00 57.94 37.54
Cases Chi-Square Significance
80 5.191 0.075

REGULARLY
4
31

39.92
Corrected for ties

Chi-Square Significance
6.411 0.041
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HO21
by PE

PE
Number
Mean Ranks

Cases
80

Table 12.21 - Raising Questions

PHYS1CAL EXERCISE

NEVER SELDOM MODERATE REGULARLY
1 2 3 4
0 8 41 31
0.00 32.63 41.82 40.79
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance Chi-~Square Significance
1.055 0.590 1.181 0.554
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Table 12.22 - Initiating, Defining,
Reorganizing Structure

HO22
by PE PHYSICAL EXERCISE
NEVER SELDOM MODERATE REGULARLY
PE 1 2 3 4
Number 0 8 41 31
Mean Ranks 0.00 43.44 37.21 44,10
Corrected for ties
Cases Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
80 1.694 0.429 1.870 0.393
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Table 12.23 - Meditation

HO23
by PE PHYS1CAL EXERC1SE
NEVER SELDOM MODERATE
PE 1 2 3
Number 0 8 41
Mean Ranhks 0.00 38.88 39.61
Cases Chi~-Square Significance
80 0.246 0.884

REGULARLY
4
31
42.10

Corrected for ties

Chi~Square
0.272

Significance
0.873

90¢



HO24
by PE

PE
Number
Mean Ranks

Cases

Table 12.24 - Persuasion

PHYSICAL EXERCISE

NEVER SELDOM
1 2 3
0 8 41
0.00 36.00 37.20
Chi~-Square Significance
2.886 0.236

MODERATE REGULARLY

4
31
46.03
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance
3.214 0.201
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Table 12.25 - Memory

HO25
by PE PHYS1CAL EXERCISE
NEVER SELDOM MODERATE
PE 1 2 3
Number 0 8 42
Mean Ranks 0.00 42.31 42.86
Cases Chi-Square Significance
81 0.743 0.690

REGULARLY
4
31
38.15
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance
1.052 0.591

80¢



309

"regularly" gave leadership and imagination significantly
higher mean ranks than those students who rated themselves
"moderately". Similarly, students who rated themselves
"regularly" gave organization a significantly higher mean
rank than those students who rated themselves "seldom".
Relative to importance ratings and physical exercise, no
thinking strategies were significant at the .05 level of

significance for students. This information is delineated

in Table 13.

Chi-sguare
Comparison of Length of Administrative Service:
All Principals

When the four categories of administrative service
were reviewed, frequency of use and importance ratings
showed no significant difference (p < .05) among years of

service. This information is delineated in Tables 14

and 15.

Rank Order of Means on Each Group for
Frequency of Use and Importance Rating

The sample was dissected into five groups (high
school principals, elementary principals, university stu-

dents, all principals, and all subjects). Means were

calculated and rank ordered for frequency of use and

importance ratings. When reviewing the five highest rated



Table 13.1 - Conceptualization

H11l
by PE PHYS1CAL EXERCI1SE
NEVER SELDOM MODERATE REGULARLY
PE 1 2 3 4
Number 0 8 42 31
Mean Ranks 0.00 33.06 41.11 42.90
Corrected for ties
Cases Chi-Square Significance Chi~-Square Significance
81 1.114 0.573 1.516 0.469

The mean ranks were computed by adding the ratings given by each
participant in each exercise catagory and divided by the number
of participants in that exercise category.

0Tt



Table 13.2 - Perception

H12
by PE PHYSICAL EXERCI1SE
NEVER SELDOM MODERATE REGULARLY
PE 1 2 3 4
Number 0 8 42 31
Mean Ranks 0.00 32.75 40.93 43.23
Corrected for ties
Cases Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
81 1.262 0.532 2.050 0.359

11t



H13
by PE

PE
Number
Mean Ranks

Cases
81

Table 13.3 - Analysis

PHYSICAL EXERCISE

NEVER SELDOM

1 2
0 8
0.00 28.63

MODERATE
3
42
45.06

Chi-Square Significance

3.762

0.152

REGULARLY
4
31
38.69
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance
4.673 0.097

(AR



Table 13.4 - Synthesis

H14
by PE PHYSICAL EXERCISE
NEVER SELDOM MODERATE REGULARLY
PE 1 2 3 4
Number 0 8 42 31
Mean Ranks 0.00 28.06 40.75 44,68
Corrected for ties
Cases Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
81 3.181 0.204 3.830 0.147
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Table 13.5 - Interpersonal Interaction

H15
by PE PHYS1CAL EXERCISE
NEVER SELDOM MODERATE REGULARLY
PE 1 2 3 4
Number 0 8 42 31
Mean Ranks 0.00 34.88 39.10 45.16
Corrected for ties
Cases Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
81 1.787 0.409 3.563 0.168
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Table 13.6 - Planning

H16
by PE PHYS1CAL EXERCISE
NEVER SELDOM MODERATE REGULARLY
PE 1 2 3 4
Number 0 8 42 31
Mean Ranks 0.00 41.44 41.68 39.97
. Corrected for ties
Cases Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
81 0.097 0.952 0.277 0.871

STE



H17
by PE

PE
Number
Mean Ranks

Cases
79

Table 13.7 - Leadership

PHYSICAL EXERCISE

NEVER SELDOM

1 2
0 8
0.00 44.00

MODERATE
3
41
38.22

Chi-Square Significance

0.596

0.742

REGULARLY
4
30
41.37

Corrected for ties

Chi-Square
2.183

Significance
0.336
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H18
by PE

PE
Number
Mean Ranks

Cases
79

Table 13.8 - Reading

PHYSICAL EXERCISE

NEVER SELDOM

1 2
0 8
0.00 34.50

MODERATE
3
41
40.63

Chi-Square Significance

0.511

0.774

REGULARLY
4
30
40.60

Corrected for ties

Chi-Square
0.753

Significance
0.686

LTE



Table 13.9 - Observation

H19
by PE PHYSICAL EXERCI1SE
NEVER SELDOM MODERATE REGULARLY
PE 1 2 3 4
Number 0 8 41 30
Mean Ranks 0.00 47.19 37.33 41.73
Corrected for ties
Cases Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
79 1.511 0.470 2.357 0.308
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H110
by PE

PE
Number
Mean Ranks

Cases

Table 13.10 - Listening

PHYSICAL EXERCI1SE

NEVER SELDOM MODERATE REGULARLY

1 2 3 4
0 8 41 30
0.00 42.19 37.27 43.15
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
1.219 0.544 2.773 0.250
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Table 13.11 - Classification

H11ll
by PE PHYS1CAL EXERCI1SE
NEVER SELDOM MODERATE REGULARLY
PE 1 2 3 4
Number 0 8 41 30
Mean Ranks 0.00 41.50 39.39 40.43
Corrected for ties
Cases Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
79 0.074 0.964 0.091 0.955
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Table 13.12 - Logical Relationships

