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Explaining the Discrepancy between Teacher and Principal 

Perception of Principal Leadership Behavior. 

 

Dina H. Noueiri 

 

Abstract 

 

 

 
The purpose of this study was to determine if there was discrepancy between teacher and 

principal perception on principal‟s leadership behavior and specifically, which factors 

contribute to these differences; this was done using a principal leadership behavior 

perception questionnaire adopted from G. Houseman. Perception is defined given 4 

subdomains: Adaptability, communication, creating culture, and consideration. The 

sample of this study was recruited from 9 private schools in the Greater Beirut area and 

the suburbs, from two different grade levels, preschool and elementary. Group 

differences were explored by individual sub-domains, and by all domains combined 

across school. While group differences were identified in three out of four domains, 

namely adaptability, creating culture and communication, creating culture resulted in the 

most significant group differences. This study provides the groundwork on which future 

research can be conducted to deepen the understanding of how teachers perceive their 

principals and the reasons that lead to it especially in the domain of creating culture. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

Chapter one presents the overview of the study. The areas addressed in the 

chapter are the conceptual framework, statement of the research problem, purpose of the 

study, research questions, methodology of the study,  the significance of the study and 

definition of key terms.   

1.1  An Overview 

Leadership is variously treated as a form of perceived leader behavior (Hunt, & 

Peterson, 1997). This study will reveal the differences in perceptions between teachers 

and their principals on the principal‟s leadership behaviors. Teachers at different career 

stages look for satisfaction through different aspects of their job. The added stress of the 

job can be impacted by the principal‟s attitude, behavior, and leadership style (Hill, 

2013); the quality of the relationship between principals and teachers and how teachers 

perceive their principals affects the teacher‟s performance and leadership effectiveness 

(Chen, & Tjosvold, 2005). Leadership moves people toward specified goals and leaders 

come in all shapes and sizes. The leadership dynamic of human interaction is one of the 

most studied and least understood phenomena (Moorhouse, 2002). 

Leadership therefore, plays a big role in the field of education, especially as it 

pertains to teacher-principal interactions and relations. Education can be considered a 

„people business‟ since its role is charged with working with people from different 

socio-economic and educational backgrounds in order to provide and deliver a 

successful learning environment for children as well as teachers, staff, students, parents, 
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communities, and governmental agencies (Houseman, 2007). The ability of schools to 

create and maintain standards of academic excellence and to foster student achievement 

is largely determined by the performance of the teachers they employ. In order to get to 

the top, in terms of school effectiveness, administrators need to possess a clear 

understanding of what attracts skilled teachers to their schools and what can motivate 

these teachers to continue teaching in their schools year after year because teachers are 

the ones who educate students and accomplish school goals. Moreover, school 

administrators and teachers are held accountable for students‟ academic progress, 

consequently linked to funding sources, through high stakes testing, school accreditation 

(Houseman, 2007), ministry legislations and decrees, and national exams. 

According to Deal and Peterson (1999), teachers are a central resource in schools. 

Teachers meet school goals, which are the basis for developing organizational 

performance and effectiveness. Moreover, teachers‟ perception of their principals‟ 

behaviors and practices determine how principals‟ leadership can improve teacher job 

satisfaction and retention (Denton, 2009). Schools are complex organizations, where 

school administrators, such as principals also have to maintain, develop, and improve 

teaching and learning (Hoy, Gage, & Tarter, 2006).  Hence, leadership is an important 

factor in determining organizational performance and effectiveness.  

Smith and Greene (1990) found that in effective schools the complexity of the 

principal‟s role is increasing; thus, the demand for a multitude of behaviors needed to 

be an effective school administrator has intensified. Although Gordon, Stockard, and 

Williford (1992) found a lack of similarity between principals‟ and teachers‟ 

perceptions of leadership, they observed that how the principal prioritizes these 
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behaviors and tasks is essential to the effective operation of the school. They further 

observed that how teachers perceive the importance of these behaviors can become a 

significant factor in building a positive and productive school environment.  

Thus, as the role of the educational administration is becoming more complex, with 

critical decisions to be made including measuring overall school progress, teacher and 

principal roles are often affected. Principals must be able to assess, evaluate and, if 

necessary, regulate their leadership behaviors with particular attention to the needs and 

empowerment of people with whom they work.  

1.2   Statement of the Problem 

Based on personal experience as a teacher and trainer in both public and private 

schools, teachers always complain about the attitude of their principals. Moreover, 

the role and the personal characteristics of the school leaders are often elusive and 

not understood by teachers (Shum & Cheng, 1997). According to Houseman (2007) 

principals and teachers perceive the behavior of the principal in different ways which 

lead to conflicting views and variance in understanding the principal‟s behaviors and 

intentions. Shum and Cheng (1997) assert that the way teachers perceive the 

relationship they have with the principal influences the effectiveness of the 

principal‟s leadership and vice versa. This relation affects teachers‟ self-concepts 

and job classification. Consequently, when applying practices or behaviors that 

enhance positive relationships in schools, the relationship between the teacher and 

the principal affects the way the teacher recognizes his or her role in the association, 

and that recognition helps to manipulate the failures and the successes of the school. 

This deems further exploration of the principal-teacher relationship, necessary. 
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1.3   Purpose of the Study 

Leadership, as stated above, is a universal phenomenon found among people of 

all cultures including the Phoenicians who were thought to have settled in Lebanon, 

and who invented the prototype for all the alphabets of the world in 1200 BC giving 

Lebanon a role in disseminating literacy across the world. In fact, Khatib (2009) 

states, throughout the countries of the region, Lebanon holds the highest literacy 

rates at 85%, employing 36,000 teachers in the public sector alone and pouring a 

generous budget on education, only second to the defense budget “of LP 900 billion 

($600 million) or 13% of its total budget on education” (Khatib, 2009).  

Irrespective of the above-mentioned facts and figures that reflect a shiny image 

of the educational system in Lebanon, educational leadership practices face a myriad 

of problems. Both public and private schools function within and against major 

internal conflicts, including but not limited to policy issues, delegating authority, 

pursuing goals aligned with the Ministry of Education, processing the school work 

and plan, acknowledging the place of power in organizational relationships, and 

finally the political situation of the country. However, the major difference between 

public and private schools in Lebanon is that they operate with “ a site-based 

management structure, with the government‟s Ministry of Education having only 

nominal authority over the schools” (Nabhani, Nicolas & Bahous, 2013, p.228) 

In the middle of the challenging era, given all the difficulties that the Lebanese 

educational institutions face nowadays, it is important to understand how teachers 

perceive their leaders and vice versa. According to Leithwood, Sammons, Harris, 

Day, and Hopkins (2006), these perceptions affect the goals needed to achieve in 
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schools and importantly, the nature of the teacher-leader relationship. After all, the 

leader is the connection between the ministry mandates and their implementation at 

school (Hersey, Blanchard & Johnson, 2001). Perceptions are different from 

concrete observations of behaviors. They can provide valuable information about 

how leaders communicate goals and manage the curriculum (Leithwood et al., 

2006). 

However, Leithwood et al. (2006) assert that followers base their perceptions on 

whatever evidence they have in their specific experience. Followers form opinions of 

their leaders based on school conditions that are generally open to the influence of 

the leader, such as vision, culture, and decision-making processes that are 

implemented and monitored by the leader (Leithwood et al., 2006). Moreover, 

according to Denton (2009), “principals can increase teachers‟ job satisfaction and 

retention rates by encouraging positive and respectful relationships among teachers 

and their students and among the faculty, staff, and administration. Therefore, the 

principal-teacher relationship plays an important role in the development of the 

educational institution (Houseman, 2007). Bjork (1993) found that it is the ability of 

the leader that makes the greatest impact upon the success of the school system as a 

functional learning community.  Moreover, the fundamental aspect pertaining to the 

dynamics of the school is the interactive leadership behaviors of the principal and 

teachers‟ values, as well as the perceptions of these behaviors and values (Bjork, 

2009). Thus, it is paramount to examine factors that influence the principal-teacher 

relationship.  The current study aims at identifying existing discrepancies in 

principal and teacher perception of leadership behaviors in Lebanese private schools 
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in greater Beirut and in identifying the factors that lead to these differences if they 

exist.  

1.4   Research Questions 

This study aims to examine the existence of difference in teacher and principal 

perceptions of principal‟s leadership behaviors. The difference in perception is based 

on the nature of the relationship between the teacher and the principal and the way 

and the level of interactions between them. These interactions set the stage for 

professional and personal relationships between teachers and principals.  

Principal leadership behaviors as explained later in this chapter is translated into 

responsibilities and these responsibilities are categorized into four domains: 

Consideration, creating culture, communication, and adaptability (Houseman, 2007). 

Each domain is composed of five behaviors and will be used in the survey to explore 

the discrepancy between teacher perception and principal perception of principal‟s 

behavior. 

The current research addresses the following questions:  

Is there a discrepancy between teacher perception of principal behavior and 

principal perception of their behaviors? If yes, in which areas of principal‟s 

behavior? 

1.5   Significance of the Study 

Exploring the teachers‟ perceptions of their principals‟ leadership behaviors 

provides principals with reliable tools that help in creating a school climate that is 

conducive to improving student achievement. Moreover, the findings of this study 

will help in increasing principals‟ awareness about what leadership behaviors and 
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practices can do to enhance job satisfaction, and hence sustain the retention rate of 

their highly qualified and effective teachers (Leech & Fulton, 2002). 

Considering that administration must work closely and strategically in leading 

teachers, it is pertinent to explore studies regarding the development of teacher 

perceptions of leadership practices and behaviors as well as reviewing the existing 

perceptions of teachers. In Lebanon there is no such research that deals with 

teachers‟ perception of leadership behaviors which makes it more important to delve 

into and explore the differences in perception and in which particular behaviors.  

1.6   Definition of Keywords 

Most of the research doesn‟t agree on a set of specific attributes of leadership 

behavior (Devos, 2009). A variety of leadership theories define the job of leaders 

(Crankshaw, 2011) however, most recognized theories in this field do not indicate 

the existence of a particular theory in research to adopt (Hallinger, 2003).The terms 

leadership behavior and leadership responsibilities are well-defined in table 3 later 

in chapter III. 

The terms leadership, perception, consideration, creating culture, 

communication, and adaptability will be defined as follows: 

 Leadership “the behavior of an individual when directing the activities of a 

group toward goal attainment” (Hersey & Blanchard, 1993, p. 101). 

  Perception is “The ability to see, hear, or become aware of something 

through the senses” and it‟s” The way in which something is regarded, 

understood, or interpreted” (Oxford Dictionaries, 2015). In other words, 
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perception is the interpretation or impression based on one‟s understanding 

of something.  

 Consideration, “is about leadership behaviors related to personal and 

professional relationships based on awareness of needs and demonstrated 

care and support” (Houseman, 2007, p. 7). 

 Creating Culture, “is about leadership behaviors related to creating a school 

culture based on personal beliefs about education; serving as an advocate for 

the school, children, and teachers; recognizing and rewarding children, 

teachers, and staff for their works; and effectively dealing with failures” 

(Houseman, 2007, p. 7). 

 Communication, “is about leadership behaviors related to creating and 

communicating a clear vision and goals for the school; communicating 

effectively with teachers formally, in written and oral language; and 

informally, through modeling appropriate behavior” (Houseman, 2007, p. 7). 

 Adaptability, “which contains leadership behaviors related to the ability to 

adapt behaviors to situations and how well the principal copes with and 

manages change” (Houseman, 2007, p. 7). 

Details about the operationalization of the above-adopted definitions will be 

justified in chapter II. The following chapter will review the literature followed by 

the methodology. Results and analysis will be presented and will conclude with a 

discussion about the results.  
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CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

The current study aims at exploring the discrepancy between principal and 

teacher perception on principal leadership behavior. This chapter presents a review 

of literature that highlights factors contributing to differences in teacher and 

principal perceptions of principal leader behavior and attributes.   

According to Neal (2010), various forces have influenced the development of 

the principal‟s role. In order to understand the current views of principal-leader 

behavior, it is essential to understand the meaning of leadership from different 

viewpoints, the historical developmental stages of leadership, the nature of 

principal/teacher relationship, and the current challenges facing management and 

leadership practices. 

2.1.  Overview of Leadership Theories 

All ancient cultures, such as the Egyptian, Chinese, and Greek, included the 

concept of leadership as well as the qualities of a good leader in all their work and 

mythology (Stogdill & Bass, 1981). Leadership is embedded in every aspect of our 

lives in the family, business, workplace, and education (Stogdill & Bass, 1981). 

The following section will review the historical development of leadership 

theories – the reviewed theories present the conceptual framework within which 

leadership is understood and developed in the present study. Existing theories on 

„leadership‟ explain the behavior of the leaders, provide information on how they 
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might think and how this effects the “development of the teacher-leader perception” 

regarding the leader behaviors (Leithwood & Jantzi, 1997). The section below 

provides an overview of the development of leadership theories as they developed 

chronologically starting from the “scientific management and the human relations 

movement” till the “transformational and transactional theory”.   

2.1.1 Scientific Management and the Human Relations Movement 

Frederick Winslow Taylor, one of the earliest and “most widely read theorists 

on organizational administration” (Houseman, 2007, p.14) initiated the Scientific 

Management movement. Taylor (1911, as cited in Houseman, 2007) developed a 

“technical approach to leadership” (p. 14) that was later acknowledged as scientific 

management, a task-oriented management; the role of the leader is to concentrate on 

the requirements of the institution as well as the needs of the employees. This 

approach explains that in order to raise the productivity of workers, leaders should 

improve the techniques and methods they use (Houseman, 2007). Taylors‟ scientific 

management movement was criticized as “treating people like machines to complete 

organization‟s goals” (Houseman, 2007, p. 2). It was a one-way relationship 

between leader and supporters. There was little regard to people‟s thinking, 

emotion, and desires.  Steadily, between 1920 and1930, Taylor‟s scientific 

management approach was challenged with a human relations movement, a people-

oriented management. Eventually, “the human relation movement replaced 

scientific management as did the leading theory of organizational administration” 

(Houseman, 2007, p.2). Thus, and in relation to this opposing movement, the main 

role of the leader was to “facilitate cooperative goal attainment among followers 
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while providing for their personal growth and development” (Hersey & Blanchard, 

1993, p. 97).  

2.1.2 Overview of Classical Role Theory 

Unlike other theories, role theory did not begin with the influential 

contributions of a single author. Instead, role theory arose coincidentally in several 

social sciences. Scholars from sociology, psychology, and anthropology have 

contributed to the development of role theory and used the theory in their research 

endeavors.  

Three chronological stages can be discriminated in the development of role 

theory. 

The first stage was a “precursive stage” (Biddle, 1979, p. 10), which included 

some early scholars‟ preliminary work and marked the starting point of the 

evolution of the role theory at the end of the 19th century and the beginning of the 

20th century. 

In the second stage, starting in the 1930s, role concepts were formalized, 

elaborated, and applied to the discussion of a variety of social events. During the 

1930s and later, early role concepts were joined to newly developed role terms, 

which resulted in a quasi-technical language of role. To this language many 

behavioral scientists made contributions, with the works of Mead (1934), Moreno 

(1934), and Linton (1936) being particularly influential. 

The third stage in the history of role theory commenced in the 1950s. This stage 

has been shown to refer to role concepts in various academic disciplines also used 

by today‟s researchers. Practical problems ruled most of the research conducted in 
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this stage rather than basic propositions in role theory (Biddle, 1979; 1986; Biddle 

& Thomas, 1966b; Dahrendorf, 2006; Haug, 1994; Shaw & Costanzo, 1982). 

