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A b s tra c t

THE CONTINGENCY THEORY OF LEADERSHIP:
AN EMPIRICAL INVESTIGATION AND EVALUATION

by

John Henry T urner 

A d v iser: P ro fe s s o r  R obert J .  House

T his s tu d y  p ro v id es  a r ig o ro u s  la rg e -sam p le  t e s t  o f the  r e l a ­

t io n s h ip  betw een LPC and e f f e c t iv e n e s s  a long  w ith  an exam ination  o f 

a c tu a l  le a d e r  b eh av io r and LPC e f f e c t iv e n e s s .  The m ajor p o s tu la te  o f  

co n tin g en cy  th e o ry  i s  t h a t  the low LPC le a d e r  i s  more e f f e c t iv e  under 

e i t h e r  v e ry  u n fav o rab le  o r fa v o ra b le  s i t u a t io n s  w hereas th e  h igh  LPC 

le a d e r  i s  more e f f e c t iv e  in  s i tu a t io n s  o f in te rm e d ia te  fa v o ra b le n e s s . 

A d d it io n a lly , F ie d le r  im p lie s  th a t  e f f e c t iv e  low LPC le a d e rs  in  fa v o ra b le  

s i t u a t io n s  w i l l  e x h ib i t  le a d e rsh ip  b e h av io r which i s  h igh  in  i n i t i a t i n g  

s t r u c tu r e  and h ig h  in  c o n s id e ra tio n  w hereas e f f e c t iv e  h ig h  LPC le a d e rs  

i n  s i tu a t io n s  in te rm e d ia te  in  fa v o ra b le n e ss  w i l l  e x h ib i t  medium-medium 

le v e l s  o f  i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c tu r e  and c o n s id e ra t io n .  The p re s e n t  f i e l d  

s tu d y  in v o lv e s  65 le a d e rs  and 388 s u b o rd in a te s  which a re  c a s t  in to  a 

tw o -p o in t t e s t  o f  F i e d l e r 's  m odel: 34 in t e r a c t in g  groups in  o c ta n t  1

and 31 in te r a c t in g  groups in  o c ta n t  4 . The h y p o th e s ize d  r e la t io n s h ip s  

betw een LPC and b eh av io r fo r  e f f e c t iv e  le a d e rs h ip  w ith  re s p e c t  to  s i t u a ­

t i o n a l  fa v o ra b le n e ss  a re  summarized as fo l lo w s :

I n i t i a t i n g
O c tan t LPC S tru c tu re  C o n s id e ra tio n

1 Low High High

4 High Medium Medium



The s u b je c ts  were a l l  members o f a la rg e  government o rg a n iz a ­

t io n  p r im a r i ly  in v o lv ed  in  e n g in e e rin g  re s e a rc h  and s e rv ic e  a c t i v i t i e s .  

F i e d l e r ’ s m ethodology was fo llow ed as c lo s e ly  as p o s s ib le  and was 

s tre n g th en e d  by (1 ) o b ta in in g  a la rg e  sample in  each o c ta n t ,  (2 ) p ro v id ­

ing  a b u f fe r  zone o f in ad m issab le  sco re s  to  e lim in a te  m arg in a l c a se s  on 

each fa v o ra b le n e ss  dim ension, and (3 ) m a in ta in in g  h igh  le v e ls  o f i n t e r ­

r a t e r  agreem ent. R ank-order c o r r e la t io n s  (Spearman rho) betw een LPC and 

group perform ance were c a lc u la te d  fo r  each o c ta n t  w ith  the  fo llo w in g  

r e s u l t s :

O c tan t n Spearman rho  S ig n if ic a n c e  L evel F ie d le r  P r e d ic t io n

1 34 - .4 6 6  .01 - .5 2

4 31 .615  .001 .47

In  a d d i t io n ,  no c o r r e la t io n  was o b ta in ed  fo r  the combined 

s a m p le - - th e re fo re , the  s i t u a t i o n a l  fa v o ra b le n e ss  dim ension i s  c l e a r ly  

shown to  be a m odera tor betw een LPC and group perform ance. Thus, th e  

LPC p re d ic t io n s  o f  the  co n tin g en cy  model were supp o rted  in  b o th  o c ta n t s .

S u b o rd inate  b e h av io r d e s c r ip t io n s  fo r  th e  e f f e c t iv e  low and 

h ig h  LPC le a d e rs  in  o c ta n ts  1 and 4 r e s p e c t iv e ly  were as fo llo w s:

O ctan t LPC n I n i t i a t i n g  S tru c tu re  C o n sid e ra tio n

1 Low 18 40 .4  (H igh) 39 .7  (H igh)

4 High 18 36 .4  (Medium) 34 .3  (Low)

An unexpected  in c id e n c e  o f low c o n s id e ra t io n  b eh av io r among 

e f f e c t iv e  h ig h  LPC le a d e rs  was found in  o c ta n t  4 . Thus, b e h a v io ra l  

p re d ic t io n s  were supported  in  o c ta n t  1 b u t n o t e n t i r e ly  in  o c ta n t  4 .



Even though th e  p re s e n t  r e s u l t s  su p p o rt th e  b a s ic  LPC p re d ic t io n s  

o f  the  con tin g en cy  m odel, many q u e s tio n s  must s t i l l  be re so lv e d  b e fo re  the  

model can be co n s id e re d  as a v ia b le  th e o ry  o f  le a d e rs h ip  from which p r e ­

s c r ip t io n s  fo r  m an ag e ria l p r a c t ic e  may be drawn. Of p a r t i c u l a r  im portance 

i s  the  need to  e s t a b l i s h  r e l i a b i l i t y  and v a l i d i t y  fo r  a l l  m easures in  the  

model and to  expand th e  model to  in c lu d e  im p o rtan t a sp e c ts  o f  the  s i t u a t io n  

which a re  n e g le c te d . L o n g itu d in a l s tu d ie s  a re  a ls o  needed to  determ ine  

th e  d i r e c t io n  o f  c a u s a l i ty .  For exam ple, i s  th e  LPC an a t t r i b u t e  o f  the  

le a d e r  t h a t  cau ses  him to  be e f f e c t iv e  in  a g iven  s i t u a t io n  o r  does the  

s i t u a t io n  cause th e  le a d e r  to  ta k e  on a p a r t i c u l a r  LPC score?

W ith r e s p e c t  to  a c tu a l  le a d e r  b e h a v io r , th e  p re s e n t  d a ta  do n o t 

su p p o rt F i e d l e r 's  e x p la n a tio n  and p r e d ic t io n  fo r  e f f e c t iv e  h ig h  LPC le a d e rs  

in  o c ta n t  4 . A p o s s ib le  e x p la n a tio n  o f  th e  unexpected  f in d in g  o f  low con­

s id e r a t io n  b eh av io r among s u c c e s s fu l  h ig h  LPC le a d e rs  in  o c ta n t  4 may be 

o f fe re d  in  a d i f f e r e n t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  the  Ohio S ta te  le a d e rs h ip  s c a le s  

(w hich do n o t appear to  com prehensively  d e sc r ib e  le a d e r  b e h a v io r ) .  For 

exam ple, i t  may be th a t  a low c o n s id e ra t io n  sco re  r e f l e c t s  a le a d e r  who

i s  l e s s  a c t iv e  w ith  h i s  group which may have r e s u l te d  in  a good d e a l  o f

d i s c r e t i o n  b e in g  d e le g a te d  to  the  group members. Assuming th e  group i s

com petent and m o tiv a ted  to  acc e p t more d i s c r e t i o n  in  t h e i r  work, th e

r e s u l t  may be h ig h  perform ance.

The con tin g en cy  model i s  an im p o rtan t c o n tr ib u t io n  in  t h a t  i t  

has fo s te re d  a more com prehensive approach  to  le a d e rs h ip  and s tim u la te d  

a wide range o f in v e s t ig a t io n s .  A v a r i e ty  o f u n re so lv ed  q u e s tio n s  and 

problem s can p ro v id e  c lu e s  fo r  f u r th e r  a n a ly s is  and improvement in  the 

m odel. However, weak e x p la n a to ry  power and la c k  o f  con v in cin g  su p p o rt 

d e t r a c t  from i t s  u t i l i t y  as an e f f i c i e n t  guide to  fu tu re  r e s e a rc h . T here­

fo r e ,  r e s e a rc h e r s  a lso  should  c o n s id e r  a l t e r n a t iv e  frameworks and methods 

th a t  have been r e c e n t ly  advanced and show c o n s id e ra b le  p rom ise .
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

A lthough le a d e rs h ip  i s  one o f th e  m ost im p o rtan t and w idely  

s tu d ie d  a re a s  in  management, many key q u e s tio n s  rem ain unansw ered. The 

g e n e ra l purpose o f th e  p re s e n t  study  i s  to  conduct an e m p ir ic a l  i n v e s t i ­

g a tio n  and e v a lu a tio n  o f s e v e ra l  m ajor a sp e c ts  o f  le a d e rs h ip  th e o ry . In  

p a r t i c u l a r ,  im p o rtan t e lem ents o f th e  co n tin g en cy  th e o ry  o f  le a d e rs h ip  

( F ie d le r ,  1967) a re  t e s t e d  in  a f i e ld  s tu d y  o f 65 work g roups. This 

re s e a rc h  has s ig n if ic a n c e  because i t  a s s i s t s  in  u n d e rs tan d in g  th re e  

im p o rtan t f a c e ts  o f  p rev io u s  work: (1 ) th e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f le a d e rs h ip

m easures, (2 ) the  re fin em en t o f  r e la t io n s h ip s  betw een le a d e r  b e h a v io r , 

s i t u a t io n  and group e f f e c t iv e n e s s ,  and (3 ) the  e s ta b lish m e n t o f  g u id e lin e s  

fo r  th e o r e t i c a l  re fin e m e n ts  and f u r th e r  r e s e a rc h .  The rem ainder o f th i s  

c h a p te r  p re s e n ts  background in fo rm a tio n  in  the  fo llo w in g  sequence o f 

t o p i c s :

D e f in i t io n  o f  L eadersh ip

H is to r i c a l  P e rs p e c tiv e :  T r a i t ,
B eh a v io ra l and S i tu a t io n a l  Approaches

The C ontingency Theory of L ead ersh ip

The P re s e n t Study

Summary



DEFINITION OF LEADERSHIP

2

T ypical approaches to  le a d e rs h ip  d e f in e  i t  i n  term s o f  f a c i l i ­

t a t i n g  th e  p ro g re ss  o f  th e  group tow ard i t s  g o a l. More fo rm a lly , 

le a d e rs h ip  i s  d e f in e d  as a p ro c e ss  o f  p e rs o n a l i n t e r a c t io n  th rough which 

th e  le a d e r  in f lu e n c e s  h i s  fo llo w e rs  to  engage in  o r g a n iz a t io n a l ly  u s e fu l  

b e h a v io r . Thus, a le a d e r  has power ( p o te n t ia l  in f lu e n c e )  ov er the  mem­

b e rs  o f  h is  group. Almost a l l  d e f in i t io n s  o f  le a d e rs h ip  c o n ta in  the  

concep ts  o f  in f lu e n c e  and power (C a rtw rig h t and Zander, 1960). Katz 

and Kahn (1966), fo r  exam ple, d e f in e  le a d e rs h ip  as fo llo w s :

"When peop le  a re  in f lu e n c e d  to  engage in  o rg a n iz a t io n a l ly  
r e le v a n t  b e h a v io r , le a d e r s h ip  has o c c u rre d . When no such 
a tte m p t a t  in f lu e n c e  i s  made, th e re  has been no le a d e rs h ip .
We a re  n o t c o n te n t to  know, how ever, when th e  d e f in i t i o n  
has been m et. We want to  know w hether th e  in f lu e n c e  t r a n s ­
a c t io n s  o f  le a d e r s h ip ,  when th ey  o c c u r , have the  e f f e c t s  
which th e  le a d e r  in te n d e d . We want a ls o  to  compare the  
e f f e c t iv e n e s s  o f  d i f f e r e n t  a c ts  and s ty le s  o f  le a d e r s h ip ,  
and o f d i f f e r e n t  p e rso n s  as l e a d e r s ."  (pp . 309-310).

What accoun ts  fo r  the  f a c t  th a t  one p e rso n  may be a s u c c e s s fu l

le a d e r  w h ile  an o th e r i s  no t?  This i s  th e  o v e r r id in g  q u e s tio n  th a t  has

concerned  many s c h o la rs  fo r  hundreds o f  y e a r s .  In  the  p a s t  f i f t y  y ears

th i s  concern  w ith  le a d e rs h ip  h as  been  in v e s t ig a te d  more s y s te m a tic a l ly

and a  s u b s ta n t ia l  body o f  knowledge h as  been  s t e a d i ly  accum ulated . Much

o f  t h i s  work has fo llow ed  an e v o lu tio n a ry  tre n d  in  w hich s im p l i s t i c

approaches have g iven  way to  more s o p h is t i c a te d  a n a ly s e s . In  th e  n e x t

s e c t io n ,  th e se  developm ents a re  b r i e f l y  rev iew ed  to  p ro v id e  an h i s t o r i c a l

p e r s p e c t iv e  as a b a s is  f o r  exam ining more modern approaches to  the  s tu d y

o f  le a d e rs h ip .



3

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE: TRAIT,
BEHAVIORAL, AND SITUATIONAL APPROACHES

E a rly  work in  le a d e rs h ip  focused  on p e r s o n a l i ty  t r a i t s  w h ile  

l a t e r  work s h i f t e d  to  th e  s tu d y  o f  a c tu a l  le a d e r  b e h a v io r ; and more 

r e c e n t ly  th e  le a d e rs h ip  s i t u a t i o n  has come under a n a ly s is .  Each o f th e se  

approaches has g e n e ra te d  s e v e ra l  th e o r ie s  and a good d e a l o f  u s e fu l  

re s e a rc h  ev id en ce . More modern approaches to  le a d e rs h ip  u t i l i z e  e lem en ts 

o f  a l l  p r io r  ap p ro ach es, b u t  a ls o  in v o lv e  w hat H o llan d er and J u l i a n  (1969) 

c a l l  "a r i c h e r ,  more i n t e r a c t iv e  co n cep tio n "  o f  th e  le a d e rs h ip  p ro c e ss . 

Contem porary approaches such as F ie d le r  (1967) and House (1971) reco g n ize  

th a t  th e  s tu d y  o f  le a d e r s h ip  i s  a more fo rm idab le  problem  than  was 

e a r l i e r  supposed .

The T r a i t  Approach

In  th e  e a r ly  1 9 0 0 's  m ost s tu d ie s  viewed le a d e rs h ip  a lm ost 

e n t i r e l y  in  term s o f  th e  p e rso n a l q u a l i t i e s  o r t r a i t s  o f th e  le a d e r .  The 

concep t o f  a t r a i t  r e f e r s  to  some p e r s i s t e n t  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  an i n d i ­

v id u a l .  For exam ple, an in d iv id u a l  may be s a id  to  have th e  t r a i t  o f 

su b m issiv en ess  and th a t  t h i s  i s  r e f l e c t e d  in  h is  p a s s iv e  and c o n c i l i a to r y  

b e h av io r . T r a i t s  have a ls o  been  d e fin e d  in  term s o f  b io lo g ic a l  c h a ra c ­

t e r i s t i c s  such as i n t e l l i g e n c e ,  s p e c ia l  t a l e n t s ,  c o o rd in a tio n , and a p t i ­

tu d e s . The c e n t r a l  assum ption  o f  t r a i t  psychology is  th a t  p e r s o n a l i ty  i s  

m u ltid im en s io n a l and th a t  i t  can be broken down in to  more b a s ic  compo­

n e n ts .  As M cC lelland (1951) has p o in te d  o u t ,  " T r a i t  psychology r e p re s e n ts  

one o f  the  e a r l i e s t  a tte m p ts  to  in tro d u c e  some k in d  o f  o rd e r  in to  the  

m u l t i p l i c i t y  o f  human re sp o n se s . I t s  approach i s  s im p le . I t  c o n s is t s  

o f  lo o k in g  f o r  c o n s is te n c ie s  in  b e h a v io r ."  (p . 117).
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T r a i t  t h e o r i s t s  concerned w ith  le a d e rs h ip  p a id  l i t t l e  a t t e n ­

t io n  to  the  a c tu a l  b e h av io r o f  le a d e rs  im p l ic i t  in  th e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of 

t r a i t s .  In s te a d , they  c o n c e n tra te d  on uncovering  u n iv e r s a l  t r a i t  p ro ­

f i l e s  t h a t  would d is t in g u is h  s u c c e s s fu l  le a d e rs  from u n su c c e ss fu l le a d e rs  

and from fo llo w e rs . A la rg e  number o f  s tu d ie s  have been c a r r ie d  o u t and 

many t r a i t s  such as h o n e s ty , r e l i a b i l i t y ,  i n t u i t i o n ,  in d u s tr io u s n e s s ,  

d e p e n d a b il i ty ,  p e rse v e ra n c e , and in te l l ig e n c e  have been re p o r te d  as 

q u a l i t i e s  o f a s u c c e s s fu l  le a d e r .  The problem  th a t  rem ains i s  to  f in d  

o u t i f  th e re  a re  any t r a i t s  which a re  common to  a l l  le a d e r s .  In  an 

e x te n s iv e  rev iew  o f  th e  ev id en ce , Gibb (1954) concluded th a t  no c o n s is ­

t e n t  p a t t e r n  o f  t r a i t s  had been  found which c h a r a c te r iz e s  a l l  l e a d e r s . 

D esp ite  t h i s  f a i l u r e  to  uncover any c o n s is te n t  f in d in g s , t h i s  does n o t 

mean th a t  f u r th e r  re s e a rc h  in  t h i s  a re a  would n e c e s s a r i ly  be f r u i t l e s s .

As more s tu d ie s  a re  conducted  and as the  e f fe c t iv e n e s s  o f our re s e a rc h  

tech n iq u es  i s  im proved, i t  may w e ll be p o s s ib le  to  id e n t i f y  common 

le a d e rs h ip  t r a i t s .  For exam ple, G h is e l l i  (1963) su g g es ts  th a t  p rev io u s  

f a i l u r e  to  uncover common t r a i t s  may be due to  the  r e s e a r c h e r 's  i n a b i l i t y  

to  a d e q u a te ly  m easure th e se  t r a i t s .

I t  m ust be remembered, o f c o u rse , th a t  even i f  r e s e a rc h e r s  a re  

a b le  to  i d e n t i f y  c e r t a in  u n iv e r s a l  t r a i t s ,  th i s  does n o t n e c e s s a r i ly  

mean th a t  an in d iv id u a l  who p o sse sse s  them w i l l  be s u c c e s s fu l in  a le a d ­

e rs h ip  p o s i t io n .  That i s ,  i t  would r e p re s e n t  a n e c e ssa ry , b u t n o t a 

s u f f i c i e n t  c o n d itio n  f o r  e f f e c t iv e  le a d e rs h ip .  I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  th e se  

n e c e s sa ry  t r a i t s ,  how ever, would c o n s t i tu t e  a s ig n i f i c a n t  advance in  

le a d e rs h ip  knowledge w ith  w ide im p lic a t io n s  fo r  m an ag eria l s e le c t io n  

e s p e c ia l l y .  O ther u s e f u l  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  may a ls o  d e r iv e  from th i s  l in e  

o f  r e s e a rc h .  I t  may be p o s s ib le  to  i d e n t i f y  t r a i t s  n e ce ssa ry  fo r  su ccess
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i n  s p e c i f ic  s i tu a t io n s  o r  in  c la s s e s  o f s i t u a t i o n s .  For exam ple, t r a i t s

may be found which a re  re q u ire d  fo r  le a d e r s h ip  su ccess  a t  d i f f e r e n t

le v e ls  in  the  o rg a n iz a t io n  o r  fo r  d i f f e r e n t  k in d s  o f  ta s k s .

One o f  the  problem s w ith  th e  t r a i t  approach  i s  i t s  la c k  o f

p re c is io n  fo r  p re d ic t in g  b eh av io r in  a g iv en  s i t u a t io n .  As Lazarus (1963)

h as  p o in te d  o u t, th e  t r a i t  approach a lone

" i s  n o t  u s e f u l  when the  p e r s o n 's  b e h av io r p a t te r n s  a re  
a b s o lu te ly  c o n s is te n t— th a t  i s ,  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  a p e rso n  
r e g a rd le s s  o f  c irc u m stan c es . What l im i t s  the  u s e fu ln e s s  
o f  any t r a i t  o r  type system  i s  th e  problem  o f  degree o f 
t r a i t  g e n e r a l i ty .  The s ta te m e n t th a t  a  p e rso n  h as  the  
t r a i t  o f  subm issiveness i s  u s e fu l  fo r  p r e d ic t io n  o n ly  
in s o f a r  as he i s  subm issive  in  a l l  o r  m ost s i t u a t io n s .
I f  he i s  subm issive  o n ly  in  c e r t a in  c irc u m stan c es , th en  
we can p r e d ic t  h is  b e h av io r a c c u ra te ly  o n ly  i f  we know 
w hat th o se  c ircu m stan ces  a r e ."  (p . 5 7 ).

The q u e s tio n s  o f  a c tu a l  b e h av io r and d i f f e r e n t  c ircu m stan ces  

m entioned by Lazarus com prise the  p rim ary  concerns o f  two a d d i t io n a l  

approaches to  le a d e rs h ip :  the  b e h a v io ra l and s i t u a t i o n a l .  The im petus

fo r  th e se  approaches was p ro v id ed  p r im a r i ly  th rough  the  work o f  Lewin in  

the  1 9 3 0 's  (s e e , f o r  exam ple, Lewin, L i p p i t t ,  and W hite, 1939).

The B eh av io ra l Approach

This approach to  the  s tu d y  o f  le a d e rs h ip  fo cu ses  on th e  v a rio u s  

ways in  w hich a le a d e r  a c tu a l ly  behaves and assumes th a t  c e r t a in  ty p es  

o f  o b se rv ab le  b e h a v io r  " s ty le s "  ( r a th e r  than  p e r s o n a l i ty  t r a i t s )  w i l l  

c h a r a c te r iz e  th e  e f f e c t iv e  le a d e r .  For exam ple, one le a d e r  may be v e ry  

f r ie n d ly  and co u rteo u s  w ith  h is  s u b o rd in a te s , w h ile  a n o th e r  le a d e r  may 

be h a rsh  and im personal toward h is  g roup . The em phasis i s  on id e n t i f y in g  

d i f f e r e n t  k in d s  o f  le a d e r  s ty le s  and f in d in g  o u t w hich s ty le  i s  m ost 

e f f e c t i v e .  F i r s t ,  methods were developed to  c a te g o r iz e  and m easure the 

v a rio u s  le a d e r  s t y l e s ,  and then  s tu d ie s  com paring th e se  s ty le s  to



s u c c e s s fu l le a d e rs  were made. I d e a l ly ,  i f  i t  co u ld  be determ ined  th a t  

s u c c e s s fu l  le a d e rs  a l l  had the  same s ty le  o f  b e h av io r toward th e i r  g roups, 

the  problem  o f le a d e rs h ip  would in  la rg e  p a r t  be so lv ed .

S ev e ra l la r g e - s c a le  re s e a rc h  program s ( e . g . ,  U n iv e rs i ty  o f  

C a l i f o r n ia ,  U n iv e rs ity  o f  M ichigan, Ohio S ta te  U n iv e rs ity )  have been 

u n d ertak en  to  d isc o v e r  and m easure th e  im p o rtan t a sp e c ts  o f  le a d e r  

b e h a v io r . These re s e a rc h  s tu d ie s  have c o n s i s te n t ly  shown th a t  le a d e rs h ip  

can be viewed o r c a te g o r iz e d  in  term s o f two b road  concerns fo r  (1) ta sk  

f a c to r s ,  and (2) human e lem en ts . In  o th e r  w ords, the  le a d e r  has two 

m ajor a re a s  o f  c o n c e rn -- th e  f i r s t  ( ta s k )  r e f e r s  to  the  le v e l  o f  p e r f o r ­

mance o r  p ro d u c t iv i ty  o f  h is  group; the  second (human) r e f e r s  to  group 

s t a b i l i t y  and s a t i s f a c t i o n .  A le a d e r  would th e re fo re  want to  ach iev e  

h ig h  p ro d u c t iv i ty  so th a t  perform ance g o a ls  a re  ach iev ed , and he a lso  

would want to  m a in ta in  s t a b i l i t y  and s a t i s f a c t i o n  in  h is  group so th a t  

ab sen tee ism , g r ie v a n c e s , and tu rn o v e r a re  red u ced .

The re se a rc h  program a t  Ohio S ta te  U n iv e rs i ty ,  fo r  exam ple, 

showed th a t  le a d e rs h ip  s ty le  cou ld  be d e sc r ib e d  in  term s o f the  way in  

w hich the  le a d e r  a c te d  o r behaved in  r e l a t i o n  to  th e se  ta s k  and human 

e lem en ts  in  h is  job  ( S to g d i l l  and Coons, 1957). S ty le s  o f  le a d e r  behav­

i o r  were d e fin e d  in  term s o f the  deg ree  to  w hich th ey  r e f l e c t  th e  two 

dim ensions o f  " i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c tu r e "  which r e l a t e s  to  ta sk  f a c to r s ,  and 

" c o n s id e ra t io n "  which r e l a t e s  to  human e lem en ts . F leishm an and P e te rs  

(1962) g ive the  fo llo w in g  d e s c r ip t io n :

" I n i t i a t i n g  S t r u c tu r e : R e f le c ts  th e  e x te n t  to  w hich
an in d iv id u a l  i s  l i k e l y  to  d e f in e  and s t r u c tu r e  h i s  
r o le  and those  o f h is  su b o rd in a te s  tow ard goa l a t t a i n ­
m ent. A h ig h  sco re  on th i s  dim ension c h a r a c te r iz e s  
in d iv id u a ls  who p la y  a more a c t iv e  r o le  in  d i r e c t in g  
group a c t i v i t i e s  th rough p la n n in g , com m unicating i n f o r ­
m a tio n , s c h e d u lin g , t r y in g  o u t new id e a s ,  e t c .



" C o n s id e ra tio n : R e f le c ts  the  e x te n t  to  which an in d i ­
v id u a l i s  l i k e l y  to  have jo b  r e la t io n s h ip s  c h a r a c te r iz e d  
by m utual t r u s t ,  r e s p e c t  fo r  s u b o rd in a te s ' id e a s , and 
c o n s id e ra t io n  o f  t h e i r  f e e l in g s .  A h ig h  sco re  i s  i n d i ­
c a t iv e  o f a c lim a te  o f  good ra p p o r t  and two-way communi­
c a t io n .  A low sco re  in d ic a te s  the  su p e rv iso r  i s  l i k e ly  
to  be more im personal in  h i s  r e l a t io n s  w ith  group m em bers."
(In  Korman, 1966, p . 349).

Scores fo r  th e se  two dim ensions a re  p r im a r i ly  o b ta in e d  by the  

Leader B ehavior D e sc r ip tio n  Q u e s tio n n a ire  (LBDQ) which m easures the  sub­

o r d in a te s ' p e rc e p tio n s  o f  the  l e a d e r 's  a c tu a l  b e h a v io r . These m easure­

ments p ro v id e  one o f th e  m ost a c c u ra te  means o f  r e l i a b l y  m easuring  

le a d e r  b e h av io r and a re  w id e ly  used  in  s o c ia l  sc ie n c e  re s e a rc h .  Thus, a 

good way o f  exam ining d if f e r e n c e s  in  le a d e rs h ip  s ty le s  i s  in  term s o f 

the  q u a n t i ta t iv e  le v e ls  o f  i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c tu r e  and c o n s id e ra t io n  fo r  

each le a d e r .

S e v e ra l th e o r ie s  o f  le a d e rs h ip  s ty l e  have been  p u t f o r th ,  each 

a rg u in g  th a t  a d i f f e r e n t  com bination  o f i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c tu r e  and co n sid ­

e r a t io n  w i l l  be more e f f e c t iv e .  These th e o r ie s  a re  o f te n  r e f e r r e d  to  as 

(1) in s tru m e n ta l , (2) s u p p o r tiv e , and (3) g re a t  man ( F i l l e y  and House,

1969). In s tru m e n ta l th e o ry  can be in te r p r e te d  as r e q u ir in g  a h ig h  le v e l  

o f  i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c tu r e  w h ile  su p p o rtiv e  th eo ry  argues fo r  a h ig h  le v e l  

o f  c o n s id e ra t io n .  G reat man th e o ry  a s s e r t s  th a t  the  e f f e c t iv e  le a d e r  

w i l l  be c h a r a c te r iz e d  by b o th  in s tru m e n ta l  and su p p o rtiv e  b e h a v io r . The 

la b e l  o f  a " g re a t  man" was g iven  because  i t  seemed u n l ik e ly  t h a t  many 

le a d e rs  would be a b le  to  s im u lta n e o u s ly  c a r ry  o u t such b a s i c a l ly  d i f f e r e n t  

r o le s  (B a le s , B o rg a tta  and Couch, 1954).