H112
by PE PHYS1CAL EXERC1SE
NEVER SELDOM MODERATE REGULARLY
PE 1 2 3 4
Number 0 8 41 30
Mean Ranks 0.00 33.75 40.05 41.60
Corrected for ties
Cases Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
79 0.739 0.691 0.915 0.633

R4



Table 13.13 - Decision Making

H113
by PE PHYSICAL EXERCI1SE
NEVER SELDOM MODERATE REGULARLY
PE 1 2 3 4
Number 0 8 41 30
Mean Rahks 0.00 41.00 40.04 39.68
Corrected for ties
Cases Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
79 0.021 0.990 0.284 0.868
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H11l4
by PE

PE
Number
Meanh Ranks

Cases
79

Table 13.14 - Advocacy

PHYS1CAL EXERC1SE

NEVER SELDOM MODERATE REGULARLY

1 2 3 4
0 7 41 31
0.00 33.93 41.11 39.90
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Signiticance
0.586 0.746 0.698 0.705
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Table 13.15 - Imagination

H115
by PE PHYSICAL EXERCISE
NEVER SELDOM MODERATE REGULARLY
PE 1 2 3 4
Number 0 7 41 31
Mean Ranks 0.00 45,14 40.44 38.26
Corrected for ties
Cases Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
79 0.545 0.761 0.641 0.726

vece



Table 13.16 - Organization

H116
by PE PHYS1CAL EXERCI1SE
NEVER SELDOM MODERATE REGULARLY
PE 1 2 3 4
Number 0 7 41 31
Mean Ranks 0.00 39.93 38.71 41.73
Corrected for ties
Cases Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
79 0.305 0.858 0.848 0.654

Y43



Table 13.17 - Wisdom

H117
by PE PHYSICAL EXERCISE
NEVER SELDOM MODERATE REGULARLY
PE 1 2 3 4
Number 0 7 41 31
Mean Ranks 0.00 38.50 41.76 38.02
Corrected for ties
Cases Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
79 0.502 0.778 0.909 0.635
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H118
by PE

PE
Number
Mean Ranks

Cases
79

Table 13.18 - Idea Finding

PHYS1CAL EXERCISE

NEVER SELDOM

1 2
0 7
0.00 42,36

MODERATE
3
41
37.20

Chi-Square Significance

1.281

0.527

REGULARLY
4
31
43.18

Corrected for ties

Chi-Square
1.531

Significance
0.465

Lzt



H119
by PE

PE
Number
Mean Ranks

Cases
78

Table 13.19 - Problem Solving

PHYS1CAL EXERCISE

NEVER SELDOM MODERATE REGULARLY

1 2 3 4
0 7 41 30
0.00 41,57 39.22 39.40
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
0.065 0.968 0.139 0.933

XA



Table 13.20 - Evaluation

H120
by PE PHYS1CAL EXERCI1SE
NEVER SELDOM MODERATE REGULARLY
PE 1 2 3 4
Number 0 8 42 31
Mean Ranks 0.00 44.88 38.90 42.84
Corrected for ties
Cases Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
81 0.739 0.691 1.086 0.581
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H121
by PE

PE
Number
Mean Ranks

Cases
81

Table 13.21 - Raising Questions

PHYSICAL EXERCISE

NEVER SELDOM MODERATE REGULARLY

1 2 3 4
0 8 42 31
0.00 38.63 40.19 42.71
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
-0.295 0.863 0.350 0.840
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H122
by PE

PE
Number
Mean Ranks

Cases
81

Table 13.22 - Initiating, Defining,
Reorganizing Structure

PHYSICAL EXERCISE

NEVER SELDOM MODERATE REGULARLY
1 2 3 4
0 8 42 31
0.00 54.88 39.18 39.89
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
3.104 0.212 3.680 0.159
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Table 13.23 - Meditation

H123
by PE PHYS1CAL EXERCISE
NEVER SELDOM MODERATE REGULARLY
PE 1 2 3 4
Number 0 8 42 31
Mean Ranks 0.00 34,19 « 39.85 44,32
Corrected for ties
Cases Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
81 1.390 0.499 1.616 0.446
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H124
by PE

PE
Number
Mean Ranks

Cases
81

Table 13.24 - Persuasion

PHYS1CAL EXERCISE

NEVER SELDOM

1 2
0 8
0.00 41.06

MODERATE
3
42
38.58

Chi-Square Significance

1.038

0.595

REGULARLY
4
31
44,26

Corrected for ties

Chi-Square
1.261

Significance
0.532
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H125
by PE

PE
Number
Mean Ranks

Cases
81

Table 13.25 - Memory

PHYS1CAL EXERCISE

NEVER SELDOM MODERATE REGULARLY
1 2 3 4
0 8 42 31
0.00 30.88 43.00 40,90
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
1.786 0.409 2.297 0.317
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HO1
by AS

AS
Number
Mean Ranks

Cases

Table 14.1 - Conceptualization

ADMIN1STRAT1VE SERVICE

1 -10 11 - 20 21 - 30 OVER 30
1 2 3 4
19 42 16 2
41.37 37.43 43.66 51.75

Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Signiticance
1.525 0.676 1.722 0.632

Gee



HO2
by AS

AS
Number
Mean Ranks

Cases
80

Table 14.2 - Perception

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE

1 -10 11 - 20 21 - 30 OVER 30

1 2 3 4
19 42 17 2
41.87 41.48 37.35 33.75
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance Chi~-Square Significance
0.621 0.892 0.985 0.805
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Table 14.3 -~ Analysis

HO3
by AS ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE
1 -10 11 - 20 21 - 30
AS 1 2 3
Number 19 41 17
Mean Ranks 41.13 37.12 45,44
Cases Chi-Square Significance
79 1.662 0.645

OVER 30
4
2
42.00
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance
1.855 0.603

LEE



HO4
by AS

AS
Number
Mean Ranks

Cases

Table 14.4 - Synthesis

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE

1 -10 11 - 20 21 - 30 OVER 30
1 2 3 4
19 42 17 2
41.26 37.52 43.76 68.00

Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
3.846 0.279 4.268 0.234

get



HOS
by AS

AS
Number
Mean Ranks

Cases

Table 14.5 - Interpersonal Interaction

ADMIN1ISTRATIVE SERVICE

1 - 10 11 - 20 21 - 30 OVER 30

1 2 3 4
19 41 17 2
42.08 37.16 43.59 48.00
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
1.443 0.695 2.949 0.400
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Table 14.6 - Planning

HO6
by AS ADMIN1ISTRATIVE SERVICE
1 -10 11 - 20 21 - 30
AS 1 2 3
Number 19 42 17
Mean Ranks 39.37 41.45 37.12
Cases Chi-Square Significance
80 1.884 0.597

OVER 30
4
2
60.00
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance
2.370 0.499

ove



Table 14.9 - Observation

HO9
by AS ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE
1 -10 11 - 20 21 - 30
AS 1 2 3
Number 19 42 16
Mean Ranks 45,97 35.89 42,69
Cases Chi-Square Significance
79 3.095 0.377

OVER 30
4
2
48,00
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance
6.351 0.096
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HO7
by AS