At its core, role theory is about human behavior. The behavior of individuals is 

examined in terms of how it is shaped by the demands and rules of others, by their 

sanctions, and by individuals‟ own understanding and conception of what their 

behavior should be (Biddle & Thomas, 1966b, p. 4). Put differently, role theory 

differentiates individuals‟ behavior and the phenomenal processes that presumably 

lie behind it (Biddle, 1979, p. 12).  

The central concern of role theory is the study of roles (Biddle, 1979, p. 55). A 

role “is a set of…behaviors pertaining to a particular task or social function” 

(Collins, 1982, p. 109). However, while a job is the component of an individual‟s 

work experience that is relatively fixed, formal, and derived from the structural 

properties of an organization, a role is the more emergent, dynamic, and socially 

defined component of the same work experience (Perrone, Zaheer, & McEvily, 

2003, p. 424). 

 A role, in fact, contains “emergent task elements plus those elements of the job 

that are communicated to the job incumbent through the social system and 

maintained in that system” (Ilgen & Hollenbeck, 1991, p. 174). Having 

differentiated a role from a job, it is equally important to relate these two terms to 

various concepts, which are necessary to understand and describe role processes in 

organizations. 

The first of these concepts is „office,‟ which refers to an individual‟s “unique 

point in organizational space” (Kahn et al., 1964, p. 13). Here, organizational space 

is defined in terms of a structure of interrelated offices and the pattern of activities 
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associated with them. Others‟ offices, which are particularly important for the 

individual‟s office, include superiors, subordinates, and members of the individual‟s 

own organizational unit with whom he or she must work closely together. All of 

them have a potential interest in influencing the individual‟s behavior on the job 

(Kahnet al., 1964, p. 13-14). 

Another concept of high importance for role theory is the concept of role 

expectations. They can be regarded as the “bridge between social structure and role 

behavior” (Sarbin & Allen, 1968, p. 497). Since most members of an individual‟s 

role set have a stake in the behavior and performance of the individual, they develop 

motivations, beliefs, and attitudes about what the individual should or should not do 

as part of his or her role. These prescriptions and proscriptions held by the members 

of a role set are designated as role expectations. They are evaluative standards, 

which define behavioral requirements or limits ascribed to the role (Katz & Kahn, 

1966, p. 182). These expectations are not restricted to job descriptions and 

instructions by superiors, although superiors and designers of organizational 

structures and systems are likely to be influential members of the individual‟s role 

set (Kahn et al., 1964, p. 14; Rizzo et al., 1970, p. 155). In general, role expectations 

may vary in their degree of scope, specificity, formality, and what is of particular 

relevance for the following review of role theory, clarity as well as consistency 

(Sarbin & Allen, 1968, pp. 499-500). 

2.1.3 Trait Approach of Leadership 

 Much research about leaders, until the 1940s, focused on individual 

leadership traits. The Trait Approach theory states that a leader is born with certain 
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specific traits, which comprises capacity, achievement, responsibility, self-

confidence, vigor and pursuit of goals (Snowden & Gorton, 2002). The great-man 

theory influenced the trait approach theory and it was used to explain the 

development of visionary and successful leaders. While both the trait theory and 

great-man theory believed that successful leaders had common leadership traits, trait 

theory believed that people develop leadership ability through experience (Bass, 

1990).According to Hackman and Johnson (2000) the three most evident traits of 

leadership are the interpersonal factors, cognitive factors, and administrative factors. 

As for Taylor (1994), the trait theory of leadership focused on similar traits such as 

intelligence, personality, social background, physical appearance, and ability, which 

also contain items such as integrity, consistency, emotional stability, sensitivity, 

self-confidence, conflict management skills, and communication skills. In 1948, 

Ralph Stogdill published a review of 163 studies on leadership that focused on 

discovering the common traits of leadership (Bass, 1990). Stogdill‟s studies 

evaluated the personality, intellectual, physical, and social traits possessed by 

leaders. Stogdill‟s review caused a shift in thinking, encouraging social scientists to 

look beyond traits in an attempt to understand leadership. For instance, Keith 

Rowland (2008) states that intelligent leaders are more capable to solve problems, 

take decisions, think critically, and are creative. Hence, the cognitive factors are 

also related to leadership. On the other hand, the administrative factors help leaders 

organize and plan as well as perform most of the tasks required from the followers.  

According to Bass (1990), although researchers believe that successful leaders 

have common leadership traits, they do not believe that people were born with 

leadership abilities, but developed it through experience (Bass, 1990). “There was a 
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preponderance of evidence from a wide variety of studies…that indicated that 

patterns of leadership traits differed with the situation” (Bass, 1990, p. 73). 

2.1.4 Leader Behavior Theory 

With trait theory setting the foundational works on leadership, more recent 

works have focused on the leader behavior rather than leader traits. Behavior is the 

key difference among leaders (Crankshaw, 2011). As mentioned earlier, Hersey and 

Blanchard (1993), defined leadership as “the behavior of an individual when 

directing the activities of a group toward goal attainment” (p. 101), classifying the 

leader‟s behavior into two types: “(a) Initiating Structure, task oriented behavior and 

(b) Consideration, relations oriented behavior” (Bass, 1990). Moreover, a 

Leadership Behavior Descriptive Questionnaire (LBDQ) that was conducted by 

Yukl (1998) ascertained the existence of the aforementioned two broad/essential 

categories of leader‟s behaviors (Crankshaw, 2011) after analyzing one thousand 

eight hundred behaviors.  

2.1.5 Contingency Theory 

Contingency theory explains a leader‟s behavior in different situations and how 

he might lead across situations or events that call on specific leadership skills to 

help to manage his subordinates through some moments. This theory, suggests that 

a leader cares and shows interest to the satisfaction as well as the motivation of his 

assistants (Yukl, 1998). 

According to Hackman and Jhonson (2000), the Fiedler‟s Contingency Model 

presents three factors that determine the influence a leader has over followers. First, 

the position power factor refers to the leader having the power to give reward or 
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punishment. The higher the position and the power of a leader the greater the 

influence is over the follower. Second, the task-structure factor that refers to the 

lack of flexibility in how a task is performed by a follower. Third, the leader-

member relations factor which refers to the relationship regarding respect, affection, 

loyalty, and trust between the follower and the leader. 

2.1.6 Transactional and Transformational Theory 

Burns (1978) defined leadership as either transactional or transformational. 

Transactional leadership is leadership based on an exchange where followers 

receive rewards for their followership. In transformational leadership, leaders are 

able to motivate followers to achieve based on the value of the outcome of the 

activity. Transactional leadership is often defined as ordinary leadership while 

transformational leadership is considered to be extraordinary (Burns, 1978). Burns‟ 

theories of transactional and transformational leadership are very similar to the 

definitions of leadership that were developed in the Ohio State Leadership Studies 

in 1945. In this series of studies, researchers developed the idea that leadership or 

leader behavior falls into two major categories: (1) Initiating Structure, which is 

leadership focused on achieving tasks, and (2) Consideration, which is leadership 

that is focused on the needs of the followers (Hersey& Blanchard, 1993). 

In his book, Snowden (2002) identifies two important types of leadership: 

Transformational and transactional types of leadership. In transformational 

leadership, the leader “goes beyond inducements for desired performance” 

(Snowden, 2002).Transformational leadership is characterized by a leader‟s 

intentions to stimulate “followers‟ efforts to be innovative and creative by 
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questioning assumptions, reframing problems, and approaching old situations in 

new ways” (Bass & Avolio, 1994, p 3).Leaders demonstrating transformational 

leadership traits welcome differences of opinion, and extend support, 

encouragement, and even autonomy to transcend the idea of „top-down‟ (Bass & 

Avolio, 1994). 

On the contrary, transactional leadership focuses on a supervisor-subordinate 

relationship with emphasis on the personal status quo of the leader. “The object of 

such leadership is an agreement on a course of action that satisfies the immediate, 

separate purposes of both leaders and followers” (Keeley, 1998, p. 113). 

First conceptualized in the 1970‟s and „80‟s, transformational leadership, in 

contrast to transactional leadership, was embraced in opposition to the „top-down‟ 

characteristics of instructional leadership models from the effective schools research 

(Hallinger, 2003). Transformational leadership is considered to be a „bottom-up‟ 

approach, consequently „transformational‟ in the relationships between 

administration and staff (Hallinger, 2003; Marzano & Waters, 2009). When teachers 

feel that they are engaged in the educational process through transformative 

leadership practices of the superintendent they are likely to respond with efforts to 

create positive change (Fullan, 2005). 

When leaders exhibit traits of transformational leadership, they should 

encourage their followers, accept that they may have a different opinion, respect 

their autonomy, and implement the “bottom up” approach of leadership (Bass & 

Avolio, 1994 as cited in Crankshaw, 2011).  Differently, the transactional leadership 

is more” top down” where the leader agrees with the followers on a certain action 

keeping both their purpose distinctive and separate. Hence, the “supervisor-
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subordinate relationship emphasizes the personal status quo of the leader” 

(Crankshaw, 2011).   

2.1.7 Current Views on Leadership 

According to Barker (1997) modern views perceive leadership as the solution to 

organizational, social and personal problems. Karbula (2009) states that one of the 

most modern views of leadership is one that requires the leader to perform multiple 

tasks in the school; the leader has to be an instructional leader, a community leader, 

a district manager and a financial manager. Hence, modern leaders need to be 

knowledgeable with accountings, human relations, management procedures and 

techniques (Hersey &Blanchard, 2001).In order to lead effectively, a good leader 

needs to display a well-prepared action plan for change with conviction (Kotter, 

2002). According to Kotter (2002) leaders should communicate their perspectives 

and ideas to their followers effectively and & always evaluate the effectiveness of 

this communication. Hence, to implement change, and meet the challenges, leaders 

need to develop an on-going planning process including the key players responsible 

for the execution of their plans.  

Kotter (2002) adds an important element for leaders to implement change while 

planning. It is the endorsement of the practice of transformational leadership 

principles, which will assure that their staff, will act together effectively and will 

feel empowered to develop their personal leadership skills to create significant 

change (Fullan, 2005). 

The practice of transformational leadership is further emphasized by Johnstone 

(2009) who stresses on using, in addition to „transformational leadership‟, 
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„instructional leadership‟ and „distributed leadership‟ as means to help principals 

meet the standards for accountability. Effective principalship requires the leader to 

change the culture of his/her school by synthesizing both transformational and 

instructional leadership.  

According to Schulte, Slate, and Onwuebuzie (2010), a profusion of literature 

exists where the attributes or characteristics of effective school principals have been 

defined. The Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OCED) 

launched the “OECD Improving School Leadership Activity” initiative in 2006 

(Ischinger, 2008) to provide policy makers with tools to create school leadership 

policies to improve teaching and learning. The OECD group found that the 

participating school leaders would have to be prepared for diverse learning 

populations, support collaborative teaching practice, and must attend progressively 

to effective instructional leadership practices. In addition, Schulte, Slate, and 

Onwuebuzie (2010), claim that the best school leaders promote academic 

achievement by: “(1) emphasizing achievement; (2) setting instructional strategies; 

(3) providing an orderly school atmosphere; (4) frequently evaluating pupil 

progress; (5) coordinating instruction; and by (6) supporting teachers” (p. 24). 

 Waters et al. (2003) identified 21 characteristics (what they refer to as 

responsibilities) that are significantly related to student achievement. Among these 

responsibilities are, 

The extent to which the principal … fosters shared beliefs & a 

sense of community & cooperation (culture) … establishes a set 

of standard operating procedures & routines (order) … establishes 

strong lines of communication with teachers & among students 

(communication) … involves teachers in the design & 

implementation of important decisions & policies (input) (p. 4). 
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Effective leadership also involves the ability to facilitate shared decision-

making and to build internal capacity. Lambert (2003) stated, “Shared learning, 

purpose, action, and responsibility demand the realignment of power and authority. 

Districts and principals need to explicitly release authority, and staff need to learn 

how to enhance personal power and informal authority” (p. 20). 

The conclusion derived from Houseman‟s study (2007) was that negative or 

positive perceptions of the principals‟ behaviors are established by what the 

followers see them value, what they see them do, and how they see them treat 

others. For Houseman (2007) it is essential that principals be aware of the way they 

model ideal leader behavior reduce the discrepancy between principal and teacher 

perceptions of the principal‟s leader behavior. The more the agreement between 

teachers and principals regarding the principal‟s ideal behavior, become more 

aligned, the more the teachers‟ perceptions of the principal‟s ability to create a 

positive  school culture the principal‟s ability to serve as a change agent, and the 

principal‟s ability to communicate will  improve. “As principals take steps to 

improve in these areas, teachers‟ perceptions of the principal‟s leader behavior 

should become more positive” (p.85).  

2.1.8 Conclusion 

Although a variety of leadership theories define the job of the leaders, drawing 

attention to the most recognized theories in this field do not indicate the existence of 

a particular theory in research to apply in schools (Hallinger, 2003). Theories of 

leadership are varied and complex where none of them seem to be comprehensive. 

Each theory is a piece of a big puzzle; the more pieces are put together the more 



21 

 

things are apprehensible and clear. The study will provide an apprehensible 

understanding on leadership by exploring reasons for the discrepancy between 

teachers‟ and principals‟ perceptions of the principal‟s leader behavior. 

2.2.   The Leader-Follower Relationship 

According to Burns (1978) and Bass (1990), leadership is a relation between 

members and not an object of study. This implies that it is a dynamic phenomenon – 

not static. Hence school goals can only be achieved through the participation of both 

leaders and followers. Therefore, the nature of this relationship determines the 

effectiveness of the school. This was similarly asserted in the research done by 

Hersey and Blanchard (1993), who mentioned that the main concern of the leader is 

to cater for “human relationships”. Nevertheless, leadership discussions focus only 

on the leaders‟ characteristics and behaviors and ignore or understudy the role of the 

follower in the leadership process. The concept of leader and leadership don‟t exist 

in isolation they are highly related (Hollander, 1992). According to both Lord et al 

(1999) and Hollander (1992), the self-concept perceptions of the followers have an 

impact on the leader- follower relation and its effectiveness. Consequently, the 

effectiveness of an organization is measured by how leaders and followers perceive 

and maintain a successful relationship.   

While leadership and management are perceived important in developing and 

maintaining successful schools and education systems, there is confusion about 

which leadership behaviors are most likely to produce the most favorable outcomes. 

Therefore, awareness of alternative approaches is vital for providing a set of tools 
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for leaders to choose from when facing problems and dealing with day-to-day 

issues.  

Leadership can be understood as a process of influence based on clear values 

and beliefs and leading to a „vision‟ for the school. The vision is articulated by 

leaders who seek to gain the commitment of staff and stakeholders to the ideal of a 

better future for the school, its learners and stakeholders. Each of the leadership 

models discussed in this chapter is partial. They provide distinctive but one-

dimensional perspectives on school leadership (Bush, 2007). 

2.3.   Definitions of Leadership 

It is often difficult to define and evaluate leadership (Rowland, 2008). Burns 

(1978) claims “leadership is one of the most observed and least understood 

phenomena on earth…If we know far too much about our leaders, we know far too 

little about leadership. We fail to grasp the essence of leadership that is relevant to 

the modern age” (pp.1-2). Along these lines, leaders have many duties to perform 

and a variety of roles they fulfill each day. There are many traits and behaviors that 

have been found to create effective leaders. Since leadership is such a complex 

phenomenon, it is improper and illogical to assume that people have a common 

definition of leadership. Moreover, because leadership is dynamic, with leaders 

adapting their behavior to a given context, it is difficult to create a comprehensive 

definition. 