R esearch  ev idence  su g g es ts  th a t  le a d e rs  who e x h ib i t  e i t h e r  

in s tru m e n ta l  o r su p p o rtiv e  b e h av io r a re  n o t always a s s o c ia te d  w ith  h ig h  

su b o rd in a te  p r o d u c t iv i ty  and s a t i s f a c t i o n .  For exam ple, F leishm an and 

H a rr is  (1962) found th a t  in s tru m e n ta l  b e h av io r a lone  ( in  th e  absence o f



s u p p o rtiv e  le a d e rs h ip )  tends to  be p e rc e iv e d  as th re a te n in g  by group 

members w ith  consequent in c re a s e s  in  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  tu rn o v e r and 

g r ie v a n c e s . Vroom (1959) found th a t  d e s i r a b le  perform ance r e s u l t s  from 

su p p o rtiv e  le a d e rs h ip  when members have a low need fo r  a u th o r i t a r ia n  ru le  

and a h ig h  need fo r  independence.

However, g r e a t  man th e o ry  h as  re c e iv e d  a good d ea l o f  c o n s is te n t  

su p p o rt from the  re s e a rc h  e v id en ce . For exam ple. O aklander and Fleishm an 

(1964) showed th a t  w h ile  su p p o rtiv e  b e h av io r se rv ed  to  f a c i l i t a t e  smooth 

w orking r e l a t io n s h ip s ,  the  c o n c u rre n t in s tru m e n ta l  b eh av io r a ls o  served  

to  p re v e n t f u r th e r  te n s io n  and c o n f l i c t  by p r o te c t in g  the  group from o u t­

s id e  in te r f e r e n c e  and a r b i t r a r y  r u le  o f  h ig h  a u th o r i ty .  Thus, the  

s im u ltaneous e x ec u tio n  o f b o th  types o f  b e h av io r se rv e  to  complement each 

o th e r  and le a d  to  e f f e c t iv e  le a d e rs h ip .  F u r th e r  ev id en ce  is  p re se n te d  

by F leishm an and H a rr is  (1962) who show th a t  le a d e rs  who e x h ib i t  i n s t r u ­

m en ta l b e h av io r a lone  have h ig h e r  r a t e s  o f  g r ie v a n c e s  and tu rn o v e r , w hile  

s im i la r  le a d e rs  who a re  a ls o  h ig h  in  c o n s id e ra t io n  have v e ry  l i t t l e  

u n d e s ir a b le  r e a c t io n s .

As Korman (1966) has p o in te d  o u t ,  th e re  a re  no s tu d ie s  which 

show th a t  a g r e a t  man w i l l  become a good le a d e r .  That i s ,  th e re  i s  no 

p r e d ic t iv e  ev idence  which shows a c a u s e - e f f e c t  r e l a t io n s h ip  between g re a t 

man le a d e rs h ip  and e f f e c t iv e n e s s .  However, i t  appears  th a t  th e  u n d e s ir ­

a b le  e f f e c t s  o f  in s tru m e n ta l b e h av io r can be o f f s e t  o r co u n te rb a lan ced  

th rough  su p p o rtiv e  b e h a v io r . This assum es, o f  c o u rse , th a t  the  c o n te x t 

w ith in  which the  le a d e rs h ip  a c ts  tak e  p la c e  a re  conducive to  e f f e c t iv e ­

n e s s . For in s ta n c e , Vroom (1959) found th a t  no p a r t i c u l a r  le a d e r  s ty le  

i s  b e t t e r  than  any o th e r  when members have low s k i l l s  r e l a t i v e  to  t h e i r  

jo b s .  In  sum, t h i s  re s e a rc h  i l l u s t r a t e s  th e  b a s ic  th r u s t  o f the  s i t u a ­

t io n a l  approach— th a t  le a d e r  e f f e c t iv e n e s s  i s  m u lti-d e te rm in e d  and th a t  

th e  b e h av io r o f  th e  le a d e r  i s  on ly  one in p u t  in  th e  p ro c e ss .
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The S i tu a t io n a l  Approach

T h e o ris ts  and re s e a rc h e r s  who focus on th e  t o t a l  le a d e rs h ip  

s e t t in g  argue th a t  the  c o m p le x itie s  o f  o rg a n iz a t io n a l  l i f e  p re v e n t the  

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f u n iv e r s a l  le a d e rs h ip  te ch n iq u es . That i s ,  no one 

p a t te r n  o f  le a d e rs h ip  i s  a p p ro p r ia te  f o r  a l l  s i tu a t io n s .  The problem  o f  

le a d e rs h ip  from th i s  p e r s p e c t iv e  i s  th e re fo re  approached by a tte m p tin g  

to  id e n t i f y  th e  p a r t i c u l a r  s i t u a t i o n a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  w hich determ ine 

o r p erm it c e r t a in  k in d s  o f le a d e rs  to  be  e f f e c t iv e .  As C artw rig h t and 

Zander (1960) s t a t e :  " th e  n a tu re  o f  th e  le a d e rs h ip  b eh av io r chosen fo r

the  perform ance o f group fu n c tio n s  w i l l  be in f lu e n c e d  by s i t u a t io n a l  

fa c to r s  bo th  in s id e  and o u ts id e  th e  g ro u p ."  (p . 496 ).

The c r i t i c a l  f a c to r s  o f  th e  le a d e rs h ip  s e t t i n g  can be b ro ad ly  

ex p ressed  in  term s o f th e  fo llo w in g  fo u r  m ajo r c a te g o r ie s :  (1) th e  p e r ­

so n a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  th e  le a d e r ,  (2) the  demands and c o n s t r a in t s  o f 

th e  ta sk s  fo r  b o th  th e  le a d e r  and h is  members, (3) th e  p e rso n a l c h a rac ­

t e r i s t i c s  o f  the  members, and (4) th e  o rg a n iz a tio n a l  and p h y s ic a l 

environm ent o f  the  le a d e r  and h is  work group. P roponents o f  t h i s  s i t u a ­

t io n a l  approach to  le a d e rs h ip  a s s e r t  t h a t  a le a d e r  who i s  s u c c e s s fu l in  

one s i t u a t io n  w i l l  n o t n e c e s s a r i ly  be e f f e c t iv e  in  a n o th e r . The head o f  

a team o f re s e a rc h  s c i e n t i s t s ,  f o r  exam ple, would be viewed as needing  

much d i f f e r e n t  le a d e rs h ip  s k i l l s  th an  th e  le a d e r  o f  a c o n s tru c tio n  gang.

A la rg e  number o f  s tu d ie s  have been c a r r ie d  o u t to  de term ine  

which f a c to r s  a re  m ost c r i t i c a l .  For exam ple, d i f f e r e n t  s ty le s  o f  le a d ­

e rs h ip  have been  shown to  be m ost s u c c e s s fu l  when a s s o c ia te d  w ith  f a c to r s  

such as th e  s iz e  o f  th e  work group, th e  tim e re q u ire d  fo r  d ec is io n -m ak in g , 

the  degree to  which c o o p e ra tio n  i s  r e q u ire d , th e  age o f the  le a d e r ,  and 

th e  community in  which th e  f irm  i s  lo c a te d  ( F i l le y  and House, 1969).
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However, th e se  and many o th e r  s tu d ie s  have been  u n d e rtak en  by a wide 

v a r ie ty  o f  r e s e a rc h e r s  in  a number o f  d i f f e r e n t  s i t u a t i o n s .  As a r e s u l t ,  

th e re  does n o t appear to  be any common framework w ith in  w hich th e se  

re s e a rc h e rs  have been o p e ra t in g . The p o te n t ia l  danger h e re  i s  th a t  

f u r th e r  re s e a rc h  may le a d  to  l i t t l e  more than  long l i s t i n g s  o f im p o rtan t 

f a c to r s  and d i f f e r e n t  types o f  s i t u a t i o n s ,  w ith  no m ention  o f  r e l a t i n g  

them.

What i s  needed , as Korman (1966) p o in ts  o u t, " i s  n o t j u s t  r e c ­

o g n itio n  o f t h i s  f a c to r  o f  s i t u a t i o n a l  d e te rm in a n ts , b u t r a th e r ,  a s y s ­

te m a tic  c o n c e p tu a liz a t io n  o f  s i t u a t i o n a l  v a r ia n c e s  as i t  m ight r e l a t e  to  

le a d e rs h ip  b e h a v io r  and a re s e a rc h  program  desig n ed  to  t e s t  d e r iv a t io n s  

from such a  c o n c e p tu a l iz a t io n  so t h a t  d i r e c t io n  m igh t be g iv en  to  the  

f i e l d . "  (p . 359). T his r e q u ire s  a m eld ing  o f  p rev io u s  work in to  a more 

modern "system s approach" to  le a d e rs h ip  e f f e c t iv e n e s s .  A ccording  to  

H o llander and J u l ia n  (1969), r e c o g n it io n  o f  th e  system  re p re s e n te d  by the  

group and i t s  e n te r p r i s e

"p ro v id es  a v e h ic le  by which to  surm ount the  m is le a d in g  
dichotom y o f  th e  le a d e r  and the  s i t u a t i o n  w hich so long  
h as  p re v a i le d .  By ad o p tin g  a system s approach , the  le a d e r ,  
th e  le d , and th e  s i t u a t i o n  d e fin e d  b ro a d ly , a re  seen  as 
in te rd e p e n d e n t in p u ts  v a r io u s ly  engaged toward th e  p ro ­
d u c tio n  o f  d e s ir e d  o u tp u ts ."  (p . 395).

One prom inent a tte m p t to  p ro v id e  t h i s  in te g r a te d  approach  i s  

seen  in  th e  "co n tin g en cy  m odel" p roposed  by F ie d le r  (1967).

THE CONTINGENCY THEORY OF LEADERSHIP

In  a lo n g -te rm  re s e a rc h  e f f o r t  encom passing more than  40 f i e l d  

and la b o ra to ry  s tu d ie s  d a tin g  back to  1951, F ie d le r  has advanced and 

developed a "co n tin g en cy "  th eo ry  o f  le a d e rs h ip  e f f e c t iv e n e s s .  T his work 

r e f l e c t s  a new p e rs p e c tiv e  in  th e  s tu d y  o f le a d e rs h ip  in  t h a t  i t  a tte m p ts
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to  r e l a t e  the  c r i t i c a l  f a c to r s  in v o lv ed  in  th e  le a d e rs h ip  p ro c e ss  w ith in  

a s in g le  framework. Thus, e lem ents o f  the  t r a i t ,  b e h a v io ra l ,  and s i t u a ­

t io n a l  approaches a re  in te g r a te d  in to  a system  o f  r e l a t i o n s h ip s .  In  

t h i s  s e c t io n ,  th e  g e n e ra l f e a tu r e s  o f th e  th e o ry  a re  o u t l in e d — in  the  

n ex t c h a p te r , more com plete d is c u s s io n s  o f  v a r ia b le s  and r e la t io n s h ip s  

a re  p ro v id ed  a long  w ith  d e ta i le d  methods f o r  o p e ra t io n a l iz in g  and t e s t in g  

im p o rtan t a sp e c ts  o f  th e  th e o ry .

The b a s ic  p rem ise  o f  con tingency  th e o ry  i s  th a t  th e  a p p ro p r ia te  

le a d e rs h ip  s ty l e  which w i l l  le a d  to  group e f f e c t iv e n e s s  i s  c o n tin g e n t 

upon th e  fa v o ra b le n e ss  o f  the  s i t u a t i o n  fo r  th e  le a d e r .  The main term s 

o f  the  th e o ry  a re  (1) le a d e r s h ip  s ty l e ,  (2) s i t u a t i o n a l  fa v o ra b le n e s s , 

and (3) le a d e rs h ip  e f f e c t iv e n e s s .  The p r e d ic to r  v a r ia b le  i s  le a d e rs h ip  

s t y l e  which i s  d e f in e d  in  term s o f  th e  l e a d e r 's  s c o re  on th e  "L east 

P re fe r r e d  Coworker" (LPC) s c a le .  The c r i t e r i o n  v a r ia b le  i s  le a d e rs h ip  

e f f e c t iv e n e s s  w hich i s  d e f in e d  in  term s o f  th e  g ro u p 's  perform ance o f i t s  

m ajo r a ss ig n e d  ta s k .  The co n tin g en cy  v a r ia b le  o f s i t u a t i o n a l  f a v o ra b le ­

n ess  m oderates th e  r e la t io n s h ip  betw een LPC and e f f e c t iv e n e s s .

S i tu a t io n a l  fa v o ra b le n e s s  i s  c o n c e p tu a liz e d  as th e  degree to  

which the  s i t u a t i o n  p ro v id e s  th e  le a d e r  w ith  p o te n t i a l  in f lu e n c e  over the  

g ro u p 's  b e h av io r and i s  d e fin e d  in  term s o f  leader-m em ber r e l a t i o n s ,  ta sk  

s t r u c tu r e ,  and le a d e r  p o s i t io n  power. A c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  o f  e ig h t  group 

s i tu a t io n s  o r  " o c ta n ts "  i s  d e r iv e d  from d icho tom ized  com binations o f  

th e se  th re e  f a c to r s .  A v e ry  fa v o ra b le  s i t u a t i o n  i s  d e sc r ib e d  as one in  

which a h ig h  sco re  i s  o b ta in e d  on each o f  th e  com ponents. Thus, o c ta n t  

1 in  Table 1 i s  th e  m ost fa v o ra b le  s i t u a t io n  and o c ta n t  8 i s  th e  l e a s t  

fa v o ra b le . The m ajor p o s tu la te  o f  co n tin g en cy  th e o ry  i s  th a t  le a d e rs  

w ith  low LPC sc o re s  a re  more e f f e c t iv e  in  v e ry  fa v o ra b le  and u n fa v o ra b le
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s i t u a t io n s ,  w h ile  h ig h  LPC le a d e rs  a re  more e f f e c t iv e  in  s i tu a t io n s  

in te rm e d ia te  in  fa v o ra b le n e s s . The model was in d u c t iv e ly  a r r iv e d  a t  by 

F ie d le r  based  on 15 a n te c e d e n t s tu d ie s  which were c a r r ie d  o u t p r io r  to  

1963. Table 1 a ls o  shows the  m edian a n te c e d e n t ra n k -o rd e r  c o r r e la t io n s  

betw een LPC and group e f f e c t iv e n e s s .

TABLE 1

CLASSIFICATION OF GROUP SITUATIONS AND MEDIAN correlations 
BETWEEN LPC AND GROUP EFFECTIVENESS FOR ANTECEDENT STUDIES*

Group Task P o s i t io n  Median Number o f R e la tio n s
O ctan t Atmosphere S tr u e tu re  Power C o r re la t io n  Included  in  Median

1 Good High S tro n g - .5 2 8
2 Good High Weak - .5 8 3
3 Good Low S tro n g - .3 3 12

4 Good Low Weak .47 10

5 Poor High S tro n g .42 6

6 Poor High Weak 0

7 Poor Low S tro n g .05 12

8 Poor Low Weak - .4 3 12

*Adapted from: Fred E. F ie d le r ,  A Theory o f L eadersh ip  E f fe c tiv e n e ss
(New York: McGraw-Hill Book C o., 1967), p . 142.

A n e g a tiv e  ra n k -o rd e r  c o r r e la t io n  shows th a t  low LPC le a d e rs  

a r e  a s s o c ia te d  w ith  group e f f e c t iv e n e s s  w h ile  a  p o s i t iv e  c o r r e la t io n  in d i ­

c a te s  the r e v e r s e .  The m edian a n te c e d e n t c o r r e la t io n s  a re  the  p o in t  

p r e d ic t io n s  a g a in s t  which v a l id a t io n  s tu d ie s  a re  compared. The model 

d e a ls  on ly  w ith  " in te r a c t in g "  g ro u p s; th a t  i s ,  groups in  which th e  mem­

b e rs  work c o o p e ra tiv e ly  and in te rd e p e n d e n tly  on a common ta s k .  In  th e se  

ty p es  o f  groups th e  c o n tr ib u t io n s  o f in d iv id u a l  members canno t be i s o ­

l a te d  r e a d i ly ,  and perform ance i s  ty p ic a l ly  m easured fo r  the  group as a 

w h o le .
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U n til  r e c e n t ly ,  the  b e h a v io ra l c o r r e la te s  o f  LPC w ere g e n e ra l ly  

assumed to  be ta s k  r e l a t e d  (h igh  s t r u c tu r e )  f o r  low LPC le a d e rs  and 

peo p le  r e l a t e d  (h ig h  c o n s id e ra t io n )  f o r  h ig h  LPC le a d e r s .  This e a r ly  

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  le d  to  many re fe re n c e s  in  the  l i t e r a t u r e  th a t  th e  ta s k  o r 

in s tru m e n ta l  s ty le  i s  more e f f e c t iv e  in  C e lls  1, 2 , 3 , 7 and 8 w h ile  the  

c o n s id e ra te  o r  s u p p o r tiv e  s t y l e  i s  more e f f e c t iv e  i n  C e lls  4 and 5 . 

U n fo r tu n a te ly , m ost e a r l i e r  s tu d ie s  concerned w ith  co n tin g en cy  th eo ry  

d id  n o t m easure le a d e rs h ip  s ty le  a lo n g  w ith  the  LPC w ith  th e  r e s u l t  th a t  

l i t t l e  ev idence  was a v a i la b le  to  su p p o rt th e se  b e h a v io ra l  a s s o c ia t io n s .  

Thus, an un su p p o rted  a s s e r t io n  re c e iv e d  w ide accep tan ce  u n t i l  l a t e r  

s tu d ie s  su g g ested  th a t  the  r e la t io n s h ip  betw een LPC and le a d e r  b eh av io r 

was more complex ( F ie d le r ,  1970).

The la c k  o f  b e h a v io ra l d a ta  i s  a lso  e v id e n t in  more th an  25 

s tu d ie s  c a r r ie d  o u t a f t e r  1963 to  t e s t  o r  ex tend  th e  co n tin g en cy  m odel. 

A lthough th e  m ethodology o f some o f  th e se  v a l id a t io n  s tu d ie s  has been  

c r i t i c i z e d  (s e e , f o r  exam ple, G raen, e t . a l . ,  1970), t h i s  re s e a rc h  sug­

g e s ts ,  on b a la n c e , th a t  the  model has been g e n e ra l ly  su p p o rted  (F ie d le r ,

1970). However, t h i s  su p p o rt i s  f o r  the  r e la t io n s h ip  betw een LPC (an 

a t t i t u d i n a l  m easure) and group e f f e c t iv e n e s s  as m oderated  by s i t u a t i o n a l  

fa v o ra b le n e ss  and n o t f o r  the  m e r its  o f  any p a r t i c u l a r  le a d e r s h ip  s ty l e .  

In  e f f e c t ,  the  re s e a rc h  which i s  r e le v a n t  to  in s tru m e n ta l ,  s u p p o r tiv e , 

and g re a t  man th e o r ie s  has n o t been  ad eq u a te ly  in te g r a te d  in to  th e  con­

tin g e n c y  m odel. T h e re fo re , one o f the  m ost s ig n i f i c a n t  problem s fo r  

th e o r i t i c i a n s  and re s e a rc h e rs  i s  to  p ro v id e  e x p la n a tio n s  and ev idence  

which n o t o n ly  r e c o n c i le  the  la rg e  b o d ies  o f in fo rm a tio n  g a th e red  by the  

b e h a v io ra l  and co n tin g en cy  ap p ro ach es, b u t a ls o  to  in te g r a te  the  c o n t r i ­

b u tio n s  o f  the  t r a i t  and s i t u a t i o n a l  approaches.



14

THE PRESENT STUDY

This p r o je c t  seeks to  take  a f u r th e r  s te p  in  th e  in te g r a t io n  

o f  le a d e rs h ip  approaches by n o t on ly  t e s t in g  a n te c e d e n t p r e d ic t io n s  b u t 

a ls o  by in c lu d in g  m easures o f  a c tu a l  b e h av io r (as p e rc e iv e d  by su b o rd i­

n a te s )  f o r  each le a d e r .  This f i e l d  s tu d y  o f  65 groups p ro v id es  ev idence  

in  an a re a  th a t  has o b v io u s ly  been n e g le c te d . One would ex p ec t th a t  the  

r e la t io n s h ip  betw een e f f e c t iv e n e s s ,  LPC, and a c tu a l  le a d e r  b e h av io r as 

m oderated  by s i t u a t i o n a l  fa v o ra b le n e ss  would have re c e iv e d  sy s te m a tic  

a t t e n t io n .  However, few s tu d ie s  ( e . g . ,  Yukl, 1970) have sough t to  

in v e s t ig a te  th e  r e la t io n s h ip  betw een LPC and a c tu a l  le a d e r  b e h a v io r .

Even the  Yukl s tu d y  i s  o f m arg in a l u s e fu ln e s s  because  he d id  n o t u se  the  

F ie d le r  LPC in s tru m e n t (he developed a s im i la r  s c a le  o f  h i s  own), he o n ly  

used  a random sample o f  th re e  su b o rd in a te s  to  d e sc r ib e  th e  b e h av io r o f  

each le a d e r ,  and he d id  n o t use  s i t u a t i o n a l  fa v o ra b le n e ss  (o r  any o th e r  

d im ension) as a co n tin g en cy  v a r ia b le .

Most o th e r  in v e s t ig a t io n s  o f  LPC and a c tu a l  b e h a v io r  a re  a 

sm all group o f la b o ra to ry  s tu d ie s  ( F ie d le r ,  London, and Nemo, 1961; 

F ie d le r ,  Meuwese, and Oonk, 1961; F ish b e in , Landy, and H atch , 1965; and 

Sample and W ilson, 1965). I t  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  to  n o te  t h a t  a lm ost a l l  o f  

th e se  la b o ra to ry  experim en ts  used a v a r i e ty  o f te ch n iq u es  to  d e sc r ib e  

le a d e r  b e h av io r when a w e ll-d e v e lo p e d  q u e s t io n n a ire  ( th e  Ohio S ta te  LBDQ) 

was a lre a d y  a v a i l a b le .  I f  LBDQ m easures had been  in te g r a te d  w ith  c o n t in ­

gency s tu d ie s  a t  th e  o u ts e t ,  a g re a t  d e a l o f a d d i t io n a l  in fo rm a tio n  cou ld  

have been  g a th e re d  w ith  r e l a t i v e l y  l i t t l e  e x t r a  e f f o r t .  As G raen, O r r i s ,  

and A lvares (1971) s t a t e :
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"B efore we a t t r i b u t e  v a r ia n c e  in  group perform ance 
to  the  l e a d e r 's  s t y l e ,  we sho u ld  show d a ta  th a t  the  
l e a d e r 's  b eh av io r was as assumed. T his m o n ito rin g  
o f  th e  l e a d e r 's  b e h av io r sh o u ld  h e lp  to  d is p e l  the  
m ystery  su rro u n d in g  th e  co n cep t o f  th e  LPC." (p . 209).

The d iv erg en ce  o f th e  b e h a v io ra l  and co n tin g en cy  approaches

has le d  to  two s e p a ra te  s tream s o f work on e s s e n t i a l l y  the  same problem .

The LBDQ has been  u t i l i z e d  in  a la rg e  number o f  s tu d ie s  in  the  b e h a v io ra l

approach ; however, i t  i s  u s u a l ly  m easured under ex p erim en ta l desig n s

which a re  n o t e a s i ly  r e p l ic a t e d .  Thus, e x c e l le n t  m easures o f  le a d e r

b e h av io r have been g a th e red  w ith  l i t t l e  e f f o r t  to  q u a n tify  s i t u a t io n a l

f a c to r s .  On th e  o th e r  hand, th e  LPC h as  been  used  under a v a r ie ty  o f

c o n tro l le d  s i tu a t io n s  w ith  l i t t l e  e f f o r t  to  q u a n tify  a c tu a l  le a d e r

b e h av io r . This s tu d y  seeks to  combine th e  LPC and LBDQ m easures under a

framework o f  s i t u a t io n a l  fa v o ra b le n e s s . An u n d e rly in g  purpose o f th i s

re s e a rc h  i s  to  s t im u la te  o th e r  in v e s t ig a to r s  in to  com bining re s e a rc h  on

s i tu a t i o n a l  q u a n t i f i c a t io n  and le a d e r  b e h av io r so th a t  an in te g r a te d

approach  to  the  s tu d y  o f le a d e r s h ip  i s  f o s te r e d .  This approach su p p o rts

th e  p le a  by Korman (1966) and H o llan d er (1971) to  p ro v id e  an o v e ra l l

framework w ith in  which th e  e n t i r e  le a d e r s h ip  p ro cess  can be e v a lu a te d .

The s p e c i f ic  hyp o th eses  to  be t e s t e d  a re  d e riv e d  from F ie d l e r 's

o r ig i n a l  con tin g en cy  model and h i s  new h y p o th eses  on the  r e la t io n s h ip

betw een LPC and a c tu a l  b e h a v io r . The focus o f  re s e a rc h  w i l l  th e re fo re

be concerned w ith  develop ing  a b e t t e r  u n d e rs ta n d in g  o f  the  LPC m easure

and i t s  b e h a v io ra l c o r r e la te s  w ith  r e s p e c t  to  th e  le a d e rs h ip  s i t u a t io n .

T his s tu d y  p ro v id es  a " s t a r t i n g  p o in t"  f o r  a new l i n e  o f  in te g ra te d

le a d e rs h ip  re se a rc h  and can se rv e  as th e  b a s is  fo r  fu tu r e  e la b o r a t io n .

The f a c t  th a t  more than  40 s tu d ie s ,  tak en  as a group, show some in d ic a t io n

o f  sy s te m a tic  r e la t io n s h ip s  betw een LPC and s i t u a t i o n a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s

p ro v id e s  an im p o rtan t c lu e  toward a f u l l e r  u n d e rs tan d in g  o f le a d e rs h ip

phenomena.
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I f  r e l a t io n s h ip s  can be found betw een LPC and a c tu a l  le a d e r  

b eh av io r w ith  r e s p e c t  to  the  fa v o ra b le n e ss  o f  the s i t u a t i o n ,  an im p o rtan t 

s te p  w i l l  have been  made toward the  p r e d i c t a b i l i t y  and u n d e rs tan d in g  o f 

the le a d e rs h ip  p ro c e s s . For exam ple, i f  th e  fa v o ra b le n e ss  o f  the  s i t u a ­

t io n  cou ld  be s p e c i f ie d  in  advance, the  b eh av io r o f  a le a d e r  cou ld  be 

p re d ic te d  w ith  g r e a te r  accu racy  i f  h i s  LPC sco re  i s  known. Thus, as a 

sim ple and easy  to  a d m in is te r  t e s t ,  th e  LPC would p ro v id e  a v a lu a b le  

p sy ch o lo g ica l m easure which would s im p lify  th e  problem s o f  le a d e r  s e le c ­

t io n ,  t r a in in g ,  and group e f f e c t iv e n e s s .  In  the  n e x t c h a p te r ,  the  

o b je c t iv e s  o f the  s tu d y  a re  more f u l l y  ex p lo red  in c lu d in g  th e  scope, 

l im i t a t i o n s ,  m ethods, and h y p o th eses  to  be te s te d .

SUMMARY

The p ro c e sse s  u n d e rly in g  group e f f e c t iv e n e s s  have been th e  

s u b je c t  o f  much th e o ry  and re s e a rc h  over th e  y e a r s , e s p e c ia l ly  w ith  

r e s p e c t  to  th e  r e l a t io n s h ip  o f  th e  le a d e r  to  h is  group. L ead ersh ip  i s  

d e fin e d  as  a  p ro c e ss  o f  p e rso n a l i n t e r a c t io n  through -which th e  le a d e r  

in f lu e n c e s  h is  fo llo w e rs  to  engage in  o rg a n iz a t io n a l ly  u s e f u l  b e h a v io r . 

E a rly  work in  le a d e rs h ip  focused  on p e r s o n a l i ty  t r a i t s  o f  th e  le a d e r  

w h ile  l a t e r  work s h i f t e d  to  th e  s tu d y  o f a c tu a l  le a d e r  b e h a v io r ; and more 

r e c e n t ly  th e  le a d e rs h ip  s i t u a t i o n  has come under a n a ly s is .  Modern system  

approaches to  le a d e rs h ip  u t i l i z e  e lem en ts o f  a l l  p r io r  approaches in  an 

a tte m p t to  in te g r a te  p rev io u s  work and develop  more com prehensive and 

in t e r a c t iv e  co n cep tio n s  o f  th e  le a d e rs h ip  p ro c e ss .

One o f  the  m ost b ro a d ly  developed o f the  newer approaches i s  

F i e d l e r 's  co n tin g en cy  th e o ry  o f  le a d e r s h ip .  By u t i l i z i n g  the  " l e a s t  p re ­

f e r r e d  cow orker" (LPC) sco re  o f  th e  le a d e r  and d e f in in g  th e  fa v o ra b le n e ss  

o f  the  l e a d e r 's  s i t u a t i o n  in  term s o f leader-m em ber r e l a t i o n s ,  ta sk
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s t r u c t u r e ,  and p o s i t i o n  power, the  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  i n t e r a c t i n g  groups 

i s  s i t u a t i o n a l l y  p r e d i c t e d .  The m ajor p o s t u l a t e  o f  con tingency  th eo ry  

i s  t h a t  the  low LPC le a d e r  i s  more e f f e c t i v e  under e i t h e r  v e ry  u n fa v o r­

ab le  o r  fa v o ra b le  s i t u a t i o n s  whereas the  h ig h  LPC le a d e r  i s  more e f f e c t i v e  

i n  s i t u a t i o n s  o f  in te rm e d ia te  f a v o ra b le n e s s .  Although some m ethodo log i­

c a l  weaknesses e x i s t ,  the  model has been g e n e r a l ly  supported  by more than 

40 s tu d ie s  d a t in g  back to  1951.