AS
Number
Mean Ranks

Cases

Table 14.7 - Leadership

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE
1 -10 11 - 20 21 - 30 OVER 30

1 2 3 4
19 42 16 2
34.34 40.54 44.19 49.00
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Signiticance Chi~-Square Significance
2.018 0.569 3.798 0.284

442



Table 14.8 - Reading

HO8
by AS ADMIN1ISTRATIVE SERVICE
1 -10 11 - 20 21 - 30 OVER 30
AS 1 2 3 4
Number 19 42 16 2
Mean Ranks 37.79 39.12 43. 38 52.50
Corrected for ties
Cases Chi-Square Signiticance Chi-Square Significance
79 1.178 0.758 1.767 0.622
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Table 14.10 - Listening

HO10
by AS ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE
1 -10 11 - 20 21 - 30 OVER 30
AS 1 2 3 4
Number 19 42 15 2
Mean Ranks 40,95 38.36 40.40 43,00
Corrected for ties
Cases Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
78 0.256 0.968 1.043 0.791
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Table 14.11 - Classification

HO11
by AS ADMIN1ISTRATIVE SERVICE
1 - 10 11 - 20 21 - 30
AS 1 2 3
Number 19 42 16
Mean Ranks 40.68 37.65 43,03
Cases Chi-Square Significance
79 2.034 0.565

OVER 30
4
2
58.50
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Signifticance
2.296 0.513
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Table 14.12 - Logical Relationships

HO12
by AS ADMIN1ISTRATIVE SERVICE
1 -10 11 - 20 21 - 30
AS 1 2 3
Number 19 42 16
Mean Ranks 38.32 39.55 41.16
Cases Chi-Square Significance
79 1.162 0.762

OVER 30
4
2
56.25
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance
1.321 0.724
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HO13
by AS

AS
Number
Mean Ranks

Cases

Table 14.13 - Decision Making

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE

1 - 10 11 - 20 21 - 30 OVER 30

1 2 3 4
19 42 16 2
38.89 39.21 43.00 43,00
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
0.401 0.940 1.902 0.593
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HO1l4
by AS

AS
Number
Mean Ranks

Cases

Table 14.14 - Advocacy

ADMIN1STRATIVE SERVICE
1 -10 11 - 20 21 - 30 OVER 30

1 2 3 4
18 42 17 2
45.11 37.04 43.29 28.25
Corrected for ties
Chi~Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
2.468 0.481 2.720 0.437

53743



Table 14.15 - Imagination

HO15
by AS ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE
1 -10 11 - 20 21 - 30 OVER 30
AS 1 2 3 4
Number 18 42 17 2
Mean Ranks 42.31 39.46 39.68 33.25
Corrected for ties
Cases Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
79 0.381 0.944 0.422 0.936
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Table 14.16 - Organization

HO1l6
by AS ADMIN1ISTRATIVE SERVICE
1 - 10 11 - 20 21 - 30
AS 1 2 3
Number 18 42 17
Mean Ranks 32.86 43.58 36.71
Cases Chi-Square Significance
79 4.213 0.239

OVER 30
4
2
57.00
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance
5.380 0.146
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Table 14.17 - Wisdom

HO17
by AS ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE
1 - 10 11 - 20 21 - 30
AS 1 2 3
Number 18 41 17
Mean Ranks 36.25 40.85 38.26
Cases Chi-Square Significance
78 1.128 0.770

OVER 30
4
2
51.50
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Signiticance
1.739 0.628
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HO18
by AS

AS
Number
Mean Ranks

Cases

Table 14.18 - Idea Finding

ADMIN1ISTRATIVE SERVICE

1 - 10 11 - 20 21 - 30 OVER 30

1 2 3 4
18 42 17 2
41.61 36.39 44.79 60.50
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Signiticance Chi-Square Significance
3.464 0.325 3.866 0.276
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HO19
by AS

AS
Number
Mean Ranks

Cases

Table 14.19 - Problem Solving

ADMINISTRATIVE SERV1CE

1 - 10 11 - 20 21 - 30 OVER 30

1 2 3 4
18 41 17 2
39.33 39.65 40.76 27.25
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
0.640 0.887 0.979 0.806
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HO20
by AS

AS
Number
Mean Ranks

Cases

Table 14.20 - Evaluation

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE

1 -10 11 - 20 21 - 30 OVER 30

1 2 3 4
18 42 18 2
43.06 40.54 35.42 62.50
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Signiticance
2.872 0.412 3.547 0.315

433



HO21
by AS

AS
Number
Mean Ranks

Cases

Table 14.21 - Raising Questions

ADMIN1STRATIVE SERVICE

1 -10 11 - 20 21 - 30 OVER 30

1 2 3 4
18 42 18 2
37.89 41.29 39.61 55.50
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
1.135 0.769 1.270 0.736

1°33



HO22
by AS

AS
Number
Mean Ranks

Cases

Table 14.22 - Initiating, Defining,
Reorganizing Structure

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE
1 -10 11 - 20 21 - 30 OVER 30

1 2 3 4
18 42 18 2
42.92 40.01 41,56 19.50
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
1.884 0.597 2.080 0.556
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HO23
by AS

AS
Number
Mean Ranks

Cases

Table 14.23 - Meditation

ADMIN1ISTRATIVE SERVICE

1 -10 11 - 20 21 - 30 OVER 30

1 2 3 4
18 42 18 2
37.97 39.37 43.83 57.00
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
1.691 0.639 1.874 0.599

LSE



HO24
Dy AS

AS
Number
Mean Ranks

Cases

Table 14.24 - Persuasion

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE

1 - 10 11 - 20 21 - 30 OVER 30

1 2 3 4
18 42 18 2
41.44 39.10 44,11 29.00
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
1.108 0.775 1.233 0.745

8s¢t



Table 14.25 - Memory

HO25
by AS ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE
1 - 10 11 - 20 21 - 30
AS 1 2 3
Number 19 42 18
Mean Ranks 42.97 36.87 47.00
Cases Chi-Square Signiticance
81 3.308 0.347

OVER 30
4
2
55.00
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance
4,681 0.197

66¢



Table 15.1 - Conceptualization

H11l
by AS ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE
1 -10 11 - 20 21 - 30
AS 1 2 3
Number 19 42 18
Mean Ranks 35.95 41.26 46.08
Cases Chi-Square Significance
81 1.760 0.624

OVER 30
4
2
37.75
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance
2.394 0.495
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Dy AS

AS
Number
Mean Ranks

Cases

Table 15.2 - Perception

ADMIN1ISTRATIVE SERVICE

1 -10 11 - 20 21 - 30 OVER 30

1 2 3 4
19 42 18 2
39.45 41.87 39.33 52.50
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
0.708 0.871 1.151 0.765

19¢



Table 15.3 - Analysis

H13
Dy AS ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE
1 -10 11 - 20 21 - 30 OVER 30
AS 1 2 3 4
Number 19 42 18 2
Mean Ranks 34.89 40.65 45,97 61.50
Corrected for ties
Cases Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
81 3.611 0.307 4.485 0.214

cot



Table 15.4 - Synthesis

H14
by AS ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE
1 - 10 11 - 20 21 - 30 OVER 30
AS 1 2 3 4
Number 19 42 18 2
Mean Ranks 40.34 39.77 44,17 44.50
Corrected for ties
Cases Chi-Square Signitfticance Chi-Square Significance
81 0.499 0.919 0.601 0.896