Barker (1997) asserts that many researchers do not define leadership when they 

discuss or write about it. This is further evinced in a meta-analysis he conducted; 

where he found that the word „leadership‟ was not given a precise definition in 366 
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out of 587 studies. Barker (1997) concludes that most of the researchers assume that 

readers know what leadership is and hence a definition is not required. Souba 

(1998) further supports this claim in his statement “Leadership, like beauty, is 

difficult to describe, but you know it when you see it” (p.1). He further explains that 

leadership is more easily distinguished than measured. Researchers have always 

tried to describe and define successful leadership skills so that current leaders can 

follow and become more effective. Houseman (2007) asserts that the frame of 

reference and the context in which leadership is being observed gives a clear 

definition of leadership. For instance, the leadership of a company‟s C.E.O. is 

defined quite differently from the leadership of an army colonel. Additionally, the 

school principal leadership is surely defined differently from both the C.E.O. and 

the colonel. 

However, definitions of leadership, if they exist, differ from one researcher to 

another. Rost (1991) for example, defines leadership as “an influence relationship 

among leaders and followers who intend for real changes that reflect their mutual 

purposes” (p. 102). On the other hand, Wetherell (2002), as cited in Houseman 

(2007), defines leadership as a means of influencing an individual or a group in joint 

efforts to reach a goal. 

As a matter of fact, several researchers agree that leadership is recognized as a 

social process that depends on both the leaders and followers (Barker, 1997; Bass, 

1990; Hersey & Blanchard, 1993; Lord et al., 1999). It is this concept of leadership 

as a „social process‟ that seems to fit appropriately, the school setting. Schooling is 

certainly a social process; the principal is recognized as the leader while the teachers 

are the followers. It is quite clear that while this definition covers the social process 
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aspect, it neglects the definitional role for leadership of the principal in his/her 

relationship with the teachers. 

Since for the current study I look at leadership as perceived through the eyes of 

the followers, I adopted a definition of leadership that would encompass these goals. 

The definitions of leadership developed by Kouzes and Posner (1995) fit nicely 

within the framework of the principal-teacher relationship. Kouzes and Posner 

(1995) define leadership as “the art of mobilizing others to want to struggle for 

shared aspirations” (p. 30). This definition has various components that are aligned 

with my views of leadership. First, it convinces the followers to accomplish goals 

and invites educators to look at leadership as a whole process. Second, it 

emphasizes the importance of the followers‟ perception concerning the principal‟s 

leadership abilities. Finally, it differentiates between managers, who inspire the 

cooperation of their followers and lead through creativity and awareness, and those 

who lead by the force of power and coerce teachers‟ compliance with rules and 

leaders. 

2.4.   Nature of Principal/Teacher relationship 

Principals can often get teachers to follow their directions under their command 

simply because of the power they hold (Houseman, 2007). This commitment is 

based solely on the coercive authority and power of the principal and not on the 

leadership skills (Erchul, Raven, & Ray, 2001; Raven, 1993). People have the right 

to follow leaders; besides they mostly comply with leaders who are legitimate, who 

have legalized authority. Good principals use not only the power they have but also 

the relationships they have built with teachers, the credibility they have developed, 
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and their communication skills, to encourage the teachers to work hard and 

cooperatively (Houseman, 2007). 

2.5.   Principal’s Responsibilities 

Principals are the “agents of change” in schools (Carter and Cunningham, 1997, 

p. 6).They are considered to be resource providers and the decision makers 

(Cranckshaw, 2011). However, their autonomy is restricted since they have to abide 

by the government regulations and mostly stick to the national curriculum 

(Johnstone, et al, 2009). That is why an effective leader needs the skills to 

“demonstrate effective use of time and resources” (Smith & Andrews, 1989, p. 9).   

The leader needs to be a resource provider in order to enhance the professional 

development of the teachers as well as their morale (Blasé, 1999).  

“Researchers for MetLife (2003)” discovered that teachers sensed that their 

principals‟ concern was in students‟ test scores and fulfillment more than it was in 

motivating and guiding the teachers. Nevertheless, when principals reacted to these 

concerns, they had total opposite perspective. Principals found that they attributed 

more time and importance to motivating and guiding teachers than to fulfillment 

and test scores. Therefore, in order to understand and locate the gaps in the 

Principal/Teacher relationship, it is crucial to highlight and interpret the school 

principal‟s responsibilities. They are also known as behaviors, tasks, and skills. 

Waters et al. (2003) translated the principal‟s cooperation into responsibilities 

and divided these responsibilities into five domains considered as “Principal 

Leadership Behaviors”. The first domain, Consideration, reflects the awareness, 

care and support that a leader performs in his/her relationships. The second domain, 
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Creating Culture, deals with a set of behaviors such as recognizing effort and 

achievement for all students, teachers and staff, as well as dealing with failures 

effectively. Consequently, the school culture can only be enhanced when the 

aforementioned behaviors are practiced by the leader (Houseman, 2007).The third 

domain is Communication, wherein the leader plays an important role in reflecting 

behaviors that help create and communicate the vision, mission and goals of the 

school, as well as choose the most appropriate communication channel, in written or 

oral language (Houseman, 2007). The fourth domain is Adaptability, which 

highlights the leader‟s adjustment of behaviors according to the situation showing 

his good management skills. Moreover, a leader is knowledgeable about educational 

practices, protects teachers‟ instructional time and maintains order and discipline. 

According to Neal (2010), leadership is characterized by the ability of the 

leader to affect the outcomes of the school. In essence, one of the roles played by a 

leader, among many others, is being an instructional leader. Crankshaw (2011) 

explains that  a good instructional leader defines the mission,  manages instructional 

program (supervising and evaluating instruction, coordinating curriculum, 

monitoring students‟ progress)  and promotes school climate (protecting 

instructional time, promoting professional development, maintaining high visibility, 

providing incentives for teachers, enforcing academic standards, providing 

incentives for students). 

Blasé and Blasé (1998) propose other set of behaviors for instructional leaders. 

In their study they emphasized the importance of  “professional development for 

school staff” through certain behaviors such as  “Emphasizing the study of teaching 

and learning, supporting collaboration among educators, developing coaching 
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relationships among educators, using action research to inform instructional 

decision making, providing resources for redesign of programs, applying the 

principles of adult growth, learning, and development at all phases of the staff 

development program (Blasé & Blasé, 1998). Hence, even as an instructional leader, 

a discrepancy between the teachers‟ and the leaders‟ perception exists.  

A recent report issued by MEHE (2011), identified five education sector policy 

priorities from the NES: (1) Education Available on the Basis of Equal Opportunity; 

(2) Quality Education that Contributes to Building a Knowledge Society; (3) 

Education that Contributes to Social Integration; (4) Education that Contributes to 

Economic Development; (5) Governance of Education. These priorities were the 

foundations for the preparation of the Education Sector Development Plan (ESDP) 

(2010-2015).The role of the school principals in the programs developed by the 

ESDP is to support school-based training and professional development. Moreover, 

principal‟s capacities are tested and questioned for supporting improvements in 

quality education and the development of policies, curriculum and management. 

The 21st century leaders are facing enormous challenges since we live in a 

complex and challenging environment. The diversity of parents, teachers and 

students, the demands of ministries and meeting the community demands and 

expectations are the challenges faced by contemporary school leaders. Hence, 

school leaders need to have one foot in the traditional public administration since 

most still work in hierarchical bureaucracies, another foot in the new public 

management as they struggle in state curricula and standardized tests, and a third leg 

in learning communities as they work to refocus their schools on students learning. 
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2.6.   The Importance of Perceptions of Leadership 

Although the teacher- follower relationship is the product of both the leader and 

his followers we can still find discrepancy in each ones‟ perceptions concerning 

leadership (Barker, 1997). It is essential to study the variables that contribute to this 

difference in their perceptions.  

Referring to Houseman‟s study, who extracted the common behaviors and traits 

of a leader from several studies including the one done at Ohio State University, 

Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ), created an interest in 

researching the existence of a difference between the principal‟s perceptions and 

teachers‟ perceptions of leadership in schools. 

2.6.1. The Perceptions of Leaders and Attributes 

Leadership is at the heart of effective management regardless of one‟s place 

within the organizational hierarchy. The actions and attitudes of those in the 

positions of authority, whether intentionally or not, affect the actions and attitudes 

of their employees. Most of the research doesn‟t agree on a set of specific attributes 

of leadership behavior. It is mainly believed that principals have conflicting roles 

(Devos, 2009). A leader is to have a combination of many skills. S/he has to be a 

manager, an administrator, an instructional leader demonstrating many skills since 

they are faced with both administrative and educational tasks (Devos, 2009). Barker 

(2001) as well recognizes six essential traits that distinguish leaders from other 

people. These six traits include “drive, motivation, honesty and integrity, self-

confidence, cognitive ability, and knowledge of business” (p. 478). Beside the traits 

that a leader must show, Sharma (2010) adds that it is the students, the teachers, the 
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parents, the community and the employees of the school who can tell how good a 

leader according to the competencies s/he demonstrates. Sharma (2010) believes 

that what affects the school productivity is the way teachers perceive their principal. 

Often, the teachers find that the principal is ineffective which creates a discrepancy 

between their perceptions and those of the principal (Sharma, 2010).   

Moreover, most research also shows that through determining the way teachers 

perceive their principal to behave enhances both the school culture and climate, 

affecting the overall performance of the school. Hunter-Boykin and Evans (1995) 

add that adequate perceptions of principals elevate the morale of the teachers.  

Another study by Miller (2002) supports the idea that principals also should 

consider that the teachers are overloaded which might challenge the professional 

development achievement. Hence, Marzano and Waters (2009) suggested that as an 

instructional leader, the principal needs to provide the teachers with enough time for 

planning as well as allocate adequate resources. 

2.6.2.   The Principal as an Instructional Resource 

In order for the principal to improve instruction he needs to be an instructional 

leader (Hallinger, 2000).  Blasé & Blasé (1999) explain the role of the principal as 

an instructional leader. In the school the principal needs to cater mostly for 

instructional needs as s/he needs to be active in the professional development 

actions (Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005).  Hallinger (2000) adds that the 

characteristics of an instructional leader are divided into three main categories: 

“promoting a positive school learning climate”, “defining the school‟s mission” and 

“managing the curriculum”. The leaders need to properly analyze their educational 
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needs in order to demonstrate the expertise and the ability to build and develop a 

well-made curriculum (Schulte, 2010). Furthermore, they need to possess an 

understanding of the instructional strategies and of the curriculum. Moreover, 

Muller (1989) asserts that effective instructional leaders take part in the teachers‟ 

duties and assignment, engage themselves and their teachers in professional 

development programs,  keep beneficial scheduling and  set the expectations for 

improvement. Hence, the principal‟s duty is to provide the teachers with suitable 

instructional methods and techniques that best convene their expectations (Muller, 

1989). 

2.6.3.   The Principal as Communicator 

Communication is an important skill that an effective leader possesses 

(Snowden, 2002). It is through effective high communication skills that the leader 

builds the connections with the teachers (Snowden, 2002).  An effective leader 

needs to choose the proper communication channels in order for him to achieve his 

purpose and motivate to adopt his vision. Hence, the teachers will engage in a 

productive work (Sarason, 1996). Therefore, Sarason (1996) adds that leaders need 

to communicate with all the school stakeholders as well as engage in discussions 

around their concerns. Good communication skills will help the leader convey the 

mission to his staff (Hallinger, 2003). Nowadays, schools stress the role of the 

principal as an instructional leader (Blasé, 1998). Instructional leaders need to 

encourage the teachers to work together, communicate and share their experience. 

The principal encourages his teachers through “collegial investigation”, coaching, 

reflection and modeling appropriate communication skills (Blasé, 1998, Darling-
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Hammond, et al., 2003). Therefore, the teachers will communicate freely and share 

their experience with the administration (Blasé, 1999).  Blasé & Blasé (1998) affirm 

that good communicators exhibit the “ability to use a variety of group process skills 

in interaction with” all their staff.   

3.6.4 The Principal as a Visible Presence 

The leader‟s presence in the school is considered to be one important factor 

that affects the teachers‟ perceptions of leadership (Petersen, 1999). Smith and 

Andrews (1989) explain that in order for a leader to be “visible throughout the 

school” he needs to be closely concerned in all school operations, technical and 

instructional. In addition, Blasé & Blasé (1998) noticed that the school principal‟s 

high visibility affects the teachers and their instruction (Blasé and Blasé, 1998).  

Besides, Coleman and LaRocque (1990) assert that visibility is an important factor in 

creating a positive school culture. Coleman and LaRocque (1990) identify some 

elements by which the visibility of the principal builds a positive school ethos. These 

elements are “paying attention to instructional issues; eliciting commitment and 

treating members and clients with consideration” (Coleman & LaRocque, 1990, p. 

4). Moreover, in his research Rowland (2008) describes that the teachers are 

commonly effective when they are given praise and appreciated by their principal. 

Hence, Rowland (2008) adds that the principal influences and elevates the morale of 

the teachers by giving them praise and being visible to offer guidance whenever 

needed. 



32 

 

3.6.5   The Perceptions of Teachers 

Most research found that it is relevant to study the perceptions of teachers since 

they are the main target of leaders (Pitman, 2008). It is important to study the 

teachers‟ perceptions in order for the leaders to build a positive school climate as 

their perceptions are  highly emphasized in the 21st century (Kochomba, 2001). 

Pitman (2008) also adds that teachers are the ones that implement and achieve the 

leader‟s perceptions in schools. The role of the leader is mostly enhanced and 

improved when their perceptions meet those of their teachers (Pitman, 2008). 

“Perceptions are created based on the level of desirable or undesirable results and the 

level of influence the leader may have had over the results” (Blasé, 1999, p.195).  

Lord and Maher (1993) discuss two sets of the way teachers‟ perceive their leaders. 

The first set is related to the existing information that teachers already have about 

their leaders and how he matches this information. The second set stresses the 

capability of a leader to achieve his goals in the school. It is rather how much the 

teachers perceive the leader to be influential (Lord &Maher, 1993). Moreover, 

Devos (2009) asserts that when leaders try to meet the perceptions of the teachers 

they will increase their job satisfaction. He continues to assert that the teachers 

perceive their leaders to be mentors who frequently visit their classrooms (Devos, 

2009).Furthermore, in a study done by Barnett and McCormick (2004), teachers 

mainly perceived a good leader to be the one who succeeds to implement his vision 

especially by building positive relationships with them.  Accordingly, this will 

enhance the job satisfaction of the teachers as well as encourage them. In addition, 

another study done by Wetheral (2002) shows that the teachers are mostly effective 

when the leaders empower them and involve them in the decision making process.  
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To conclude, teachers have the most contact with students throughout the day, 

are the largest professional body in a school, and greatly influence the school 

environment. When teachers feel positively about their position, they in turn, have 

tremendous positive influence on the students and the school. The reverse is also true; 

when teachers have negative feelings about the school, they may negatively influence 

the students and the school (Maina, 2013). It is essential that educational leaders be 

aware of the factors that affect teacher morale through understanding each others‟ 

responsibilities and working on narrowing the difference in perception between them  
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CHAPTER THREE 

METHODOLOGY 

This chapter presents the research design used in this study, a description of the 

selected sample pertaining to the current study, the instruments administered to 

collect data, and the procedures used to collect and analyze the data. 