An im p o r tan t  b u t  r e l a t i v e l y  unexp lo red  f a c t o r  i n  con tingency  

th e o ry  i s  th e  a c tu a l  b eh av io r  which e f f e c t i v e  le a d e rs  d i s p la y  under v a ry ­

ing  c o n d i t io n s  o f  s i t u a t i o n a l  f a v o ra b le n e s s .  Thus, the c o n t r ib u t io n s  o f  

the  b e h a v io r a l  approach to  l e a d e r s h ip  have no t been ad eq u a te ly  i n t e g r a t e d  

i n t o  th e  con tin g en cy  model. The p r e s e n t  s tu d y  seeks to  combine th e  con­

t in g en cy  model w i th  b e h a v io ra l  m easures o f  the  le a d e r  so t h a t  an i n t e g r a ­

te d  systems approach to  the  s tu d y  o f  l e a d e r s h ip  i s  f o s t e r e d .
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CHAPTER I I

OBJECTIVES OF STUDY: SCOPE,
METHODS AND HYPOTHESES

The o v e r a l l  purpose  o f  the  p r e s e n t  s tu d y  i s  to  f o s t e r  an i n t e ­

g r a t i v e  approach  to  th e  s tu d y  o f  l e a d e r s h ip  by t e s t i n g  the  a n te c e d e n t  

p r e d i c t io n s  o f  th e  co n tin g en cy  model w h ile  a l s o  p ro v id in g  s u b o rd in a te  

d e s c r ip t i o n s  o f  a c tu a l  l e a d e r  b e h a v io r .  In  t h i s  c h a p te r ,  th e  o b je c t iv e s  

and n a tu r e  o f  the  s tu d y  a re  p re se n te d  i n  more d e t a i l  i n  th e  fo l lo w in g  

sequence o f  to p i c s :

Scope o f  th e  Study
Methodology and O p e r a t io n a l i z a t io n

R esearch  Hypotheses

Summary

SCOPE OF THE STUDY

In  o r d e r  to  t e s t  a n tec e d en t  p r e d i c t i o n s ,  i t  i s  n e c e s sa ry  to  

o b ta in  samples o f  groups a t  d i f f e r i n g  p o in ts  on th e  f a v o ra b le n e s s  dimen­

s io n .  For in s t a n c e ,  a sample o f  groups in  o c ta n t s  1, 4, and 8 would 

p ro v id e  a t h r e e - p o i n t  t e s t  o f  F i e d l e r ' s  s i t u a t i o n a l  L P C -e f fe c t iv e n e ss  

p r e d i c t i o n s .  At a minimum, two d i f f e r i n g  o c ta n t s  would have to be 

sampled so t h a t  p r e d i c t i v e  v a r i a t i o n s  cou ld  be compared; f o r  example, 

o c ta n t s  1 and 4 o r  5 and 8.

I n  p re v io u s  s t u d i e s ,  the  number o f  groups sampled in  each  

o c ta n t  h a s  v a r i e d  w ide ly  from f iv e  (Hunt, 1967) to  more than  seven ty  

(Hawkins, 1962). The m a jo r i ty  o f  s tu d ie s  have u t i l i z e d  samples o f  l e s s
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than  te n  fo r  each o c ta n t .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  most s i n g l e  f i e l d  s tu d ie s  r e p o r t  

t e s t s  o f  on ly  two o r  th re e  o c ta n t s  a t  any one time because  o f  the  d i f f i ­

c u l ty  invo lved  i n  o b ta in in g  a  r e s e a r c h  l o c a t i o n  h av ing  th e  f u l l  range of 

o c t a n t s .  Thus, F ie d le r  in d u c t iv e ly  a r r i v e d  a t  h i s  hypo theses  through the 

cum ula tive  ev idence o f  a wide v a r i e t y  o f  e a r l y  s t u d i e s ,  each d e a l in g  w ith  

segments o f  the  fa v o ra b le n ess  d im ension. E v i d e n t i a l  su p p o r t  fo r  the  

model i s  d e r iv e d  from a wide v a r i e t y  o f  s tu d ie s  o f  v a ry in g  scope. In  

f i e l d  s tu d i e s ,  no more than  fo u r  o c ta n t s  have been t e s t e d  a t  any one tim e. 

The number o f  groups s tu d ie d  in  each c e l l  ranged  from seven to  17 and 

in c lu d e d  such d iv e r s e  work s i t u a t i o n s  as p u b l ic  h e a l t h  teams, e n g in e e r ­

in g  teams, meat m arke t m anagers, and R&D c h e m is ts .  Although most c o r r e ­

l a t i o n s  a re  in  the  p r e d ic te d  d i r e c t i o n ,  ve ry  few a r e  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  

s i g n i f i c a n t .  One rea so n  fo r  the  la c k  o f  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e l a t i o n s  i n  any 

one f i e l d  s tu d y  i s  the  r e l a t i v e l y  sm all number o f  groups t h a t  have been 

examined i n  each c e l l .

A c tu a l ly ,  some o f  th e  components o f  s i t u a t i o n a l  fa v o ra b le n ess  

have been  found to  be a s s o c ia te d  w ith  each o th e r .  For example, F ie d le r  

(1967) r e p o r t s  t h a t  ta sk  s t r u c t u r e  and le a d e r  p o s i t i o n  power a re  h ig h ly  

c o r r e l a t e d .  That i s ,  when the  ta sk  i s  h ig h ly  s t r u c t u r e d ,  p o s i t i o n  power 

a l s o  tends to  be  h ig h ;  and when the ta s k  i s  u n s t r u c tu r e d ,  p o s i t i o n  power 

tends to be low (pp. 152-153). T h e re fo re ,  the  p r o b a b i l i t y  i s  h ig h e r  

t h a t  o c ta n t s  1, 4, 5 , and 8 w i l l  be found in  a c tu a l  work lo c a t io n s .

A u sa b le  sample was a v a i l a b l e  f o r  th e  p r e s e n t  s tu d y  t h a t  f e l l  

a lm ost com ple te ly  in to  o c ta n t s  1 and 4 . This u l t i m a t e l y  r e s u l t e d  i n  an 

N o f  34 f o r  o c t a n t  1 and an N o f  31 f o r  o c ta n t  4, which i s  much h ig h e r  

than  th e  sample o f  groups t y p i c a l l y  r e p o r te d  i n  f i e l d  s t u d i e s .  The scope 

o f  the  p r e s e n t  s tu d y  th e r e f o r e  in v o lv e s  a t o t a l  N o f  65 groups which a re
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c a s t  in to  a tw o -p o in t  t e s t  o f  th e  con tingency  model. This r e p r e s e n t s  

a n o th e r  e v i d e n t i a l  in p u t  in to  a  s tream  o f  p a r t i a l  t e s t s  of th e  con tingency  

model, each c o n t r ib u t in g  to  a cum ula tive  body o f  ev idence  which can then 

be used  to  e v a lu a te  the  con tingency  model. In  a d d i t io n ,  t h i s  s tudy  

encompasses complete su b o rd in a te  d e s c r ip t i o n s  o f  th e  a c t u a l  b eh av io r  of 

each l e a d e r .

METHODOLOGY AND OPERATIONALIZATION

The b a s ic  r e s e a rc h  procedure  f o r  an e m p ir ic a l  t e s t  o f  the  con­

tingency  model r e q u i r e s  f i r s t  t h a t  groups be c l a s s i f i e d  i n to  o c ta n t s  

acco rd ing  to  w hether they  sco re  h ig h  or low on leader-member r e l a t i o n s ,  

ta sk  s t r u c t u r e ,  and le a d e r  p o s i t i o n  power. Next, the  r a n k -o rd e r  c o r r e l a ­

t io n s  (Spearman rho) between le a d e r  LPC sco re s  and group perform ance a re  

computed f o r  each o c t a n t .  The o b ta in e d  c o r r e l a t i o n s  a re  then  t e s t e d  fo r  

s i g n i f i c a n c e  and compared w ith  th e  a n tec e d en t  p r e d i c t i o n s .

S tu d ie s  which do no t conform to  F i e d l e r ' s  methodology, y e t  p u r­

p o r t  to  be t e s t i n g  or ex ten d in g  th e  con tingency  th eo ry  a re  n o t  co n s id e red  

to  be e x a c t  t e s t s  o f  the  model and th e re fo re  a re  n o t compared w ith  the

a n te c e d e n t  p r e d i c t io n s .  These s tu d ie s  appear to  be m ost u s e f u l  in  develop­

ing  F i e d l e r ' s  g e n e ra l  h y p o th e s is  between s i t u a t i o n a l  fa v o ra b le n ess  and

LPC o r  to  ex tend  the  model to  o th e r  than  i n t e r a c t i n g  groups. As F ie d le r

(1970) s t a t e s :

" I f  a d i f f e r e n t  p a r t i t i o n i n g  o f  the  s i t a t i o n a l  fav o r-  
a b i l i t y  d im ension i s  used , then  a d i f f e r e n t  model i s
im p lied  and must run  the  gamut o f  e v i d e n t i a l  t e s t . . .
then  a th eo ry  o f  s i t u a t i o n a l  f a v o r a b i l i t y  must be 
developed s t a t i n g  the  r u l e s  o f  com bination  o f  v a r io u s
param ete rs  o f  the  s i t u a t i o n  in  de te rm in in g  the  fa v o r ­
a b i l i t y  o f  the  s i t u a t i o n  f o r  the  le a d e r  i n  a v a r i e t y  o f  
s e t t i n g s .  Then the  more g e n e ra l  h y p o th e s is  o f  a c u r v i ­
l i n e a r  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between s i t u a t i o n a l  f a v o r a b i l i t y  and 
th e  L P C -p ro d u c tiv i ty  c o r r e l a t i o n  could  be t e s t e d  i n  a 
number o f  s e t t i n g s . "  (p . 261).
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O 'B rien  (1969), f o r  example, d e f in ed  s i t u a t i o n  f a v o r a b i l i t y

in  terms o f  the  p o t e n t i a l  in f lu e n c e  o f  the  le a d e r  which was d e r iv e d  from 

the  s t r u c t u r a l  r o l e  th e o ry  framework o f  Oeser and H arary  (1962) . He 

found t h a t  the  c o r r e l a t i o n s  between LPC and performance were moderated 

i n  a c u r v i l i n e a r  fa s h io n  as p r e d ic te d  by F i e d l e r ' s  g e n e ra l  h y p o th e s i s .  

E v id e n t ia l  s tu d ie s  which a re  e x ac t  t e s t s  of the  con tingency  model show 

th a t  f i e l d  s tu d ie s  i n d i c a t e ,  on the  whole, a v e ry  c lo se  r e l a t i o n s h i p  

between the  p re d ic te d  curve  and the  o b ta in e d  curve w ith  a s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

la rg e  p ro p o r t io n  o f  c o r r e l a t i o n s  in  the  p re d ic te d  d i r e c t i o n .  On the 

o th e r  hand, l a b o r a to r y  experim ents  d id  no t su p p o rt  the  model in  o c ta n t  2 

and provided  only  weak su p p o r t  in  c e r t a i n  o th e r  o c ta n t s .  Table 2 summar­

iz e s  th e se  f in d in g s .

TABLE 2

SUMMARY OF EVIDENTIAL STUDIES 
TESTING THE CONTINGENCY MODEL*

Median Median o f  A ll
A n teceden t E v id e n t i a l  

O c tan t C o r r e la t io n s  C o r re la t io n s

M e d ia n  
F ie ld  

C o r re la t io n s

Median
L ab o ra to ry

C o r r e la t io n s

1 -0 .5 2

-0 .5 8

-0 .3 3

0.47

0 .42

-0 .6 4

0.17
- 0 . 2 2

0.38
0.22

0.10
0.26

-0 .3 5

-0 .5 7
- 0 . 21

-0 .2 9

0 .23
0.21

-0 .2 4

0.30

-0 .3 3

-0 .72

0 .24

-0 .1 6

0.38

0 .16

0 .13

0 .08

-0 .3 3

2

3

4

5

6 None

0 .05

-0 .4 3

7

8

*Adapted from: T. R. M i tc h e l l ,  e t  a l . , "The Contingency Model: C r i t i ­
cisms and S u g g e s t io n s ,"  The Academy o f  Management J o u rn a l  (Septem ber, 
1970), Vol. 15, No. 3, p . 256.
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Methodological Problems

F i e d l e r ' s  re s e a rc h  p rocedures  do n o t  c l e a r l y  s p e c i f y  ex ac t

methods f o r  d e s ig n a t in g  a p a r t i c u l a r  group as h ig h  o r  low on l e a d e r -

member r e l a t i o n s ,  ta sk  s t r u c t u r e ,  and p o s i t i o n  power. Although c u t t i n g

p o in t s  and g u id e l in e s  a re  g iven , s t ro n g  ev idence  i s  la c k in g  to  support

th e se  su g g es tio n s  f o r  d ic h o to m iz a t io n .  U n fo r tu n a te ly ,  many o th e r  s tu d ie s

have used a v a r i e t y  of techn iques  to  o p e r a t i o n a l i z e  the  v a r i a b le s  in  the

co n tingency  th eo ry  which has made t h e i r  cum ula tive  e f f e c t  on the  model

d i f f i c u l t  to  i n t e r p r e t .  F ie d le r  (1970) s t a t e s  t h a t :

"Some o f th e se  i n v e s t i g a t o r s ,  by d e s ig n ,  and o th e r s ,  
by o v e r s ig h t ,  have n o t  fo llow ed  th e  methodology 
o r i g i n a l l y  d e sc r ib e d .  D i f f e r e n t  o p e r a t i o n a l i z a t i o n s  
o f  s i t u a t i o n a l  fa v o ra b le n ess  were used  in  some s tu d i e s ,  
w h ile  o th e r s  extended the  Model to  c o -a c t in g  groups
(Hunt, 1967; H i l l ,  1969; B a tes ,  1969), and some used
le a d e r s h ip  s ty l e  measures u n r e la t e d  to  LPC (Shaw &
Blum, 1966). These d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  methodology and 
d iv e rg e n c ie s  from the  Model a r e ,  o f  c o u rse ,  q u i t e  
a p p r o p r ia t e  and d e s i r a b l e .  However, s tu d ie s  which 
do no t conform to  the  e x p l i c i t  m ethodology o f  the  
e a r l i e r  work cannot be used  as e x a c t  t e s t s  o f  th e  
M odel." (p. 5 ) .

Although con tingency  th e o ry  i s  a p io n e e r in g  e f f o r t  w orthy of 

app lause  f o r  f o s t e r in g  an i n t e r a c t i v e  approach  to  l e a d e r s h ip ,  m ethodolog i­

c a l  d i f f i c u l t i e s  have n o t  on ly  d e t r a c te d  from th e  c o n v i n c i b i l i t y  o f  

e v i d e n t i a l  su p p o r t  (Graen, A lv a re s ,  O r r i s ,  and M a r te l l a ,  1970), b u t  have 

a l s o  le d  to  fragm ented re s e a rc h  e f f o r t s  which a re  d i f f i c u l t  to  i n t e r p r e t

and n o t  e a s i l y  seen  as c o n t r ib u t io n s  to  an e n r ic h e d  i n t e r a c t i v e  model.

By s t r e n g th e n in g  the  o p e r a t i o n a l i z a t i o n  o f  v a r i a b l e s  and adher ing  to  

F i e d l e r ' s  o r i g i n a l  te ch n iq u es ,  the  p r e s e n t  s tu d y  p ro v id es  a r ig o ro u s  t e s t  

o f  th e  con tingency  model.

The m easuring  in s tru m e n ts  u t i l i z e d  i n  th e  p r e s e n t  s tudy  have a l l  

been used  w ide ly  in  p rev ious  r e s e a rc h .  U n fo r tu n a te ly ,  some o f  th e se  v a r i ­

a b le s  have been  t r a d i t i o n a l l y  r e p o r te d  as sums o f s c o re s  w h ile  o th e rs
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have been re p o r te d  as a v e rag e s .  However, the  p r e s e n t  s tu d y  adheres  to  

a l l  p r i o r  p r a c t i c e s  o f  r e p o r t in g  sco re s  so t h a t  i t s  r e s u l t s  a re  comparable 

to  p re v io u s ly  r e p o r te d  d a ta .  The v a r i a b le s  and t h e i r  m easuring  i n s t r u ­

ments a re  as fo l lo w s :  (1) l e a d e r s h ip  (LPC), (2) leader-member r e l a t i o n s

(group a tm osphere ) ,  (3) t a s k  s t r u c t u r e  (Shaw-Hunt), (4) l e a d e r  p o s i t i o n  

power (H u n t) , (5) group perform ance (L aw le r) , and (6) l e a d e r  b e h av io r  

(LBDQ).

(1) L eadersh ip  (LPC)

The "L e as t  P r e f e r r e d  Coworker" sco re  r e p r e s e n t s  the  i n t e r p e r ­

so n a l a t t i t u d e s  vfaich a l e a d e r  has  toward poor cow orkers. The sco re  i s  

o b ta in ed  by a sk in g  a l e a d e r  to  d e s c r ib e  the  one pe rson  w i th  whom he has 

found i t  most d i f f i c u l t  to  work. Leaders w ith  low LPC sco res  d e sc r ib e  

t h e i r  l e a s t  p r e f e r r e d  coworker in  a ve ry  n e g a t iv e  manner whereas le a d e rs  

w ith  h igh  LPC sco re s  d e s c r ib e  t h e i r  l e a s t  p r e f e r r e d  coworker in  r e l a t i v e l y  

p o s i t i v e  te rm s. Thus, the  LPC sco re  i s  a c o g n i t iv e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o r  

" t r a i t "  o f  th e  l e a d e r  which r e f l e c t s  a t t r i b u t e s  o f  h i s  p e r s o n a l i t y .

The LPC sco re  h a s  an i n t e r e s t i n g  developm ental h i s t o r y  which 

o r ig in a te d  i n  r e s e a rc h  on d o c t o r - p a t i e n t  p e rc e p t io n s  in  the  th e r a p e u t i c  

r e l a t i o n s h i p .  In  l a t e r  s t u d i e s ,  the  concep t was a p p l ie d  to  le ad e r-g ro u p  

r e l a t i o n s h i p s  in  th e  o r g a n iz a t io n a l  s e t t i n g .  These s tu d ie s  showed t h a t  

h ig h  LPC le a d e r s  tend  to  be more concerned  w ith  e s t a b l i s h i n g  good i n t e r ­

p e rso n a l  r e l a t i o n s  th rough which they  can g a in  prominence and s e l f - e s te e m ,  

whereas low LPC le a d e r s  tend  to  be more concerned w ith  a c h ie v in g  success  

on a s s ig n e d  t a s k s .  However, i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  th e se  sco re s  i n  terms o f 

o th e r  p e r s o n a l i t y  a t t r i b u t e s  has been d i f f i c u l t  because LPC has  been 

u n c o r re la te d  w ith  most p e r s o n a l i t y  t e s t  sco re s  ( F ie d l e r ,  1970).
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F ie d le r  s p e c i f i e s  t h a t  l e a d e r s h ip  be  measured by the  sco re  o f  

the  l e a d e r  on a s ix te e n - i te m  s c a le  which measures the  l e a d e r ' s  "esteem  

f o r  h i s  l e a s t  p r e f e r r e d  cow orker ." I t  i s  o b ta in e d  by ask ing  th e  le a d e r  

to  th in k  o f  everyone w i th  whom he has e v e r  worked on a common ta sk ,  and 

then  to  d e s c r ib e  the  one person  whom he l e a s t  p r e f e r s  as a coworker; 

t h a t  i s ,  the  in d iv id u a l  w ith  whom he has found i t  most d i f f i c u l t  to  work. 

Each i tem  on the  s c a le  i s  a s e t  of b i - p o l a r  a d j e c t iv e s  ( e . g . ,  f r i e n d l y  - 

u n f r i e n d ly ,  c o o p e ra t iv e  - u n co o p e ra t iv e )  s e p a ra te d  by an e ig h t - p o in t  

s c a l e .  The LPC sco re  i s  o b ta in ed  by summing the  s ix t e e n  item  v a lu e s ,  

g iv in g  a va lu e  o f  1 to  the  u n fa v o rab le  p o le  o f  each s c a le  and d iv id in g  

by the number o f  items ( s i x t e e n ) .  Thus, the  low est p o s s ib le  mean item  

LPC sco re  i s  1 and the h ig h e s t  i s  8.

Averages f o r  v a r io u s  samples range  from 3.19 to  4 .13  w i th  a 

s p l i t - h a l f  r e l i a b i l i t y  o f  above .90. A t y p i c a l  sample would have an 

average o f  about 3 .32 and a s tan d a rd  d e v ia t io n  o f  abou t 1 .3 9 .  Through 

t r i c h o to m iz a t io n  o f  d i s t r i b u t i o n s ,  F i e d l e r  (1967) r e p o r t s  t h a t  the  range 

o f  sco re s  f o r  low LPC i s  below 2 .21 , medium LPC from 2 .21  to  4 .1 0 ,  and 

h ig h  LPC i s  above 4 .1 0 .

(2) Leader-Member R e la t io n s

The f i r s t  o f  th re e  components o f  s i t u a t i o n a l  fav o ra b le n ess  i s  

th e  q u a l i t y  o f  leader-member r e l a t i o n s .  F i e d l e r  o r i g i n a l l y  co n s id e red  

leader-member r e l a t i o n s  to  be th e  most im p o r tan t  d im ension o f  s i t u a t i o n a l  

fa v o ra b le n e s s  and he c la im s t h a t  subsequent s tu d ie s  have supported  h i s  

s u p p o s i t io n  (F ish b e in ,  Landy, and Hatch, 1965; M i tc h e l l ,  1969). Thus, 

th e  l e a d e r  w ith  good member r e l a t i o n s  w i l l  have a  g r e a t e r  p ro p o r t io n  of 

accep ted  le a d e r s h ip  a c t s ,  w h ile  a l e a d e r  w i th  poor member r e l a t i o n s  w i l l
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have a sm all p ro p o r t io n  o f  a ccep ted  le a d e r s h ip  a c t s .  For example, th e  

r e l a t i o n s h i p  between le a d e r  a b i l i t y  and group perform ance tends  to  be 

h ig h ly  p o s i t i v e  i n  groups where the  l e a d e r  i s  accep ted ,  whereas i t  tends 

to  be zero  o r  s l i g h t l y  n e g a t iv e  in  groups in  which th e  le a d e r  i s  n o t  

a ccep ted  (F ie d le r  and Meuwese, 1963).

Although leader-member r e l a t i o n s  can be a s s e s s e d  th rough  s o c io ­

m e tr ic  p re fe re n c e  r a t i n g s  by group members, the  most common method used 

by F ie d le r  and h i s  a s s o c i a t e s  i s  th e  ''Group Atmosphere" s c a le  which i s  

o b ta in ed  by a sk ing  th e  le a d e r  to  r a t e  h i s  group on a t e n - i te m  s c a le  of 

b i - p o l a r  a d j e c t iv e s  ( e . g . ,  warm - c o ld ,  su p p o r t iv e  - h o s t i l e ,  f r i e n d l y  - 

u n f r ie n d ly )  ran g in g  in  v a lu e  from 1 (u n fav o rab le )  to  8 ( f a v o ra b le )  . A 

s c o re  i s  o b ta in e d  by summing the  re sp o n ses  to  each item  on the  s c a l e .  

Thus, the  low est p o s s ib le  sco re  i s  10 (w orst leader-member r e l a t i o n s )  and 

the  h ig h e s t  i s  80. A lthough a c u t t i n g  p o in t  f o r  d e te rm in ing  h ig h  and low 

group atmosphere s c o re s  i s  n o t  s t r i c t l y  s p e c i f i e d  and e a r l i e r  s tu d ie s  

t y p i c a l l y  made th e  c u t  a t  th e  median o f  the  sample, F ie d le r  (1970, p . 13) 

now r e p o r t s  th a t  no rm ative  d a ta  su g g es t  t h a t  sco res  below 55 shou ld  be 

c l a s s i f i e d  as low.

A c tu a l ly ,  th e  group atm osphere score  r e f l e c t s  th e  p e rc e p t io n s  

o f  the  l e a d e r ' s  r e l a t i o n s  w ith  members o f  h i s  group. F ie d le r  (1967) con­

tends t h a t  th e se  p e rc e p t io n s  a r e  p rim ary  d e te rm inan ts  o f  l e a d e r  a c t i o n s :  

"Leader b eh av io r  w i l l ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  depend on how the le a d e r  th in k s  h i s  

su b o rd in a te s  f e e l  abou t him r a t h e r  than  how the  s u b o rd in a te s  r e a l l y  f e e l  

about h im ."  (p. 3 2 ) .  However, the  group atmosphere measure has  n o t  been 

dem onstra ted  to  be in d ep en d en t o f  th e  o th e r  v a r i a b l e s  in  th e  con tingency  

model and they  may be  confounded.
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(3) Task S t r u c tu r e

The second of the three components of situational favorableness 

is the degree of task structure. This dimension is of importance because 

the level of structure in the group task determines the leader's influ­

ence to a considerable extent. Thus, as the task becomes more structured, 

such as in assembly-line operations, the organization "above" the leader 

can issue more specific instructions and standard operating procedures.

In  e f f e c t ,  th e  o r g a n iz a t io n  can p ro v id e  back ing  f o r  the  l e a d e r  through 

s a n c t io n s  and d i s c i p l i n e  s in c e  i n f r a c t i o n s  and compliance to  th e se  m iles  

i s  e x p l i c i t  and w e l l - d e f in e d  ( s e e ,  f o r  in s ta n c e ,  Burns and S t a l k e r ,  1961; 

Lawrence and L orsch , 1968).

For u n s t r u c tu r e d  ta s k s ,  on th e  o th e r  hand, the  o r g a n iz a t i o n  

cannot be as e x p l i c i t  in  i t s  r u l e s ,  p rocedures  and r e g u la t io n s ,  the  

le a d e r  i s  n o t  in  as s t ro n g  a p o s i t i o n  to  demand compliance to  s p e c i f i c  

r o l e  b e h a v io r s .  Furtherm ore , u n s t r u c tu r e d  ta sk s  (such as b a s i c  re s e a rc h  

o r  development) o f t e n  r e q u i r e  c r e a t i v i t y  o r  in d iv id u a ls  w ith  a good d ea l 

o f  s k i l l  and job  m o b i l i ty  ( s e e ,  f o r  example, Wigdor, 1969). In  s i t u a ­

t io n s  such as th e se ,  the  le a d e r  o f te n  has  to  draw upon sources  o f  power 

o th e r  than  those  p ro v id ed  by th e  o r g a n iz a t i o n  i n  o rd e r  to  e x e r t  an 

e f f e c t i v e  in f lu e n c e  on h i s  group.

Task s t r u c t u r e  i s  o p e r a t io n a l i z e d  by u t i l i z i n g  the  Shaw-Hunt 

(1966) system o f  fo u r  ta s k  dim ensions:

(1) D ec is io n  V e r i f i a b i l i t y  - the  degree  to  which the  

c o r r e c tn e s s  o f  th e  s o lu t i o n  o r  d e c i s io n  can be 

dem onstra ted  e i t h e r  by appea l to  a u t h o r i t y ,  by 

l o g i c a l  p rocedures  o r  by feedback .
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(2) Goal C l a r i t y  - the  degree  to  which the  r e q u i r e ­

ments o f  th e  t a s k  a re  c l e a r l y  s t a t e d  o r  known to 

the  group members.

(3) Goal Pa th  M u l t i p l i c i t y  - th e  degree  to  which the 

ta s k  can be  so lv ed  by  a v a r i e t y  o f  p ro ced u res .

(4) S o lu t io n  S p e c i f i c i t y  - the  degree to  which th e re  

i s  more th an  one c o r r e c t  s o lu t i o n .

A ta sk  i s  r a t e d  by s c o r in g  each o f  th e se  dim ensions on an 

e le v e n -p o in t  s c a le  and computing an average  sco re  o f  th e se  fo u r  dimen­

s io n s .  The measure i s  g e n e ra te d  by s e v e ra l  r a t e r s  and then  compared f o r  

i n t e r r a t e r  agreem ent. Based on norm ative  d a ta ,  M i tc h e l l ,  e t . a l .  (1970, 

p . 257) s p e c i f i e s  t h a t  an average  sc o re  o f  5 .0  i s  the  c u t t i n g  p o in t  f o r

d icho tom iz ing  the  s c a l e - - t h a t  i s ,  ta s k s  below 5 .0  a re  c l a s s i f i e d  as low

in  s t r u c t u r e  w h ile  those  t h a t  a re  5 .0  o r  above a re  c l a s s i f i e d  as h ig h  in  

s t r u c t u r e ,

(4) P o s i t i o n  Power

The t h i r d  o f  the  th r e e  components o f  s i t u a t i o n a l  fa v o ra b le n ess

i s  the  l e v e l  o f  p o s i t i o n  power. This dimension r e f l e c t s  the  degree  o f

formal power which the  o r g a n iz a t i o n  has d e le g a te d  to  th e  l e a d e r .  P o s i t i o n

power i s  the  e a s i e s t  o f  th e  f a v o ra b le n e s s  dimensions to  measure because

i n  most s i t u a t i o n s  the l e a d e r ' s  form al a u t h o r i t y  i s  r e a d i l y  e v id e n t .