£€9¢



H1S
Dy AS

AS
Number
Mean Ranks

Cases

Table 15.5 - Interpersonal Interaction

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE

1 - 10 11 - 20 21 - 30 OVER 30

1 2 3 4
19 42 18 2
41.29 40.54 43.00 30.00
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Signiticance
0.587 0.900 1.169 0.760

14°2



Table 15.6 - Planning

H1A
oy AS ADMIN1ISTRATLIVE SERVICE
1 -10 11 - 20 21 - 30 OVER 30
AS 1 2 3 4
Number 19 42 18 2
Mean Ranks 35.84 41.68 44 .25 46.50
Corrected tor ties
Cases Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Signitficance
81 1.401 0.705 3.979 0.264

Go¢



Table 15.7 - Leadership

H17
Dy AS ADMINLISTRATIVE SERVICE
1 - 10 11 - 20 21 - 30
AS 1 2 3
Number 19 42 16
Mean Ranks 39.84 40.24 39.06
Cases Chi-Square Significance
79 0.093 0.993

OVER 30
4
2
44.00
Corrected tor ties
Chi-Square Significance
0.340 0.952

99¢



Table 15.8 - Reading

H18
ny AS ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE
1 -1 11 - 20 21 - 30
AS 1 2 3
Number 19 42 16
Mean Ranks 38.68 38.55 43.75
Cases Chi-Square Significance
79 1.300 0.729

OVER 30
4
2
53.00

Corrected for ties

Chi-Square
1.914

Signifticance
0.590

L9t



Table 15.9 - Observation

H19
by AS ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE
1 - 10 11 - 20 21 - 30
AS 1 2 3
Number 19 42 16
Mean Ranks 41.87 38.60 39.97
Cases Chi-Square Significance
79 0.830 0.842

OVER 30
4
2
52.00
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance
1.295 0.730

89¢



Table 15.10 - Listening

H110
by AS ADMINISTRATLIVE SERVICE
1 - 10 11 - 20 21 - 30 OVER 30
AS 1 2 3 4
Number 19 42 16 2
Mean Ranks 40.92 40.25 37.38 47.00
Corrected for ties
Cases Chi-Square Signiticance Chi-Square Signiticance
79 0.431 0.934 0.981 0.806

69¢



Table 15.11 - Classification

Hill
oy AS ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE
1 -10 11 - 20 21 - 30 OVER 30
AS 1 2 3 4
Number 19 42 16 2
Mean Ranks 42.79 38.27 39.53 53.50
Corrected tor ties
Cases Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Signiticance
79 1.217 0.749 1.507 0.681

oLe



H112
by AS

AS
Number
Mean Rauks

Cases

Table 15.12 - Logical Relationships

ADMINISTRATLIVE SERVICE

1 - 10 11 - 29 21 - 30 OVER 30

1 2 3 4
19 4?2 16 2
42.00 37.71 42.53 48.75
Corrected tor ties
Chi-Square Signiticance Chi-Square Signiticance
1.046 0.790 1.294 0.731

TLE



H113
by AS

AS
Number
Mean Rauks

Cases

Table 15.13 - Decision Making

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE

1 -10 11 - 20 21 - 30 OVER 30

1 2 3 4
19 4?2 16 2
38.92 40.06 41.00 41.00
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Signiticance Chi-Square Signiticance
0.076 0.995 1.033 0.793

cLE



Table 15.14 - Advocacy

H114
by AS ADM1IN1ISTRATIVE SERVICE
1 -10 11 - 20 21 - 30
AS 1 2 3
Number 18 42 17
Mear Ranrks 44.72 39.56 38.03
Cases Chi-Square Significance
79 1.937 0.586

OVER 30
4
2
23.50
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Signiticance
2.305 0.512

ELE



Table 15.15 - Imagination

H115
by AS ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE
1 - 10 11 - 20 21 - 30
AS 1 2 3
Number 18 42 17
Mean Rautks 46.22 38.25 36.85
Cases Chi-Square Significance
79 2.101 0.552

OVER 30
4
2
47.50
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance
2.471 0.480

PLE



Table 15.16 - Organization

H116
by AS ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE
1 - 10 11 - 20 21 - 30
AS 1 2 3
Number 18 42 17
Mean Ranks 36.83 39.80 43.21
Cases Chi-Square Signiticance
79 0.793 0.851

OVER 30
4
2
45.50
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Signiticance
2.200 0.532

SLE



H1l17
by AS

AS
Number
Mean Ranks

Cases

Table 15.17 - Wisdom

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE

1 - 10 11 - 20 21 - 30 OVER 30

1 2 3 4
18 4?2 17 2
40.94 38.05 42.71 49.50
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Signiticance
0.914 0.822 1.655 0.647

9L¢



Table 15.18 - Idea Finding

H11l8
oy AS ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE
1 -10 11 - 20 21 - 30
AS 1 2 3
Number 18 42 17
Mean Ranks 43.17 36.48 44. 38
Cases Chi-Square Signiticance
79 2.211 0.530

OVER 30
4
2
48.25
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Signiticance
2.643 0.450

LLE



Table 15.19 - Problem Solving

H119
by AS ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE
1 -10 11 - 20 21 - 30
AS 1 2 3
Number 18 41 17
Mean Ranks 40.67 38.46 39.88
Cases Chi-Square Significance
78 0.357 0.949

OVER 30
4
2
47.00
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Signiticance
0.763 0.858

8LE



H120
by AS

AS
Number
Meainr Ranks

Cases

Table 15.20 - Evaluation

ADMIN1STRATIVE SERVICE

1 -10 11 - 20 21 - 30 OVER 30

1 2 3 4
19 42 18 2
41.55 41.36 38.08 54.50
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Signiticance
0.955 0.812 1.403 0.705

6LE
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by AS

AS
Number
Mearn Ranks

Cases

Table 15.21 - Raising Questions

ADMIN1ISTRATIVE SERVICE

1 - 10 11 - 20 21 - 30 OVER 30
1 2 3 4
19 42 18 2
40.21 40.35 40.14 70.00
Corrected tor ties
Chi-Square Signiticance Chi-Square Signitficance
3.117 0.374 3.696 0.296

08¢



H122
by AS

AS
Number
Mearn Ranks

Cases

Table 15.22 - Initiating, Defining,
Reorganizing Structure

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE

1 - 10 11 - 20 21 - 30 OVER 30
1 2 3 4
19 42 18 2
50.79 36.54 40.50 46.25
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Signiticance Chi-Square Signiticance
4.910 0.179 5.822 0.121