A quantitative survey research methodology was used for this study, using 

questionnaires. Questionnaires are used to collect information from a group of 

people in order to describe some aspects or characteristics of the population of 

which that group is a part. According to Fraenkel and Wallen (2009) “the big 

advantage of survey research is that it has the potential to provide us with a lot of 

information obtained from quite a large sample of individuals” (p.12). The survey 

design serves my research because it both describes the behaviors of principals and 

provides us with information from a big number of participants (105 teachers and 9 

principals)   

3.1     Participants 

The sample of this study was recruited from 9 private schools in the Greater 

Beirut area and the suburbs, from two different grade levels, preschool and 

elementary. The study targeted schools belonging to an education system, which 

abides by the Lebanese national curriculum in addition to a common school based 

management system.  

The School Based Management (SBM) system is adopted and implemented by 

the principals in the target schools. Advocates of SBM assert that it should improve 
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educational outcomes for a number of reasons. First, it improves accountability of 

principals and teachers to students, parents and teachers. Accountability 

mechanisms that put people at the center of service provision can go a long way in 

making services work and improving outcomes by facilitating participation in 

service delivery, as noted in the World Bank‟s 2004 World Development Report, 

Making Services Work for Poor People. Second, it allows local decision-makers to 

determine the appropriate mix of inputs and education policies adapted to local 

realities and needs. In response to the decentralization trend since the 70‟s, School 

Based Management has been adopted by many countries as a national education 

policy. As described by the target school principals, they themselves are capable of 

developing their own school plan and the management system in place is partially 

SBM. In other words the schools are partially centralized, approximately 60 to 70 % 

SBM as opposed to centralized education. Usually, the school principal prepares a 

strategic action plan (plan includes budget for academic and managerial issues) to 

be submitted, discussed and approved by the Head directorate. A meeting is held 

once a year to discuss and explain the plan developed by the principal with the 

board of trustees and the stakeholders involved in the plan implementation including 

but not limited to the finance department, the HR department, and the education 

department. The principal gets the answer immediately from the board. The plan is 

rarely rejected but might be modified and the principal is present to defend the stand 

if needed. In addition to planning and budgeting, the principal is responsible for 

hiring teachers and staff.  

  Note that the same budget procedure is undertaken with all principals whether 
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the school is from a low or high socio-economic status. It is the same in the sense 

that the principal is free to ask for the budget that s/he deems important for the 

school based on a yearly vision and mission statement prepared by the school 

principal. The statement reflects the principal's vision and mission about the school 

status, capabilities, means and needs. Again this emphasizes the role of the principal 

in the school. The school policy goes under the big umbrella of the association 

policy. However decisions, visions and missions are taken freely and willingly to 

whatever the principal finds in the best interest of the school. Every decision taken 

by the principal is based on a full understanding of the rules and regulations set by 

the association. There is full communication between the principal and the head 

office as well as with the teachers.  

The participants of the study were teachers and principals serving in the 

selected schools. It should be noted that in preschool and elementary, the level 

coordinator may be the direct authority over the teachers; the level coordinator takes 

the role of the principal, especially if the school is a secondary school (from K-12) 

and is big enough to instigate the shift of the principal‟s responsibilities to the level 

coordinators by hierarchy.  And hence, it is crucial to involve both the principals 

and the level coordinators in the sample. 

The sample was purposefully selected from a list of schools located in Beirut 

city Purposive sampling help in studying not only who is available but rather the 

population that according to the researcher‟s personal judgment and prior 

information will provide him/her with necessary data (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2009). 
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The selection criteria were twofold: First, the schools abide by the same 

curriculum (Lebanese national curriculum). Second, the schools follow similar 

management system (SBM). Two factors played the role of a catalyst in facilitating 

the schools‟ participation approval are: my personal knowledge with the principals 

of the selected schools and the degree of cooperation and convenience that can best 

serve the study.  The sample consisted of nine principals and 105 teachers where the 

principal position in some cases might be led by a level coordinator, depending on 

the school context and distribution of authority. The sample includes nine schools. 

Three out of nine principal‟s questionnaire were answered by the school principal 

and the other six by the level coordinators.  

3.2   Demographic data for principals 

 Demographic data for principals are presented in Table 1. Data was gathered 

on age, gender, experience in education, experience as principal, school size 

(student enrollment), and the school setting (rural, suburban, urban) from 9 school 

principals.  

The responding school principals were predominately female with a mean age 

of forty-seven and a half years. Approximately one third of the respondents had 

spent almost fifty percent of their total experience in education as school principals, 

the other one third were school principals from the beginning of their career, and the 

remaining reported on having experience in education beyond their experience as a 

principal by far; they were the new principals. 

Table 1 

 Distribution of the Demographics of Responding Principals, N=9 
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Principal demographics  N % M Min Max 

Age       

Responded 7 77.77 47.5 39 56 

Missing 2 22.22 

   Total years in education  

Responded 7 77.77 19 4 34 

Missing 2 22.22 

   Total years as a principal       

Responded 7 77.77 16 2 30 

Missing 2 22.22 

   Total years in present 

principalship       

Responded 6 66.66 14 2 26 

Missing 3 33.33 

   Number of students in school      

Responded 4 44.44 371.5 123 620 

Missing 5 55.55 

   Gender      

Male 0 0    

Female 9 100    

Missing 0 0    

School type served as a 

principal      

Rural 2 22.22    

Suburban 1 11.11    

Urban 5 55.55    

Missing 1 11.11    

 

Although the average year of experience as a principal exceeded 13 years, sixty 

six percent had served in their present position for less than 9 years. All principals 

served in schools they categorized as urban. The average school size was 371.5 

students. 

3.3   Demographic data for teachers 

Demographic data for teachers are presented in Table 2 below. Data were 

gathered on age, gender, experience in education, and experience with current 

principal from 105 preschool and elementary teachers. 
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The responding schoolteachers were predominately female. Their average age 

was 39.5 years with an average of less than 20 years of experience in education. 

Teachers were distributed across subject areas, namely English, math, science, 

social studies, vocational education, and special education. The most experienced 

teachers were between 51 and 55 years of age.  

Table 2 

Distribution of the Demographics of Responding Teachers, N=105 

Teacher demographics  N % M Min Max 

Age  98 89.52 39.5 21 58 

Missing  7 10.47 

   Total years in education  98 93.33 17.5 1 34 

Missing  7 6.66 

   Total years with this principal  99 94.28 15.5 1 30 

Missing  6 5.71 

   Gender 
     

Male 0 0 
   

Female 105 100 
   

Missing 0 0 
   

Subject Taught 
     

Arabic 20 19.04 
   

English 30 28.57 
   

Mathematics 4 3.8 
   

Science 3 2.85 
   

Social Studies 0 0 
   

Vocational 1 0.95 
   

Special Education 1 0.95 
   

Missing 17 16.19 
   

More than one subject 29 27.61       

 

3.4    Procedure and Data Collection Method 

Before proceeding with data collection, approval from Institutional Review 

Board (IRB) was established (see Appendix “A”). Target schools were then 

contacted and provided with an explanation as to the purpose of the study. Verbal 
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consent was followed up with a visit to the schools to obtain signed consent from 

the participants (see Appendix “B”).  

The questionnaires (see Appendix “C”) were initially distributed to principals 

and teachers of a school to satisfy the selected sample criteria for piloting purposes. 

The school administration was contacted to request consent for performing the pilot 

study in that school (see Appendix “D”). In some cases, if the school asked for 

further clarification with regard to the details of the study, the required clarification 

was sent to the school.  

 The pilot study was conducted and adjustments of the principal and teacher 

questionnaires were made accordingly. Upon completion of the piloting phase, a  

request letter to the intended schools was sent to get their participation approval. 

Each school principal received, by hand, a packet of two forms of questionnaires 

(details about the content and nature of each questionnaire will be discussed in the 

“instruments” section). The packet includes two envelopes, one for teachers and 

another for principals. These packets were hand delivered. The principals were 

asked to administer the questionnaires to both KG and elementary teachers who 

were considered as participants in this study. A meeting was held with both teachers 

and principals in order to provide them with the necessary instructions on what 

should be done and on how to administer the questionnaire.  

3.5   Instruments 

Two instruments were used in the current study:  

1. Principal / level coordinator questionnaire. 

2. Teacher questionnaire. 
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3.6.1 Questionnaires 

Two questionnaires were administered: One for principal/level coordinators and 

one for teachers. The two questionnaires were adopted from a study conducted by 

Houseman in 2007. Prior to adopting and administering the said questionnaires, the 

author, Dr. Houseman was contacted and consulted about the validity of adopting 

his questionnaire. After various e-mail exchanges, and clarification, I was given his 

approval to use the questionnaire as he too saw it fit to be used in the Lebanese 

context. The content of the questionnaire incorporates variables that test the 

perceptions of principal leadership behaviors and the personal and environmental 

attributes. Items of each of the questionnaire were divided into two parts. The first 

part includes items related to the perceptions of principals and the second part 

includes the items related to the personal and cultural attributes. Participants 

provided demographic information about school size and setting, gender, age, and 

level of experience. The questionnaires were administered to both principals and 

teachers. According to Houseman (2007), it was essential to have two forms of 

questionnaires in order to establish a numerical difference that illustrates the 

existence of discrepancy between the perceptions of teachers and the perception of 

principal concerning the behavior of the principal.  

Perspectives of the person filling out the questionnaire were modified in both 

forms but the statements on both instruments were kept the same. For example, on 

the Principal‟s Survey a statement is written as, “I believe that all children can 

learn”, whereas on the Teachers‟ Survey a statement is written as, “My principal 

believes that all children can learn”. For the purpose of this study the questionnaires 

were edited and translated into Arabic by three professionals: Two Arabic teachers, 
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and a sworn translator. It was important to maintain the reliability and validity of the 

English questionnaire in the Arabic version in both content and form.  

Waters (2003) translated the principal‟s responsibilities into behaviors and 

divided these responsibilities into five domains considered as “Principal Leadership 

Behaviors” (Houseman, 2007, p.7) as shown in Table 3. 

Table 3 

The adopted Classification of the Waters et al. (2003) Leadership Responsibilities into 

Principal Leadership Behavioral Domains 

Domain Leadership responsibility (Waters 

et al., 2003) 

Definition (observed principal behavior) 

Consideration  Maintain working relationships 

with members of the school 

community 

 Maintain visibility throughout the 

school 

 Create school climate  

 Foster positive school image 

 Demonstrates a personal knowledge of 

teachers 

 Has positive, meaningful interactions 

with teachers and students 

 Promotes a sense of community, 

cooperation, and shared beliefs within 

and about the school 

 Openly advocates for the school 

Creating culture  Affirm actions of self and others 

 Maintain personal philosophy 

about education 

 Provide contingent rewards 

 Focus on present and future  

 Send clear messages and practice 

active listening 

 Recognizes and celebrates successes 

and acknowledges failures 

 Maintains strong beliefs about 

schooling and openly communicates 

those beliefs 

 Recognizes and rewards individual 

successes  

 Establishes clear goals and vision and 

keeps them in the forefront 

 Establishes and maintains good 

communication with teachers and 

students 

Communication  Provide intellectual stimulation 

for self and others 

 Seek teacher input 

 Evaluates need for change  

 Motivate others  

 Demonstrate flexibility 

 Makes sure that teachers and staff are 

aware of and discuss current 

educational research 

 Involves teachers in the decision 

making process 

 Challenges the status quo 

 Inspires and leads others to take risks 

 Adapts leader behavior to fit the 
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situation 

Adaptability  Aware of total school 

environment  

 Understand purpose of school  

 Maintain order in school 

community  

 Procure resources 

 Is aware of what is going on in the 

school and uses this information to 

make decisions 

 Monitors the effectiveness of 

educational practices 

 Establishes standard operating 

procedures 

 Provides teachers with the proper 

materials and training 

 

As shown in Table 3, the first domain, Consideration, reflects awareness, care 

and support that a leader performs in his/her relationships. The second domain, 

Creating Culture, deals with a set of behaviors such as recognizing effort and 

achievement for all students, teachers and staff, as well as dealing with failures 

effectively. Consequently, the school culture can only be enhanced when the 

aforementioned behaviors are practiced by the leader (Houseman, 2007). The third 

domain, Communication, is where the leader plays an important role in reflecting 

behaviors that help create and communicate the vision, mission and goals of the 

school, as well as choose the most appropriate communication channel, in written or 

oral language (Houseman, 2007). The fourth domain is Adaptability, which 

highlights the leader‟s adjustment of behaviors according to the situation showing 

his good management skills.  

The four domains are used as initial components of the criterion variables 

created by the measure of the difference between the principal and teacher 

perception of quality of the principal leader behavior, where teachers‟ perceptions 

of the quality of their principal‟s leader behaviors are subtracted from the 
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principal‟s perceptions of the quality of his or her leader behaviors, as measured on 

a Likert scale (Houseman, p.8). 

The two forms of questionnaires (Appendix A) help determine the criterion 

variables that measure the level of discrepancy between principal and teacher 

perceptions of the principal‟s leader behavior. Each questionnaire consists of 40 

items that are classified under the four main domains that describe different 

principal behaviors 1. Consideration 2. Creating culture 3. Communication 4. 

Adaptability.  

Scoring of the Scales in the Perceptions of Principal‟s Leadership 

Questionnaires is the same on both forms. Participants are asked to rate each 

statement on a scale from 1 to 4 with 1 being strongly disagree, and 4 being strongly 

agree. 

Strongly 

Disagree 

1 

Disagree 

2 

Agree 

3 

Strongly Agree 

4 

1. I believe that all children can learn. 

2. I am strong advocate for change. 

3. I have good communication skills. 

4. I have regular faculty meetings. 

 1       2       3        4 

 1       2       3        4 

 1       2       3        4 

 1       2       3        4 

3.6   Analysis  

3.7.1   Questionnaire  

The two forms of questionnaires were quantified in order to measure the 

discrepancy between principals‟ and teachers‟ perceptions of the quality of the 

leaders‟ behavior. The teacher perception was referred to as “TP” and the principal 

perception was referred to as “PP”. 
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A t-test was conducted to identify the difference in scores in all the domains 

between teacher / principal perceptions.  

Accordingly, a numerical difference was determined between the perceptions of 

principals “PP” and those of teachers “TP” regarding the principal‟s leader 

behavior. The difference between “PP”” and “TP” was calculated and the results 

collected based on the teachers “TP” responses will be compared with those of the 

principals‟ “PP.  

3.7   Validity and Reliability 

The authority given to the school principals, and the unified job description, 

lessens the variables that may affect the findings. Since all schools share the same 

management and education system except for the principal‟s role and style, this 

reflects that almost all the variations result from aspects that relate to the principal. 

For validity purposes a pilot study was conducted in a different school from the 

present research sample. The school was selected based on its resemblance 

(qualifications, characteristics, education system and management system) to the 

sample of the current study. The questionnaires were also edited and translated into 

Arabic by three professionals: Two Arabic teachers, and a sworn translator. It was 

important to maintain the reliability and validity of the English questionnaire in the 

Arabic version in both content and form.  

Moreover Dr. Houseman helped me in correcting a couple of typos in my 

questionnaire when I asked him for help in categorizing my items into domains. 

After a discussion with Dr. Houseman, regarding the items I am using in my 

research, he clarified to me how he validated the content of his questionnaire saying 
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that “these questions were taken from the Content Validation instrument -----------

 As you will note, there were 125 questions which were considered by a panel of 

experts. Some items did not meet the criteria for inclusion in the questionnaire as set 

forth in my methodology”.   