F ie d le r  (1967) e x p la in s  th e  meaning o f  p o s i t i o n  power as fo l lo w s :

" I t  means, f i r s t  o f  a l l ,  t h a t  h ig h  p o s i t i o n  power makes 
h i s  job  e a s i e r .  The le a d e r  who has ran k  and power can
g e t  h i s  group members to  perfo rm  t h e i r  ta sk s  more r e a d i l y
than would a l e a d e r  who has  l i t t l e  power (as i n  a v o lu n te e r  
group, fo r  exam ple) . The le a d e r  w ith  h ig h  p o s i t i o n  power 
can i n t e r a c t  w i th  h i s  members i n  terms o f  th e  r o l e s  and 
m utual e x p ec ta n c ie s  which e x i s t  in  th e  group. The le a d e r  
w ith  low p o s i t i o n  power m ust f i r s t  convince h i s  group 
members t h a t  they  sh o u ld  fo l lo w  him, and he  must be
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c o n t i n u a l l y  aware o f  the  f a c t  t h a t  h i s  h o ld  on h i s  group 
members i s  tenuous and dependent upon h i s  p e r s o n a l  r e l a ­
t io n s  w i th  the  in d iv id u a l s  i n  h i s  g roup . I n  many groups 
he can be  r e a d i l y  deposed o r  ig n o r e d ."  (p . 2 5 ) .

P o s i t i o n  power i s  o p e r a t io n a l i z e d  by u t i l i z i n g  H u n t 's  (1967)

system o f  t h i r t e e n  "yes -  no" item s and a s c o re  i s  o b ta in e d  by summing

the  number o f  "y es"  answers to  th e  t h i r t e e n  q u e s t io n s .  The measure i s

g e n e ra te d  by s e v e r a l  r a t e r s  and then  compared f o r  i n t e r r a t e r  agreem ent.

A lthough F i e d l e r  does n o t  p ro v id e  a c u t t i n g  p o in t  f o r  d ic h o to m iz a t io n

b ased  on no rm ative  d a ta ,  the  s p l i t  i s  made a t  th e  m edian. Thus, s c o re s

below  7 a r e  c l a s s i f i e d  as low in  p o s i t i o n  power w h ile  s c o re s  above 7 a re

c l a s s i f i e d  as h ig h .

In  th e  i n t e r e s t  o f  perform ing  a s  s t r o n g  a t e s t  as p o s s ib le  o f

th e  co n tin g e n cy  model, th e  p r e s e n t  s tudy  e l im in a te d  a p o r t i o n  o f  the

sample t h a t  f e l l  a t  o r  n e a r  th e  c u t t i n g  p o in t s  f o r  each o f  th e  s i t u a t i o n a l

fa v o ra b le n e s s  v a r i a b l e s .  The r u l e s  f o r  e l i m in a t io n  were a r b i t r a r i l y

a r r i v e d  a t  and a re  ex p re ssed  in  terms o f  in a d m is sa b le  s c o r e s  as fo l lo w s :

Dimension C u tt in g  P o in t  In a d m issab le  Scores

Group Atmosphere 55 53 th rough  57

Task S t r u c t u r e  5 .0  4 .8  th rough  5 .2

P o s i t i o n  Power 7 .0  6 .5  th rough  7.5

(5) Group Perform ance

S tu d ie s  concerned  w ith  con tingency  th e o ry  have  u t i l i z e d  a f a i r  

number o f  d iv e r s e  perform ance v a r i a b le s  in c lu d in g  (a) q u a l i t y  o f  o u tp u t  

p e r  u n i t  t im e, (b) o b j e c t iv e  accu racy , (c )  o b s e rv e r  r a t i n g s  o f  q u a l i t y  o f  

pe rfo rm ance , (d) s a t i s f a c t o r y  o u tp u t  p e r  u n i t  t im e, (e )  n e t  income,

( f )  o r i g i n a l i t y  judgm ents , (g) time to c r i t e r i o n ,  ( j )  s u b j e c t s '  judgments 

o f  c r e a t i v i t y .  S ince  o b je c t i v e  s t a t i s t i c s  on group p r o d u c t i v i t y  a r e  n o t
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always a v a i l a b le  o r  even p o s s ib le  to  o b ta in ,  many s tu d ie s  have used 

v a r io u s  methods to  a s s e s s  group perform ance, the  most p o p u la r  b e in g  r a t e r  

judgm ents. F ie d le r  does n o t  p ro v id e  any s p e c i f i c  i n s t r u c t i o n s  f o r  m easur­

ing  e f f e c t iv e n e s s  o th e r  than  to say i t  should  be o b je c t iv e  whenever 

p o s s ib le  (1970, p . 259).

Lawler (1967) p o in t s  ou t t h a t  most s tu d ie s  i n  a l l  a re a s  o f  man­

agement have r e l i e d  p r im a r i ly  on the  r a t i n g s  o f  s u p e r io r s  o n ly .  He 

argues th a t  m u l t i r a t e r s  shou ld  be used  and th a t  l i k e l y  c a n d id a te s  to  

c a r ry  o u t th e se  r a t i n g s  in c lu d e  no t o n ly  s u p e r io r s ,  b u t  a l s o  the  l e a d e r  

h im s e lf  as w e l l  as s u b o rd in a te s  and p e e rs  who a re  f a m i l i a r  w ith  the  group. 

In  a d d i t io n ,  Lawler su g g es ts  t h a t  i t  i s  o f te n  d e s i r a b le  to  o b ta in  more 

than  j u s t  a s in g le  g lo b a l  r a t i n g  o f  the  q u a l i t y  o f  perform ance. For 

example, a ssessm ents  o f  a b i l i t y  and m o t iv a t io n  may a ls o  be in c lu d e d .  In  

e f f e c t ,  he argues fo r  a m u l t i r a t e r - m u l t i t r a i t  approach to  m easuring  job 

perform ance.

Following L a w le r 's  s u g g e s t io n s ,  the  p r e s e n t  s tu d y  u t i l i z e d  a 

s ix - i t e m  approach to  e f f e c t i v e n e s s :  (1) q u a l i t y ,  (2) a b i l i t y ,  (3) e f f o r t ,

(4) i n i t i a t i v e ,  (5) a b i l i t y  to  work in d e p en d e n t ly ,  and (6) q u a n t i ty .

Group performance i s  r a t e d  by s c o r in g  each o f  th e se  dimensions on a seven- 

p o in t  s c a le  where A i s  h ig h  (7 p o in t s )  and G i s  low (1 p o in t )  as fo l lo w s :

A i s  e x c e l l e n t ,  B i s  v e ry  good, C i s  good, D i s  av erage , E i s  f a i r ,  F i s  

p oo r , and G i s  in a d e q u a te .  A t o t a l  s c o re  i s  then  computed by summing the  

r a t e r  responses  on each i tem . Thus, a m u lt id im en s io n a l  g lo b a l  measure i s  

g en e ra te d  by each r a t e r  f o r  each group.

The measures generated by each rater are compared for interrater 

agreement and then summed to provide a total performance score for each 

group which reflects a multirater-multitrait approach. To further
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s t r e n g th e n  the  perform ance m easure , th e  s p l i t - h a l f  r e l i a b i l i t y  o f  each 

r a t e r  i s  computed (based on th e  o rd e r  in  which the  r a t i n g s  were perform ed) 

to  de te rm ine  the  e x is t e n c e  o f  any i n t r a r a t e r  h a lo .  I t  i s  d e s i r a b l e  to  

have a low s p l i t - h a l f  r e l i a b i l i t y  which should  b e ,  a t  a minimum, l e s s  

than  th e  c o r r e l a t i o n  o f  i n t e r r a t e r  agreem ent. These p rocedures  p rov ide  

perform ance sco re s  w ith  q u a l i t y  t h a t  exceeds the  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  measures 

r e p o r te d  in  most con tingency  s t u d i e s .

(6) Leader B ehavior

The Ohio S ta te  LBDQ (Form XII) p ro v id es  an e x c e l l e n t  measure o f  

l e a d e r  b eh av io r  in  terms o f  th e  q u a n t i t a t i v e  l e v e l s  o f  i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c ­

tu r e  and c o n s id e r a t io n .  These f a c t o r i a l l y  d e f in e d  su b sc a le s  have been 

w id e ly  used i n  e m p ir ic a l  r e s e a r c h ,  n o t  on ly  i n  in d u s t r y ,  b u t  a l s o  i n  m i l i ­

t a r y  and e d u c a t io n a l  o rg a n iz a t io n s  ( e . g . ,  H a lp in , 1954, 1955). H alp in  

r e p o r t s  t h a t  " in  s e v e r a l  s tu d ie s  where the  agreement among re sp o n d en ts  in  

d e s c r ib in g  t h e i r  r e s p e c t iv e  le a d e r s  has been  checked by a "between-group 

v s .  w ith in -g ro u p "  a n a ly s i s  o f  v a r i a n c e ,  th e  F r a t i o s  a l l  have been found 

s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  the  .01 l e v e l .  Fo llow ers  tend  to  ag ree  in  d e s c r ib in g  the  

same l e a d e r ,  and th e  d e s c r ip t i o n s  o f  d i f f e r e n t  le a d e r s  d i f f e r  s i g n i f i ­

c a n t l y . "  (1957, p .  2 2 ) .

R e l i a b i l i t y  c o e f f i c i e n t s  f o r  i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c t u r e  and c o n s id e ra ­

t i o n  i n  a wide v a r i e t y  o f  s tu d ie s  have been  c o n s i s t e n t l y  good ( u s u a l ly  in  

ex cess  o f  .7 5 ) .  H a lp in  (1957) su g g es ts  t h a t  "a minimum o f  fo u r  respond­

e n ts  p e r  l e a d e r  i s  d e s i r a b l e ,  and a d d i t i o n a l  re sp o n d en ts  beyond ten  do 

n o t  in c r e a s e  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  th e  s t a b i l i t y  o f  the  in d ex  s c o r e s .  S ix  o r  

seven re sp o n d en ts  p e r  le a d e r  would be a good s t a n d a r d ."  (p. 2 9 ) .  The 

i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c t u r e  and c o n s id e r a t io n  su b sc a le s  c o n s i s t  of te n  item s 

each (o u t  o f  100 t o t a l  i tem s) which c o n s i s t  o f  s ta tem e n ts  about the
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l e a d e r  such as "he l e t s  group members know what i s  ex p ec ted  o f  them" and 

"he i s  f r i e n d l y  and ap p ro a ch a b le ."  The re sp o n d en ts  i n d i c a t e  fo r  each 

item  on a o n e - to - f i v e  continuum (1 . always, 2 . o f t e n ,  3. o c c a s io n a l ly ,

4 . seldom, 5. never)  the  degree to  which the  le a d e r  behaves as d e sc r ib e d  

by the  q u e s t io n .

The re sp o n se s  f o r  each s c a le  a re  summed and then  averaged  over 

a l l  d e s c r ip t i o n s  o f  the  same le a d e r .  Thus, the  s c o re s  f o r  i n i t i a t i n g  

s t r u c t u r e  and c o n s id e r a t io n  have a range from 10 to  50. S to g d i l l  (1963) 

has r e p o r te d  the  average  sco res  and s ta n d a rd  d e v ia t io n s  f o r  a wide v a r i ­

e ty  o f  samples ( e . g . ,  m i n i s t e r s ,  community l e a d e r s ,  s e n a to r s ,  and c o l le g e  

p r e s i d e n t s ) .  Of p a r t i c u l a r  i n t e r e s t  in  the  p r e s e n t  s tu d y  i s  S t o g d i l l ' s  

d a ta  on an a i r c r a f t  i n d u s t r y  sample which c o n ta in s  e n g in e e r in g  groups 

which a re  v e ry  s im i l a r  to  the  p r e s e n t  sample. These d a ta  a re  used as a 

b a s i s  f o r  c l a s s i f y i n g  th e  p re s e n t  sample as h ig h ,  medium, o r  low on each 

s c a l e .  S t o g d i l l  r e p o r t s  t h a t  the  a i r c r a f t  sample (N = 165) had an average 

o f  36 .6  and a s ta n d a rd  d e v ia t io n  o f  5 .4  f o r  i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c t u r e  and an 

average  o f  37 .1  and a s ta n d a rd  d e v ia t io n  o f  5 .8  f o r  c o n s id e r a t io n  (1963, 

p . 9 ) .  A medium sco re  was th e r e f o r e  c a l c u l a t e d  by d e f in in g  o n e - th i r d  o f 

the  d i s t r i b u t i o n  about the  mean. This r e s u l t e d  i n  th e  fo l lo w in g  system 

of c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  f o r  th e  p r e s e n t  sample:

Subsca le  Low Medium High

I n i t i a t i n g  S t r u c t u r e  below 34.3  34 .3  to  38 .9  above 38 .9

C o n s id e ra t io n  below 34 .6  34 .6  to  39 .6  above 39 .6

The biggest potential problem for anyone using the LBDQ is that 

the respondents must identify the leader. It takes only twenty minutes 

or so to complete and can be administered individually or in groups.
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The g e n e ra l  h y p o th e s i s  o f  the o r i g i n a l  con tingency  th eo ry  i s

t h a t  low LPC le a d e r s  w i l l  be more e f f e c t i v e  in  ve ry  fa v o ra b le  and v e ry

u n favo rab le  s i t u a t i o n s  w h ile  the  h ig h  LPC le a d e r  w i l l  be more e f f e c t i v e

in  s i t u a t i o n s  which a re  in te rm e d ia te  in  fa v o ra b le n ess  ( F i e d l e r ,  1964).

The g en e ra l  h y p o th e s i s  p u t  f o r t h  by F ie d le r  (1970) on the  r e l a t i o n s h i p

between LPC and behavior is as follows:

"High LPC p e rso n s  have as t h e i r  p rim ary  goal the  e s t a b ­
l ish m en t and m ain tenance  o f  in t e r p e r s o n a l  r e l a t i o n s  and 
as a secondary  goal th e  a t ta in m e n t  o f  prominence and s e l f ­
enhancement. The low LPC person  i s  seen  as hav ing  as h i s  
p rim ary  g oa l the  achievem ent of ta sk s  and m a te r i a l  rewards 
w h ile  he has  as h i s  secondary  goa l the  development o f  good 
in t e r p e r s o n a l  r e l a t i o n s . . . th e  in d iv id u a l  w i l l  seek  to  
ach ieve  h i s  p r im ary  as w e l l  as secondary  g oa ls  in  s i t u a ­
t io n s  in  which h i s  c o n t r o l  and in f lu e n c e  i s  r e l a t i v e l y  
g r e a t ;  he w i l l  c o n c e n t r a te  on s e c u r in g  h i s  p r im ary  g o a ls  
in  s i t u a t i o n s  which a re  u n fav o rab le  and s t r e s s f u l . "
(p .  1 ) .

A c tu a l ly ,  F i e d l e r  i s  n o t  e n t i r e l y  c l e a r  about what type o f

le a d e r  beh av io r  he i s  p r e d i c t i n g  f o r  each o c t a n t .  I t  i s  presumed th a t

on ly  o c ta n ts  1, 2, and 3 a re  s i t u a t i o n s  in  which c o n t r o l  and in f lu e n c e  i s

" r e l a t i v e l y  g r e a t . "  Thus, the  e f f e c t i v e  low LPC le a d e r  w i l l  s ee k  bo th

prim ary  and secondary  g o a ls  which means he w i l l  be a " g r e a t  man" and

e x h ib i t  bo th  ta s k -  and p e o p le - o r ie n te d  beh av io r  (h igh  i n  c o n s id e ra t io n

and h igh  in  i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c t u r e ) .  As the  s i t u a t i o n  became l e s s  fa v o ra b le ,

i t  would appear t h a t  the  e f f e c t i v e  le a d e r  would d i s p la y  le s s e n in g  degrees

o f  " g r e a t  man" le a d e r  b e h a v io r s .

These g e n e ra l  h ypo theses  a re  t r a n s l a t e d  i n to  th e  fo l lo w in g

s p e c i f i c  h y p o th ese s :

H ypothesis  I . C o r re la t io n s  between le a d e r  LPC and 

group perform ance w i l l  be n e g a t iv e  in  o c ta n t s  
1, 2, 3, 7, and 8 .
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H ypothesis  I I . C o r re la t io n s  between le a d e r  LPC and 

group perform ance w i l l  be p o s i t i v e  in  o c ta n t s  

4 and 5.

H ypothesis  I I I . A g r e a t e r  number o f  low LPC le a d e r s

in  o c ta n t s  1, 2 , and 3 w i l l  be h igh  i n  c o n s id e ra ­

t i o n  and h igh  i n  i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c t u r e  than  in  

o c ta n t s  4 and 5 .

H ypothesis  IV. A g r e a t e r  number o f  h ig h  LPC le a d e rs  

i n  o c ta n t s  4 and 5 w i l l  be medium i n  c o n s id e ra ­

t i o n  and medium i n  i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c t u r e  th an  in  

o c ta n t s  1, 2, and 3.

H ypothesis  V. The average  sco res  fo r  a l l  l e a d e r s  in  

o c ta n t s  1, 2 , and 3 on c o n s id e ra t io n  and i n i t i a t ­

ing  s t r u c t u r e  w i l l  be s i g n i f i c a n t l y  g r e a t e r  than 

the  average  s c o re s  f o r  a l l  l e a d e rs  i n  o c ta n t s  4 
and 5.

H ypothesis  V I. The low LPC le a d e rs  in  o c ta n t s  7 and 

8 w i l l  be low i n  c o n s id e r a t io n  (and h ig h  in  

i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c t u r e ) .

NOTE; Fiedler does not predict for octant 6 and the
a n te c e d e n t  s tu d ie s  do n o t  s t r o n g ly  su g g es t  a p o s i t i v e

o r  n e g a t iv e  LPC-performance c o r r e l a t i o n  i n  o c ta n t  7.

For purposes o f  th e  p r e s e n t  r e s e a rc h ,  i t  w i l l  be assumed th a t  

o c ta n t s  1, 2, and 3 a llow  bo th  p rim ary  and secondary  le a d e r  goa ls  to  be 

ach iev ed , t h a t  o c ta n ts  4 and 5 a r e  somewhat c o n s t r a in in g  to  the  le a d e r  

and m o tiv a te  him to  g ive  l e s s  th an  f u l l  a t t e n t i o n  to  p r im ary  and secondary  

g o a ls ,  and t h a t  o c ta n t s  7 and 8 a re  th e  most c o n s t r a in in g  to  the  le a d e r  

which m o t iv a te s  him to  ach ieve  p rim ary  goa ls  to  the  v i r t u a l  e x c lu s io n  o f  

secondary  g o a l s .  I t  i s  on t h i s  b a s i s  th a t  hypo theses  I I I ,  IV, V, and VI 

were d e r iv e d  f o r  e f f e c t i v e  le a d e r s h ip  b e h av io r  from th e  g e n e ra l  F i e d l e r  

h y p o th e s i s .  In  s h o r t ,  c o n s id e r a t io n  b eh av io r  fo r  e f f e c t i v e  l e a d e r s  should
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be h ig h e s t  in  o c ta n t s  1, 2 , and 3; l e s s  i n  o c ta n t s  4 and 5; and l e a s t  in  

o c ta n t s  7 and 8. I n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c t u r e  b eh av io r  should  be h ig h e r  in  

o c ta n t s  1, 2, 3, 7, and 8; and lower in  o c ta n t s  4 and 5. The hypothe­

s iz e d  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between LPC and b e h av io r  fo r  e f f e c t i v e  le a d e rsh ip  

w ith  r e s p e c t  to  s i t u a t i o n a l  fa v o ra b le n e s s  a re  summarized as fo llow s:

O c tan ts

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

LPC Lo Lo Lo Hi Hi Lo Lo

I n i t i a t i n g  S t r u c tu re Hi Hi Hi Me Me Hi Hi

C o n s id e ra t io n Hi Hi Hi Me Me Lo Lo

The above h ypo theses  se rv ed  to  guide th e  p r e s e n t  i n v e s t i g a t i o n .

As s t a t e d  above (see  p. 18) the s tu d y  was in te n d e d  to  t e s t  p r e d ic t io n s  o f  

th e  theo ry  in  a t  l e a s t  two o c t a n t s .  Because the  o c ta n t s  i n  which the 

sample of le a d e r s  were to  be p la ce d  could n o t  be de term ined  u n t i l  the  

s i t u a t i o n a l  d a ta  were c o l l e c t e d ,  i t  was n o t  p o s s ib le  to  p r e d i c t  which o f  

the  above hypotheses  would be t e s t a b l e  w i th  the  p re s e n t  sample. I t  was 

decided  p r i o r  to  d a ta  c o l l e c t i o n ,  however, t h a t  a t  l e a s t  two o c ta n ts  must 

be adequa te ly  r e p re s e n te d  to  c la im  a f a i r  t e s t  of the  th e o ry .  As w i l l  be 

shown, s u f f i c i e n t  d a ta  were o b ta in ed  to  a d eq u a te ly  t e s t  hypotheses  con­

cerned w ith  o c ta n t s  1 and 4 . Thus, hy p o th eses  1 through 5 were t e s t e d  as 

p a r t  o f  the  p re s e n t  s tu d y .

SUMMARY

The o v e r a l l  purpose o f  th e  p r e s e n t  s tu d y  i s  to  f o s t e r  an i n t e ­

g r a t i v e  approach to  le a d e r s h ip  by t e s t i n g  th e  con tingency  model in  i t s  

o r i g i n a l  form w hile  a l s o  p ro v id in g  su b o rd in a te  d e s c r ip t io n s  o f  a c tu a l  

le a d e r  b eh av io r .  In  e v i d e n t i a l  f i e l d  s tu d ie s  t e s t i n g  F i e d l e r ' s  h y p o th ese s ,
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no more th an  fou r  o c ta n t s  have been t e s t e d  a t  any one time and the  number 

s tu d ie d  i n  each c e l l  ranged from 7 to  17 g roups. Although most c o r r e l a ­

t io n s  a re  in  th e  p re d ic te d  d i r e c t i o n ,  v e ry  few a re  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i ­

c a n t .  The scope o f the  p re s e n t  s tudy  i s  l im i te d  to  a tw o -p o in t  t e s t  

( o c t a n t s  1 and 4 ) ;  however, an N of 65 i s  r e p o r te d  which i s  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  

h ig h e r  than  most o th e r  s tu d ie s  i n  t h i s  l in e  o f  r e s e a rc h .

The e s s e n t i a l  v a r i a b l e s  n ece ssa ry  to  t e s t  the  model and t h e i r  

m easuring in s tru m e n ts  a r e :  (1 ) l e a d e r s h ip  (LPC), (2 )  leader-member r e l a ­

t io n s  (Group Atmosphere), (3) t a s k  s t r u c t u r e  (Shaw-Hunt), (4 )  le a d e r  

p o s i t i o n  power (H un t) ,  and (5 )  group perform ance (L aw ler) .  In  a d d i t io n ,  

the  LBDQ i s  u t i l i z e d  to  g en e ra te  d e s c r ip t i o n s  o f  l e a d e r  b eh av io r  in  terms 

o f  i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c t u r e  and c o n s id e r a t io n .  Two g e n e ra l  hypo theses  are  

t e s t e d :  (1 )  low LPC le a d e r s  w i l l  be more e f f e c t i v e  in  o c ta n t s  1, 2, 3,

7, and 8 w h ile  h ig h  LPC le ad e rs  w i l l  be more e f f e c t i v e  in  o c ta n t s  4 and 

5, (2 )  ’’g r e a t  man” le a d e r s h ip  s t y l e s  w i l l  be more e f f e c t i v e  in  o c ta n t s  1,

2, and 3; to  a l e s s e r  b u t  p ro p o r t io n a l  e x te n t  in  o c ta n t s  4 and 5; whereas 

in s t r u m e n ta l  l e a d e r s h ip  beh av io r  w i l l  be more e f f e c t i v e  in  o c ta n t s  7 and 8.
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CHAPTER I I I  

STUDY PROCEDURES AND QUANTITATIVE RESULTS

In  t h i s  c h a p te r  a d e s c r ip t i o n  o f  the  f i e l d  s tu d y  i s  p rov ided  

a long  w ith  a r e p o r t  o f  q u a n t i t a t i v e  f in d in g s .  However, no a t te m p t  i s  

made to  e v a lu a te  th e se  f i n d i n g s — th e se  d i s c u s s io n s  and e v a lu a t io n s  a re  

p re s e n te d  in  th e  fo llo w in g  c h a p te r s .  The s tudy  p rocedures  and q u a n t i t a ­

t i v e  r e s u l t s  a re  developed in  t h i s  c h a p te r  th rough the  fo l lo w in g  sequence 

o f  t o p ic s :

P re l im in a ry  P r e p a ra t io n s

S e le c t io n  of Sample and Data C o l le c t io n

L ead ersh ip  Measures

S i t u a t i o n a l  F av o rab len ess  Measures

E f f e c t iv e n e s s  Measures

Leader B ehavior Measures

Summary

PRELIMINARY PREPARATIONS

P erm iss io n  was o b ta in e d  from a h ig h  l e v e l  e x e c u t iv e  in  government 

a d m in i s t r a t io n  to  c a r ry  ou t a s tu d y  w i th in  h i s  o r g a n iz a t i o n .  A m eeting 

was a rranged  w ith  the  e x ec u t iv e  and s e v e r a l  members of h i s  s t a f f  to  o u t ­

l i n e  the  f u l l  r a m i f i c a t io n s  o f  th e  s tudy  i n  as much d e t a i l  as p o s s i b l e .

In  a t ten d an ce  were th re e  o f  the  e x e c u t iv e 's  s t a f f  a s s i s t a n t s :  (1 )  a

system s and p rocedures  a n a ly s t  who had e x c e l l e n t  knowledge o f  a l l  adm ini­

s t r a t i v e  m a t te r s  in  the  o rg a n iz a t io n ,  (2 )  a t e c h n i c a l  s t a f f  a s s i s t a n t  who 

was an e x p e r t  i n  the work i t s e l f ,  and (3 )  an " a s s i s t a n t  to "  the  e x ec u t iv e
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who served as liaison between the executive and the rest of the organiza­

tion. They had volunteered to participate as raters in the study and 

since they were long service employees with excellent knowledge of all 

phases of the organization, they were well suited to the task. The exec­

utive also volunteered to do ratings himself.

The executive agreed to send a general announcement of the study 

to all employees explaining only that it was concerned with leadership 

and that anonymity would be preserved. He would encourage participation 

in the project and make it clear that respondents would receive no extra 

compensation or recognition for their participation, but that they would 

be making an important contribution to research. The researcher agreed 

to provide the executive and the staff assistants with general feedback 

on the range and average of group atmosphere scores reported by the par­

ticipating leaders, and the level of agreement among the performance 

raters.

A point was raised at the meeting as to how anonymity would be 

preserved when subordinates were required to identify their supervisors 

on the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire. Furthermore, the leaders 

would have to identify themselves on the Least Preferred Coworker question­

naire in order for the LBDQ and LPC scores to be compared, and the perfor­

mance raters would have to identify the leaders. The researcher explained 

that a system of coding would be used to protect identities and avoid the 

use of names on any of the questionnaires.

It was explained to the executive that respondents could fill out 

questionnaires individually or in groups, but that the process would be 

facilitated if group arrangements could be made. In this way the answer­

ing of any questions could be widely heard and outside interference while
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completing the questionnaires could be controlled and minimized. It was 

recommended that mass sessions be arranged and that the researcher could 

individually track down those who could not attend. The executive agreed 

to convene participants at appropriate times for the mass completion of 

questionnaires as long as these meetings could be held to approximately 

one-half hour.

Nature of the Organization

The subjects were all members of a division of a large government 

organization primarily involved in engineering activities. Total employees 

in this division numbered in the thousands with several hundred supervisory 

personnel not including staff and support services. Many of the employees 

were professional scientists and licensed engineers with long-term service 

to the organization. Qualitative assessments of the organization were 

obtained by the researcher through personal interviews and classroom dis­

cussions in seminars.

Job security for the subjects can be described as relatively high 

with most pressures in the past for temporary personnel reductions being 

accomplished through attrition. Actually, in recent years the force had 

been expanding to meet increasing work demands and commitments. The work 

is not defense-oriented and does not depend upon large federal contracts.

It is more service-oriented to continuing public needs and the future work 

requirements are relatively predictable. In fact, several projects extend­

ing beyond ten years into the future were currently underway.

The atmosphere in the organization seemed good with no major 

work or morale problems in evidence. A number of external activities such 

as bowling and the like suggested better than average cohesiveness for 

many of the work groups. Most of the subjects were friendly and coopera­

tive and showed little hesitation in discussing their work situations.
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The d i v i s i o n  enjoyed a good r e p u ta t i o n  w ith  r e s p e c t  to  th e  l a r g e r  o rg a n i ­

z a t io n  o f  which i t  was a p a r t  and many s u b je c ts  f e l t  t h a t  they  h e ld  

d e s i r a b le  p o s i t i o n s .  A lthough demographic in fo rm a t io n  was n o t  fo rm ally  

c o l l e c t e d ,  i t  was le a rn ed  t h a t  many o f  the  employees had s a l a r i e s  approach­

in g  $20,000 p e r  y e a r .