T8¢



H123
by AS

AS
Number
Mearn Ranks

Cases

Table 15.23 - Meditation

ADMIN1STRATLIVE SERVICE

1 - 10 11 - 20 21 - 30 OVER 30

1 2 3 4
19 42 18 2
42.29 43.10 31.97 66.00
Corrected tor ties
Chi-Square Signiticance Chi-Square Signitficance
5.299 0.151 6.161 0.104

c8¢t



H124
by AS

AS
Number
Mearn Ranks

Cases

Table 15.24 - Persuasion

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE

1 -10 11 - 20 21 - 30 OVER 30

1 2 3 4
19 42 18 2
42.37 40.49 40.47 43.50
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
0.116 0.990 0.141 0.987

€8¢



Table 15.25 - Memory

H125
by AS ADMIN1ISTRATIVE SERVICE
1 -10 11 - 20 21 - 30
AS 1 2 3
Number 19 42 18
Mean Ranks 49,13 37.64 38.25
Cases Chi-Square Significance
81 4,542 0.209

OVER 30
4
2
59.00
Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance
5.842 0.120

8¢
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thinking strategies in each group, frequency of use category

it was discovered that decision making, listening, and
interpersonal interaction were listed in the highest five
thinking strategies by all groups.

When the same analytical observation was applied to
importance mean ranks, it was revealed that all five
groups rated decision making, leadership, planning, and
organization among the five highest rated thinking stra-
tegies. It should be noted that decision making was the
only thinking strategy found in the highest five mean ranks
for frequency of use and importance in each group. See
Tables 16 and 17 for statistical results.

When the lowest rated mean ranks, relative to

frequency of use, in each group were reviewed, 1t was

revealed that idea finding and initiating, defining, and

reorganizing structure were listed in the lowest five

mean ranks in all groups.

i i si i and
Similarly, classification, raising questions,

. . 1 re—
meditation were the lowest rated thinking strategies

lative to mean ranks for importance.



Table 16

Rank Order of Item Numbers

How Often How Important How Often How Important
HS EL TWU HS EL TWU Prin- All Prin- All
cipals Subjects cipals Subjects
1 13 10 16 13 13 7 13 10 13 13
2 10 13 10 7 7 16 10 13 7 7
37 9 5 6 6 13 9 5 6 16
4 5 17 6 19 16 6 7 9 16 6
5 9 ) 13 16 10 19 5 i 10 10
6 19 7 25 17 5 10 17 17 19 19
7 8 19 9 10 19 5 19 8 5 5
8 2 25 8 20 2 17 8 2 17 17
9 17 8 2 8 17 20 2 19 2 9
10 16 2 7 9 9 9 25 25 9 20
11 6 20 17 5 1 8 6 16 8 8
12 25 6 19 2 8 3 16 6 20 2
13 20 16 4 24 25 4 20 20 1 1
14 23 1 3 25 20 15 1 4 25 25
15 21 4 15 22 3 25 4 1 3 3
16 3 14 12 3 4 2 14 3 24 4
17 12 24 21 1 24 1 24 12 4 24
18 11 21 1 4 12 18 21 21 22 15
19 14 12 24 15 18 24 12 24 18 18
20 24 3 20 18 22 12 3 14 15 22
21 4 23 11 23 15 22 23 15 12 12
22 1 15 18 12 23 21 11 11 23 23
23 22 18 14 21 14 14 15 23 14 21
24 15 11 22 11 21 11 18 18 21 14
25 18 22 23 14 11 23 22 22 11 11
Top row is "best"

Bottom row is "worst"

98¢



Table 17

Mcan Ranks

How Often How Important How Often How Important
All All
Prin- Sub- Prin- Sub-
HS EL TWU HS EL TWU cipals jects cipals jects
Conceptualization 1 2.903 3.063 2.978 3.452 3.600 3.356 3.000 2.992 3.543 3.476
Perception 2 3.613 3.571 3.511 3.677 3.680 3.356 3.588 3.560 3.679 3.563
Analysis 3 3.000 2.776 3.136 3.452 3.380 3.422 2.861 2.959 3.407 3.413
Synthesis 4 2.903 2.939 3.200 3.355 3.320 3.400 2.925 3.024 3.333 3.357
Interpersonal Interaction 5 3.800 3.694 3.689 3.677 3.780 3.756 3.734 3.718 3.741 3.746
Planning 6 3.548 3.347 3.622 3.935 3.820 3.822 3.425 3.496 3.864 3.849
Leadership 7 3.839 3.688 3.500 3.935 3.875 3.933 3.747 3.659 3.899 3.911
Reading 8 3.613 3.583 3,511 3.710 3.542 3.556 3.595 3.565 3.608 3.589
Observation 9 3.710 3.813 3.511 3.677 3.667 3.578 3.772 3.677 3.671 3.637
Listening 10 3.871 3.936 3.689 3.806 3.792 3.778 3.910 3.829 3.797 3.790
Classification 11 2.935 2.583 2.844 3.097 2.%79 2.889 2.722 2.766 3.025 2.976
Logical Relationships 12 2.968 2.792 3.044 3.258 3.167 3.178 2.861 2.927 3.203 3.194
Decision Making 13 3.935 3.896 3.578 4.000 3.958 3.822 3.911 3.790 3.975 3.919
Advocacy 14 2,933 2.878 2.767 3.067 3.041 2.907 2.899 2.852 3.051 3.000
Imagination 15 2.800 2.653 3.047 3.333 3.122 3.395 2.709 2.828 3.203 3.270
Organization 16 3.567 3.306 3.698 3.300 3.816 3.860 3.405 3.508 3.848 3.852
Wisdom 17 3.586 3.694 3.442 3.833 3.673 3.698 3.654 3.579 3.734 3.721
Idea Finding 18 2,733 2.592 2.791 3.267 3.163 3.302 2.646 2.697 3.203 3.238
Problem Solving 19 3.638 3.625 3.310 3.900 3.688 3.791 3.628 3.517 3.769 3.777
Evaluation 20 3.355 3.347 2.977 3.774 3.500 3.682 3.350 3.220 3.605 3.632
Raising Questions 21 3.000 2.796 3.000 3.097 2.980 3.068 2.875 2.919 3.025 3.040
Initiating Defining 22 2.871 2.245 2.581 3.452 3.140 3.116 2.488 2.520 3.259 3.210
Meditation 23 3.000 2.735 2.488 3.258 3.100 2.818 2.838 2.715 3.160 3.040
Persuasion 24 2.903 2.857 2.977 3.484 3.280 3.250 2.875 2.911 3.358 3.320
Memory 25 3.355 3.600 3.512 3.452 3.500 3.364 3.506 3.508 3.481 3.440

LBE



CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

On the basis of the findings reported in Chapter IV
the following conclusions are stated:

1. Principals utilize observation, listening, de-
cision making, and evaluation more frequently than students
of educational administration courses perceived their

utilization of these same thinking strategies (see Table

5).