3.8   Limitations 

The study may be used to illustrate a difference of perceptions between the 

teachers and the principals about a leader‟s behavior. Limitations however must be 

considered.   

First, the lack of shared experience between the principal and the teachers may 

affect the results. Second, some teachers may not openly express their opinions and 

share their perceptions as the topic relates to their principal (unequal power 

relationship). 

Third, the results from this study cannot be generalized to the population of 

teachers and principals in Lebanon for a number of factors (sample size, 

demographical and cultural differences across the various Lebanese regions, etc); 

however, they will initiate conversations, prompt and inform future research relating 

to this . Finally, this was a sample of convenience for the purpose of this study, but 

future research should include teachers and principals across the regions of the 

country, in both public and private schools. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

RESULTS / FINDINGS 

 

This study aims at investigating the existence of discrepancies in teacher-

principal perceptions on principal leadership behavior in the Lebanese private 

schools and identifying the factors that lead to differences. 

The following chapter presents the results and analyses of the data compiled 

from the study to address the research question: “Is there a discrepancy between 

teacher perception of principal behavior and principal perception of their behaviors? 

If yes, in which areas of principal behavior?”  

  The criterion variables were the difference in principal and teacher 

perception scores.  For each school, the mean teacher response was subtracted from 

the principal‟s response on each question. This was done for every school and used 

to find the mean difference for each item on the questionnaire.  

Descriptive data for principals and teachers are reported in this section. 

Frequencies and percentages of principals‟ demographic data, organized by 

categories, are reported in Table 4 below. 

 These parameters will later help in identifying and discussing the results. 
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Table 4 

Distribution of the Demographics of Responding Principals by Categories 

Demographic categories 

  Range N % 

Age 

     35-40 2 22.22 

  

40 & 

above 6 
66.66 

  Missing 1 11.11 

Total years in education 

     (1-5) 1 11.11 

  15-20) 1 11.11 

  (20-25) 2 22.22 

  (25-30) 2 22.22 

  (30-35) 1 11.11 

  

(30& 

above) 0 
0 

  Missing 2 22.22 

 Total years as a principal 

     (1-5) 1 11.11 

  (5-10) 3 33.33 

  (20-25) 1 11.11 

  (25-30) 2 22.22 

  Missing 2 22.22 

Total years in present principal ship 

     (1-5) 2 22.22 

  (5-10) 1 11.11 

  (10-15) 1 11.11 

  (20-25 1 11.11 

  (25-30) 1 11.11 

  Missing 3 33.33 

 Number of students in school 

     (100-150) 1 11.11 

  (400-450) 1 11.11 

  (600-650) 1 11.11 

  (900-950) 1 11.11 

  Missing 5 55.55 
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Frequencies and percentages of teachers‟ demographic data, organized by 

categories, are reported in Table 5. 

Table 5 

Distribution of the Demographics of Responding Teachers by Categories N= 105 

Demographic categories       

 
Range N % 

Age 

   
 

(20-25) 13 12.38 

 
(25-30) 14 13.33 

 
(30-35) 26 24.76 

 
(35-40) 16 15.23 

 

40 & 

above 
25 23.8 

 
Missing 11 10.47 

 Total Years in Education 

   
 

(1-5) 18 17.14 

 
(5-10) 35 33.33 

 
(10-15) 16 15.23 

 
(15-20) 9 8.57 

 
(20-25) 9 8.57 

 
(25-30) 2 1.9 

 
(30-35) 3 2.85 

 

35 & 

above 
3 2.85 

 
Missing 7 6.66 
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Total Years with this 

Principal 

   
 

(1-5) 59 56.19 

 
(5-10) 28 26.66 

 
(10-15) 8 7.61 

 

(15-20) 3 2.85 

 
(20-25) 2 1.9 

 
(25-30) 0 0 

 
(30-35) 0 0 

 

35 & 

above 
0 0 

  Missing 6 5.71 

 

4.1 Items scored lower by principals 

In order to clearly illustrate the results and the areas of discrepancy between 

“TP” and “PP” the researcher highlighted in this section the items where principals 

answered lower than teachers in the four domains. 

The items that principals rated lower than teachers were significant in three out 

of four domains:  

1. Consideration: more than 48% of the principals answered lower than 

teachers in items 9, 12, 14, 16 and 18  

9- I care about teachers. 

12- I help teachers meet their needs. 

14- I know teachers personally. 

 

16- I support teachers‟ decisions. 
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18- I am not sympathetic to teachers‟ personal problems. 

 

2. Adaptability: more than 44% of the principals answered lower than 

teachers in items 2,5, 6, 7 and 20 

2- I am a strong advocate for change. 

5- I am flexible in his or her decision-making. 

6- I am frustrated by federal educational mandates. 

7- I am not afraid to try new ideas. 

20- I operate well in a changing environment. 

3. Communication: more than 64% of the principals answered lower 

than teachers in items 3,4, 8, 13 and 17 

3- I have good communication skills. 

4- I have regular faculty meetings. 

8- I do not hide bad news. 

13- I relay important information from the central office 

administration to the teachers. 

17- I clearly communicate information to all teachers. 

4. Creating culture: more than 22% of the principals answered lower 

than teachers in items 1, 10, 11, 15 and 19  

1. I believe that all children can learn. 

10. I challenge both teachers and students to do their best.                                      

11- I organize reward programs for students. 

 

15- I promote an inviting school atmosphere. 
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19- I formally recognize teachers for doing well. 

 

100% of principals answered higher than teachers in items 1 and 10; 88% 

answered higher than teachers in items  9 and 13; 77% answered higher than 

teachers in items 12, 5, 11 and 19;  66% answered higher than teachers in items 16, 

2, 7, 20 and 15 . 

Two out of nine principals answered lower than teachers in items 9 and 13; 

Three out of nine principals in items 12, 5, 11, and 19; Four out of nine in items 16, 

2, 7, 20 and 15; Five out of nine in items 14 and 6; Six out of nine in items 8; Seven 

out nine in items 3, 4 and 17; Eight out of nine in item 18. 

Principals rated scores higher than teachers from the four domains but not evenly 

rated. 

 In the Consideration domain the principal answered higher than teachers in two 

items out of five :  

9. My principal cares about me and 12. My principal helps teachers meet their 

needs. 

 In the Adaptability domain, the principal answered higher than teachers in only 

one item out of five.  

5. My principal is flexible in his or her decision-making. 

 In the Communication domain, the principal answered higher than teachers in 

only one item out of five. 

13. My principal relays important information from the central office  

 In the Creating culture domain, the principal answered  higher in four items  
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1. My principal believes that all children can learn 10. My principal challenges 

both teachers and students to do their best 11. My principal organizes reward 

programs for students & 19. My principal formally recognizes teachers for doing 

well. 

It is worth noting here that the items where the score of principals who 

answered higher than teachers was the lowest were mainly from the two domains: 

consideration and communication in items 3.I have good communication skills 4.I 

have regular faculty meetings 17.clearly communicate information to all teachers 

18.I am not sympathetic to teachers‟ personal problems. 

 Although there was discrepancy in all four domains, it is noted that the largest 

discrepancies were in the teachers‟ perceptions of the principal‟s belief that all 

children can learn, the principal‟s challenging both teachers and students to do 

their best, the principal‟s organization of reward programs for students and, and 

the principal‟s formal recognition of teachers for doing well, mostly in the 

creating culture domain as shown in table 7. 

Table 6 

Distribution of the principals who answered lower than teachers 

Responding Principals, N=9 

Domain Item Number Total of principals 

who answered lower 

than teachers 

Percentage 

Consideration 9 2/9 0.222 

12 3/9 0.333 

14 5/9 0.555 

16 4/9 0.444 

18 8/9 0.888 
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Total   22/45 0.488 

Adaptability 2 4/9 0.444 

5 3/9 0.333 

6 5/9 0.555 

7 4/9 0.444 

20 4/9 0.444 

Total   20/45 0.444 

Creating 

Culture 
1 0/9 0 

10 0/9 0 

11 3/9 0.333 

15 4/9 0.444 

19 3/9 0.333 

Total   10/45 0.222 

Communication 3 7/9 0.777 

4 7/9 0.777 

8 6/9 0.666 

13 2/9 0.222 

17 7/9 0.777 

Total   29/45 0.644 

 

: Highest score of the principals‟ answers that are higher than 

teachers‟ answers.  

: Lowest score the principals‟ answers that are higher than teachers‟ 

answers. 

  

Data was primarily analyzed to address the following research questions “Is 

there a discrepancy between teacher perception of principal behavior and principal 

perception of their behaviors? If yes, in which areas of principal‟s behavior?” 

The data was tabulated, and the average scores were calculated by domains and 

t-tests were conducted to identify mean difference in scores between principal and 
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teacher reports on principal leader behavior. This was done by domain, all domains 

by school. 

4.2   Analysis by Domain 

An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare principal and teacher 

perception of principal leadership behavior on all domains, by domain. Significant 

differences were detected in the four domains but as the researcher will explain 

below, the differences in “TP” and “PP” were not significant in the same school for 

all domains. 

The results showed discrepancy only in three domains, Adaptability, Creating 

culture and Communication. 

4.3.1 Adaptability 

The difference between teacher and principal perception about principal 

behaviors on „adaptability‟ was only significant in School IV. As shown in the table 

(7) the average of principal‟s answers were 3.8 compared to the teachers, which was 

3.152. The answers of the principals were higher on average. As shown in table (7) 

the t-stat is-2.12≥ tcritical one-tail 1.86 at p=0.066. Thus the hypothesis that 

teachers and the principal‟s point of view toward the principal‟s behaviors in the 

domain of adaptability is different in one out of nine schools.  

Table 7 

T-Test: Domain Adaptability – School IV 

  TP  PP 

Mean 3.152380952 3.8 

Variance 0.265759637 0.2 

Observations 5 5 

Hypothesized Mean Difference 0 

 df 8 
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t Stat -2.12189403 

 P(T<=t) one-tail 0.033314238 

 t Critical one-tail 1.859548038 

 P(T<=t) two-tail 0.066628475 

 t Critical two-tail 2.306004135   

 

4.3.2 Creating Culture 

The difference between teacher and principal perception about principal 

behaviors on „Creating Culture‟ was significant in three out of nine schools, School 

III, V, & VI. As shown in the table (9) the average of principal‟s answers in school 

III was 3.8 compared to the teachers, which was 3.26, table (10) the average of 

principal‟s answers in school V was 3.4 compared to the teachers, which was 3.32, 

and table (11) the average of principal‟s answers in school VI was 3.83 compared to 

the teachers which was 2.97. 

The answers of the principals were higher on average. As shown in table (8) the 

t-stat is -1.99≥ tcritical one-tail 1.68 at p=0.05, in table (9) the t-stat is -0.29≥ 

tcritical one-tail 1.94 at p=0.38, in table (10) the t-stat is -3.37≥ tcritical one-tail 

1.85 at p=0.004.  

Thus the hypothesis that teachers and the principal‟s point of view toward the 

principal‟s behaviors in the domain of “creating culture” is significantly different in 

three out of nine schools.  

Table 8 

T-Test: Domain Communication – School III 

t-Test: Domain Creating Culture - School III 

  TP PP 

Mean 3.266666667 3.8 

Variance 0.064444444 0.2 

Observations 5 5 
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Hypothesized Mean Difference 0 

 df 6 

 t Stat -2.31908414 

 P(T<=t) one-tail 0.029761788 

 t Critical one-tail 1.943180281 

 P(T<=t) two-tail 0.059523575 

 t Critical two-tail 2.446911851   

 

Table 9 

T-Test: Domain Communication – School V 

t-Test: Domain Creating Culture - School V 

  TP PP 

Mean 3.32 3.4 

Variance 0.072 0.3 

Observations 5 5 

Hypothesized Mean Difference 0 

 Df 6 

 t Stat -0.29329423 

 P(T<=t) one-tail 0.38958861 

 t Critical one-tail 1.943180281 

 P(T<=t) two-tail 0.77917722 

 t Critical two-tail 2.446911851   

 

Table 10 

t-Test: All Domains- School VI 

    TP PP 

Mean 2.541666667 3.33333333 

Variance 1.456928424 0.33333333 

Observations 24 21 

Hypothesized Mean Difference 0 

 Df 34 

 

t Stat 

-

2.860811936 

 P(T<=t) one-tail 0.003588294 

 t Critical one-tail 1.690924255 

 P(T<=t) two-tail 0.007176589 
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t Critical two-tail 2.032244509   

 

4.3.3 Communication  

The difference between teacher and principal perception about principal 

behaviors on „Communication‟ was significant in school VII. As shown in the table 

(11) the average of principal‟s answers in school VII was 3 compared to the 

teachers, which was 3.2. 

The answers of the teachers were higher on average. As shown in table (11) the 

t-stat is 2.74≥ tcritical one-tail 2.13 at p=0.05 at P=0.02. 

Thus the hypothesis that teachers and the principal‟s point of view toward the 

principal‟s behaviors in the domain of Communication is different in only one 

school.  

Table 11 

t-Test: Domain Communication – School VII 

  TP PP 

Mean 3.2 3 

Variance 0.026530612 0 

Observations 5 5 

Hypothesized Mean Difference 0 

 
df 4 

 
t Stat 2.745625892 

 
P(T<=t) one-tail 0.025802979 

 
t Critical one-tail 2.131846786 

 
P(T<=t) two-tail 0.051605958 

 
t Critical two-tail 2.776445105   

 

4.3   All Domains 
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The difference between teacher and principal perception about principal 

behaviors in all domains was significant in three out of nine schools, School III, IV, 

& VI. As shown in the table (12) the average of principal‟s answers in school III 

was 3.45 compared to the teachers, which was 2.81, table (13) the average of 

principal‟s answers in school IV was 3.25 compared to the teachers, which was 2.7, 

and table (14) the average of principal‟s answers in school VI was 3.33 compared to 

the teachers which was 2.54. 

The answers of the principals were higher on average. As shown in table (12) 

the t-stat is -1.99≥ tcritical one-tail 1.68 at p=0.02, in table (13) the t-stat is -1.92≥ 

tcritical one-tail 1.68 at p=0.03, in table (14)the t-stat is -3.37≥ tcritical one-tail 1.85 

at p=0.003.  

Thus the hypothesis that teachers and the principal‟s point of view toward the 

principal‟s behaviors in the domain of creating culture is different in three out of 

nine schools.   

Table 12 

t-Test: All Domains – School III 

  

     TP PP 

Mean 2.814492754 3.45 

Variance 1.301800615 0.892105 

Observations 23 20 

Hypothesized Mean Difference 0 

 df 41 

 t Stat -1.9976477 

 P(T<=t) one-tail 0.026209526 

 t Critical one-tail 1.682878002 

 P(T<=t) two-tail 0.052419052 
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t Critical two-tail 2.01954097   

 

Table 13 

t-Test: All Domains- School IV 

 

     TP PP 

Mean 2.708074534 3.25 

Variance 1.237127262 0.513157895 

Observations 23 20 

Hypothesized Mean Difference 0 

 df 38 

 t Stat -1.922664208 

 P(T<=t) one-tail 0.031020687 

 t Critical one-tail 1.68595446 

 P(T<=t) two-tail 0.062041375 

 t Critical two-tail 2.024394164   

 

Table 14 

t-Test: All Domains- School VI 

     TP PP 

Mean 2.541666667 3.33333333 

Variance 1.456928424 0.33333333 

Observations 24 21 

Hypothesized Mean Difference 0 

 df 34 

 t Stat -2.860811936 

 P(T<=t) one-tail 0.003588294 

 t Critical one-tail 1.690924255 

 P(T<=t) two-tail 0.007176589 

 t Critical two-tail 2.032244509   

 

To conclude, „creating culture‟ was the only sub-domain among the four other domains 

that showed high discrepancy between teachers and principals in four out of five items. 
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In addition, most of the answers related to this category were answered higher by 

principals. However, in the domain of Consideration there were no significant results in 

any school.  
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CHAPTER FIVE 

CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSION, LIMITATIONS,  

 

The purpose of this study was to investigate factors that contribute to 

differences in principal and teacher perceptions of the principal leader behavior. In 

this chapter, I will report on the discrepancies by domains individually and by all 

domains combined respectively.  