The work o f  th e  d i v i s i o n  can be b ro a d ly  d iv id e d  i n t o  two m ajor 

segments; (1 )  r e s e a rc h  and developm enta l e f f o r t s  w ith  medium- to  long- 

range im p l i c a t i o n s ,  and (2 )  s h o r t - t e r m  p ro b lem -so lv in g  e f f o r t s  r e l a t e d  

to  c u r r e n t  o p e r a t io n s .  For pu rposes  o f  the  p re s e n t  s tu d y ,  the  deve lop ­

m enta l s u b je c t s  a re  r e f e r r e d  to  as " e n g in e e r in g  R&D" w h ile  th e  o p e r a t io n a l  

s u b je c t s  a re  r e f e r r e d  to  as " r o u t in e  e n g in e e r in g "  g roups.

Both R&D and r o u t in e  work was l a r g e ly  " i n t e r a c t i n g "  i n  the  

F i e d l e r  s e n se .  Work was o rgan ized  around teams where i n d iv id u a l  e f f o r t  

was d i f f i c u l t  t o  i s o l a t e  because o f  th e  in te rdependence  o f t a s k s .  P e r ­

formance was t y p i c a l l y  r a t e d  i n  terms o f  the  team e f f o r t  and r e c o g n i t io n  

was r a r e l y  g iv en  to  an in d iv id u a l  fo r  h i s  s in g u la r  c o n t r i b u t io n s .  When 

s u b je c t s  t a lk e d  to  th e  r e s e a r c h e r  about t h e i r  work, they  c o n t in u a l ly  

r e f e r r e d  to  "our group" o r  "our team" r a t h e r  th an  "my jo b "  o r  "my t a s k . "  

For example, th e  s u b je c t s  in  b o th  ty p es  o f  work sp en t  a good d e a l  o f  

t h e i r  tim e in  m eetings  where problems and id e as  were b ra in s to rm ed  w ith  

o th e r  members o f  th e  g roup . The heavy in c id e n c e  o f i n t e r a c t i n g  work 

groups made the  o r g a n iz a t io n  e s p e c i a l l y  s u i t e d  f o r  r e s e a rc h  on th e  con­

t in g e n c y  model. I n  a d d i t i o n ,  a f r i e n d l y  atmosphere and w i l l in g n e s s  to  

c o o p era te  c o n t r ib u te d  fa v o ra b ly  to  the  re s e a rc h  e f f o r t .
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SELECTION OF SAMPLE AND DATA COLLECTION

The s tu d y  was in a u g u ra ted  when the  e x e c u t iv e  s e n t  a memo to  a l l  

f i r s t - l i n e  su p e rv iso ry  p e rso n n e l  a d v is in g  them o f the  g e n e ra l  n a tu re  o f  

th e  s tudy  and encourag ing  them to  p a r t i c i p a t e .  They were in v i t e d  to  

a t t e n d  one o f  two b r i e f  m eetings  in  which the  r e s e a rc h e r  would ex p la in  

th e  s tudy  in  more d e t a i l .  A pproxim ately 200 s u p e rv iso r s  a t te n d e d  th e se  

m eetings  and, a f t e r  f u l l y  e x p la in in g  th e  s tu d y ,  a l l  completed th e  L east 

P r e f e r r e d  Coworker and Group Atmosphere s c a l e s .  Each s u p e rv iso r  ass igned  

h im s e l f  a 7 - d i g i t  number which he reco rd ed  on th e  q u e s t io n n a i r e .  In  

a d d i t i o n ,  each was asked to  in d ic a te  (on  a s e p a ra te  page) h i s  w i l l i n g ­

n e ss  to  p a r t i c i p a t e  f u r t h e r  i n  the  s tu d y  e i t h e r  by supp ly ing  h i s  name 

and code number o r  by sim ply in d i c a t i n g  "no" on the  paper . The re s e a rc h e r  

conducted  the  m eetings  a lo n e ,  and no e x e c u t iv e s  o r  s t a f f  p e rso n n e l  were 

p r e s e n t .

Attempts were made to  maximize the  u s e fu ln e s s  o f  the  q u e s t io n ­

n a i r e s  by emphasizing t h a t  c a r e f u l  a t t e n t i o n  and c o n s id e ra t io n  be given  

and t h a t  every i tem  on th e  page should  be answered. A f te r  completing 

th e  q u e s t io n n a i r e  and the  s e p a ra te  page, each s u p e rv iso r  r e tu rn e d  both 

pages fa c e  down in  s e p a ra te  p i l e s  on a t a b le  lo c a te d  to  the  s id e  of th e  

room. The m eetings were v e ry  o rd e r ly  w i th  v e ry  s e n s ib le  q u e s t io n s  asked 

and a lm ost no c o n v e rsa t io n  du ring  the  com ple tion  of the  q u e s t io n n a i r e s .  

W il l in g n e ss  to  p a r t i c i p a t e  f u r t h e r  in  th e  s tu d y  was e x c e l l e n t  w i th  165 

s u p e r v is o r s  g iv in g  a fa v o ra b le  i n d i c a t i o n .

In  the  n e x t  phase o f  the  p r o j e c t ,  each  o f  the  fo u r  r a t e r s  ( th e  

e x e c u t iv e  and h i s  th r e e  s t a f f  a s s i s t a n t s )  was b r i e f e d  on the  n a tu re  o f  

i n t e r a c t i n g  groups and g iv en  a l i s t  o f  th e  names o f  the  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  

l e a d e r s .  Each r a t e r  was th en  asked to  in d ep en d en tly  i n d ic a te  which
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le a d e r s  were no t invo lved  w ith  i n t e r a c t i n g  work g roups . I f  any o f  the  

r a t e r s  gave a n eg a tiv e  i n d i c a t i o n ,  the  group was e l im in a te d  from the 

s tu d y .  This  r e s u l t e d  in  i n t e r r a t e r  agreement of 100 p e rc e n t  on the 

q u e s t io n  o f  i n t e r a c t i n g  groups, b u t  a l s o  e l im in a te d  35 groups which 

reduced  th e  p o t e n t i a l  sample to  130 g roups . A ll  s u p e r v is o r s  p re v io u s ly  

had been adv ised  th a t  s e v e r a l  p ro c e sses  o f  e l im in a t io n  would tak e  p lace  

and t h a t  th ey  m ight no t be inc luded  in  l a t e r  phases o f  th e  s tudy  even 

though th e y  in d ic a te d  t h e i r  w i l l in g n e s s  to  p a r t i c i p a t e .

Each r a t e r  was th en  asked to  r a t e  in d ep en d en tly  each o f the 

rem ain ing  130 le a d e rs  on P o s i t io n  Power and Task S t r u c t u r e .  A c tu a l ly ,  

th e  t a s k  o f  the  r a t e r s  was s im p l i f i e d  because many o f  th e  le a d e rs  had 

th e  same o r  very  s im i l a r  ta sk s  and p o s i t i o n s .  In  o rd e r  to  keep i n t e r ­

r a t e r  agreement h ig h ,  o n ly  those groups were inc luded  i n  which th re e  o u t  

o f  the  fo u r  r a t e r s  agreed  th a t  the  group was e i t h e r  above o r  below the  

c u t t i n g  p o in t  f o r  d icho tom iz ing  the dim ension. For example, th e  c u t t i n g  

p o in t  f o r  t a s k  s t r u c t u r e  i s  5 and a t  l e a s t  th re e  of the  judges  would 

have to  r a t e  the group a t  4 (o r  l e s s )  o r  a t  6 ( o r  b e t t e r ) .  Thus, i f  two 

o r  more o f  the  judges r a t e d  the  group a t  5 o r  i f  two of th e  judges  r a te d  

4 and th e  o th e r  two r a te d  6, the  group would be e l im in a te d  from the sam­

p l e .  In  t h i s  way, i n t e r r a t e r  agreement o f  a t  l e a s t  .75  f o r  c a s t in g  the  

group as  h ig h  or low on each dimension was m a in ta in ed .

The requ irem en t o f  h ig h  i n t e r r a t e r  agreement on t a s k  s t r u c t u r e  

and p o s i t i o n  power r e s u l t e d  in  the  f u r t h e r  e l im in a t io n  o f  32 groups which 

reduced th e  sample to  98 groups. At t h i s  p o in t ,  the  r e s e a r c h e r  examined 

each group in  terms o f  group atm osphere , t a s k  s t r u c t u r e ,  and p o s i t i o n  

power to  de term ine  in  which o c ta n t s  a long  th e  s i t u a t i o n a l  fa v o ra b le n ess  

dim ension each group should  be c a s t .  This  a n a ly s i s  r e s u l t e d  in  the 

fo l lo w in g  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  groups acco rd in g  to  o c ta n t s ;



O ctan t

1 2 3  4 5 6 7 8

Number o f  Groups 39 4 4 38 7 2 1 3
(N = 98)

I t  should  be n o ted  t h a t  the  ad o p tio n  o f  r a t h e r  s t ro n g  c r i t e r i a  

r e s u l t i n g  in  the  e l im in a t io n  o f  groups from the s tudy  was done n o t  only  

to  s t re n g th e n  the  t e s t  o f  the  con tingency  model, bu t a l s o  pu rpose ly  to  

reduce the  s iz e  o f  the  sample to  conform w ith  th e  e x e c u t iv e 's  d e s i r e  

t h a t  "on ly  50 o r so"  groups be in v o lv e d .  The f a c t  t h a t  a r e s e r v o i r  o f  

about 200 groups was a v a i l a b l e  from which the  u l t im a te  sample could be 

drawn allowed fo r  the  development o f  s t ro n g  c r i t e r i a  f o r  e l im in a t io n  o f  

g roups. From th e  above d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  g roups , i t  appeared t h a t  a v e ry  

m eaningfu l t e s t  o f  the  r e s e a rc h  hypo theses  could  be perform ed by u t i l i ­

z ing  the  77 groups t h a t  f e l l  i n to  o c ta n t s  1 and 4. The e x ec u tiv e  agreed  

t h a t  su b o rd in a te  measures o f  le a d e r  b eh av io r  could  be pursued from a l l  

o f  th e se  77 groups a f t e r  i t  was ex p la in ed  t h a t  s e v e r a l  o f  the  groups 

would p robab ly  be f u r t h e r  l o s t  th rough incom plete  q u e s t io n n a ire s ,  absen ­

tee ism  and o th e r  f a c t o r s .

Upon ex am ination  o f  the  groups i t  became e v id e n t  t h a t  the  39 

groups in  o c ta n t  1 were v e ry  s im i l a r  in  t h a t  th ey  were c lo s e ly  invo lved  

in  the  " r o u t in e  e n g in e e r in g "  ta s k s  of th e  o r g a n iz a t i o n .  L ikew ise, the  

38 groups in  o c ta n t  4 were s i m i l a r l y  invo lved  in  "e n g in e e r in g  R&D” a c t i v ­

i t i e s .  Thus, th e  two s e t s  o f  groups had an obvious q u a l i t a t i v e  d i s t i n c ­

t io n  which was f i rm ly  d e te c te d  by F i e d l e r ' s  fa v o ra b le n ess  d im ension.

I t  t h e r e f o r e  appeared  t h a t  a s s e r t i o n s  o f  the  a b i l i t y  o f  the  fa v o ra b le ­

ness  dimension to  make m ean ingfu l d i s t i n c t i o n s  among le a d e r  s i t u a t i o n s  

re c e iv e d  q u a l i t a t i v e  su p p o r t  i n  t h i s  s tu d y .
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The n e x t  s te p  in  th e  p r o j e c t  was to  n o t i f y  the  77 s u p e r v is o r s  

t h a t  they  had been s e l e c t e d  f o r  f u r t h e r  s tu d y  and t h a t  they  should ad v ise  

t h e i r  su b o rd in a te s  o f  t h e i r  code numbers so t h a t  th ey  could  p a r t i c i p a t e  

in  th e  e x e r c i s e  o f  d e s c r ib in g  t h e i r  l e a d e r s '  b e h a v io r .  A ll  s u p e rv iso r s  

had p re v io u s ly  a l e r t e d  t h e i r  su b o rd in a te s  about the  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  t h e i r  

p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  These su b o rd in a te s  were s e n t  a l e t t e r  o f  i n v i t a t i o n  by 

th e  e x e c u t iv e  and encouraged to  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  th e  s tu d y .  Two s e p a ra te  

m eeting  d a te s  were announced in  th e  l e t t e r  and th e  su b o rd in a te s  were 

in v i t e d  to  a t t e n d  e i t h e r  one. A ttendance a t  th e  m eetings was v e ry  good 

(o v e r  300 s u b o rd in a te s )  and the  com ple tion  o f  the  LBDQ was q u ic k ly  

accom plished w i th o u t  i n c i d e n t .  The r e s e a rc h e r  i n d i v id u a l ly  fo llowed up 

about 90 o th e r  s u b o rd in a te s  who d id  n o t  a t te n d  th e  m eetings  f o r  one r e a ­

son o r a n o th e r .

In  th e  f i n a l  t a l l y ,  388 u sa b le  LBDQ forms were re tu rn e d  which 

t o t a l l y  accounted  f o r  the  le a d e r  b e h av io r  o f  65 s u p e r v i s o r s :  34 in

o c ta n t  1 and 31 i n  o c ta n t  4. Thus, th rough  ab sen tee ism , u n w il l in g n e s s  

to  c o o p e ra te ,  e t c . ,  a n o th e r  12 groups were e l im in a te d  from the  s tu d y .

The data collection to this point had proceeded very smoothly and no 

adverse reactions to the study were detected by the researcher. Several 

of the supervisors and subordinates expressed an interest in the results 

of the study; however, they were advised that the results would not be 

distributed so that anonymity would be strictly preserved. The researcher 

expressed appreciation and gratitude to all participants in the study.

The f i n a l  s t e p  i n  d a ta  c o l l e c t i o n  invo lved  hav ing  each o f  the  

fo u r  r a t e r s  a s s e s s  the  perform ance o f th e  65 groups rem aining i n  the  

s tu d y .  This was c a r r i e d  o u t  in d e p en d e n tly  by each o f  the  r a t e r s  and 

r e tu rn e d  to  the r e s e a r c h e r  w ith  the  name o f  each s u p e r v is o r  on the  form.
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The re s e a rc h e r  converted  th e se  names in to  code and th en  recoded a l l  o th e r  

m easu res . A ll p r io r  re fe re n c e s  to  i d e n t i t i e s  were th en  d estro y ed  to  p re ­

se rv e  com plete anonymity in  th e  d a ta .

In  th e  n ex t s e c t io n s ,  th e  q u a n t i t a t iv e  r e s u l t s  o f th e  d a ta  

c o l le c t io n  phase o f the  s tu d y  i s  re p o r te d  in  th e  fo llo w in g  sequence of 

m easu res: le a d e rs h ip , s i t u a t i o n a l  fa v o ra b le n e s s , e f f e c t iv e n e s s ,  and

le a d e r  b e h a v io r .

LEADERSHIP MEASURES

The le a d e rs h ip  m easures a re  th e  L eas t P re fe r r e d  Coworker (LPC) 

sc o re s  su b m itted  by each o f  th e  65 s u p e r v is o r s .  These sco res  ranged 

from 1.79 to  5 .25 w ith  an average  o f 3 .47  and a s ta n d a rd  d e v ia t io n  o f 

1 .2 9 . The r e s u l t s  o f t h i s  sample a re  v e ry  c lo se  to  the  • 'ty p ic a l11 sample 

re p o r te d  by F ie d le r  which h as  an average  o f abou t 3 .32 and a s tan d a rd  

d e v ia t io n  o f  about 1 .3 9 . U sing F i e d l e r 's  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  o f  low, medium 

and h ig h  LPC s c o re s , the  p re s e n t  sample was d i s t r ib u te d  as fo llo w s: 20

low, 23 medium, and 22 h ig h  LPC le a d e r s .

However, when th e  le a d e rs  were c l a s s i f i e d  acco rd in g  to  w hether 

th ey  belonged  in  o c ta n t  1 o r  o c ta n t  4 , a v e ry  d i f f e r e n t  d i s t r i b u t io n  

emerged as fo llo w s:

Low

LPC

Medium High

O ctan t 1 (N = 34) 18 (53%) 12 (35%) 4 (12%)

O c tan t 4 (N = 31) JL ( 7%> U  (36%) 18 (57%)

TOTALS (N = 65) 20 (31%) 23 (36%) 22 (33%)
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Thus, the  p ro p o r t io n  o f medium LPC sc o re s  i s  about th e  same, 

b u t o c ta n t  1 has a much g r e a te r  in c id e n c e  o f low (N = 18) than  h ig h  

(N = 4) LPC s c o r e s .  O c tan t 4 , on th e  o th e r  hand , i s  j u s t  abou t the  

re v e rse  w ith  a much g r e a te r  in c id e n ce  o f  h ig h  (N = 18) th a n  low (N = 2) 

LPC s c o re s .  T ab le  3 shows the  com plete LPC sco re s  fo r  a l l  65 le a d e rs .

TABLE 3

COMPLETE LPC SCORES FOR FINAL SAMPLE (N = 65)

L eader Leader
I .D . Number LPC Score I .D . Number LPC Score

34 1 .79 59 3 .5 0
33 1 .81 7 3 .62
32 1 .89 58 3 .52
31 1 .91  57 3 .65
65 1 .91  56 3 .85
30 1 .94  6 3 .94
29 1 .97 55 3 .9 4
28 2 .0 0  54 3 .97
27 2 .01  53 4 .0 0
64 2 .0 1  5 4 .0 8
26 2 .0 4  52 4 .29
25 2 .0 5  51 4 .3 1
24 2 .0 6  50 4 .3 5
23 2 .0 6  49 4 .47
22 2 .07  4 4 .62
21 2 .1 0  48 4 .62
20 2 .11  3 4 .69
19 2 .12  47 4 .69
18 2 .19  46 4 .71
17 2 .19  45 4 .7 5
16 2 .2 0  44 4 .79
15 2 .2 7  43 4 .8 1
14 2 .31  42 4 .87
63 2 .7 5  41 4 .97
13 3 .0 6  2 5 .00
12 3 .19 40 5 .0 0
11 3 .31  39 5 .0 0
62 3 .31  1 5 .05
10 3 .35  38 5 .05
9 3 .44  37 5 .10

61 3 .4 4  36 5 .15
60 3 .47  35 5 .25
8 3 .50



SITUATIONAL FAVORABLENESS MEASURES 

The s i t u a t i o n a l  fa v o ra b le n e ss  dim ension i s  com prised o f th e  

group atm osphere sco re  which was o b ta in ed  from the  le a d e rs  them selves 

and th e  ta s k  s t r u c tu r e  and p o s i t io n  power sc o re s  which were o b ta in ed  from 

th e  av e rag in g  o f  s co re s  from the  fo u r independen t r a t e r s .

Group Atmosphere M easures

These sc o re s  ranged from 58 to  79 w ith  an average  o f 6 6 .5 . A ll 

o f  th e  group atm osphere sco re s  fo r  th e  f i n a l  sam ple o f  65 le a d e rs  

exceeded th e  c u to f f  p o in t  o f 57. Thus, they  a re  a l l  in  the  upper h a l f  

o f  th e  group atm osphere dim ension and a re  r e f e r r e d  to  as groups hav ing  

"good" leader-m em ber r e l a t i o n s .

Task S tr u c tu re  M easures

These s c o re s  ranged from 2 .7 5  to  9 .5 0  and no group was in c lu d ed  

whose average  sco re  f e l l  from 4 ,8  th rough  5 .2 . Thus, th e re  a re  two 

groups o f  sco re s  r e p o r te d :  The f i r s t  group ra n g in g  from 2 .7 5  to  4 .7 5

(low ta s k  s t r u c tu r e )  and the second group ra n g in g  from 5 .2 5  to  9 .50  

(h ig h  ta s k  s t r u c t u r e ) .

P o s i t io n  Power M easures

These sc o re s  ranged from 4 .5 0  to  11 .7 5  and no group was in c lu d ed  

whose average  sco re  f e l l  from 6 .5  th rough  7 .5 . Thus, th e re  a re  two 

groups o f  s c o re s  re p o r te d :  th e  f i r s t  group ra n g in g  from 4 .5 0  to  6 .25

(low p o s i t io n  power) and the  second group ra n g in g  from 7 .75  to  11.75 

(h ig h  p o s i t io n  pow er).

Based on t h e i r  s i t u a t i o n a l  fa v o ra b le n e s s  sc o re s  o f  group atm os­

p h e re , ta s k  s t r u c tu r e ,  and p o s i t io n  power, th e  65 le a d e rs  were c a s t  

e i t h e r  in to  o c ta n t  1 ( good leader-m em ber r e l a t i o n s ,  h ig h  ta s k  s t r u c tu r e ,
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s tro n g  p o s i t io n  power) o r  o c ta n t  4 (good leader-m em ber r e l a t i o n s ,  low 

ta s k  s t r u c tu r e ,  weak p o s i t io n  pow er). T ab les  4 and 5 show which le a d e rs  

were a ss ig n ed  to  o c ta n ts  1 and 4 a long  w ith  t h e i r  s i t u a t i o n a l  fa v o ra b le ­

n ess  s c o re s .

TABLE 4

SITUATIONAL FAVORABLENESS SCORES 
FOR OCTANT 1 (N = 34)

Group Task Position
Leader Atmosphere Structure Power

I.D. Number Score Score Score

1 62 6 .75 8 .50
2 70 6 .50  9 .50
3 64 8 .2 5  9 .00
4 74 7 .50  8 .25
5 67 8 .2 5  10.25
6 66 7 .50  10.50
7 64 6 .75  10.75
8 73 8 .0 0  8 .50
9 62 8 .7 5  10.25

10 74 7 .25  11.50
11 58 5 .50  10.50
12 71 8 .5 0  11.50
13 79 7 .75  11.25
14 59 9 .5 0  10.00
15 58 5 .25  8 .50
16 67 8 .5 0  11.25
17 67 5 .75  8 .25
18 60 7 .25  10.50
19 58 7 .00  10.75
20 61 7 .50 8 .25
21 64 9 .50  10.75
22 62 6 .75  7.75
23 64 8 .25  9 .50
24 67 7 .50  11.00
25 64 8 .00  11.25
26 62 7 .25  10.50
27 70 8 .5 0  10.00
28 74 6 .25  11.75
29 66 5 .75 8 .25
30 73 7 .00  7.75
31 62 6 .75  11.50
32 71 7 .50  10.75
33 59 7 .25  9 .75
34 67 7 .50  10.50
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TABLE 5

SITUATIONAL FAVORABLENESS SCORES
FOR OCTANT 4 (N = 31)

Group Task P o s i t io n
L ead er Atmosphere S tru c tu re  Power

I .D . Number Score Score Score

35 64 4 .5 0  5 .75
36 58 4 .0 0  6 .25
37 67 3 .75  4 .50
38 58 4 .2 5  6 .00
39 79 4 .2 5  6 .25
40 74 3 .75  5 .75
41 62 4 .7 5  6 .00
42 64 2 .7 5  5 .25
43 67 4 .0 0  6.00
44 74 3 .50  4 .75
45 70 3 .25  6 .25
46 62 4 .2 5  4 .5 0
47 61 4 .7 5  5 .75
48 60 2 .7 5  5.75
49 67 4 .0 0  6 .25
50 59 3 .50  6.00
51 71 3 .50  4 .75
52 67 4 .2 5  5 .00
53 64 4 .5 0  6.25
54 67 3 .75  6.00
55 79 4 .2 5  5.25
56 62 4 .7 5  5.75
57 67 4 .0 0  4 .75
58 70 3 .2 5  6.25
59 61 4 .7 5  5.50
60 67 4 .0 0  6.00
61 71 3 .5 0  4 .75
62 64 4 .50  6.25
63 79 4 .2 5  5 .50
64 67 4 .0 0  5.75
65 70 4 .7 5  6.25

EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES

Each o f  th e  fo u r  r a t e r s  in d ep en d en tly  sco red  each o f th e  65 

groups on s ix  d im ension  o f  perform ance which were th en  summed to  p ro ­

v id e  a t o t a l  perform ance s c o re  fo r  each group by each r a t e r .  Scores 

were f i r s t  o b ta in e d  from each r a t e r  fo r  th ose  groups in  o c ta n t  1 and
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summed fo r  each  group . Thus, each group had fo u r  s e p a ra te  sco res  which 

were th en  added to  o b ta in  a t o t a l  perform ance s c o re . The groups in  

o c ta n t  1 were then  ranked acco rd in g  to  t h e i r  t o t a l  perform ance s c o re .

I n t e r r a t e r  agreem ent f o r  o c ta n t  1 was c a lc u la te d  by f i r s t  ra n k ­

in g  th e  sco re s  fo r  each r a t e r  and then  com puting th e  K en d all C o e f f ic ie n t  

o f  Concordance (W). This p ro cedu re  r e s u l te d  in  a v e ry  good le v e l  o f 

i n t e r r a t e r  agreem ent (W = .748) which was s ig n i f i c a n t  a t  th e  .001 le v e l .

A t e s t  o f  i n t r a r a t e r  h a lo  was a ls o  c a r r ie d  o u t by c a lc u la t in g  th e  s p l i t -  

h a l f  r e l i a b i l i t i e s  fo r  each r a t e r  based  on th e  o rd e r  in  which th e  r a t in g s  

were made. I t  i s  d e s ir a b le  to  o b ta in  low i n t r a r a t e r  h a lo  c o e f f ic ie n ts  

which should  be a t  l e a s t  low er th an  th e  c o e f f i c i e n t  o f  concordance. 

S p l i t - h a l f  r e l i a b i l i t i e s  f o r  the  fo u r  r a t e r s  were .4 5 4 , .527 , .535 , and 

.629 w hich were a l l  le s s  th an  W ( .7 4 8 ) .  I d e n t i c a l  p ro ced u res  were c a r ­

r i e d  o u t fo r  o c ta n t  4 w ith  the  fo llo w in g  r e s u l t s :  W = .596  ( s ig n i f i c a n t

a t  the  .001 le v e l )  and i n t r a r a t e r  h a lo  c o e f f i c i e n t s  o f  .4 2 4 , .515 , .528, 

and .539 .

Thus, th e  c r i t e r i a  fo r  i n t e r r a t e r  agreem ent and i n t r a r a t e r  

h a lo  were a c c e p ta b le  fo r  b o th  o c ta n ts  1 and 4 . The maximum perform ance 

sco re  any one group could re c e iv e  i s  168 ( e x c e l le n t )  w h ile  th e  minimum 

t o t a l  sco re  i s  24 (p o o r ) . A lthough a wide range o f  perform ance sco res  

i s  re p o r te d ,  the  d i s t r i b u t io n  i s  skewed on th e  p o s i t iv e  s id e :  th e  a v e r­

age perform ance sco re  in  o c ta n t  1 i s  103.9 and in  o c ta n t  4 i s  109.7 .

T ab le  6 shows th e  perform ance r e s u l t s  fo r  o c ta n t  1 and T able 7 shows the  

perform ance r e s u l t s  fo r  o c ta n t  4 .
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TABLE 6

EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES
FOR OCTANT 1 (N = 34)

Leader
: .d . Total T o ta l R a te r  #1 R a te r

CM R ate r #3 R ate r #4
imber Rank Score Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rani

15 1 154 40 1 36 4 39 2 39 2
27 2 151 39 2 39 2 35 6 38 4
21 3 145 35 5 31 8 40 1 39 3
18 4 141 33 9 40 1 33 8 35 7
28 5 138 38 3 32 7 31 9 37 5
24 6 134 29 14 33 6 38 3 34 8
31 7 134 34 8 34 5 36 5 30 10
32 8 127 33 10 25 16 29 11 40 1

17 9 12 6 35 6 30 10 35 7 26 15
29 10 121 31 12 37 3 25 19 28 13
26 11 117 36 4 29 11 22 22 30 11
20 12 115 32 11 24 19 30 10 29 12
34 13 112 22 20 27 13 37 4 26 16
23 14 109 25 18 21 22 27 14 36 6
33 15 107 30 13 27 14 29 12 21 24
30 16 102 35 7 25 17 21 24 21 25

1 17 102 26 17 20 25 25 20 31 9
25 18 100 29 15 22 20 26 16 23 21

3 19 97 20 24 31 9 27 15 19 29
14 20 94 28 16 20 26 26 17 20 26

9 21 91 19 27 27 15 20 27 25 18
6 22 89 25 19 29 12 17 31 18 30
2 23 87 18 29 22 21 25 21 22 22

12 24 86 20 25 20 27 18 28 28 14
8 25 84 17 31 25 18 22 23 20 27

19 26 84 10 34 21 23 29 13 24 20
22 27 81 15 32 19 29 21 25 26 17
16 28 79 21 22 18 30 18 29 22 23

4 29 77 11 33 15 34 26 18 25 19
7 20 76 18 30 20 28 21 26 17 31

10 31 72 22 21 16 33 14 33 20 28
11 32 70 21 23 18 31 18 30 13 33
13 33 67 19 28 21 24 11 34 16 32

5 34 64 20 26 17 32 15 32 12 34
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TABLE 7

EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES
FOR OCTANT 4 (N = 31)

Leader
:.d . Total Total Rater #1 Rater #2 Rater #3 Rater #4
imber Rank Score Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rani

38 1 149 37 4 36 3 40 1 36 7
44 2 143 39 2 34 6 31 9 39 2
50 3 141 40 1 38 2 33 6 30 15
47 4 137 31 9 36 4 35 4 35 8
49 5 137 33 7 35 5 32 8 37 6
35 6 133 30 11 29 13 40 2 34 9
55 7 130 34 3 28 15 25 16 39 3
51 8 128 28 15 31 9 29 10 40 1
36 9 125 26 18 39 1 22 21 38 4
41 10 122 20 26 25 21 39 3 38 5
53 11 122 32 8 30 11 27 13 33 11
59 12 117 34 6 31 10 26 15 26 20
42 13 116 35 5 27 17 33 7 21 25
40 14 114 29 13 26 19 35 5 24 22
37 15 111 23 21 32 8 25 17 31 13
54 16 110 25 19 33 7 20 26 32 12
43 17 107 22 23 30 12 21 23 34 10
45 18 101 25 20 26 20 25 18 25 21
46 19 98 30 12 28 16 21 24 19 27
39 20 98 31 10 22 24 24 19 21 26
63 21 95 29 14 23 23 19 28 24 23
48 22 92 18 28 16 30 28 11 30 16
58 23 91 15 30 25 22 22 22 29 18
52 24 90 27 17 18 28 17 29 23 19
62 25 90 19 27 29 14 24 20 18 29
56 26 88 22 24 21 26 21 25 24 24
65 27 87 28 16 27 18 15 30 17 30
61 28 85 13 31 14 31 27 14 31 14
57 29 83 21 25 20 27 12 31 30 17
60 30 82 23 22 18 29 28 12 13 31
64 31 79 18 29 22 25 20 27 19 28
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LEADER BEHAVIOR MEASURES

The L eader B ehav io r D e sc r ip tio n  Q u e s tio n n a ire  (LBDQ) was 

a d m in is te red  to  388 su b o rd in a te s  who su p p lie d  sc o re s  fo r  " C o n s id e ra tio n "  

and " I n i t i a t i n g  S tr u c tu re "  on 65 le a d e r s .  The span o f  c o n tro l  fo r  th e se  

le a d e rs  ranged from 4 to  10 w ith  an average  o f 6 su b o rd in a te s  p e r le a d e r .  