Table 5 shows 79.7% of the principals rating observa-

tion with a 4 for frequency of use, whereas only 64.4% of

the students rated frequency of observation at 4. For

listening 91.0% of the principals rated it a 4 for

frequency of use whereas 75.6% of the students rated
listening a 4; for decision making 92.4% of the principals
rated it a 4 for frequency of use whereas only 73.3% of

the students rated decision making at 4. Finally, evalua-
% of the
tion was rated a 4 for frequency of use by 45.0% o

principals while only 37.2% of the students rated evalua-

tion at 4.
i i ercep-
2. Principals perceive conceptualization, P p

editation are more important

tion, decision making, and m

388
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than students of educational administration courses per-
ceive the importance of these same thinking strategies
(see Table 6).

Table 6 shows 61.7% of the principals rating concep-
tualization with a 4 for importance whereas 40.0% of
students of educational administration courses rated it
with a 4. For perception 71.6% of the principals rated
it a 4 for importance whereas 44.4% of the students rated
perception at 4. For decision making 97.5% of the princi-

pals rated it a 4 for importance while 84.4% of the students

rated decision making a 4. Finally, 38.8% of the princi-

pals rated meditation a 4 for importance while 38.6% of

the students rated meditation a 4.

3. Principals weigh the importance of the following
thinking strategies more heavily than they do the frequent
utilization of these same thinking strategies: concep-
tualization, analysis, synthesis, planning, idea finding,

| 23 medita-
initiating, defining, and reorganizing structure,

tion, and persuasion (see Table 3) .
Table 3 shows 62.0% of the principals gave concep-

i onl
tualization a rating of 4 for importance whereas y
g of 4 for frequency

32.9% of the principals gave @ ratin

of the principals gave analysis

of use. For analysis 48.1% '
6% of the principals

a rating of 4 for importance while 26-
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gave a rating of 4 to frequency of use. TFor synthesis
48.4% of the principals gave synthesis a rating of 4
whereas only 32.9% of the principals gave synthesis a
rating of 4 for frequency of use. For planning 86.3% of
the principals gave planning a rating of 4 for importance
while 51.3% of the principals gave planning a rating of 4
for frequency of use. For idea finding, 36.7% of the
principals rated idea finding a 4 for importance whereas
17.7% of the principals rated idea finding a 4 for
frequency of use. For initiating and defining structure,
43.8% of the principals rated importance a 4 while only

17.5% of the principals rated initiating and defining

structure a 4 for frequency of use. For meditation 38.8%

of the principals rated meditation a 4 whereas only 26.3%

of the principals rated meditation a 4 for fregquency of
use. Finally, 50.0% of the principals rated persuasion a

4 for importance while 26.3% of the principals rated

persuasion a 4 for frequency of use.
4. University students weigh the importance of the

m i they do
following thinking strategies more heavily than v

i i trategies:
the frequent utilization of these same thinking s g

leadership,

and evaluation (see

i logical relation-
conceptualization, synthesis.

ships, idea finding, problem solving,

Table 4).
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Table 4 shows that 40.0% of university students of

educational administration courses rated conceptualization
a 4 for importance whereas only 35.6% of the students
rated conceptualization a 4 for frequency of use. For
leadership 93.2% of the students rated leadership a 4 for
importance while 68.6% rated leadership a 4 for frequency
os use. For logical relationships 42.2% of the gudents
rated logical relationships a 4 for importance whereas

only 40.2% of the students rated logical relationships a

4 for frequency of use. For idea finding, 51.2% of the

students rated idea finding a 4 for importance while only

20.9% of the students rated frequency of use a 4. For

problem solving 81.0% of the principals gave problem

solving a 4 for importance whereas only 57.1% of the stu-

dents gave problem solving a 4 for frequency of use.

Finally, 72.1% of the students rated evaluation a 4 for

importance while only 37.2% of the students gave evalua-

tion a rating of 4 for frequency of use.

isi i i impor-
5. Principals believe decision making 1s more p

i i dents
tant than it is believed to be by university stu

(see Table 6). |
incipals reported that decision making

6. Female pr |
portant thinking strategiles

and organization are the most im

(see Table 11).
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7. Female principals reported that interpersonal
interaction and listening are the most frequently utilized
strategies (see Table 11).

8. Exercise has no significant effect on the re-
ported perceptions of importance or frequency of utiliza-
tion of thinking strategies by principals or students of
graduate educational administration courses; however, the

following distinctions were revealed:

a. Principals who exercise seldom perceive them-
selves to utilize decision making more frequently than

principals who exercise regularly (see Table 12).

b. Principals who exercise seldom reported

utilization of evaluation more frequently than principals

who exercise moderately (see Table 12).

c. Students who exercise regularly report higher

ratings for frequency of both leadership and imagination
than the ratings of leadership and imagination by graduate

students who exercise moderately (see Table 13).

d. Students who exercise regularly believe

. is
organization should be utilized more frequently than

. 13).
believed by students who exercise seldom (see Table )

does not significantly affect

9. Years of service
ception of importanc
(see Table 14) .

e or frequency of
the principal's per

utilization of thinking strategies
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10. Principals and university students in educational
administrative courses concur that classification, raising
questions, and meditation are the least important thinking
strategies (see Tables 16 and 17).

1l. Principals and university students of educational
administrative courses concur that idea finding and ini-
tiating, defining, and reorganizing structure are the
least utilized thinking strategies (see Tables 16 and 17).

12. Decision making, listening, and interpersonal
interaction are the most frequently utilized thinking

strategies, according to responses by all participants

(see Tables 16 and 17).
13. Decision making, leadership, planning, and

organization are the most important thinking strategies,

according to responses by all participants (see Tables

16 and 17).

In summary, the investigator believes school administra-
tors relegate themselves to the role of reacting instead
For example, school administrators

s of students, parents,

of taking initiative.

react to concerns and problem

i 4 g embers.
supervisors, communities, and board m

e study and quest for

This investigator believes th
i i d in this
mastery of the 25 thinking strategiles delineate

te the school administrator's being

study will facilita
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more effective and successful. Faily concurs when he states
"The era of planning into which we are now entering will
demand far greater capacities to conceive, conceptualize,
negotiate, and compromise on the part of the administra-
tion" (Faily, 1980, p. 29). 1In this dissertation study,

the principals tended to respond more conservatively than
the graduate students. The years of experience as ad-

ministrators probably influenced principals to be more

cautious.

Recommendations

Because decision making, leadership, planning,

listening, organization, and interpersonal interaction were

declared paramount to effective school administration by

the respondents in this study, in-service developers and

lan accordingly. For example,

university educators should p

principals and students of educational administration

courses should be exposed to Force Field Analysis, the

Delphi Model (Peake, 1982), interpersonal skills discussed

Guilford's (1977) "Structure

ed book, The Thinking

and other relevant

by Aspy and Roebuck (1977).

of Intellect," McFarland's propos

Administrator (Reference Note 1),
there shou

14 be a concerted

ideas about thinking. Also.
h to ascertain effective

effort in educational researc

1 facilitate the mastery of critical

methodologies that wil
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thinking strategies already identified. The underlying
theme in in-service training and educational administra-
tion courses should be to enhance one's thinking abilities
and to provide critical thinking processes as models.
Guilford's comment lends credibility to. this theme when

he states "it should not be doubted for a moment that

intellectual powers of those living today can be expanded

e o " (p. D).