   Discrepancies by Domain 5.1

 

Results showed that three out of nine schools had discrepancy in teacher 

perception and principal for all domains combined and three out of nine in the sub-

domain creating culture.  

A significant finding was „creating culture.‟ It was the only sub-domain among 

all four domains that showed high discrepancy between teachers and principals in 

four out of five items. Most of the answers related to this category where answered 

higher by principals. The four items in the creating culture sub-domain dealt with 

the interpersonal relationship between the teachers and the principal. The principal 

in this sub-domain is asked to create a positive environment, motivate both students 

and teachers to give their highest potentials through rewarding their efforts, and deal 

effectively with failures.  

Houseman (2007) emphasizes the importance of building positive interpersonal 

relation of subordinates to superiors. It affects subordinates‟ self-concepts and 
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classification, which are decisive “determinants of social and organizational 

processes” (Houseman, 2007, p.4). More than 88 % of the principals answered 

higher than teachers in items 1, My principal believes that all children can learn 10, 

My principal challenges both teachers and students to do their best 11, My principal 

organizes reward programs for students and 19, My principal formally recognizes 

teachers for doing well. 

Based on the above mentioned, the school culture can only be enhanced when 

the relevant behaviors are practiced by the leader (Houseman, 2007).  Barnett and 

McCormick (2001) state that teachers mainly perceived a good leader to be the one 

who succeeds in implementing his vision especially by building positive 

relationships with them.  Accordingly, this will enhance the job satisfaction of the 

teachers as well as encourage them. In addition, another study done by Wetheral 

(2002) shows that the teachers are mostly effective when the leaders empower them 

and involve them in the decision making process. Similarly, Denton (2009) asserts 

that teachers‟ Job satisfaction and retention rates can increase by encouraging 

positive and respectful relationships among teachers and their students and among 

the faculty, staff, and administration.  

Teachers always complain about the attitude of their principals, and the attitude 

that is most significant here is the lack of motivation, positive work environment 

and a reward system. It was expected to have such results due to the fact that 

literature shows that teachers and principals perceive themselves differently and the 

role and personal characteristics of the school leaders are often elusive and not 

understood by teachers. According to Houseman (2007) principals and teachers 
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perceive the behavior of the principal in different ways which lead to conflicting 

views and variance in understanding the principal‟s behaviors and intentions.  

    Discrepancies by All Domains 5.2

 

Analysis was run by all domains together; significant group differences were 

identified in three out of nine schools, School III, IV, & VI. 

100% of principals answered higher than teachers in items 1 and 10; 88% 

answered higher than teachers in items  9 and 13; 77% answered higher than 

teachers in items 12, 5, 11 and 19;  66% answered higher than teachers in items 16, 

2, 7, 20 and 15 . 

1. I believe that all children can learn. 

2. I have regular faculty meetings. 

5. I am frustrated by federal educational mandates. 

7. I am not afraid to try new ideas. 

9. I care about teachers. 

10. I help teachers meet their needs. 

11. I organize reward programs for students. 

12.  I challenge both teachers and students to do their best.                                           

13. I know teachers personally. 

15. I clearly communicate information to all teachers. 

16. I promote an inviting school atmosphere. 

17.  I formally recognize teachers for doing well. 

The discrepancy in scores in 12 out of 20 items in three out of four sub-domains 

is in line with existing research findings. The 12 items are from the four domains, 
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adaptability, consideration, communication, and creating culture. This indicates that 

even if the discrepancy was not significant in the domain itself, some items of 

principal behavior will show differences in perception in the same domain. This 

implies that we cannot isolate the perception of the teachers and put them in one 

category. Teachers perceive their principal as a whole with weaknesses and 

strengths in behaviors that varies among them. 

Devos (2009) asserts that the principals have conflicting roles and combination 

of many skills. S/he has to be a manager, an administrator, an instructional leader 

demonstrating many skills since they are faced with both administrative and 

educational tasks (Devos, 2009).  

 Beside the skills mentioned by Devos (2209), Sharma (2010) adds that it is the 

students, the teachers, the parents, the community and the employees of the school 

who can tell how good a leader is according to the competencies s/he demonstrates. 

Which means Miller (2002) supports the idea that principals should also consider 

that the teachers are overloaded which might challenge the professional 

development achievement. Hence, Marzano and Waters (2009) suggested that as an 

instructional leader, the principal needs to provide the teachers with enough time for 

planning as well as allocate adequate resources. 

Another finding was that whilst the biggest discrepancy between TP and PP 

was in „creating culture‟ sub-domain, there was no significant difference regarding 

the consideration subdomain, in the nine schools, which reflects awareness, care and 

support that a leader performs in his/her relationships. Moreover the results in the 

other two subdomains, adaptability and communication showed discrepancy in TP 

and PP in only one school‟ communication, wherein the leader plays an important 
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role in reflecting behaviors that help create and communicate the vision, mission 

and goals of the school, and adaptability, which highlights the leader‟s adjustment 

of behaviors according to the situation showing his good management skills 

(Houseman, 2007). 

Thus it was interesting to see no group discrepancy between teachers‟ and 

principals‟ reports on leadership behavior were reported. For the most part, 

principals reported higher than teachers in the „creating culture‟ subdomain. Table 7 

below shows the distribution of principals who answered lower than teachers item 

by item within each subdomain.  

Results were expected to show higher discrepancy between TP and PP in most 

of the sample but they did not. Based on personal experience as a teacher and trainer 

in both public and private schools, teachers always complain about the attitude of 

their principals. Moreover, the role and the personal characteristics of the school 

leaders are often elusive and not understood by teachers (Shum & Cheng, 

1997).They assert that the way teachers perceive the relationship they have with the 

principal influences the effectiveness of the principal‟s leadership and vice versa. 

This interpersonal relation of subordinates to superiors affects subordinates‟ self-

concepts and classification, which are decisive “determinants of social and 

organizational processes” (Houseman, 2007, p.4). Consequently, when applying 

practices or behaviors that enhance positive interpersonal relationship into schools, 

the relationship between the teacher and the principal affects the way the teacher 

recognizes his or her role in the association, and that recognition helps to 

manipulate the failures and the successes of the school.  
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There were a few items that showed high difference in perception among the 

four domains. 100% of principals answered higher than teachers in items 1 and 10 

(creating culture); 88% answered higher than teachers in items 9 (consideration) and 

13 (communication); 77% answered higher than teachers in items 12 

(consideration), 5 (adaptability), 11and 19 (creating culture); 66% answered higher 

than teachers in items 16 (consideration), 2, 7 and 20 (adaptability), and 15 (creating 

culture). 

 

Distribution of the principals who answered lower than teachers 

Responding Principals, N=9 

Domain Item Number Total of principals 

who answered lower 

than teachers 

Percentage 

Consideration 9 2/9 0.222 

12 3/9 0.333 

14 5/9 0.555 

16 4/9 0.444 

18 8/9 0.888 

Total   22/45 0.488 

Adaptability 2 4/9 0.444 

5 3/9 0.333 

6 5/9 0.555 

7 4/9 0.444 

20 4/9 0.444 

Total   20/45 0.444 

Creating 

Culture 
1 0/9 0 

10 0/9 0 

11 3/9 0.333 

15 4/9 0.444 

19 3/9 0.333 

Total   10/45 0.222 

Communication 3 7/9 0.777 
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4 7/9 0.777 

8 6/9 0.666 

13 2/9 0.222 

17 7/9 0.777 

Total   29/45 0.644 

 

While the current study did not find major difference between teacher and 

principal reports in at least 3 domains, research findings often show otherwise i.e. 

difference in perception. For instance, Houseman (2007) states that principals and 

teachers perceive the behavior of the principal in different ways, which lead to 

conflicting views and variance in understanding the principal‟s behaviors and 

intentions. A study conducted by Sharma (2010), reveals that teachers often find 

that the principal is ineffective which creates a discrepancy between their 

perceptions and those of the principal. On the other hand, Leithwood, Sammons, 

Harris, Day, and Hopkins (2006) assert that followers base their perceptions on 

whatever evidence they have in their specific experience. Followers form opinions 

of their leaders based upon school conditions that are generally open to the 

influence of the leader, such as vision, culture, and decision making processes that 

are implemented and monitored by the leader (Leithwood, Sammons, Harris, Day, 

and Hopkins, 2006). Since for the current study I look at leadership as perceived 

through the eyes of the followers, I adopted Kouzes and Posner (1995) definition of 

leadership that is “the art of mobilizing others to want to struggle for shared 

aspirations” (p. 30). In line with the research literature e.g., Leithwood et al., 2006, 

findings show that the perceptions of both groups were almost similar. Similarly, 

the study conducted by LoVette, Watts, and Wheeler (2001) showed that principals 

rate themselves higher than their teachers. Interestingly LoVette et.al (2001) suggest 
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that principals tend to rate their overall performance high when teacher perceptions 

reflect low ratings. Conversely, principals who are rated high by their teachers tend 

to rate themselves lower. 

Although the results were unexpected for the present study, these findings serve 

as a platform for further research on „creating culture‟ with a bigger and more 

diverse sample as this was the subdomain with highest discrepancy in TP and PP 

reports. It might serve as a stepping-stone to explore how teachers in Lebanon 

perceive their principals in different contexts and amongst different samples (e.g. 

private vs. public or a larger sample, different management system etc…). 

Houseman (2007) concluded that negative or positive perceptions of the 

principals‟ behaviors are established by what the followers see their principal‟s 

values being, what they see them do, and how they see them treat others. According 

to Sharma (2010) it is paramount to take into consideration the way teachers 

perceive their principal because it affects the school productivity. Often, the 

teachers find that the principal is ineffective which creates a discrepancy between 

their perceptions and those of the principal (Sharma, 2010).   

Principals should be aware of how well they model ideal behavior in the areas 

of trust, respect, credibility, concern for others, and open communication. As 

principals take steps to improve in these areas, teachers‟ perceptions of the 

principal‟s leader behavior should become more positive.  

    Limitations 5.3
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The study may be used to illustrate a difference of perceptions between the 

teachers‟ and the principals about a leader‟s behavior. Limitations however must be 

considered.   

 First, the lack of shared experience between the principal and the teachers 

may affect the results negatively. Second, some teachers may not give their opinion 

frankly and be bias to the principal (with or against), which may also affect the 

results. The third and last limitation relates to the results of this study, which cannot 

be generalized to the population of teachers and principals in Lebanon. This was a 

sample of convenience for the purpose of this study, but future research should 

include teachers and principals across the regions of the country, in both public and 

private schools. 
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Appendix “A” 

Cover Letter 

Thesis Title:  “EXPLAINING THE DISCREPANCY BETWEEN TEACHERS AND 

PRINCIPAL PERCEPTION OF THE PRINCIPAL‟S LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR”. 

Investigator: Ms. Dina Noueiri  

Department:  Education 

Phone: 03-911931  

Email: dina.noueiri@lau.edu.lb  

 

This form is to certify that I have read and understood the University‟s policies and 

procedures governing research activities involving human subjects. I acknowledge my 

obligation to protect students against injury and invasion of their privacy, and their 

dignity will be preserved. I am kindly requesting an approval from the CHSR to apply 

this study at LAU.  

 

This study aims to answer the following research question: Is there a discrepancy 

between teachers‟ perception of principals‟ behavior and principals‟ perception of their 

behaviors? If yes, in which areas of principal‟s behavior? 

Data Collection forms:  

 

 Survey  

 

 Informed Consent  

 

 Interview 

 



 

 

 

Appendix “B” 

 

To: Name of the Institution 

From: Garene Kaloustian 

Re: Dina Noueiri Master Thesis 

Beirut, Lebanon 

 

[May 7, 2014] 

Object: Consent to collect data for an LAU research study entitled “Explaining the 

Discrepancy between Teachers and Principal Perception of the Principal’s Leadership 

Behavior”. 

To Whom It May Concern, 

I am an Assistant Professor of Early Childhood Education in the Department of 

Education at the Lebanese American University (LAU) Beirut. I am writing on behalf of 

Ms. Dina Noueiri, as her academic advisor. Ms. Noueiri is currently working on her 

Master Thesis. The topic of her thesis is Teacher’s Perception vs. Principal’s 

Perception of Leadership Behavior. As part of this process, Dina would be visiting your 

facility only in order to complete a research project to gather data on teacher and 

principal perception on principal's leadership behavior 

As part of this process, Dina has to recruit a sample of volunteer teachers and principals 

to participate in her study. After much discussion, Dina suggested the ------------Schools 

(Name of the School), given its superior reputation in its leadership practices amongst 

the administration and staff, ensuring a successful instructional environment.  

Her sample for the study will be composed of Preschool and Elementary 

department teachers with their Heads. 

The teachers and heads of departments will be asked to respond to a 10 minutes 

questionnaire (one for teachers and one for principals) along with an interview with the 

principal and the person in charge of distributing and collecting the questionnaires. 

Your individual privacy will be maintained in all publications or presentations resulting 

from this study.  

 



 

 

 

 

If you have any questions or would like additional information about this research, 

please contact me at 03-911931, or through my e-mail: dina.noueiri@lau.edu.lb 

 

I appreciate your cooperation  

Garene Kaloustian 

School of Arts and Sciences 

Department of Education 

Tel.01-786456 ext. 1265 

P.O.Box:13-5053 Chouran   

Beirut 11022801, Lebanon 

 

Sincerely yours, 
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Appendix “C” 

 

 اسزٞجبُ اىَذٝش)ح(

 

االسزجٞبُ ٕ٘  . ثنٞفٞخ رظ٘س اىَؼيٌ ٗاىَذٝش ىسي٘مٞبد اىَذٝش اىقٞبدٝخخَغ اىجٞبّبد اىَزؼيقخ اىغشع ٍِ ٕزٓ اىذساسخ ٕ٘ 

ػذً اإلخبثخ ػِ اٛ  ط٘ػٜ ٗاىجٞبّبد اىزٜ ٝزٌ خَؼٖب ٕٜ فٜ سشٝخ ربٍخ. ىِ ٝزٌ اىزؼشف ػيٚ خَٞغ اىَشبسمِٞ ٗ ىذٝل خٞبس

سإاه ٍؼِٞ. سٞزٌ رسيٞو اىجٞبّبد اىزٜ ٝزٌ خَؼٖب ٗاسزخذاٍٖب ىزسذٝذ أٛ اززٞبخبد ػيَٞخ ٗ اىيزٜ َٝنِ رطجٞقٖب زست االقزضبء. 