The average span of c o n tro l  in  o c ta n t  1 was 7 w h ile  the  average  span in  

o c ta n t  4 was 5 . Every su b o rd in a te  o f  every  le a d e r  in  th e  f i n a l  sample 

p a r t i c ip a t e d .

The c o n s id e ra t io n  and i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c tu r e  sc o re s  f o r  each 

le a d e r  were o b ta in ed  by av erag in g  th e  in d iv id u a l  s co re s  a c ro ss  the  

l e a d e r 's  span o f c o n t r o l .  The e n t i r e  sample (N = 65 le a d e rs )  had an 

average  o f  3 7 .5  and a s ta n d a rd  d e v ia t io n  o f 5 .6  fo r  i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c tu r e  

and an average  o f 35.7  and a s ta n d a rd  d e v ia t io n  o f 5 .7  fo r  c o n s id e ra t io n  

which i s  s im i la r  to  th e  a i r c r a f t  sample re p o r te d  by S to g d i l l .  T ab les 8 

and 9 show th e  com plete raw le a d e r  b e h av io r s co re s  fo r  o c ta n ts  1 and 4 

r e s p e c t iv e ly  a long  w ith  t h e i r  spans o f  c o n t r o l .

SUMMARY

The sam ple fo r  th e  p re s e n t s tu d y  was o b ta in ed  from a la rg e  

governm ent o rg a n iz a t io n  whose m ajor m iss io n  i s  e n g in e e r in g - r e la te d  s e r v ­

ic e  and r e s e a rc h .  A t o t a l  o f  65 le a d e rs  and 388 s u b o rd in a te s  v o lu n ta r i ly  

p a r t i c ip a te d  as s u b je c ts  a long  w ith  fo u r  h ig h e r  le v e l  em ployees who 

serv ed  as r a t e r s .  C o o p era tio n  was e x c e l le n t  a t  a l l  le v e ls  in  th e  h i e r ­

a rchy  and no m ajor problem s were en co u n te red  in  c o l l e c t in g  the  d a ta .  

Members o f  th e  o rg a n iz a t io n  were a ssu red  th a t  in d iv id u a l  anonym ity would 

be p re se rv ed  and th a t  no e x te r n a l  re fe re n c e s  would be made abou t the
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TABLE 8

LEADER BEHAVIOR MEASURES
FOR OCTANT 1 (N = 34)

Leader Span of LBDQ LBDQ
I.D. Number Control Consideration Structure

1 6 36 .2  29 .5
2 9 3 3 .0  42 .6
3 5 4 5 .4  45 .8
4 8 3 5 .4  43 .1
5 6 4 2 ,4  37 .6
6 6 3 3 .6  44 .2
7 5 3 2 .4  33 .4
8 8 3 9 .6  34 .0
9 7 29 .9  32 .0

10 4 36 .3  36.3
11 6 3 5 .5  36 .4
12 6 3 5 .5  36 .4
13 10 4 4 .3  37.5
14 5 3 6 .5  37.7
15 6 35 .2  39.7
16 8 34 .2  34 .5
17 4 36 .9  36.9
18 9 3 4 .5  37.0
19 7 4 1 .1  39 .0
20 6 3 4 .5  38.7
21 5 4 2 .6  43 .2
22 9 4 0 .1  42 .6
23 8 34 .2  40 .1
24 6 3 2 .4  42 .4
25 8 4 1 .1  39.1
26 4 4 2 .3  38.2
27 10 4 2 .0  43 .4
28 5 34.2  4 0 .5
29 8 31.2  38 .6
30 9 4 0 .3  4 7 .6
31 6 37 .7  35 .6
32 9 3 7 .4  44 .5
33 6 47 .2  41.7
34 5 41 .8  37.3
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LEADER BEHAVIOR MEASURES
FOR OCTANT 4 (N = 31)

Leader Span of LBDQ LBDQ
I.D. Number Control Consideration Structure

35 6 42 .3  38.4
36 5 34.1  40.2
37 4 40 .0  36 .0
38 4 31 .4  29 .4
39 4 33.2 35.1
40 9 32.3  35.2
41 4 33.4  36.4
42 5 29 .3  27 .4
43 6 31.7 36 .6
44 6 32.1  37 .3
45 4 33.3  36.3
46 7 34.7  29 .5
47 5 32 .6  35.2
48 5 37.7 35 .5
49 5 37.4  44 .5
50 4 26 .2  44 .1
51 5 38 .0  42 .4
52 4 37.1 33.3
53 6 47 .2  41.2
54 4 33.1 40 .3
55 4 25 .4  34.4
56 5 24 .6  30.8
57 6 27 .1  31.2
58 7 37.7 34 .0
59 5 28 .8  36.3
60 4 33.7 42 .7
61 4 37 .5  32.7
62 6 33.7 36 .5
63 5 41 .8  37.8
64 7 32.7 31.1
65 4 26.2 27.9
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organization. The ranking executive and three of his assistants were 

provided with general feedback information on the level of group atmos­

phere scores provided by the leaders and the degree of interrater agree­

ment on performance ratings.

The majority of data collection took place during four sched­

uled meetings--two meetings each for both leaders and subordinates. The 

researcher made individual followups with those who could not attend the 

meetings. The size of the sample was progressively reduced in order to 

strengthen the tests of research hypotheses and to conform with the 

organization's desire to limit the sample size. In addition to LPC 

scores, measures were initially obtained for group atmosphere, task 

structure, and position power so that assignment of groups to octants 

on the situational favorableness dimension could be made. The final 

sample consisted of 34 groups in octant 1 and 31 groups in octant 4 .

LPC sc o re s  were ty p ic a l  w ith  app ro x im ate ly  o n e - th ird  o f  the  

d i s t r i b u t i o n  f a l l i n g  in to  each o f  th e  low, medium, and h ig h  LPC c a te ­

g o r ie s .  However, when the  sample was d iv id e d  in to  o c ta n ts ,  a predom i­

nance o f  low LPC le a d e rs  emerged in  o c ta n t  1 w h ile  a predom inance o f 

h ig h  LPC le a d e rs  emerged in  o c ta n t  4 . The average LPC fo r  th e  e n t i r e  

sample was 3 .4 7 , b u t the  average LPC in  o c ta n t  1 was on ly  2 .7 6  w hereas 

th e  average  LPC in  o c ta n t 4 was 4 .1 8 .

In  th e  f i n a l  phases o f  d a ta  c o l le c t io n ,  perform ance m easures 

were o b ta in ed  from the fo u r r a t e r s  and d e s c r ip t io n s  o f  le a d e r  b eh av io r 

were o b ta in ed  from th e  388 s u b o rd in a te s .  Perform ance sco re s  fo r  the  

sample were h ig h  and le a d e r  b e h av io r s c o re s  were ty p ic a l  fo r  an e n g i­

n e e r in g  p o p u la tio n . Very few le a d e rs  in  o c ta n t  1 had low s t r u c tu r e  w hile  

v e ry  few le a d e rs  in  o c ta n t 4 had h ig h  c o n s id e ra t io n .
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CHAPTER IV 

EVALUATION OF RESEARCH FINDINGS

The analysis of data involves developing an objective procedure 

for determining whether a particular hypothesis has or has not been sup­

ported. The selection of statistical tests to carry out these analyses 

depends in part on the assumptions of the research design. In some 

instances in the present study, the assumptions underlying the hypotheses 

were met and the planned methodology was executed. In other instances, 

post-hoc comparisons were made based on the nature of the data. The 

research hypotheses are therefore evaluated in this chapter according to 

the characteristics of the sample data. The discussion of these analyses 

is pursued in the following sequence of topics:

Research Hypotheses
Assumptions of the Hypotheses
Nature of the Quantitative Findings
Evaluation of Hypotheses: Planned and

Post-Hoc Comparisons

Discussion of Hypotheses and Results

Summary
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RESEARCH HYPOTHESES I  AND I I

H yp o th esis  I . The c o r r e la t io n  betw een le a d e r  LPC 

and group perform ance w i l l  be n e g a tiv e  in  o c ta n t  1.

H yp o th esis  I I . The c o r r e la t io n  between le a d e r  LPC 

and group perform ance w i l l  be p o s i t iv e  in  o c ta n t  4 .

Assum ptions o f  H ypotheses I  and I I

The re s e a rc h  d e s ig n  assumes th a t  a range o f LPC le a d e rs  from 

low th rough  medium to  h igh  w i l l  be examined in  each o c ta n t and th a t  no 

one c a te g o ry  w i l l  be o v e rre p re se n te d  in  th e  sam ple. I d e a l ly ,  th e  f u l l  

range o f  LPC le a d e rs  should  be even ly  d i s t r ib u te d  and e q u a lly  r e p re ­

s e n te d . L ikew ise , i t  i s  id e a l ly  assumed t h a t  a ran g e  o f group perfo rm ­

ances w i l l  be re p re se n te d  in  each o c ta n t w ith o u t c e n t r a l  c lu s t e r in g  o f 

s c o re s .  However, the  p r o b a b i l i ty  o f  en co u n te rin g  such un ique  d i s t r i b u ­

t io n s  in  n a tu r a l  f i e l d  s e t t i n g s  i s  low e s p e c ia l ly  i f  a sm all number o f 

groups i s  exam ined. The p r o b a b i l i ty  of o b ta in in g  w ider and more even ly  

d i s t r ib u te d  sam ples in  th e  p re s e n t  study was h ig h e r  because a sam ple in  

ex cess  o f 30 was o b ta in ed  fo r  each o c ta n t .

Q u a n ti ta t iv e  F in d in g s  
fo r  H ypotheses I  and I I

The e n t i r e  sample o f  65 groups was f a i r l y  even ly  d i s t r i b u t e d

th rough  low, medium, and h ig h  LPC sc o re s . However, in  o c ta n t  1 th e re

was a predom inance o f low LPC le a d e rs  (N -  18) w h ile  in  o c ta n t  4 th e re

was a predom inance o f  h igh  LPC le a d e rs  (N = 18). The p ro p o r tio n  o f

medium LPC le a d e r s  in  each o c ta n t  was ap p rox im ate ly  the  same. Group

perform ance sc o re s  were w id e ly  d i s t r ib u te d  from a low o f 64 to  a h ig h

o f 154. However, th e  average  group perform ance f o r  the  e n t i r e  sample
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(N = 65) was 106.6  which in d ic a te s  an o v e r re p re s e n ta t io n  o f b e t t e r  p e r ­

form ing g ro u p s . For exam ple, low perfo rm ing  groups ( l e s s  th an  ’’av erag e” 

perfo rm ance) were a r a r i t y  (N = 3) w hereas h ig h  perform ing  groups ( b e t t e r  

than  ’’good” perfo rm ance) were commonplace (N = 2 1 ) . Thus, th e  c r i t e r i a  

c f  o b ta in in g  a wide and even d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f perform ance was n o t o b ta in ed  

in  th e  sam ple.

E v a lu a tio n  o f  H ypotheses I  and I I

The o r ig i n a l  p la n  o f s t a t i s t i c a l  a n a ly s is  c a l le d  fo r  the  com­

p u ta t io n  o f ra n k -o rd e r  c o r r e la t io n s  (Spearman rh o ) between LPC and group 

perform ance fo r  each o c ta n t .  The fo llo w in g  r e s u l t s  (s e e  Table 10) were 

o b ta in e d :

Spearman Level of Fiedler
Octant rho Significance Prediction

1 - .4 6 6  .01 - .5 2

4 .615 .001 .47

Thus, th e  co n tin g en cy  model has been  s tro n g ly  su p p o rted  in  

b o th  o c ta n t s .  T h is i s  e s p e c ia l ly  t r u e  s in c e  su p p o rt fo r  th e  model i s  

u s u a l ly  c laim ed  i f  n o n s ig n if ic a n t  c o r r e la t io n s  a re  o b ta in ed  in  th e  p re ­

d ic te d  d i r e c t io n .  In  a d d i t io n ,  the  c o r r e l a t i o n  betw een LPC and perfo rm ­

ance was c a lc u la te d  fo r  the  e n t i r e  sample and no c o r r e la t io n  was o b ta in e d  

(rh o  = .0 2 8 ).

However, s in c e  low LPC le a d e rs  were o v e rre p re se n te d  in  o c ta n t  

1 and h ig h  LPC le a d e rs  were o v e rre p re se n te d  in  o c ta n t  4, w hat secondary  

a n a ly s is  m ight be used to  in c re a s e  th e  m ean ing fu lness  o f  th e  d a ta?  The 

lo g ic  o f  the  co n tin g en cy  model su g g es ts  the  fo llo w in g  r a t io n a le :

(1 ) i f  h ig h  (o r  low) perfo rm ing  groups a re  predom inant in  o c ta n t  1, then  

low (o r  h ig h ) LPC le a d e rs  shou ld  p redom inate  and should  s i g n i f i c a n t ly
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TABLE 10

LPC AND GROUP PERFORMANCE BY RANK AND OCTANT

OCTANT 1 
(N = 34)

OCTANT 4 
(N = 31)

Leader LPC
I .D . Number Rank

Group
Performance

Rank
Leader LPC

I.D . Number Rank

Group
Performance

Rank

1 1 17 35 1 6
2 2 23 36 2 9
3 3 19 37 3 15
4 4 29 38 4 1
5 5 34 39 5 20
6 6 22 40 6 14
7 7 30 41 7 10
8 8 25 42 8 13
9 9 21 43 9 17

10 10 31 44 10 2
11 11 32 45 11 18
12 12 24 46 12 19
13 13 33 47 13 4
14 14 20 48 14 22
15 15 1 49 15 5
16 16 28 50 16 3
17 17 9 51 17 8
18 18 4 52 18 24
19 19 26 53 19 11
20 20 12 54 20 16
21 21 3 55 21 7
22 22 27 56 22 26
23 23 14 57 23 29
24 24 6 58 24 23
25 25 18 59 25 12
26 26 11 60 26 30
27 27 2 61 27 28
28 28 5 62 28 25
29 29 10 63 29 21
30 30 16 64 30 31
31 31 7 65 31 27
32 32 8
33 33 15
34 34 13
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ou tp erfo rm  a l l  o th e r  LPC le a d e rs ,  and s im i la r ly ,  (2 ) i f  h ig h  (o r  low) 

perfo rm ing  groups a re  predom inant in  o c ta n t  4, then  h ig h - ( o r  low) LPC 

le a d e rs  should  predom inate and shou ld  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  o u tperfo rm  a l l  o th e r  

LPC le a d e r s .  This r a t io n a le  led  to  th e  fo llo w in g  secondary  hypotheses 

fo r  th e  p re s e n t  sam ple.

H ypothesis IA. The average LPC fo r  o c ta n t  1 w i l l  

be lower than  the  average LPC fo r  o c ta n t  4.

H ypothesis IB . The average perform ance o f low LPC 

le a d e rs  in  o c ta n t  1 w i l l  be g r e a t e r  th an  th e  average 

perform ance o f a l l  o th e r  LPC le a d e rs  in  o c ta n t  1.

H ypothesis IC . The average perform ance o f h ig h  LPC 

le a d e rs  in  o c ta n t  4 w i l l  be g r e a te r  th an  th e  average 

perform ance of a l l  o th e r  LPC le a d e r s  in  o c ta n t  4 .

E v a lu a tio n  o f  H ypothesis  IA

Since no s ig n i f i c a n t  d if f e r e n c e  ( t ,  tw o - ta i le d )  was found 

betw een th e  average perform ance in  o c ta n t  1 (X = 103 .9) and o c ta n t 4 

(X = 1 0 9 .7 ) , bo th  o c ta n ts  were co n sid e red  to  be o v e rre p re se n te d  w ith  

h ig h e r  perfo rm ing  g roups. T h e re fo re , a tendency  fo r  low LPC le a d e rs  to  

predom inate  in  o c ta n t 1 and h ig h  LPC le a d e rs  to  predom inate  in  o c ta n t  4 

shou ld  be found. T es ts  o f  s ig n if ic a n c e  ( t ,  o n e - ta i le d )  were c a r r ie d  ou t 

on th e  average LPC sco re s  w ith  th e  fo llo w in g  r e s u l t s :  (1 ) th e  average

LPC fo r  o c ta n t  1 (X = 2 .7 6 ) was s i g n i f i c a n t l y  low er ( .0 1  le v e l )  th an  the 

average LPC fo r  o c ta n t  4 (X = 4 .1 8 ) .  Thus, h y p o th e s is  IA i s  s tro n g ly  

su p p o rte d .
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E v a lu a tio n  o f  H ypotheses IB and IC

O ctan t 1 (N = 34) had a t o t a l  o f  18 low LPC le ad e rs  and a

r e s id u a l  o f 16 medium and h ig h  LPC le a d e r s .  The average perform ance of 

th e se  low LPC le a d e rs  (X = 119 .1) was s ig n i f i c a n t ly  h ig h e r  ( t ,  o n e - ta i le d ,  

.01 le v e l )  th an  th e  av erage  perform ance o f  the medium and h igh  LPC le a d e rs  

(X = 8 6 .8 ) . In  o c ta n t  4 (N = 31) th e re  were 18 h ig h  LPC le a d e rs  and a 

r e s id u a l  o f  13 medium and low LPC le a d e rs .  The average  perform ance o f 

th e se  h igh  LPC le a d e rs  (X = 119 .0) was s ig n i f i c a n t ly  h ig h e r  ( t ,  o n e - ta i le d ,  

.01 le v e l )  th an  th e  average  perform ance o f the  medium and low LPC le a d e rs  

(X = 9 6 .8 ) . Thus, h y p o th eses  IB and IC a re  s tro n g ly  su p p o rte d .

D iscu ssio n  o f H ypotheses IA, IB , and IC

The c o n f irm a tio n  o f th e  secondary  h y p o th eses  lends s tro n g  sup­

p o r t  fo r  th e  congruency p re d ic t io n s  o f  th e  con tin g en cy  m odel. However, 

s in ce  th e  sample c o n ta in s  m ostly  h igh  perfo rm ing  g ro u p s, th e re  i s  l i t t l e  

ev idence  to  t e s t  th a t  an incongruence o f  LPC le a d e rs  w i l l  r e s u l t  in  poor 

perform ance. For exam ple, i f  o c ta n t  1 were com prised o f m ostly  in e f f e c t iv e  

g roups, then  a predom inance o f h ig h  LPC le a d e rs  would be su g gested  by the  

r a t io n a le  o f th e  co n tin g en cy  m odel.

In  g e n e r a l ,  th e  r e s u l t s  o f th e  p re s e n t s tu d y  have a g r e a te r  

e v id e n t ia l  im pact th an  o th e r  v a l id a t io n  s tu d ie s  because o f th e  la rg e  sam­

p le  in  each o c ta n t  and th e  more r ig o ro u s  tre a tm e n t o f  s i t u a t i o n a l  v a r i ­

a b le s ,  The f a c t  t h a t  th e  confirm ed secondary  h y p o th eses  p rov ide  s tro n g  

backup fo r  th e  o b ta in e d  ra n k -o rd e r  c o r r e la t io n s  lends s u b s ta n t ia l  su p p o rt 

to  th e  con tin g en cy  m odel. S ince h igh  le v e l s  o f  s ig n if ic a n c e  were o b ta in e d  

fo r  a l l  s t a t i s t i c a l  t e s t s ,  i t  i s  ex trem ely  u n l ik e ly  th a t  th e se  r e s u l t s  

could have been o b ta in e d  by chance a lo n e .
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RESEARCH HYPOTHESES I I I  AND IV

H ypothesis  I I I . A g r e a te r  number o f  low LPC 

le a d e rs  in  o c ta n t  1 w i l l  be h igh  in  c o n s id e ra ­

t io n  and h ig h  in  i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c tu r e  than  in  

o c ta n t  4 .

H ypothesis IV . A g r e a te r  number o f  h ig h  LPC 

le a d e rs  in  o c ta n t  4 w i l l  be medium in  c o n s id e ra ­

t io n  and medium in  i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c tu r e  th an  in  

o c ta n t  1.

These h y p o th eses  a t te n d  to  the  a c tu a l  le a d e r  b eh av io rs  t h a t  a re  

a s s o c ia te d  w ith  e f f e c t iv e  group perform ance and were d e riv ed  from F i e d l e r 's  

g e n e ra l p ro p o s it io n  co n ce rn in g  the  p e rso n a l g o a l s t r u c tu r e  o f  h ig h  and 

low LPC le a d e rs .  These h y p o th eses  a re  a lso  c o n s is te n t  w ith  th e  r e s e a rc h  

ev idence  on the g r e a t  man (h ig h  on i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c tu r e  and h ig h  on con­

s id e r a t io n )  approach  to  le a d e r s h ip .  For exam ple, i n  o c ta n t  1 i t  i s  

assumed " e a s ie r "  to  be a g r e a t  man because  o f  the  extrem e fa v o ra b le n e ss  

o f th e  s i t u a t io n  and i t  i s  a ls o  " e a s ie r "  f o r  th e  le a d e r  to  ach iev e  bo th  

p rim ary  and secondary  g o a ls .  In  o c ta n t  4, however, th e  d ec rea se  in  

f a v o r a b i l i ty  makes i t  l e s s  l i k e l y  f o r  g re a t  man b eh av io rs  to  f u l l y  emerge 

and , lik e w is e , i t  i s  more d i f f i c u l t  f o r  the  le a d e r  to  ach iev e  b o th  h is  

p rim ary  and secondary  g o a ls .  However, the f a c t  th a t  the  s i t u a t i o n  in  

o c ta n t  4 i s  in te rm e d ia te  in  fa v o ra b le n e ss  su g g es ts  th a t  s u f f i c i e n t  l a t i ­

tu d e  i s  s t i l l  a v a i l a b le  so th a t  the  le a d e r  may approach g re a t  man b e h av io r 

p a t te r n s  and a d eq u a te ly  (b u t n o t f u l l y )  a t te n d  to  bo th  p rim ary  and second­

a ry  g o a ls . Thus, th e  p r e d ic t io n  i s  f o r  medium le v e ls  o f i n i t i a t i n g  

s t r u c tu r e  and c o n s id e ra t io n  in  o c ta n t  4 .
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Q u a n ti ta t iv e  F in d in g s  
fo r  H ypotheses I I I  and IV

Leader b eh av io r d e s c r ip t io n s  a re  item ized  in  Table 11 acco rd in g  

to  S t o g d i l l 's  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  o f h ig h , medium and low. The o r ig in a l  p la n  

o f  s t a t i s t i c a l  a n a ly s is  c a l le d  fo r  a s ig n  t e s t  o f  m edians betw een o c ta n ts .  

S ince the  n a tu re  o f  th e  sample p rev en ted  th e  u se  o f  th i s  t e s t  (o c ta n ts  1 

and 4 w ere o v e rre p re se n te d  w ith  low and h ig h  LPC le a d e rs  r e s p e c t iv e ly ) ,  

a secondary  method o f  tapp ing  the  e ssen ce  o f  th e se  h y p o th ese s  was d e v e l­

oped a cc o rd in g  to  th e  fo llo w in g  r a t io n a le :  (1) s in c e  low LPC le a d e rs

have b een  s t ro n g ly  a s s o c ia te d  w ith  h ig h  pe rfo rm in g  groups in  o c ta n t  1, 

th e re  sho u ld  be a g r e a te r  in c id en ce  o f g r e a t  man b e h av io rs  (h igh  c o n s id ­

e r a t io n  and h ig h  s t r u c tu r e )  f o r  low LPC le a d e rs  than  fo r  a l l  o th e r  LPC 

le a d e rs  in  o c ta n t  1, and (2) s in c e  h ig h  LPC le a d e rs  have been  s tro n g ly  

a s s o c ia te d  w ith  h igh  perfo rm ing  groups in  o c ta n t  4 , th e re  should  be a 

g r e a te r  in c id e n c e  o f in te rm e d ia te  g re a t  man b e h av io rs  (medium c o n s id e ra ­

t io n  and medium s t r u c tu r e )  than  fo r  a l l  o th e r  LPC le a d e rs  in  o c ta n t  4.

T his r a t io n a le  le d  to  th e  fo llo w in g  secondary  h y p o th eses  fo r  

th e  p re s e n t  sam ple:

H ypo thesis I I I A . A g r e a te r  number o f  low LPC le a d e rs  

in  o c ta n t  1 w i l l  be h igh  in  c o n s id e ra t io n  and h ig h  in  

i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c tu r e  than  a l l  o th e r  LPC le a d e rs  in  

o c ta n t  1.

H ypo thesis  IVA. A g re a te r  number o f  h ig h  LPC le a d e rs  

in  o c ta n t  4 w i l l  be medium in  c o n s id e ra t io n  and medium 

i n  i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c tu r e  th an  a l l  o th e r  LPC le a d e rs  in  

o c ta n t  4.
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TABLE 11

LPC AND LEADER BEHAVIOR CLASSIFICATIONS BY OCTANT

O ctan t 1 O c tan t 4
(N = 34) (N = 31)

LBDQ LBDQ 
Leader C onsidr S tru c -

I .D . Number LPC e r a t i o n  tu re

1 HI ME HI
2 HI LO HI
3 HI HI HI
4 HI ME HI
5 ME HI ME
6 ME LO HI
7 ME LO LO
8 ME ME LO
9 ME LO LO

10 ME ME ME
11 ME ME ME
12 ME HI ME
13 ME HI LO
14 ME ME ME
15 ME ME HI
16 ME LO ME
17 L0 ME ME
18 L0 LO ME
19 L0 HI HI
20 LO LO ME
21 LO HI HI
22 LO HI HI
23 LO LO HI
24 LO LO HI
25 LO HI HI
26 LO HI ME
27 LO HI HI
28 LO LO HI
29 LO LO ME
30 LO HI HI
31 LO ME ME
32 LO ME HI
33 LO HI HI
34 LO HI ME

LBDQ LBDQ 
L eader C onsid- S tru c '

I .D . Number LPC e r a t io n  tu re

35 HI HI ME
36 HI LO HI
37 HI HI ME
38 HI LO LO
39 HI LO ME
40 HI LO ME
41 HI LO ME
42 HI LO LO
43 HI LO ME
44 HI LO ME
45 HI LO ME
46 HI ME LO
47 HI LO ME
48 HI ME ME
49 HI ME HI
50 HI LO HI
51 HI ME HI
52 HI ME LO
53 ME HI HI
54 ME LO HI
55 ME LO HI
56 ME LO LO
57 ME LO LO
58 ME ME LO
59 ME LO ME
60 ME LO HI
61 ME ME LO
62 ME LO ME
63 ME HI ME
64 LO LO LO
65 LO LO LO
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E v a lu a tio n  o f  H ypotheses I I IA  and IVA

A t e s t  o f p ro p o r tio n s  was used to  examine th e  d if f e r e n c e s

betw een th e  two groups o f LPC le a d e rs  in  each o c ta n t .  In  o c ta n t  1, th e re

was a s i g n i f i c a n t ly  g r e a te r  p ro p o r tio n  (Z , .0 5  le v e l ,  o n e - ta i le d )  o f  g re a t

man le a d e rs  fo r  the  low LPC group where 7 o f  18 le a d e rs  were g r e a t  men

th an  th e re  was fo r  a l l  o th e r  LPC le a d e rs  where only  1 o f  16 le a d e rs  was

a g re a t  man. Thus, H ypo thesis  II IA  i s  su p p o rte d . In  o c ta n t  4, on ly  1

o f  18 h ig h  LPC le a d e rs  had medium-medium le v e l s  o f i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c tu r e

and c o n s id e ra t io n  w h ile  none o f  th e  13 medium and low LPC le a d e rs  had  an

in te rm e d ia te  g re a t  man le a d e rs h ip  s t y l e .  S ince no s i g n i f i c a n t l y  g r e a te r

p ro p o r tio n  (Z , o n e - ta i le d )  e x is te d  betw een th e se  two g ro u p s, H ypothesis

IVA i s  n o t su p p o rte d . The average le a d e r  b eh av io r s c o re s  fo r  the  low LPC

le a d e rs  in  o c ta n t  1 and the  h ig h  LPC le a d e rs  in  o c ta n t  4 i s  as fo llo w s:

O c tan t LPC n I n i t i a t i n g  S tru c tu re  C o n s id e ra tio n

1 Low 18 4 0 .4  (H igh) 39 .7  (H igh)

4 High 18 36 .4  (Medium) 34 .3  (Low)

D iscu ss io n  o f  H ypotheses II IA  and IVA

C ontingency th eo ry  does n o t p ro v id e  a fu n c t io n a l  e x p la n a tio n  o f 

le a d e r  b e h a v io r  w ith  r e s p e c t  to  th e  group o r i t s  ta s k .  F ie d le r  hy p o th e­

s iz e s  about le a d e r  b e h av io r on ly  w ith  r e s p e c t  to  the  s e r v ic in g  o f  p e r ­

so n a l le a d e r  g o a ls  th rough  the  m o tiv a t io n a l  p r o f i l e  o f  th e  le a d e r  h im s e lf . 