Recommendations for Further Research

A pilot study of thirty principals throughout the

state of Texas suggested ratings of the thinking strategies

would be high (see Appendix C). Also, the investigator

believes the lack of knowledge relative to thinking stra-

tegies has a positive correlation with lower ratings. It

would be interesting to ascertain if an experimental group

receiving training in the utilization of the 25 thinking

strategies (a three-hour university course) rated thinking

strategies significantly lower or higher than a control

group on these same thinking strategies.



APPENDIX A

SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS' THINKING STRATEGY SURVEY



SURVEY OF THINKING STRATEGIES

Twenty-five thinking strategies in school administra-
tion have been identified. Please rate each of the twenty-
five thinking strategies on each of the two scales below.

Each of the 25 thinking strategies has .been defined on
the basis of the school principal's thinking about school
administration.

On the left side of each definition, please rate your
perception of the importance of the particular thinking
strategy in the principal's leadership responsibilities.

Please rate the strategy according to one of the following

scores: s
9 L 2 3 VERY
NOT MINIMALLY MODERATELY
IMPORTANT IMPORTANT IMPORTANT IMPORTANT IMPORTANT

On the right side of each definition, please rate the

frequency with which you use the particular thinking

strategy, using the following scale:

4
° ' EVI%RY EVI~3:RY EVERY
A FEW TIMES ik DAY

NEVER A YEAR MONTH

e two scales in clear view as you

You should have thes

respond to this survey.
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HOW

IMPORTANT
0-4

lo

20

3.

4.

5.

6.

SURVEY OF THINKING STRATEGIES

CONCEPTUALIZATION is the develop-
ment of clear images of ideas,
plans, attributes, systems of
organization, or forecasts of
potential products.

PERCEPTION is discernment,
detection, awareness, identifica-
tion, or realization through the
basic senses. It is the alert
consciousness of reality and of
connections.

ANALYSIS is the outlining, charting,
or diagnosing of complex phenomena,
dividing them into their basic ele-

ments, and probing the inter-re-
lationships of the elements.

SYNTHESIS is the planned combination

of elements and parts so as to pro-
integrated product.

duce a coherent,

INTERPERSONAL INTERACTION is the

dynamic relationship of two or more
people, including the influence of

each person on each of the others.

PLANNING is the systematic develop-

ment of an organization or arrange-
ion or achievement.

ment for product chiev s
It is the design and definition ©
It is effective

ionsnips. i
relatio p r thinking and learning.

preparation fo
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10.

11.

12.

13.

LEADERSHIP is the process of
organizing a group of people
to work together effectively
to produce desired results
and achievement.

READING is apprehending and under-
standing the meaning of written,
published, or printed information.
It is the gaining of knowledge and
comprehension from written or
printed words.

OBSERVATION is gaining knowledge
and information from watching
people, action, and phenomena.

LISTENING is the active reception
of ideas and information from the

oral language of others.

CLASSIFICATION is the organization
of information into discrete sets,
groups, or classes according to

definite criteria.

LOGICAL RELATIONSHIPS are connec-
tions and implications between or

among ideas, processes, personngl,
or phenomena derived on the basis
deliberative

of systematic,
reasoning, following fundamental

rules of logic.

G is the settling or

of what is to be
of a conflict,

or determina-
Decision
sion or

DECISION MAKIN
determination

done, the resolution
agreement on action,

tion to make a stand.
making brings a conclu
settlement of a matter-.

399

HOW
OFTEN

0-4



IMPORTANT

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19,

HOwW

0-4

ADVOCACY is the Support or sustain-
lng of a person or Process.
Literally advocacy means "called
toward", taking the side of a
pPerson or a cause.

IMAGINATION is the projection of
new and creative ideas for action,
the innovative design of an original
Plan for action.

ORGANIZATION is the systematic
planning for the utilization of
personnel, resources, and
brocesses for the fulfillment of

obiectives.

WISDOM is the intelligent applica-
tion of learning, the ability to
discern essential relationships,
the capacity to judge correctly
concerning action and choices among

alternatives.

IDEA FINDING is the search for and
discovery of ideas which might pe
relevant to research or to solving
a problem. An idea is a concept,
a proposed invention,'or a pro-
jected thought that might be_re~
lated to a solution, a.dec131on,
or a means towards achievement.

i ss of
PROBLEM SOLVING is the proce ot
resolving difficulty or're;onc1%
ing conflict through thinking o

t, or
ways to overcome{ avert, )
coirect the difficulty or conflict.
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20.

21.

22.

23,

24,

25,

EVALUATION is the process of
making perceptive comparisons

as foundations for decisions,
choices or judgments. It
involves objective, concise,
realistic, clear analysis of

the subject and all its implica-
tions and ramifications.

RAISING QUESTIONS is introducing
ideas or problems or gquestions
as a basis for investigation,
research, or inquiry, reflecting
inferences that lead to analysis
as a basis for discovery or
problem solving.

INITIATING, DEFINING, AND RE-
ORGANIZING STRUCTURE is taking
the initiative to conceptualize
what an organization or program
can become and building or re-
vising a structure and clarifying
its meaning and purpose to make
it effective.

MEDITATION is close, concentrated,
continuous reflective focus on

a question. Meditation requl;est
profound attention to the subjec
or area being studied.

PERSUASION is the process of ggf—
vincing others to make a commlof
ment to a program or & course

action.

MEMORY is the storage and rezen—
tion of selected facts. idea g
processes, and perceptlo?i,fiom
their retrieval and reca R
mental storage when negdi'n

the administrator's thinking.

401

HOW
OFTEN

0-4



APPENDIX B
DEMOGRAPHIC DATA SHEET



II.

III.

Iv.

VI.

DEMOGRAPHIC DATA SHEET

Your Sex
Male
Female

Your Age
20-30 years

30-40 years
40-50 years
50-60 years
Over 60

High School Principal

High School Assistant

Middle School Principal

Middle School Assistant
Elementary School Principal
Elementary School Assistant
Texas Woman's University Student

Years of Administrative Service
1-10 years
10-20 years
20-30 years
Over 30

Degree

Masters
Masters Administrator Certificate

Doctorate in Administration
Doctorate in other than Administration

Physical Exercise
Hever
Seldom
Moderately
Reqularly
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.

W 00 -3 O U & W D -
. .

—
o
.

11.
12.
13.
14,
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24,
25,

STUDENTS

How Important How Often
o 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
Conceptualization 4 22 1 2 15
Perception 3 24 21
Analysis 1 5 20 2 3 12
Synthesis 6 20 2 11 13
Interpersonal 4 22 5 22
Planning 2 25 1 6 19
Leadership 5 22 2 16
Reading 6 21 1 5 21
Observation 10 17 14 18
Listening 2 20 1 2 24
Classification 6 8 13 1 516 6
Logical Relationships 9 16 313 11
Decision Making 3 23 1 6 20
Advocacy 7 19 114 11
5
Imagination 3 8 17 210 ;0
1
Organization 3 20 2
Wisdom 5 22 2 . iz
Idea Finding 2 10 14 S s a1
Problem Solving 2 23 3 8 16
Evaluation 7 21
2 13 13 1 215 14
Raising Questions
_ 12 16 1 3 14 9
Initiating Defining 5> 5 13 8
Meditat i 3 13 12
itation 20 g 5 4 17
Persuasion 2 19 3 6 18
Memory
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W O 3 U B W N
o e .