ٝشخٚ اىَالزظخ ئرا مْذ ال رؼشف اىد٘اة أٗ ال رشٝذ اإلخبثخ ػيٚ اٛ سإاه ٍؼِٞ َٝنْل رشمٔ فبسغب. أّذ ر٘افق ػيٚ 

 ئرا مبُ ىذٝل أٛ أسئيخ َٝنْل االرظبه : االسزٞجبُ ٍِ خاله اخبثزل األسئيخ أدّبٓ. اىَشبسمخ فٜ ٕزا

 

 اإلسٌ سقٌ اىٖبرف اىجشٝذ اإلىنزشّٜٗ

dina.noueiri@lau.edu.lb 03-911931  دْٝب اىْ٘ٝشٛ 

 

سش ، ٝشخٚ ئرا مبُ ىذٝل أٛ أسئيخ ز٘ه زق٘قل مَشبسك فٜ ٕزٓ اىذساسخ ، أٗ مْذ رشٝذ اىزسذس ئىٚ شخض خبسج اىج

 االرظبه :

 ٍنزت اىيدْخ  األخالقٞخ،

 اىدبٍؼخ اىيجْبّٞخ األٍٞشمٞخ

 

IRB Office, 

Lebanese American University  

3
rd

 Floor, Dorm A, Byblos Campus 

Tel: 00 961 1 786456 ext. (2332) 

 

 دقبئق إلرَبٍٔ. 10أشنشمٌ ػيٚ أخز اى٘قذ ىَيٚء االسزَبسح. ٕزا االسزطالع ْٝجغٜ أُ ٝأخز ز٘اىٜ 

 

 :( ثَب ْٝسدٌ ٍغ ٍ٘افقزل ػيٚ ٍب ٝي4ٜاىٚ  1: ضغ دائشح ز٘ه اىشقٌ اىَْبست )ٍِ التىجيهاث

 

 أٗافق   أٗافق    ال أٗافق  ال أٗافق ثشذح

        1      2      3         4 

 1  -الجزء 

 4 3 2 1    . أػزقذ أُ ثبٍنبُ خَٞغ األطفبه أُ ٝزؼيَ٘ا.1

 4 3 2 1      ثق٘ح  ىيزّغٞٞش. . أّب ٍإٝذ2

 4 3 2 1     . ىذٛ ٍٖبساد ر٘اطو خّٞذح.3

 4 3 2 1    . ىذٛ اخزَبػبد ٕٞئخ رذسٝس ٍْزظَخ.4

 4 3 2 1     . أّب ٍشُ)ح( فٜ ػَيٞخ طْغ اىقشاس.5

 4 3 2 1 . أشؼش ثبإلزجبط ثسجت ق٘اِّٞ ٗاٍالءاد ٗصاسح اىزشثٞخ.              6
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 4 3 2 1     أفنبس خذٝذح. . ال أخبف ٍِ ردشثخ7

 4 3 2 1              . ال أخفٜ األخجبس اىسٞئخ ػِ أفشاد اىٖٞئخ اىزؼيَٞٞخ .       8

4 3 2 1                  .  إٔزٌ الٍش اىَؼيَِٞ.9

  

 4 3 2 1   . أ زش اىَؼيَِٞ ٗاىطالة اىٚ ثزه قظبسٙ خٖذٌٕ.10

 4 3 2 1     . أّظٌّ ثشاٍح ٍنبفأح ىيطالة.11

 4 3 2 1    . أسبػذ اىَذسسِٞ ػيٚ ريجٞخ اززٞبخبرٌٖ.12

 4 3 2 1                . أّقو اىَؼيٍ٘بد اىٖبٍخ ٍِ ئالداسح اىَشمضٝخ.13

 4 3 2 1     . أػشف اىَؼيَِٞ شخظًٞب.14

 4 3 2 1     . أسؼٚ ىخيق خ٘ دساسٜ خزاة.15

 4 3 2 1      . أدػٌ قشاساد اىَؼيَِٞ.16

 4 3 2 1               ٍ٘بد ث٘ض٘ذ ىدَٞغ اىَؼيَِٞ.. أٗطو اىَؼي17

 4 3 2 1                . ال أرؼبطف ٍغ ٍشبمو اىَؼيَِّٞ اىشخظٞخ.18

     4 3 2 1               .أ قذس زسِ أداء اىسبرزح ثشنو سسَٜ ٗٗاضر .19

 4 3 2 1  . ىذٛ اىقذسح ػيٚ اىزأقيٌ ٍغ ٍخزيف اىزغٞشاد اىَفبخئخ اىزٜ رطشأ ػيٜ.    20

  

 2  -الجزء 

 4 3 2 1   . أّب أػطٜ ٗقزب ط٘ٝال ىالسزَبع ئىٚ اىَؼيَِٞ.21

 4 3 2 1   .سسبىخ ٍذسسزْب ٗاضسخ ٗ ٍؼََخ فٜ اسخبء اىَذسسخ.22

 4 3 2    1      . اىدَٞغ فٜ ٍذسسزْب ٝؼشف ٍب ٝدت اىقٞبً ثٔ فٜ زبىخ اىط٘اسئ.       23

 شطخ ىزضٗٝذ اىَؼيَِٞ ثبىَالزظبد. ئّّْٜ أسزخذً ػَيٞخ اىزقٌٞٞ مف24

 4 3 2 1      ز٘ه أدائٌٖ  اى٘ظٞفٜ.      

  4 3 2 1     . أّب ٍطيغ)ح( ػيٚ ربسٝخ ٍذسسزْب.25

ب ثبىَؼيَِٞ.26 ًٍ  4 3 2 1                 . أظٖش إزَب

 4 3 2 1  . أّب ٍٗسبػذٛ/ٍسبػذرٜ  اىضبثظ اىشئٞسٜ فٜ اىَذسسخ.27

 4 3 2 1  اطو ٍفز٘ذ ثْٜٞ ٗثِٞ اىَؼيَِٞ.. فٜ ٍذسسزْب، ْٕبك ر28٘

 4 3 2 1     . اىْظبً ٍشينخ فٜ ٍذسسزْب.29

 4 3 2 1    . أربثغ ػِ مثت ػَيٞخ رقٌٞٞ اىَؼيَِٞ.30

 4 3 2 1    . فٜ ٍذسسزْب، أّب أظٖش االززشاً ىيَؼيَِٞ.31

 4 3 2 1    . ٖٝزٌ اىَؼيَُ٘ ثبىْظبً فٜ طف٘فٌٖ .32

 4 3 2 1   ٘ٝخ ٗاضسخ فٜ ثٞبُ ٍنز٘ة..سسبىخ ٍذسسزْب اىزشث33
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 4 3 2 1      . أظٖش إزَبٍب ثبىزالٍٞز.34

ه.35 ّ٘ 4 3 2 1   . أقٌّٞ اىَؼيَِِٞ ثشنو غٞش سسَٜ ٍِ خاله اىزّد

  

4 3 2 1   رفٌٖ سؤٝزٜ زٞبه ٍذسسزْب. . األسشح اىَذسسٞخ36

  

4 3 2 1    .أقً٘  غبىجًب ثضٝبسح اىفظ٘ه اىذساسٞخ .37

  

ب ثبىسقٞقخ.. الا 38 ًَ 4 3 2 1     أخجش اىَؼيَِٞ دائ

  

 4 3 2 1     . ٝظٖش اىَؼيَُّ٘ االٕزَبً ثٜ.39

 4 3 2 1 . رظشفبرٜ ال رزطبثق دائَب" ٍغ رؼيَٞبرٜ ػِ مٞفّٞخ  اىزظّشف.    40

 

 يرجى ملء المعلىماث التاليت:

 . اىؼَش: _________41

 ٌ: _________. ضًَْب ٕزا اىؼبً، ٍدَ٘ع  اىسْ٘اد فٜ اىزؼي42ٞ

 .ضًَْب ٕزا اىؼبً، ٍدَ٘ع سْ٘اد اىخجشح مَذٝش ٍذسسخ: _________43

 .ٕزا اىؼبً، ٍدَ٘ع اىسْ٘اد فٜ ٍْظجل اىسبىٜ: _________44

 . اىؼذد اىزقشٝجٜ ىيطيجخ فٜ ٍذسسزل: _________45

 

 يرجى وضع دائرة حىل المعلىمت المناسبت:

 أّثٚ   رمش  . اىدْس: 46

 ٝظف ٍذسسزل أفضو ٗطف:طبس اىزٛ . اإل47

 ٍذْٜٝ    فٜ اىض٘ازٜ   سٝفٜ 
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 اسزجٞبُ اىَؼيٌ)ح(  

االسزجٞبُ ٕ٘  . ثنٞفٞخ رظ٘س اىَؼيٌ ٗاىَذٝش ىسي٘مٞبد اىَذٝش اىقٞبدٝخخَغ اىجٞبّبد اىَزؼيقخ اىغشع ٍِ ٕزٓ اىذساسخ ٕ٘ 

اىَشبسمِٞ ٗ ىذٝل خٞبس ػذً اإلخبثخ ػِ اٛ  ط٘ػٜ ٗاىجٞبّبد اىزٜ ٝزٌ خَؼٖب ٕٜ فٜ سشٝخ ربٍخ. ىِ ٝزٌ اىزؼشف ػيٚ خَٞغ

سإاه ٍؼِٞ. سٞزٌ رسيٞو اىجٞبّبد اىزٜ ٝزٌ خَؼٖب ٗاسزخذاٍٖب ىزسذٝذ أٛ اززٞبخبد ػيَٞخ ٗ اىيزٜ َٝنِ رطجٞقٖب زست االقزضبء. 

فق ػيٚ ٝشخٚ اىَالزظخ ئرا مْذ ال رؼشف اىد٘اة أٗ ال رشٝذ اإلخبثخ ػيٚ اٛ سإاه ٍؼِٞ َٝنْل رشمٔ فبسغب. أّذ ر٘ا

 ئرا مبُ ىذٝل أٛ أسئيخ َٝنْل االرظبه : اىَشبسمخ فٜ ٕزا االسزٞجبُ ٍِ خاله اخبثزل األسئيخ أدّبٓ.

 

 اإلسٌ سقٌ اىٖبرف اىجشٝذ اإلىنزشّٜٗ

dina.noueiri@lau.edu.lb 03-911931  دْٝب اىْ٘ٝشٛ 

 

ىزسذس ئىٚ شخض خبسج اىجسش ، ٝشخٚ ئرا مبُ ىذٝل أٛ أسئيخ ز٘ه زق٘قل مَشبسك فٜ ٕزٓ اىذساسخ ، أٗ مْذ رشٝذ ا

 االرظبه :

 ٍنزت اىيدْخ  األخالقٞخ،

 اىدبٍؼخ اىيجْبّٞخ األٍٞشمٞخ

 

IRB Office, 

Lebanese American University  

3
rd

 Floor, Dorm A, Byblos Campus 

Tel: 00 961 1 786456 ext. (2332) 

 

 دقبئق إلرَبٍٔ. 10ْٝجغٜ أُ ٝأخز ز٘اىٜ أشنشمٌ ػيٚ أخز اى٘قذ ىَيٚء االسزَبسح. ٕزا االسزطالع 

 

 :( ثَب ْٝسدٌ ٍغ ٍ٘افقزل ػيٚ ٍب ٝي4ٜاىٚ  1: ضغ دائشح ز٘ه اىشقٌ اىَْبست )ٍِ التىجيهاث

 أٗافق    أٗافق    ال أٗافق  ال أٗافق ثشذح

        1      2      3         4 

 1  -الجزء 

 4 3 2 1   يَ٘ا.. ٝؼزقذ ٍذٝشٛ أُ ثبٍنبُ خَٞغ األطفبه أُ ٝزؼ1

 4 3 2 1                 . ٍذٝشٛ ٍإٝذ ق٘ٛ ىيزغٞٞش.2

 4 3 2 1     . ٍذٝشٛ ىذٝٔ ٍٖبساد ر٘اطو خٞذح.3

 4 3 2 1    . ىذٙ ٍذٝشٛ اخزَبػبد ٕٞئخ رذسٝس ٍْزظَخ.4

 4 3 2 1               . ٍذٝشٛ ٝزّسٌ ثبىَشّٗخ فٜ ػَيّٞخ طْغ اىقشاس.5

 4 3 2 1  سجت ق٘اِّٞ ٗاٍالءاد ٗصاسح اىزشثٞخ.. ٍذٝشٛ ٝشؼش ثبإلزجبط ث6

 4 3 2 1    . ٍذٝشٛ ال ٝخبف ٍِ ردشثخ أفنبس خذٝذح.7

 4 3 2 1  . ٍذٝشٛ ال ٝخفٜ األخجبس اىسٞئخ ػِ أفشاد اىٖٞئخ اىزؼيَٞٞخ.8

 4 3 2 1      . ٍذٝشٛ ٖٝزٌ ألٍشٛ .9

 4 3 2 1 ٌ.  . ٍذٝشٛ ٝسفض ٗٝزسذٙ اىَؼيَِٞ ٗاىطالة مٜ ٝجزى٘ا قظبسٙ خٖذ10ٕ
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 4 3 2 1    . ٍذٝشٛ ْٝظٌّ ثشاٍح ٍنبفأح ىيطالة.11

 4 3 2 1   . ٍذٝشٛ ٝسبػذ اىَذسسِٞ ػيٚ ريجٞخ اززٞبخبرٌٖ.12

 4 3 2 1  . ٍذٝشٛ ْٝقو اىَؼيٍ٘بد اىٖبٍخ ٍِ ئالداسح اىَشمضٝخ ىيَؼيَِٞ.13

 4 3 2 1     . ٍذٝشٛ ٝؼشف اىَؼيَِٞ شخظًٞب.14

 4 3 2 1                          دساسٜ خزاة. . ٍذٝشٛ ٝسؼٚ  ىخيق خ15٘

 4 3 2 1      . ٍذٝشٛ ٝذػٌ  قشاسارٜ .16

 4 3 2 1   . ٍذٝشٛ ٝ٘طو اىَؼيٍ٘بد ث٘ض٘ذ ىدَٞغ اىَؼيَِٞ.17

 4 3 2 1    . ٍذٝشٛ ال ٝزؼبطف ٍغ ٍشبميٜ اىشخظٞخ.18

 4 3 2 1  . ٍذٝشٛ  ٝقذس زسِ أداء األسبرزح ثشنو سسَٜ ٗٗاضر.19

 ىذٙ ٍذٝشٛ  اىقذسح ػيٚ اىزأقيٌ ٍغ ٍخزيف اىزغٞشاد اىَفبخئخ اىزٜ. 20

 4 3 2 1                                                             رطشأ ػيٞٔ/ٕب.                  

 2  -الجزء 

 4 3 2 1   . ٝؼطٜ ٍذٝش ٍذسسزْب ٗقزب  ىالسزَبع ئىٚ اىَؼيَِٞ.21

 4 3 2 1   ٍٗؼََخ  فٜ أسخبء اىَذسسخ. .سسبىخ ٍذسسزْب ٗاضسخ22

 4 3 2 1 . اىدَٞغ فٜ ٍذسسزْب ٝؼشف ٍب ٝدت اىقٞبً ثٔ فٜ زبىخ اىط٘اسئ.   23

 . ٍذٝشٛ ٝسزخذً ػَيٞخ اىزقٌٞٞ مفشطخ ىزضٗٝذ اىَؼيَِٞ ثبىَالزظبد24

 4 3 2 1      ز٘ه أدائٌٖ اى٘ظٞفٜ.      