In  answ ering  q u e s tio n s  such as "why i s  h ig h  i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c tu r e  and h ig h  

c o n s id e ra t io n  le a d e r  b e h av io r a s s o c ia te d  w ith  e f f e c t iv e  group perform ance 

in  o c ta n t  1?" th e  b e h a v io ra l  and s i t u a t i o n a l  approaches to  le a d e rs h ip  have 

more to  o f f e r  th an  does con tingency  th e o ry . F o r exam ple, s in c e  the  ta s k
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i s  h ig h ly  s t r u c tu r e d  in  o c ta n t  1, h ig h  i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c tu r e  on th e  p a r t  

o f  th e  le a d e r  may se rv e  to  p r o te c t  th e  group from a r b i t r a r y  o u ts id e  con­

t r o l  (O aklander and F leishm an, 1964). The co n tin g en cy  model la c k s  ex p lan ­

a to ry  power and needs to  be en rich ed  and in te g r a te d  w ith  r e s e a rc h  ev idence  

from a l l  o th e r  ap p ro ach es .

The f a i l u r e  o f  H ypothesis IVA to  re c e iv e  su p p o rt shows th a t  a 

p a t t e r n  o f  in te rm e d ia te  g re a t  man b eh av io rs  d id  n o t emerge among the  more 

su c c e s s fu l h ig h  LPC le a d e rs  in  o c ta n t  4 . Table 11 shows th a t  te n  o u t o f 

18 le a d e rs  (55 p e rc e n t)  were medium on i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c tu r e ;  how ever, 11 

o u t o f  18 le a d e rs  (61 p e rc e n t)  were low on c o n s id e ra t io n .  T h is unexpected  

in c id e n c e  o f  low c o n s id e ra t io n  b eh av io r among s u c c e s s fu l  le a d e rs  who a re  

h ig h  in  LPC i s  n o t e x p la in ed  o r p re d ic te d  by co n tin g en cy  th e o ry . In  f a c t ,  

t h i s  ev idence  i s  c o n tra ry  to  a la rg e  body o f ev idence  in  th e  su p p o rtiv e  

approach to  le a d e rs h ip  (s e e , fo r  exam ple, L ik e r t ,  1961) w hich shows th a t  

h ig h  c o n s id e ra t io n  le a d e r  b eh av io r i s  p o s i t iv e ly  a s s o c ia te d  w ith  h ig h  p e r­

form ance. I t  would ap p ear th a t  f a c to r s  a re  o p e ra tin g  which have y e t  to  

be s p e c i f ie d  in  th e  co n tin g en cy  o r su p p o rtiv e  ap p ro ach es.

One p o s s ib le  e x p la n a tio n  o f  th e  o b ta in e d  r e s u l t s  may be o f f e re d  

in  a d i f f e r e n t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  the  le a d e r  b e h av io r s c a le s .  For exam ple, 

i t  may be th a t  a low c o n s id e ra t io n  sco re  and a medium i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c tu r e  

sco re  r e f l e c t  a le a d e r  who i s  le s s  a c t iv e  w ith  h i s  g roup . In  f a c t ,  he  

may have d e le g a te d  a good d e a l o f  d ec is io n -m ak in g  d i s c r e t i o n  to  h is  group. 

Assuming th e  group i s  com petent and m o tiv a ted  to  a cc e p t more d i s c r e t io n  

in  t h e i r  work, the  r e s u l t  may be h ig h  perfo rm ance. S ince  p o s i t io n  power 

and ta s k  s t r u c tu r e  a re  low in  o c ta n t  4 , i t  would ap p ear th a t  t h i s  p o s s i ­

b i l i t y  i s  more l i k e l y  th an  in  o c ta n t  1.
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The p re s e n t  r e s u l t s  c l e a r ly  in d ic a te  th a t  o r ig in a l  a s s e r t io n s  

about low LPC le a d e rs  beh av in g  in  an in s tru m e n ta l manner and h ig h  LPC 

le a d e rs  behaving in  a c o n s id e ra te  m anner is  o v e rs im p lif ie d . The p re s e n t  

d a ta  fu r th e r  su g g es t th a t  em ergent b e h av io r fo r  s u c c e ss fu l  le a d e rs  can 

vary  w idely  and th a t  u n s p e c if ie d  s i t u a t i o n a l  f a c to r s  may accoun t f o r  t h i s  

v a r ia n c e . F ie d le r 's  a s s e r t io n  th a t  p rim ary  and secondary  le a d e r  g o a ls  

can be ex p ressed  by low LPC le a d e rs  th rough g re a t  man b e h av io r in  o c ta n t

1 re c e iv e d  su p p o rt b u t th e  e x te n s io n  o f  th i s  lo g ic  to  o c ta n t  4 was n o t

supp o rted  in  th e  p re s e n t  s tu d y .

RESEARCH HYPOTHESES V AND VI

H ypothesis V. The av erag e  sco re s  fo r  a l l  le a d e rs  

in  o c ta n t  1 on c o n s id e ra t io n  and i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c ­

tu re  w i l l  be s i g n i f i c a n t l y  g r e a te r  th an  the  average

sco res  f o r  a l l  le a d e r s  in  o c ta n t  4.

H ypothesis V I. The low LPC le a d e rs  in  o c ta n ts  7 

and 8 w i l l  be low in  c o n s id e ra t io n  and h ig h  in  

i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c tu r e .

H ypothesis V i s  a g e n e ra l e x te n s io n  o f H ypothesis I I I  and IV in  

th a t  i t  t e s t s  the  o v e r a l l  a b i l i t y  o f  o c ta n t  1 to  a llo w  bo th  p rim ary  and 

secondary  g o a ls  fo r  a l l  le a d e rs  to  be ex p ressed  in  h ig h e r  deg rees  o f  

g r e a t  man b eh av io r th an  w i l l  th e  more c o n s tr a in in g  o c ta n t  4 . H ypothesis 

VI t r e a t s  the  u n fa v o ra b le  o c ta n ts  7 and 8 as m ost c o n s tra in in g  to  th e  

le a d e r  which m o tiv a te s  him  to  behave w ith  r e s p e c t  to  p rim ary  g o a ls  to  the  

v i r t u a l  e x c lu s io n  o f  secondary  g o a ls .
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I t  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  to  n o te  th a t  i t  i s  in  H ypothesis VI th a t  

F ie d le r  p r e d ic ts  the  su ccess  o f  in s tru m e n ta l  le a d e r  b e h av io r . In  e f f e c t ,  

F i e d l e r 's  con tin g en cy  th e o ry  i s  segm enting the  a p p l i c a b i l i t y  o f v a r io u s  

le a d e rs h ip  th e o r ie s  a long  the  fa v o ra b le n e s s  d im ension . For exam ple, 

g r e a t  man th eo ry  i s  seen  as m ost a p p lic a b le  in  o c ta n t  1 w h ile  in s tru m e n ta l  

th e o ry  i s  most a p p lic a b le  in  o c ta n t  8 . A lthough F ie d le r  does n o t s t a t e  

i t  in  e x a c t ly  th e se  w ords, i t  i s  im p l ic i t  in  h is  co n tin g en cy  m odel. 

However, s in c e  no sample was o b ta in e d  in  th e  p re s e n t  s tu d y  f o r  o c ta n ts  7

and 8 , H ypo thesis  VI was n o t t e s t e d .

Quantitative Findings for Hypothesis V

As p re v io u s ly  in d ic a te d ,  th e  sam ple was com prised o f  predom i­

n a n t ly  h ig h  perfo rm ing  groups w ith  low LPC le a d e rs  c o n c e n tra te d  in  o c ta n t  

1 and h ig h  LPC le a d e rs  c o n c e n tra te d  in  o c ta n t  4 . The f a c t  th a t  Hypothe­

ses  I ,  I I  and I I I  were su p p o rted  r a i s e s  th e  p r o b a b i l i ty  t h a t  H ypo thesis  V 

w i l l  be su p p o rted . T his i s  e s p e c ia l ly  so in  view o f  th e  predom inance o f  

low c o n s id e ra t io n  sco re s  in  o c ta n t  4 and th e  h ig h  in c id e n c e  o f g r e a t  man 

le a d e rs  in  o c ta n t  1. The o r ig in a l  p la n  o f s t a t i s t i c a l  a n a ly s is  c a l l e d  

fo r  a t e s t  o f  means betw een th e  b e h a v io ra l  d a ta  o f  o c ta n ts  1 and 4 con­

s i s t i n g  o f  (1) th e  combined averag e  o f  c o n s id e ra t io n  and i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c ­

tu re  s c o re s ,  (2) the  average  c o n s id e ra t io n  s c o re s , and (3) the  average  

i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c tu r e  s c o re s .

Evaluation of Hypothesis V

Tables 8 and 9 show th e  raw i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c tu r e  and c o n s id e ra ­

t io n  sc o re s  fo r  a l l  le a d e r s .  The averages o f  th e se  sco res  a re  as fo llo w s :
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O c tan t 1 O c tan t 4
(N = 34) (N = 31)

A verage C o n s id e ra tio n  37.7 (Medium) 33.7  (Low)

A verage I n i t i a t i n g  S tru c tu re  39.2 (H igh) 35 .8  (Medium)

Combined Average o f  C o n sid e ra tio n
and I n i t i a t i n g  S tru c tu re  79.9 69.5

T ests  o f  s ig n if ic a n c e  ( t ,  o n e - ta i l e d )  were c a r r ie d  o u t on each 

o f  th e se  av erag es  and in  a l l  cases  o c ta n t  1 was s ig n i f i c a n t l y  g re a te r  

( .0 1  le v e l )  than  o c ta n t  4. Thus, H ypo thesis  V i s  s tro n g ly  su p p o rte d .

D isc u ss io n  o f  H ypo thesis  V

C onfirm ation  o f  H ypothesis V su g g es ts  th a t  a l l  le a d e rs  tend  to  

in c re a s e  b o th  i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c tu r e  and c o n s id e ra t io n  b e h av io rs  as the  

s i t u a t i o n  becomes more fa v o ra b le . C o n firm atio n  o f H ypo thesis IIIA  f u r th e r  

s u g g e s ts  th a t  th e  m ost e f f e c t iv e  le a d e rs  tend  to  d is p la y  th e  h ig h e s t  

l e v e l s  o f  g re a t  man b e h av io r . Based on th e se  d a ta  a lo n e , i t  would appear 

t h a t  as th e  fa v o ra b le n e ss  o f  th e  s i t u a t io n  d e c re a s e s ,  le a d e rs  would d i s ­

p la y  l e s s  and le s s  i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c tu r e  and c o n s id e ra t io n  b e h a v io rs . This 

s u g g e s ts  th a t  in  th e  m ost u n fav o rab le  s i t u a t io n s  (o c ta n ts  7 and 8) one 

p o s s i b i l i t y  i s  t h a t  no le a d e r  b e h av io r would emerge ( l a i s s e z - f a i r e  

l e a d e r s h ip ) .

However, f a i l u r e  to  f in d  su p p o rt f o r  H ypo thesis  IVA su g g ests  

t h a t  th e  d e c rea se  in  i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c tu r e  and c o n s id e ra t io n  f o r  s i tu a t io n s  

in te rm e d ia te  in  fa v o ra b le n ess  i s  m onotonic, b u t  no t p ro p o r t io n a l .  That 

i s ,  th e  more s u c c e s s fu l  h igh  LPC le a d e rs  in  o c ta n t  4 d id  n o t d is p la y  

medium-medium le v e l s  o f  i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c tu r e  and c o n s id e ra t io n  b e h av io r .

In  e f f e c t ,  th e  a s s e r t io n  th a t  g re a t  man le a d e r  b e h av io rs  d e c rea se  p ro p o r­

t i o n a t e ly  f o r  th e  m ost e f f e c t iv e  le a d e rs  as th e  s i t u a t i o n  becomes le s s
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fa v o ra b le  i s  n o t  su p p o rted  a t  an in te rm e d ia te  le v e l  o f  fa v o ra b le n e s s . 

However, i t  sho u ld  be n o te d  th a t  the  b eh av io rs  o f  a l l  le a d e rs  in  the  

p re s e n t  s tudy  d id  tend  to  d ec rea se  p ro p o r t io n a te ly .  Thus, th e  average  

b e h a v io ra l c o n f ig u ra t io n  f o r  a l l  le a d e rs  in  o c ta n t  1 was high-m edium  (on 

i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c tu r e  and c o n s id e ra t io n  re s p e c t iv e ly )  w hereas th e  average  

b e h a v io ra l c o n f ig u ra t io n  fo r  o c ta n t  4 was medium-low.

The a s s o c ia t io n  o f  g re a t  man b eh av io rs  w ith  e f f e c t iv e n e s s  in  

o c ta n t  1 i s  c o n s is te n t  w ith  re s e a rc h  evidence on g r e a t  man th e o ry  and 

su p p o rts  F i e d l e r 's  a s s e r t io n  o f  le a d e r  m o tiv a tio n a l p r o f i l e s .  However, 

the  a s s o c ia t io n  o f  low c o n s id e ra t io n  b eh av io r w ith  e f f e c t iv e n e s s  in  

o c ta n t  4 i s  c o n tra ry  to  g r e a t  man p re d ic t io n s  and n o t su p p o rtiv e  o f  

F i e d le r 's  le a d e r  m o tiv a tio n  th e o ry  o r  su p p o rtiv e  th e o ry . The absence o f 

d a ta  fo r  the  u n fa v o ra b le  p o le  o f th e  s i t u a t io n a l  dim ension p re c lu d e s  an 

exam ination  o f tre n d s  a lo n g  th e  e n t i r e  fa v o ra b le n ess  d im ension . F u tu re  

re se a rc h  a long  th e se  l i n e s  a t  th e  u n fav o rab le  p o le  sh o u ld  y ie ld  u s e fu l  

d a ta  which co u ld  be in te g r a te d  in to  the  p re s e n t  r e s u l t s .

SUMMARY

The o b ta in e d  sam ple (N = 65) d id  n o t m eet fundam ental r e q u i r e ­

m ents o f  th e  re s e a rc h  d e s ig n  in  t h a t  low perfo rm ing  groups w ere u n d er­

re p re s e n te d  (N = 3) and th e  e n t i r e  sample was skewed tow ard h ig h  

perfo rm ance. As a r e s u l t ,  s e v e ra l  p o s t-h o c  com parisons were perform ed 

to  e x t r a c t  a d d i t io n a l  in fo rm a tio n  from th e  d a ta . However, th e  e n t i r e  

sample was ty p ic a l  w ith  r e s p e c t  to  th e  range and d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  bo th  

LPC sco re s  and le a d e r  b e h a v io r  s c o re s .  Thus, th e  r a t io n a le  o f  c o n t in ­

gency th e o ry  was ex tended  to  a llow  on ly  f o r  the  la c k  o f  o b ta in e d  v a r ia n c e  

in  perform ance.
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Hypotheses I  and I I  a t t e n d  to  b a s ic  p re d ic t io n s  o f  con tingency  

th eo ry -- lo w  LPC le a d e r s  w i l l  tend  to  be a s s o c ia te d  w ith  h igh  perform ing  

groups in  f a v o ra b le  s i t u a t i o n s  whereas h igh  LPC le a d e rs  w i l l  be more 

e f f e c t i v e  in  s i t u a t i o n s  o f  in te rm e d ia te  fa v o ra b le n e s s .  These hypo theses  

a re  o r d i n a r i l y  t e s t e d  by comparing e v i d e n t i a l  ra n k -o rd e r  c o r r e l a t i o n s  

(Spearman rho) between LPC and perform ance w ith  a n tec e d en t  p r e d i c t i o n s .

The p r e s e n t  sample y ie ld e d  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e l a t i o n s  o f  - .4 6 6  f o r  o c ta n t  1 

and ,615 f o r  o c ta n t  4 which s t r o n g ly  su p p o rts  p r e d ic t io n s  o f  the  c o n t in ­

gency m odel.

A c tu a l ly ,  i n  c o n s id e r in g  a h ig h  perform ing  sample, th e  r a t i o n a l e  

o f  con tingency  th eo ry  would p r e d i c t  a c o n c e n t ra t io n  o f  low LPC le a d e r s  in  

o c ta n t  1 and h ig h  LPC le a d e r s  in  o c t a n t  4. F u r th e r ,  i t  would be expec ted  

t h a t  th e se  c o n c e n tra te d  LPC le a d e r s  shou ld  ou tperform  a l l  o th e r  LPC 

le a d e rs  in  t h e i r  r e s p e c t iv e  o c t a n t s .  P o s t-h o c  comparisons s t r o n g ly  sup­

p o r te d  th e se  a s s e r t i o n s  and, c o n seq u en tly ,  th e  lo g ic  o f  con tin g en cy  th e o ry .  

A d d i t io n a l ly ,  medium LPC le a d e r s  appea r  to  be c o n s i s t e n t l y  a s s o c ia te d  w ith  

lower (bu t n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  in ad eq u a te  o r  poor) perfo rm ing  g roups . In  

g e n e ra l ,  the  r e s u l t s  o f  the  p r e s e n t  s tu d y  have a g r e a t e r  e v i d e n t i a l  im pact 

than o th e r  s tu d ie s  in  t h i s  l i n e  o f  r e s e a r c h  because  o f  the l a r g e  sample 

i n  each o c ta n t  and th e  more r ig o ro u s  t re a tm e n t  o f  s i t u a t i o n a l  v a r i a b l e s .

Hypotheses I I I ,  IV, and V a t t e n d  to  the  b a s ic  p r e d ic t i o n s  o f  

g re a t  man b e h a v io ra l  th e o ry  and F i e d l e r ' s  g e n e ra l  p r o p o s i t io n  concern ing  

the  p e rso n a l  goa l and. m o t iv a t io n a l  s t r u c t u r e  o f  h ig h  and low LPC le a d e r s .  

These hypo theses  a s s e r t  t h a t  g r e a t  man le a d e r s h ip  s t y l e s  (h ig h  i n  i n i t i a t ­

ing  s t r u c t u r e  and h ig h  in  c o n s id e r a t io n )  w i l l  be d is p la y e d  by more e f f e c t ­

iv e  l e a d e r s  i n  o c ta n t  1, b u t  to  a l e s s e r  e x te n t  (medium i n  i n i t i a t i n g  

s t r u c t u r e  and medium i n  c o n s id e r a t io n )  f o r  e f f e c t i v e  le a d e r s  in  o c t a n t  4.
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These a s s e r t i o n s  were g e n e r a l ly  supported  excep t t h a t  low c o n s id e r a t io n  

b eh av io r  was found to  be  a s s o c ia te d  w ith  h ig h  perform ance in  o c ta n t  4 .

This unexpected  f in d in g :  (1) i s  no t e x p la in ed  o r  p r e d ic te d  by con tin g en cy ,

su p p o r t iv e ,  o r  g r e a t  man th e o r i e s  o f  l e a d e r s h ip ,  (2) s u p p o rts  in s t ru m e n ta l  

th e o ry ,  (3) may be th e  r e s u l t  o f  s i t u a t i o n a l  f a c t o r s  which have y e t  to  be 

s p e c i f i e d ,  and (4) may be e x p la in ed  through a d i f f e r e n t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of 

l e a d e r  b eh av io r  s c a le s .

H ypothesis  VI ex tends  the  a s s e r t i o n s  o f  p rev io u s  hypo theses  to  

th e  u n fav o rab le  p o le  o f  the  s i t u a t i o n a l  d im ension. S ince no sample was 

o b ta in e d  f o r  t h i s  r e g io n  in  the  p r e s e n t  s tudy , the  h y p o th e s is  was n o t  

t e s t e d .  F u tu re  r e s e a r c h  i n  t h i s  re g io n  can be u s e f u l l y  i n t e g r a t e d  in to  

the  p r e s e n t  r e s u l t s  e s p e c i a l l y  i n  view o f the  f a c t  t h a t  h e re  i s  where 

F i e d l e r  p r e d i c t s  the  su cc e ss  o f  in s t ru m e n ta l  le a d e r  b e h a v io r .  Both con­

t in g en cy  th eo ry  and th e  r e s u l t s  o f  the  p r e s e n t  s tudy  su p p o r t  a s i t u a t i o n a l  

approach to  le a d e r s h ip  i n  t h a t  the  a p p l i c a b i l i t y  o f  v a r io u s  l e a d e r s h ip  

th e o r i e s  appears  to  be m oderated by a c o n s t r u c t  which i s  tapped by 

F i e d l e r ' s  fa v o ra b le n e s s  d im ension.
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The s p e c i f i c  hypotheses  t e s t e d  were d e r iv ed  from F i e d l e r ' s  

o r i g i n a l  con tingency  model and h i s  new a s s e r t i o n s  about the  r e l a t i o n s h i p  

between le a d e r  m o t iv a t io n  and a c t u a l  b e h a v io r .  The f a c t  t h a t  more than 

40 s tu d i e s ,  taken  as a group, show some in d i c a t i o n  o f sy s te m a tic  r e l a ­

t io n s h ip s  between LPC and s i t u a t i o n a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  suggested  th a t  

p ro g re s s  had been made toward u n d e rs ta n d in g ,  p r e d ic t in g  and in f lu e n c in g  

the  le a d e rs h ip  p ro c e ss .  In  a p a r a l l e l  developm ent, the  b e h a v io ra l  

approach to  le a d e r s h ip  a lso  appeared to  p rov ide  a m eaningfu l guide to  

r e s e a r c h .  The p re s e n t  s tudy  sough t to  combine the  contingency  model w ith  

le a d e r  b eh av io r  measures so t h a t  an i n t e g r a t e d  systems approach to  the  

s tu d y  o f  le a d e rs h ip  i s  fo s te r e d .

SUMMARY

Scope o f th e  Study

A sample from a la rg e  government o rg a n iz a t io n  was a v a i l a b le  

which provided  an N o f  34 fo r  o c ta n t  1 and an N o f  31 f o r  o c ta n t  4. This 

sample i s  much h ig h e r  than  the  number o f  groups t y p i c a l l y  rep o r te d  in  

s i m i l a r  f i e l d  s tu d ie s .  The scope o f  the  p re s e n t  s tudy  th e r e f o r e  invo lves  

a t o t a l  N o f  65 groups which a re  c a s t  i n t o  a tw o -p o in t  t e s t  o f  F i e d l e r ' s  

c u rv e .  In  a d d i t io n ,  a l l  388 su b o rd in a te s  p rovided  LBDQ d e s c r ip t i o n s  o f
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t h e i r  l e a d e r s '  b e h a v io r .  Four h ig h e r  l e v e l  employees a l s o  v o lu n te e red  

to  p a r t i c i p a t e  as r a t e r s .  A ll p a r t i c i p a n t s  in  the  s tu d y  were assu red  

th a t  in d iv id u a l  and o r g a n iz a t io n a l  anonymity would be p re se rv e d .  Coopera­

t i o n  was e x c e l l e n t  a t  a l l  l e v e l s  and no major problems were encountered  

i n  c o l l e c t i n g  the d a ta .

L im i ta t io n s  o f  the  Study

The co n tingency  model has bo th  concep tua l and m ethodo log ica l  

l i m i t a t i o n s .  Inc lu d ed  i n  the  c o n ce p tu a l  a rea  a re  concerns t h a t  im p o rtan t  

a sp e c ts  o f  the  s i t u a t i o n  may be n e g lec te d  by the  th e o ry  and t h a t  the  con­

t r i b u t i o n s  of the  b e h a v io r a l  approach have n o t  been a d eq u a te ly  in te g r a te d  

i n t o  the  model. A r i c h e r  and more i n t e r a c t i v e  approach th e r e f o r e  seems 

d e s i r a b l e  along w ith  improved i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  and c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  o f  v a r i ­

a b l e s .  M ethodo log ica l problems encompass concerns over the  p r e c i s io n  o f  

in s t ru m e n ts  fo r  m easuring  v a r i a b l e s  and the p rocedures  f o r  c a s t in g  them 

i n t o  d ichotom ized c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s .  These problems have led  to  fragmented 

r e s e a rc h  e f f o r t s  and c o n t r o v e r s i e s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  w ith  reg a rd  to  ex p er im en ta l  

s t u d i e s  and re la x ed  c r i t e r i a  f o r  c la im ing  su p p o rt  fo r  th e  model.

An obvious l i m i t a t i o n  in  any f i e l d  s tudy  o f  th e  con tingency  

model i s  the  u n l ik e ly  p ro s p e c t  o f  t e s t i n g  more than  two o r th re e  o c ta n ts  

w hich, o f  c o u rse ,  reduces  the  e v i d e n t i a l  impact o f  any one s tu d y . F u r­

the rm ore , u n le s s  la rg e  samples a re  ob ta ined  in  each o c t a n t ,  i t  i s  u n l ik e ly  

t h a t  s i g n i f i c a n t  e v i d e n t i a l  c o r r e l a t i o n s  w i l l  be o b ta in e d .  Although 

F i e d l e r  s u p p l ie s  g u id e l in e s  f o r  d icho tom iz ing  the v a r i a b l e s  in  the  f a v o r ­

a b le n e s s  d im ensions, they  a re  n o t  s o l i d l y  supported  and a d d i t i o n a l  s te p s  

must be taken  to  more r ig o r o u s ly  t r e a t  these  v a r i a b l e s .  In  the  p re s e n t  

s tu d y ,  th e se  problems were co un tered  by o b ta in in g  a la rg e  sample in  each 

o c t a n t ,  p ro v id in g  a b u f f e r  zone o f  inadm issab le  sco res  f o r  each fa v o ra ­

b le n e s s  d im ension, and m a in ta in in g  h ig h  le v e l s  o f  i n t e r r a t e r  agreem ent.
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E v a lu a t io n  o f  Contingency Hypotheses

An u n d e r ly in g  assum ption o f  the  r e s e a rc h  d es ig n  proposed by 

F i e d l e r  fo r  t e s t i n g  th e  con tingency  model i s  t h a t  a wide and ev en ly  d i s ­

t r i b u t e d  range o f  sco res  w i l l  be o b ta in ed  in  the  sample fo r  bo th  LPC and 

perform ance m easures . Although the  p re s e n t  sample (N = 65) was s u i t a b l y  

d i s t r i b u t e d  w ith  r e s p e c t  to  LPC scores* the  perform ance measures were 

o v e r re p re se n te d  by a predominance o f  ve ry  e f f e c t i v e  g roups . Thus, when 

the  sample was d iv ided  acco rd in g  to  t h e i r  sco res  on the  fa v o ra b le n ess  

d im ension, th e re  was a predominance o f  low LPC le a d e rs  in  o c ta n t  1 and 

a predominance o f  h igh  LPC le a d e r s  in  o c ta n t  4.

Although th e  sample y ie ld e d  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e l a t i o n s  o f  - .4 6 6  

fo r  o c ta n t  1 and .615 f o r  o c ta n t  4 which s t ro n g ly  s u p p o rts  con tin g en cy  

p r e d i c t io n s ,  these  d a ta  can be more a d eq u a te ly  analyzed  by deducing a d d i ­

t i o n a l  hypo theses  from con tingency  th eo ry  which allow  fo r  the  la ck  o f  

a p p ro p r ia te  v a r ia n c e .