—
o
.

11.
12.
13.
14,
15.
16.
17.
18.
19,
20.
21.
22.
23,
24,
25.

ADMINISTRATORS

Conceptualization
Perception
Analysis

Synthesis
Interpersonal
Planning
Leadership
Reading
Observation
Listening
Classification
Logical Relationships
Decision Making
Advocacy
Imagination
Organization
Wisdom

Idea Finding
Problem Solving
Evaluation
Raising Questions
Initiating Defining
Meditation
Persuasion

Memory

406

How Tmportant How Often
o 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
1 12 1 3 -9
17 19
2 10 9 2
14 2 10
20 21
18 3 1 1 16
1 20 2 1 17
2 19 5 16
2 19 11 13
120 1 1 18
1 4 9 6 5 11 3
13 1 3 8
21 2 20
1 a4 11 4 10
1 112 7 8 4 6
1 20 2 16
20 6 19
, 6 13 2 7 3 11
21 4 18
5 19 1 8 12
1 g 12 2 3 7 14
1 6 14 5 27 °
1 2 6 12 47 46
4 17 2 3 5 11
, 4 15 1 5 15
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Guide for Interpreting

Tables

The following tables are provided to facilitate

clarity. Each table is composed of three elements, rows,

columns and cells. Rows have data aligned horozontally.

Columns have data aligned vertically.
bottom are comprised of the following
of subjects, 2) number of subjects in
of subjects in that column, 4) number
sample. The three sample tables were

tables utilized in the study.

408

Cells from top to
four items: 1) number
that row, 3) number
of subjects in total

extracted from actual
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Table 3.2
Perception
HI2
. Row
Ratings-» 1 2 3 4 Total
Y
HO2 1 0 2 0 3 VNo.
33.3 0.0 66.7 0.0 3.8 &
1 100.0 0.0 9.5 0.0
1.3 0.0 2.5 0.0
.0 1 3 0 4 No.
0.0 25.0 75.0 0.0 5.0 %
2 0.0 100.0 14.3 0.0
0.0 1.3 3.8 0.0
0 0 10 16 No.
0.0 0.0 37.5 62.5 | 20.0 %
3 0.0 0.0 28.6 17.5
0.0 0.0 7.5 12.5
0 0 10 47 57 No.
0.0 0.0 17.5 82.5 [ 71.3 %
4 0.0 0.0 47.6 82.5
0.0 0.0 12.5 58.8
|
Column 1 1 21 57 80 No.
Total 1.3 1.3 26.3 71.3 100 %

HI2 = How Important, thinking strategy 2.
HO2 = How Often, thinking strategy 2.

Example; Row 2 Column 3.
I Three principals rated How Often a_2 an \ o
IT Seventy-five percent of the pr1n01pals rating

d How Important a
w Often

a 2 rated How Important a 3. C . .
ITI Fourteen point three percent of the principals rating
How Important a 3 rated How Often a 2. s rated How

IV Three point eight percent of all principa

Important a 3 and How Often a 2.
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Table 5.1

Conceptualization

Railngs 1 2 Row Total
HOLl
6 3 9 No
66.7 33.3 7.3 %
1 7.6 6.7
4.8 2.4
14 11 25 No.
56.0 44.0 20.2 %
2 17.7 24 .4
11.3 8.9
33 15 48 No.
68.8 31.3 38.7 %
3 41.8 33.3
26.6 12.1
26 16 42 No.
61.9 38.1 33.9 %
4 32.9 35.6
21.0 12.9
Column 79 45 128 L
Total 63.7 36.3 100 5
HOl = How Often--number one thinking strategy-
Example (cell one for Principals) w Often a rating

I Six is the number of principals giving HO

of 1,

II Sixty-six point seven is the
How Often a rating of one. .
III Seven point six percent of the princil
strategy one a rating of one. o
IV Four point eight percent of the princip
combined (sample) rated thinking strategy
one.

percent of principals giving

pals gave thinking;

als and students
one a score of
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Table 9.1

Conceptualization

HI1
. Row
Ratings -> 1 2 3 4 Total
Group 0 4 9 18 31 No.
0.0 12.9 29.0 58.1 24.6 %
High School 0.0 66.7 17.6 - 26.5
0.0 3.2 7.1 14.3
0 2 16 32 50 No.
0.0 4.0 32.0 64.0 39.7 %
Elementary 0.0 33.3 31.4 47.1
0.0 1.6 12.7 25.4
1 0 26 18 45 No.
2.2 0.0 57.8 40.0 35.7 %
T.W.U. 100.0 0.0 51.0 26.5
0.8 0.0 20.6 14.3
Column 1 6 51 68 126 No.
Total 0.8 4.8 40.5 54.0 100 %
HI1 = How Important; thinking strategy 1.

HOl = How Often; thinking strategy 1.

Example; High School cell 3. s

I Nine high school principals rated thlnklng.StFatigyritZd3’
II Twenty-nine percent of the high school principba

thinking strategy one a 2. s :
III Seventeen point six percent of the participants rating
thinking strategy 1 a 3 were p
IV Seven point one percent of all t
rated thinking strategy 1 a 3.

rincipals.
gree groups (sample)
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dalics independént school district

Robert T Hill Midaie Schoot Linus Wright
General Superintendent

February 1, 1983

Dear Colleague:

I need your help. Enclosed you.will find a
survey instriment that will be used in my Q1§ser—
tation. I have identified twenty-five gdmlnlstra-
tive thinking strategies. I am requesting that .
you rate each "thinking strategy" as to its impor-
tance and frequency of use.

Your cooperation and prompt response are im-
mensely appreciated.

Sincerely,

: N

Dissertation/Theses signature page is here.

To protect individuals we have covered their signatures.



dalias lndependent school district

Linus Wright
General Superintendent

January 3, 1983

George Woodrow, Jr.
Assistant Principal

Robert T. Hill Middle School
505 Easton Road

pDallas, Texas 75218

Dear Mr. Woodrow:

I am pleased to inform you that the Research Camnittee of 1;he Dallas
Independent School pistrict has approved your px_‘oposa; ept;.tled cenios”
"Importance and Frequency of Use of Administrative Thinking Strategies”.
I will coordinate your study.

Best of luck in this endeavor.

Sincerely,

Dissertation/Theses signature page is here.

To protect individuals we have covered their signatures.
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REFERENCE NOTES

McFarland, John W. The Thinking Educational Adminis-—

trator. Unpublished manuscript, 1983.

McFarland, John W. Thinking Strategies That Enhance
the Effectiveness of the School Principal. Paper

presented at meeting of Dallas school principals,
Dallas, Texas, 22 July 1981.
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