  4 3 2 1                . أّب ٍطيغ )ح( ػيٚ ربسٝخ ٍذسسزْب.25

ب ثبىَؼيَِٞ.26 ًٍ  4 3 2 1     . اىَذٝش ٝظٖش إزَب

 4 3 2     1             . اىضبثظ اىشئٞسٜ فٜ اىَذسسخ ٕ٘ ٍذٝش اىَذسسخ أٗ ٍسبػذٓ.27

 4 3 2 1   . فٜ ٍذسسزْب ر٘اطو ٍفز٘ذ ثِٞ اىَذٝش ٗاىَؼيَِٞ.28

 4 3 2 1     . اىْظبً ٍشنيخ فٜ ٍذسسزْب.29

 4 3 2 1    زبثغ ػِ مثت رقٌٞٞ اىَؼيَِٞ.. ٍذٝشٛ 30ٝ

 4 3 2 1   . فٜ ٍذسسزْب ٝظٖش اىَذٝش االززشاً ىيَؼيَِٞ.31

 4 3 2 1    . اىَؼيَُ٘ ٖٝزَُ٘ ثبىْظبً فٜ طف٘فٌٖ.32

 4 3 2 1   . ىذٙ ٍذسسزْب ثٞبُ ٍنز٘ة ثشسبىزٖب اىزشث٘ٝخ.33

 4 3 2 1     . ٍذٝشٛ ٝظٖش إزَبٍب ثبىزالٍٞز.34

ه.. ٝقً٘ 35 ّ٘  4 3 2 1 ٍذٝشٛ ثزقٌٞٞ اىَؼيَِِٞ ثشنو غٞش سسَٜ ٍِ خاله اىزّد

 4 3 2 1   رفٌٖ سؤٝخ اىَذٝشزٞبه ٍذسسزْب.أسشح اىَذسسخ . 36

 4 3 2 1    . غبىجًب ٍب ٝشبٕذ اىَذٝش ٝضٗس اىظف٘ف.37

 4 3 2 1     . ٍذٝشٛ ال ٝخجشاىَؼيَِّٞ اىسقٞقخ.38
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 4 3 2 1     . ٝظٖش اىَؼيَِّٞ االٕزَبً ثبىَذٝش.39

ب ٍغ رؼيَٞبرٔ ػِ مٞفّٞخ  اىزظّشف .  40 ًَ  4 3 2 1 . رظشفبد ٍذٝشٛ ال رزطبثق دائ

 

 يرجى ملء المعلىماث التاليت:

 . اىؼَش: _________41

 . ضًَْب ٕزا اىؼبً، ٍدَ٘ع  اىسْ٘اد فٜ اىزؼيٌٞ: _________42

 _________. ضًَْب ٕزا اىؼبً، ٍدَ٘ع سْ٘اد اىؼَو ٍغ اىَذٝش اىسبىٜ :  43

 

 يرجى وضع دائرة حىل المعلىمت المناسبت:

 أّثٚ   رمش  . اىدْس: 44

 طبس اىزٛ ٝظف ٍذسسزل أفضو ٗطف:. اإل45

 ٍذْٜٝ   فٜ اىض٘ازٜ   سٝفٜ 

 . ٍدبه اىزذسٝس )اىَبّدح(:46

 اىيغخ اإلّديٞضٝخ      

 اىشٝبضٞبد

 اىؼيً٘ 

  اىؼيً٘ اإلخزَبػٞخ

 ٍّْٖٞخ

 اىزؼيٌٞ اىَْٖٜ

 ىخبصاىزؼيٌٞ ا
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PRINCIPAL SURVEY  

 

This is a research project and for this project you will be asked to complete a short 

questionnaire. This questionnaire aims to gather data on teacher and principal perception 

on principal's leadership behavior. 

The information you provide will be used to earn knowledge on the important factors to 

consider on principal's leadership behaviors in working toward a more effective school, 

classroom, teaching and learning environment.. 

 

Your answers will not be released to anyone and your identity will remain anonymous. 

Your name will not be written on the questionnaire or be kept in any other records. All 

responses you provide for this study will remain confidential.  When the results of the 

study are reported, you will not be identified by name or any other information 

that could be used to infer your identity. Only researchers will have access to view 

any data collected during this research. Your participation is voluntary and you may 

withdraw from this research any time you wish or skip any question you don‟t feel like 

answering.  Your refusal to participate will not result in any penalty or loss of benefits to 

which you are otherwise entitled to. 

The research intends to abide by all commonly acknowledged ethical codes. You agree 

to participate in this research project by filling the following questionnaire. If you have 

any questions, please ask the research team listed at the beginning of this questionnaire.  

Thank you for taking the time for the survey. This survey should take you about 10 

minutes to complete it. 

If you have any questions, you may contact 

Name (PI) Phone number Email address 

Dina Noueiri 03-911931 Dina.noueiri@lau.edu.lb 

If you have any questions about your rights as a participant in this study, or you want to 

talk to someone outside the research, please contact the: 

IRB Office, 

Lebanese American University  

3rd Floor, Dorm A, Byblos Campus 

Tel: 00 961 1 786456 ext. (2332) 
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DIRECTIONS: please circle the number which best describes your agreement with 

each statement. 

Strongly Disagree 

1 

Disagree 

2 

Agree 

3 

Strongly Agree 

4 

1. I believe that all children can learn. 

2. I am strong advocate for change. 

3. I have good communication skills. 

4. I have regular faculty meetings. 

5. I am flexible in my decision-making. 

6. I am frustrated by federal educational mandates. 

7. I am not afraid to try new ideas. 

8. I do not hide bad news.  

9. I care about teachers. 

10. I challenge both teachers and students to do their best.                                           

11. I organize reward programs for students. 

12. I help teachers meet their needs. 

13. I relay important information from the central office administration to 

the teachers. 

14. I know teachers personally. 

15. I promote an inviting school atmosphere. 

16. I support teachers‟ decisions. 

17. I clearly communicate information to all teachers. 

18. I am not sympathetic to teachers‟ personal problems. 

19. I formally recognize teachers for doing well. 

20. I operate well in a changing environment. 

Part II. 

 

1. I take time to listen to teachers. 

2. Our schools mission statement is displayed prominently throughout the 

school. 

3. Everyone in our school knows what to do in an emergency. 

4. I use the evaluation process as an opportunity to provide teachers with 

feedback about their job performance. 

5. I am aware of the history of our school. 

 1       2       3        4 

 1       2       3        4 

 1       2       3        4 

 1       2       3        4 

 1       2       3        4 

 1       2       3        4 

 1       2       3        4 

 1       2       3        4 

 1       2       3        4 

 1       2       3        4 

 1       2       3        4 

 1       2       3        4 

  

 1       2       3        4   

 1       2       3        4 

 1       2       3        4 

 1       2       3        4 

 1       2       3        4 

 1       2       3        4 

 1       2       3        4 

 1       2       3        4 

  

 

 1       2       3        4 

 

 1       2       3        4 

 1       2       3        4 

 

 1       2       3        4 

 1       2       3        4 
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6. I show concern for teachers.  

7. The assistant principal and I are the main disciplinarians in the school. 

8. In our school, there is open communication between teachers and me. 

9. Discipline is the problem at our school. 

10. I closely follow the established process for evaluating teachers. 

11. In our school, I show respect for the teachers. 

12. Teachers take care of discipline in their classrooms. 

13. Our school has a written mission statement. 

14. I show concern for students. 

15. I evaluate teachers informally” wondering” around. 

16. The community understands my vision for our school. 

17. I often visit classrooms. 

18. I do not always tell teachers the truth. 

19. Teachers show concern for me. 

20. My actions do not always match how I say one should behave.                

 

 1       2       3        4 

 1       2       3        4 

 1       2       3        4 

 1       2       3        4 

 1       2       3        4 

 1       2       3        4 

 1       2       3        4 

 1       2       3        4 

 1       2       3        4 

 1       2       3        4 

 1       2       3        4 

 1       2       3        4 

 1       2       3        4 

 1       2       3        4 

 1       2       3        4 

 

Please fill in the following information: 

5. Age:________________ 

6. Counting this year, total 

number of years in 

education:_____________

____ 

7.  Counting this year, total 

years‟ experience as a 

principal:______________

_ 

8. Counting this year, total 

years in your present 

position:_______________

__ 

9. Approximate number of 

students in your 

school:________________

_ 

 

Please circle the appropriate response on the following: 

10. Gender: Male 

 Female 

11. Setting which best describe 

your school: 
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Rural  Suburban  Urban 
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TEACHER SURVEY  

This is a research project and for this project you will be asked to complete a short 

questionnaire. This questionnaire aims to gather data on teacher and principal perception 

on principal's leadership behavior. 

The information you provide will be used to earn knowledge on the important factors to 

consider on principal's leadership behaviors in working toward a more effective school , 

classroom, teaching and learning environment.. 

 

Your answers will not be released to anyone and your identity will remain anonymous. 

Your name will not be written on the questionnaire or be kept in any other records. All 

responses you provide for this study will remain confidential.  When the results of the 

study are reported, you will not be identified by name or any other information 

that could be used to infer your identity. Only researchers will have access to view 

any data collected during this research. Your participation is voluntary and you may 

withdraw from this research any time you wish or skip any question you don‟t feel like 

answering.  Your refusal to participate will not result in any penalty or loss of benefits to 

which you are otherwise entitled to. 

The research intends to abide by all commonly acknowledged ethical codes. You agree 

to participate in this research project by filling the following questionnaire. If you have 

any questions, please ask the research team listed at the beginning of this questionnaire.  

Thank you for taking the time for the survey. This survey should take you about 10 

minutes to complete it. 

If you have any questions, you may contact 

Name (PI) Phone number Email address 

Dina Noueiri 03-911931 Dina.noueiri@lau.edu.lb 

If you have any questions about your rights as a participant in this study, or you want to 

talk to someone outside the research, please contact the: 

IRB Office, 

Lebanese American University  

3rd Floor, Dorm A, Byblos Campus 

Tel: 00 961 1 786456 ext. (2332) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DIRECTIONS: please circle the number which best describes your agreement with 

each statement. 



94 

 

Strongly Disagree 

1 

Disagree 

2 

Agree 

3 

 

Strongly Agree 

4 

 

1. My principal believes that all children can learn. 

2. My principal is a strong advocate for change. 

3. My principal has good communication skills. 

4. My principal has regular faculty meetings. 

5. My principal is flexible in his or her decision-making. 

6. My principal is frustrated by federal educational mandates. 

7. My principal is not afraid to try new ideas. 

8. My principal does not hide bad news. 

9. My principal cares about me. 

10. My principal challenges both teachers and students to do 

their best. 

11. My principal organizes reward programs for students. 

12. My principal helps teachers meet their needs. 

13. My principal relays important information from the central 

office administration to the teachers. 

14. My principal knows me personally. 

15. My principal promotes an inviting school atmosphere. 

16. My principal supports my decisions. 

17. My principal clearly communicates information to all 

teachers. 

18. My principal is not sympathetic to my personal problems. 

19. My principal formally recognizes teachers for doing well. 

20. My principal operates well in a changing environment. 

 

    PART - II 

21. The principal of our school takes time to listen to teachers. 

22. Our school‟s mission statement is displayed prominently 

throughout the school. 

23. Everyone in our school knows what to do in an emergency. 

24. The principal uses the evaluation process as an opportunity 

to provide teachers with feedback about their job 

performance. 

25. I am aware of the history of our school. 

26. The principal shows concern for teachers. 

27. The principal and assistant principal are the min 

disciplinarians in the school. 

28. In our school, there is open communication between the 

principal and teachers. 

29. Discipline is a problem at our school. 

30. The principal closely follows the established process for 

evaluating teachers. 

31. In our school, the principal shows respect for the teachers. 

 

     1        2          3         4 

     1        2          3         4 

     1        2          3         4 

     1        2          3         4 

     1        2          3         4 

     1        2          3         4 

     1        2          3         4 

     1        2          3         4 

     1        2          3         4 

 

     1        2          3         4 

     1        2          3         4 

     1        2          3         4 

 

     1        2          3         4 

     1        2          3         4 

     1        2          3         4 

     1        2          3         4 

 

     1        2          3         4 

     1        2          3         4 

     1        2          3         4 

     1        2          3         4 

 

 

     1        2          3         4 

 

     1        2          3         4 

     1        2          3         4 

 

 

     1        2          3         4 

     1        2          3         4 

     1        2          3         4 

 

     1        2          3         4 

 

     1        2          3         4 

     1        2          3         4 

     

      1        2          3         4 

      1        2          3         4 
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32. Teachers take care of discipline in their classrooms. 

33. Our school has a written mission statement. 

34. The principal sows concern for students. 

35. The principal evaluates teachers informally by “wandering 

around.” 

36. The community understands the principal‟s vision for our 

school. 

37. The principal is often seen visiting classrooms. 

38. Our principal does not always tell teachers the truth. 

39. Teachers show concern for the principal. 

40. The principal‟s actions do not always match how he or she 

says one should behave. 

   

    Please fill in the following information: 

 

41. Age: ___________ 

42. Counting this year, total number of years in education: 

___________ 

43. Counting this year, total years working with current 

principal: __________ 

 

 

    Please circle the appropriate response on the following: 

44. Gender:                           Male                       Female 

45. Setting which best describes your school: 

Rural                             Suburban                    Urban  

    46.Teaching subject area: 

              English 

              Math 

              Science 

              Social Studies 

              Vocational 

              Special Education 

     1        2          3         4 

     1        2          3         4 

     1        2          3         4 

 

     1        2          3         4 

 

     1        2          3         4 

     1        2          3         4 

     1        2          3         4 

     1        2          3         4 

 

     1        2          3         4 
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Appendix “D” 

   

 

Department of Education 

 

Dear Ms. Fayed, 

 

I am a graduate student at the Lebanese American University, Dina Noueiri, conducting 

my research on School Leadership with an emphasis on “Leadership Behavior”. As part 

of my data collection, I am required to conduct a pilot study to ensure that the 

questionnaire(s) I will use is validated with the Lebanese context; these questionnaires 

have been adopted from studies that have used US samples. In my case, a sufficient 

number for piloting that would strongly validate the questionnaires would be 15 

teachers. I would greatly appreciate if you would allow me to pilot with your teachers.  

Below, please find the steps involved in the piloting process.  

 

 

I. Who will lead the pilot study?  

a. Ms. Dina Noueiri (Primary researcher) 

b. Ms. Cedra Tawil (Researcher) 

 

 Ms Dina Noueiri will initiate the piloting process with 4 teachers  

 Ms. Cedra Tawil will assist Ms. Noueiri in implementing the initial piloting with 

4 teachers, and will lead the rest of the piloting with the remaining 11 teachers. 

 

Who will participate in the pilot study? 

 The sample will consist of 1 school principal and 15 teachers 

 

 The principal will select:  

o 4 KG teachers 

o 5 elementary teachers 

o 3 intermediate teachers, and  

o 3 secondary teachers to participate.  

 

II. The researchers will: 
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 Give teachers the questionnaire and ask them to fill them out in the presence of 

the researchers.  

 Be present when the teacher‟s complete the questionnaire.  

 Ask the teachers to complete the questionnaire; seek individual feedback or a 

joint “debriefing.”  

 Take notes on teacher‟s verbal feedback, specifically on areas of concern about 

the questionnaires/specific questions, such as hesitation, erasures, or skipped 

questions.  

 Have individual teachers read the questions and then “parrot back” the question 

using their own words. 

 We want to ensure that questions are read smoothly and are easily understood. If 

the respondent appears confused or hesitant to answer, we want to find out why, 

and refine our questionnaire(s) accordingly. 

I kindly request to meet with the principal and the teachers from different levels (KG, 

Elementary, Intermediate, and secondary) 

                                                  Thank you for your cooperation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 