The r a t i o n a l e  o f  con tingency  theo ry  su g g es ts  t h a t  i f  h ig h  p e r ­

forming groups a re  predom inant in  o c ta n t s  1 and 4, then  th e se  o c ta n t s  

should  be predom inated by low and h igh  LPC le a d e r s  r e s p e c t i v e l y .  I n  

a d d i t io n ,  low LPC le a d e rs  should s i g n i f i c a n t l y  ou tperform  a l l  o th e r  LPC 

le a d e rs  in  o c ta n t  1 and h ig h  LPC le a d e rs  should  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  ou tperfo rm  

a l l  o th e r  LPC le a d e r s  in  o c ta n t  4. P o s t-h o c  comparisons o f th e  p r e s e n t  

d a ta  y ie ld e d  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  which s t r o n g ly  sup­

p o r te d  th e se  a s s e r t i o n s  and, co n seq u en tly ,  the  lo g ic  o f  co n tin g en cy  

th e o ry .  Of co u rse ,  th e se  r e s u l t s  a re  l im i te d  to  th e  o c ta n t s  sampled, 

b u t  they  o f f e r  s u b s t a n t i a l  e v i d e n t i a l  su p p o r t  fo r  th e  co n tingency  model 

because of th e  la rg e  sample s iz e  and the  r ig o ro u s  t re a tm e n t  o f  s i t u a t i o n a l  

v a r i a b l e s .
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The p re s e n t  s tudy  a l s o  su p p o rts  th e  a b i l i t y  of th e  s i t u a t i o n a l  

fa v o ra b le n e s s  dimension to  make m eaningfu l d i s t i n c t i o n s  among le a d e rs h ip  

s i t u a t i o n s .  In  a q u a l i t a t i v e  exam ina tion  o f the  o b ta in ed  sample, i t  was 

c l e a r  t h a t  obvious d i f f e r e n c e s  e x i s t e d  between the groups c a s t  in to  

o c ta n t  1 as opposed to  those  in  o c ta n t  4 . The former were comprised o f  

ro u t in e  e n g in ee r in g  groups w hile  the  l a t t e r  were comprised o f  e n g in ee r in g  

R&D g ro u p s .  In  a d d i t io n ,  when th e  sample i s  co n s id e red  in  i t s  e n t i r e t y ;  

t h a t  i s ,  no d i s t i n c t i o n s  made as to  o c t a n t s ,  th e re  i s  no c o r r e l a t i o n  

between LPC and perform ance. Thus, i t  a p p ea rs  t h a t  the  fa v o ra b le n ess  

dimension i s  tapp ing  a c o n s t r u c t  t h a t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  m oderates  the  r e l a ­

t io n s h ip  between le ad e r  a t t i t u d e s  and group perform ance.

E v a lu a t io n  o f  Leader Behavior Hypotheses

I n  g e n e ra l ,  th e se  hypo theses  a s s e r t  t h a t  g r e a t  man le a d e rs h ip  

s t y l e s  w i l l  be d isp lay ed  by more e f f e c t i v e  le a d e r s  in  o c ta n t  1 and th a t  

in te rm e d ia te  g re a t  man s t y l e s  (medium i n  i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c t u r e  and medium 

i n  c o n s id e r a t io n )  w i l l  be d isp la y e d  by more e f f e c t i v e  le a d e r s  in  o c ta n t

4 . These a s s e r t i o n s  were g e n e r a l ly  supported  through p o s t-h o c  compari­

sons excep t t h a t  low c o n s id e ra t io n  b eh av io r  was found to  be a s s o c ia te d  

w ith  h igh  performance in  o c ta n t  4. In  a d d i t i o n ,  in s p e c t io n  o f  the d a ta  

shows t h a t  v a r io u s  o th e r  com binations o f  l e a d e r  beh av io r  can a l s o  be 

a s s o c ia te d  w ith  h ig h  group perform ance. This su g g es ts  t h a t  o th e r  com­

p l e x i t i e s  may be invo lved  in  group p ro cesses  t h a t  a re  n o t  s p e c i f i e d  

in  th e  con tingency  model.

The f in d in g s  in  o c ta n t  1 c l e a r l y  su p p o r t  bo th  g r e a t  man th eo ry
/

o f  le a d e r s h ip  and F i e d l e r ' s  m o t iv a t io n a l  th e o ry  of the  l e a d e r .  However, 

the  unexpected  f in d in g  o f  low c o n s id e r a t io n  b e in g  a s s o c ia te d  w ith  h igh  

perform ance i n  o c ta n t  4 i s  n o t  e x p la in e d  or p r e d ic te d  by con tingency ,
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s u p p o r t iv e ,  o r  g r e a t  man th e o r i e s  o f  l e a d e r s h ip .  Y et, th ese  r e s u l t s  a re  

e x p la in ed  and p r e d ic te d  by in s t ru m e n ta l  th eo ry  which su g g e s ts  th a t  the  

v a r io u s  t h e o r i e s  o f  le a d e r s h ip  may no t be m u tua lly  in c o m p a t ib le ,  but 

r a t h e r  t h a t  they  a r e  a p p ro p r ia te  a t  d i f f e r e n t  p o in ts  on the  fa v o ra b le n ess  

d im ension,

F i e d l e r  h y p o th e s iz e s  t h a t  in s t ru m e n ta l  l e a d e r  b eh av io r  w i l l  be 

more e f f e c t i v e  a t  th e  u n fav o rab le  pole o f  the  s i t u a t i o n a l  dimension.

S ince no sample was o b ta in e d  fo r  t h i s  re g io n  in  the p r e s e n t  s tudy , the  

h y p o th e s is  was n o t  t e s t e d .  Based on the da ta  o f  the  p re s e n t  s tudy , i t  

would appea r  t h a t  as the fa v o ra b le n ess  o f  the s i t u a t i o n  d e c re a se s ,  le a d e rs  

would e x h i b i t  le s s  and l e s s  i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c t u r e  and c o n s id e ra t io n  

b e h a v io r s ;  and, t h a t  in  th e  most fa v o rab le  s i t u a t i o n s ,  one p o s s i b i l i t y  

i s  th a t  no le a d e r  b e h a v io r  would emerge ( f r e e - r e i n  le a d e r s h ip  s t y l e ) .  

Research r e l a t i n g  to  the  u n fav o rab le  po le  would p rov ide  u s e f u l  evidence 

which could  be i n t e g r a t e d  i n to  th e  f in d in g s  o f  th e  p r e s e n t  s tu d y .

CONCLUSIONS

A good d e a l  of the  co n tro v e rsy  surround ing  the  an teced en t  and 

e v i d e n t i a l  ev idence o f  the  con tingency  model i s  d i r e c te d  a t  th e  concep­

t u a l i z a t i o n  and o p e r a t i o n a l i z a t i o n  o f  the  s i t u a t i o n a l  fav o ra b le n ess  

d im ension. Since t h i s  s tudy  u t i l i z e d  s t r i n g e n t  c r i t e r i a  fo r  o p e ra t io n ­

a l i z i n g  th e  d im ension , s t ro n g  su p p o rt  i s  p rov ided  fo r  th e  a s s e r t i o n  t h a t  

the  dimension (a s  i t  i s  p r e s e n t ly  d e f in e d )  i £  tap p in g  an im p o r tan t  con­

s t r u c t  t h a t  m odera tes  between LPC, l e a d e r  b e h av io r ,  and group e f f e c t i v e ­

n e s s .  However, th e se  procedures  fo r  o p e r a t io n a l i z a t i o n  a re  i n e f f i c i e n t  

i n  t h a t  they  s e v e re ly  c u r t a i l  the  sample s i z e .  F u tu re  r e s e a rc h  should 

be u n d e rtak en  to  c o n c e p tu a l ly  and o p e r a t io n a l ly  e n r ic h  th e  m oderating
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c o n s t r u c t .  The work o f O 'B rien  (1969) in  which th e  fa v o ra b le n ess  

dimension i s  t r e a t e d  in  terms o f  l e a d e r  in f lu e n c e  i s  an im p o r tan t  s te p  

in  t h i s  d i r e c t i o n .

The i n t e g r a t i o n  o f  b e h a v io ra l  d a ta  in to  the  model no t only  

h e lp s  to  d i s p e l  some o f  th e  m y s te r ie s  su rround ing  the  concept o f  the LPC, 

b u t  a l s o  a s s i s t s  in  a l ig n in g  the v a r io u s  th e o r i e s  o f  l e a d e rs h ip  b eh av io r  

to  t h e i r  s i t u a t i o n s  o f  a p p r o p r ia te n e s s .  The r e s u l t s  of t h i s  s tu d y  

c l e a r l y  dem onstra te  t h a t  th e re  i s  no one p a t t e r n  o f  l e a d e r s h ip  s ty l e  

which i s  a p p ro p r ia te  f o r  a l l  s i t u a t i o n s .  F i e d l e r ' s  fa v o ra b le n ess  dimen­

s io n  can se rv e  as a s t a r t i n g  p o in t  f o r  i n t e g r a t i n g  and o rg a n iz in g  a l l  

th e  co m p le x i t ie s  o f  s i t u a t i o n a l i t y  i n t o  a s y s te m a tic  framework.

This s tu d y  a l s o  su g g es ts  t h a t  the  p opu la r  LBDQ measurement o f  

le a d e r  b eh av io r  a l s o  i s  in  need o f  co n cep tu a l  en richm ent. I t  i s  not 

c l e a r  t h a t  the  dim ensions o f  i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c t u r e  and c o n s id e r a t io n  a r e  

p ro v id in g  a comprehensive index  o f  le a d e r  b e h a v io r .  These q u e s t io n s  a re  

a l s o  r a i s e d  e lsew here  in  the  management l i t e r a t u r e .  For example, Yukl 

(1971) c a l l s  f o r  the  i n t e g r a t i o n  o f  p a r t i c i p a t i v e  in d ic e s  i n t o  the  

measure and Wofford (1971) c a l l s  f o r  th e  en largem ent o f  m an ag eria l  

b eh av io r  dimensions to  in c lu d e  f a c to r s  such as g o a l - s e t t i n g  and uses  o f  

a u t h o r i t y .  As th e se  improvements a re  c a r r i e d  o u t ,  the  i n t e g r a t i o n  o f  the  

b e h a v io r a l  and con tin g en cy  approaches should  be g r e a t l y  f a c i l i t a t e d .

A t t i t u d i n a l  concom itan ts  to  LPC a l s o  should  be f u r t h e r  i n v e s t i ­

g a te d .  The work o f  M i tc h e l l  (1970), f o r  example, su g g es ts  t h a t  h ig h  LPC 

le a d e r s  a re  c o g n i t i v e ly  more complex th an  low LPC l e a d e r s .  S tu d ie s  along  

th e se  l in e s  should  h e lp  to  e x p la in  why h igh  and low LPC le a d e rs  a re  

s i t u a t i o n a l l y  e f f e c t i v e .  For i n s t a n c e ,  an i l l u s t r a t i v e  h y p o th e s is  f o r
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f u tu r e  r e s e a rc h  could be t h a t  low LPC le a d e rs  a re  more e f f e c t iv e  in  

fa v o ra b le  and u n fav o rab le  s i t u a t i o n s  because th e se  s i t u a t i o n s  a re  l e s s  

u n c e r t a in  and more amenable to  s t r u c tu r e d  ( l e s s  s e n s i t i v e )  approaches.

F u r th e r  re s e a rc h  i s  a l s o  needed to  e s t a b l i s h  the  r e l i a b i l i t y  

and v a l i d i t y  o f  the  LPC measure. I t  i s  n o t  c e r t a i n  t h a t  th e  LPC i s  s t a b l e  

over tim e n o r  i s  i t  c l e a r  what th e  LPC means. L o n g i tu d in a l  s tu d ie s  a re  

a l s o  needed to  t e s t  the  c a u s a l i t y  o f  r e l a t i o n s h i p s — fo r  example, does 

the  s i t u a t i o n  cause the  LPC score?  The con tingency  model has c o n t r ib u te d  

to  th e  s tudy  o f  le a d e rs h ip  p r im a r i ly  th rough  i t s  development o f  a more 

comprehensive model of th e  l e a d e r s h ip  p ro c e s s .  Y et, a f t e r  more than  15 

y e a r s  o f  re s e a rc h  by a wide v a r i e t y  of i n v e s t i g a t o r s ,  many unanswered 

q u e s t io n s  and m e thodo log ica l l i m i t a t i o n s  remain in  the  con tingency  model. 

Although th e se  may serve  as  s t im u l i  f o r  f u r t h e r  i n v e s t i g a t i o n ,  more com­

p reh en s iv e  frameworks and methods such as th o se  r e c e n t ly  proposed by 

House (1971), Wofford (1971), and Yukl (1971) a l s o  should  be cons ide red  

as p rom ising  a l t e r n a t i v e s  to  guide f u tu r e  r e s e a rc h  in  l e a d e r s h ip .
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APPENDIX A

LEAST PREFERRED COWORKER (LPC)

The fo l lo w in g  a re  p a i r s  o f  words which a re  o p p o s i te  in  meaning, 
such as Very Neat and Not Neat. You a re  asked to  d e sc r ib e  someone w ith
whom you have worked by p la c in g  an "X" in  one o f  the  e ig h t  spaces on the
l i n e  between th e  two words. Each space r e p r e s e n t s  how w e ll  the  a d j e c t iv e  
f i t s  the  p e rso n  you a re  d e s c r ib in g .  For example: I f  you were to  d e sc r ib e
th e  person  w ith  whom you a re  a b le  to  work l e a s t  w e l l ,  and you o r d i n a r i l y  
th in k  o f  him as be ing  q u i t e  n e a t , you would p u t  an "X" in  the  second 
space from the  words Very N eat, l i k e  t h i s :

Very Not
N e a t ________X____________          Neat

Very Q uite  Some- S l i g h t l y  S l i g h t l y  Some- Q uite  Very 
Neat Neat what Neat U ntidy what U ntidy  Untidy

Neat Untidy

Look a t  the  words a t  bo th  ends o f  th e  l i n e  b e fo re  you p u t  in  
your "X". P le a se  remember t h a t  th e re  a re  no r i g h t  o r  wrong answ ers.
Work r a p id ly ;  your f i r s t  answer i s  l i k e l y  to  be the  b e s t .  P le a se  do n o t
omit any i tem s , and mark each item  only  once. Think o f  the  pe rson  w ith  
whom you can work l e a s t  w e l l .  He may be someone you work w ith  now, o r  
he may be someone you knew in  th e  p a s t .  He does no t have to  be th e  p e r ­
son you l i k e  l e a s t  w e l l ,  b u t  should  be the  p e rso n  w ith  whom you had the  
most d i f f i c u l t y  i n  g e t t i n g  a job  done. D escribe  t h i s  p e rso n  as he appears  
to  you.

P le a sa n t  
F r ie n d ly  
R e jec t in g  
H elp fu l
Unenthus ia s  t i c  
Tense 
D is ta n t  
Cold
C ooperative  
S upportive  
Boring 
Quarrelsome 
S e lf -A ssu red  
E f f i c i e n t  
Gloomy 
Open

U npleasan t
U n fr ien d ly
A ccepting
F r u s t r a t i n g
E n th u s ia s t i c
Relaxed
Close
Warm
U ncoopera tive
H o s t i le
I n t e r e s t i n g
Harmonious
H e s i ta n t
I n e f f i c i e n t
C heerfu l
Guarded
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APPENDIX B

GROUP ATMOSPHERE 

(Leader-Member R e la t io n s )

D escribe  the  atm osphere o f  your group by checking  the  fo llow ing  item s.

F r ien d ly
Accepting
S a t i s f y in g
E nthusias  t i c
P ro d u c tiv e
Warm
C ooperative  
Supportive  
I n te r e s  t in g  
S u ccessfu l

U n fr ien d ly  
R e jec t in g  
F r u s t r a t i n g  
U nenthusias  t i c  
Nonproduc t iv e  
Cold
U ncooperative
H o s t i le
Boring
U nsuccessfu l
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APPENDIX C

TASK STRUCTURE

I .  P le a se  r a t e  a cco rd ing  to  the  i n s t r u c t i o n s  i n  the  fo llow ing  s e c t io n s  
those  jobs  which you and th e  r e s e a r c h e r  have agreed  a re  a r e p r e ­
s e n t a t i v e  c ro s s  s e c t io n  o f  jo b s  in  your d iv i s io n .

I I .  You w i l l  no te  t h a t  t h e r e  a re  fo u r  dim ensions on which each job  i s  
to  be r a te d .  P le a se  r a t e  a l l  jo b s  on a g iven  dimension b e fo re  
going to  the  n ex t  d im ension . In  o th e r  words, jo b s  a re  to  be r a te d  
on each dimension in d e p e n d e n tly  o f  the  way they  a re  r a te d  on o th e r  
d im ensions .

I I I .  (A) In  o rd e r  to  h e lp  you in  your r a t i n g ,  you w i l l  no te  t h a t  th e re
i s  a g raph ic  s c a le  ( ran g in g  from 1 to  11) f o r  each dimension w ith
job  t i t l e s  a rran g ed  so as to  cover most o f  the  p o in ts  on th e  s c a le .  
These a re  c a l l e d  "anchor j o b s . "

(B) A ll  anchor jo b s ,  w i th  the  e x c e p t io n  o f  two, have been e v a lu a te d  
by a panel o f  ju d g es ,  and g e n e r a l  agreem ent has been reached  th a t  
the  jo b s  belong  where they  a r e  shown on the  s c a le .  These jo b s  were 
s e l e c t e d  from among one hundred  because  o f  the  h ig h  in te r ju d g e  
agreem ent.

(C) P le a se  r e f e r  to  th e  s h o r t  d e s c r ip t i o n  o f  each anchor jo b  which 
we d iscu ssed  in  our m ee t in g  w i th  the  o th e r  r a t e r s .  This i s  the
same d e s c r ip t i o n  th a t  th e  ju d g es  used  in  r a t i n g  the  jobs .

IV. When r a t i n g  th e  s e l e c t e d  jobs  i n  your company, p le a s e  keep th e  d e s ­
c r i p t i o n  of the  anchor jobs  i n  mind and r a t e  your jobs  in  r e l a t i o n  
to  th e s e  anchor jo b s .

V. Remember t h a t  in  many cases  th e r e  a re  d i f f e r e n t  anchor jobs  as job  
dimensions change.

VI. (A) In  o rd e r  to  s im p l i fy  your r a t i n g  work, i t  i s  suggested  th a t
you l i s t  (by code number) your company jobs  to  be r a te d .  Then i t  
i s  suggested  t h a t  you f a m i l i a r i z e  y o u r s e l f  w ith  th e  dimension you 
a re  going to  r a t e  and th e  a n ch o r - jo b  d e s c r ip t i o n s .

(B) A f te r  doing t h i s ,  p la c e  th e  code number correspond ing  to  the 
job  you a re  r a t i n g  above the  anchor job  which most n ea r ly  c o r r e ­
sponds to  i t  f o r  the  d im ension  you a re  r a t i n g .

(C) A f te r  you have done t h i s  f o r  each jo b ,  check to  see t h a t  you 
have p laced  them where you th in k  they  b e lo n g . This may mean you 
w i l l  re a r ra n g e  some o f  your e a r l i e r  p lacem en ts .  A f te r  you a r e  s a t ­
i s f i e d  th a t  you have r a t e d  th e  jobs  the  way you want them i n  r e l a ­
t i o n  to  each o th e r  and in  r e l a t i o n  to  the  anchor jo b s ,  do th e  same 
th in g  f o r  the n ex t  d im ension . P le a se  do n o t  r e f e r  to  job r a t i n g s  
on e a r l i e r  dimensions when r a t i n g  on l a t e r  d im ensions, however.
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V II. Do n o t  w orry i f  you have n o t  covered  every  number on the  s c a l e .  I t  
may be t h a t  you a re  d e a l in g  w ith  a narrow range o f  jo b s .  A lso , you 
w i l l  n o te  t h a t  th e re  a re  p a r t s  o f  some o f  th e  s c a le s  which have no 
anchor jo b s ,  because  none were found to  f a l l  c o n s i s t e n t l y  on those  
p a r t s  o f  the  s c a le .  I f  you b e l i e v e  some o f  your jo b s  shou ld  l i e  a t  
th e se  p o i n t s ,  i t  i s  a l l  r i g h t  to  p la c e  them th e r e .  P le a se  make s u re ,  
however, you have p laced  your jo b s  above one o f  the  e lev en  p o in t s  on 
th e  s c a l e  and n o t  in  between th e se  p o in t s .

Dimension I

Goal c l a r i t y .  This i s  the  degree to  which the  requ irem en ts  o f  a job  
( th e  ta s k s  o r  d u t i e s  which t y p i c a l l y  make up th e  job )  a r e  c l e a r l y  s t a t e d  
or known to  p eop le  perfo rm ing  the  jo b .

R efer  to  the  job  d e s c r ip t i o n s  f o r  Dimension I .  Then th in k  o f  y o u r­
s e l f  as the  p e rso n  a ss ig n e d  the  job  and ask  y o u r s e l f  how c l e a r  what you 
a re  to  do i s  to  you. Do n o t  in c lu d e  how you a re  to  do th e  jo b .  There 
i s  a n o th e r  d im ension .

To ran k  t h i s  dim ension, assume t h a t  the  lower th e  s c a le  number, the  
lower the  goa l c l a r i t y  ( th e  l e s s  c l e a r  the  goa ls  o f  the  jo b ) .

1 I . I d l e  m i l l i o n a i r e
2
3

I I . Hobo

4
5 I I I . T ra in  d i r e c t o r

IV. P r i v a t e  d e te c t iv e
V. R ece iv ing  s to r e s  s u p e r v i s o r

6 VI. E d u c a tio n a l  d i r e c t o r
7 V II. N otary  p u b l ic
8 V II I . Canvas cover r e p a i r  foreman
9 IX. Bench c a r p e n te r

10 X. C h i l i  maker
11 XI. Axle assem bler

P la c e  the  code numbers o f  jo b s  c o rre sp o n d in g  in  s t r u c t u r e  to th e  
anchor jo b s  shown on the  s c a le  d i r e c t l y  above those  anchor j o b s .  I f  
t h e re  i s  no anchor job  above the  number on th e  s c a l e ,  you can s t i l l  p la ce  
your job  th e re  i f  d e s i r e d .

Dimension I I

G o a l-p a th  m u l t i p l i c i t y .  This i s  th e  degree  to  which th e  problems 
enco u n te red  in  the  job  can be so lv ed  by a v a r i e t y  o f  p rocedures  (number 
o f  d i f f e r e n t  p a th s  to  the  g o a l—number o f  a l t e r n a t i v e s  in  pe rfo rm ing  the  
job--num ber o f  d i f f e r e n t  ways the  problems t y p i c a l l y  enco u n te red  in  the  
job  can be s o lv e d ) .
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R efer to  the  jo b  d e s c r ip t i o n s  f o r  Dimension I I .  Then th in k  o f  y o u r­
s e l f  as the  p e rso n  a s s ig n e d  the  jo b ,  and remembering t h a t  you have a l r e a d y  
e v a lu a te d  the  job  i n  terms o f  what i s  ex p ec ted ,  now s h i f t  and th in k  o f 
how you a re  to  do the  jo b .  How many ways a re  th e re  to  accom plish  the  
goal?  To what e x te n t  i s  p lan n in g  n e c e s sa ry  to  d ec ide  how to  do th e  job?

To rank  t h i s  d im ension , assume t h a t  the  lower th e  s c a le  number, the  
lower the  g o a l -p a th  m u l t i p l i c i t y  ( th e  l e s s  p a th s  th e r e  a r e  to  th e  g o a l ) .

1 I . Date p u l l e r
2 I I . O f f - l i n e  assem bler
3 I I I . B i l l i n g  c l e r k
4 IV. Form b u i l d e r
5 V. D ra f t in g  c l e r k
6 VI. R eceiv ing  and s to r e s  s u p e rv is o r
7 V II. Dance h a l l  in s p e c to r

V I I I . C hief c l e r k
8 IX. Buyer
9 X. B ro ad cas t  d i r e c t o r

10 XI. Research en g in ee r
11

P la c e  code numbers o f  jobs  co rre spond ing  in  s t r u c t u r e  to  anchor jobs  
shown on the  s c a le  d i r e c t l y  above anchor jo b s .  I f  th e re  a r e  no anchor 
jo b s  above th e  number on th e  s c a l e ,  you can s t i l l  p la c e  your job  th e re  
i f  d e s i r e d .

Dimension I I I

D ec is io n  v e r i f i a b i l i t y .  This i s  th e  degree to  which the  " c o r r e c t ­
n e s s "  o f  the  s o lu t io n s  o r  d e c is io n s  t y p i c a l l y  encoun te red  i n  a jo b  can 
g e n e r a l ly  be dem onstra ted  by appea l to  a u t h o r i t y  o r  a u t h o r i t a t i v e  sou rce  
( e . g . ,  the  census  o f  1960), by l o g i c a l  p rocedures  ( e . g . ,  m athem atica l  
d e m o n s t ra t io n ) ,  o r  by feedback ( e . g . ,  exam ination  o f  consequences o f  
d e c i s io n ,  as i n  a c t i o n  t a s k s ) .

R efer  to  th e  job  d e s c r ip t i o n s  fo r  Dimension I I I .  Then th in k  o f  yo u r­
s e l f  as the  p e rso n  a s s ig n e d  the  job  and ask  y o u r s e l f  to  what e x t e n t  i t  i s  
p o s s ib le  f o r  you o r  o th e r s  e v a lu a t in g  your work to  know w hether th e  jo b  
has  been done " c o r r e c t l y "  o r  n o t .  A time sequence i s  im p lied  h e r e .  For 
some jo b s  i t  i s  never  p o s s ib le  to  know the  c o r r e c tn e s s  o f  the  d e c i s io n .
For o th e r  jobs  i t  i s  p o s s ib l e  to  know b u t  on ly  a f t e r  a long  p e r io d  o f 
tim e, say , one y ear  o r  more. For o th e r s  i t  i s  p o s s ib le  to  know im m ediate ly  
o r  w i th in  a o n e -y ea r  p e r io d .

To ran k  t h i s  d im ension, assume t h a t  the  lower th e  s c a le  number, the  
lower the  d e c i s io n  v e r i f i a b i l i t y  ( th e  l e s s  ways th e r e  a r e  to  v e r i f y  job  
d e c i s i o n s ) .
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1
2
0

I . S o c ia l  w e lfa re  r e s e a rc h
ij
4 I I . Design e n g in ee r
5 I I I . S e rv ic e  d i r e c t o r
6 IV. Buyer
7 V. Cameraman
8 VI. Account a n a ly s t
9 VII. C abinet assem bler

V I I I . F i l e  c l e r k
10 IX. O f f - l i n e  assem bler
11 X. Nut and b o l t  s o r t e r

P la c e  code numbers o f  jobs  c o rre sp o n d in g  in  s t r u c t u r e  to  anchor jobs 
shown on the s c a le  d i r e c t l y  above anchor jo b s .  I f  th e r e  i s  no anchor 
job  above the number on the  s c a l e ,  you can s t i l l  p la c e  your job  th e re  i f  
d e s i r e d .

Dimension IV

S o lu t io n  s p e c i f i c i t y .  This i s  the  degree  to  which th e re  i s  g e n e ra l ly  
more th a n  one " c o r r e c t  s o lu t io n "  in v o lv ed  i n  ta sk s  which t y p i c a l l y  make up 
a jo b .  Some ta s k s ,  e . g . ,  a r i th m e t i c  problem s, have on ly  one s o lu t io n  th a t  
i s  a c c e p ta b le ;  o th e re  have two or more, e . g . ,  a s o r t i n g  ta sk  where items 
to  be s o r t e d  have s e v e ra l  d im ensions; and s t i l l  o th e r s  have an a lm ost 
i n f i n i t e  number o f p o s s ib le  s o l u t i o n s ,  each o f  which may be e q u a l ly  as 
good as  o th e r s .  For example, c o n s id e r  human r e l a t i o n s  problems o r  many 
problems managers must make d e c is io n s  ab o u t.

R efer  to  the  job  d e s c r ip t i o n s  f o r  Dimension IV. Then th in k  o f  your­
s e l f  as  the  p e rso n  who must d ec id e  w hether ta sk s  t y p i c a l l y  f a l l i n g  w i th in  
a g iven  job  have been perform ed c o r r e c t l y  o r  n o t .  Ask y o u r s e l f  how d i f ­
f i c u l t  i t  would be to  decide  th e  r e l a t i v e  c o r r e c t n e s s  o f  th e  ta s k  s o lu t io n  
o f  two people  who have been a s s ig n e d  a  g iven  ta s k  as a p a r t  o f  t h e i r  job 
and have come up w ith  q u i te  d i f f e r e n t  answ ers.

Where th e r e  a re  a number o f  s o lu t io n s  which m ight be e q u a l ly  a c c e p t­
a b le ,  you a re  d e a l in g  w ith  a job  low in  s o l u t i o n  s p e c i f i c i t y .

To rank t h i s  dim ension, assume th a t  th e  lower the  s c a le  number, the 
lower th e  s o lu t io n  s p e c i f i c i t y  ( th e  more c o r r e c t  s o lu t io n s  th e re  a r e ) .

1 I . S o c ia l  w e lfa re  r e s e a rc h
2 I I . Research en g in ee r
3 I I I . Dancer
4 IV. B roadcas t news a n a ly s t
5 V, S e rv ic e  manager
6 VI. Warehouse manager
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7 'VII. Cane c u t t e r
8 V III . E l e c t r i c a l  a ssem bler
9 IX. C an d y -cu tt in g  machine g i r l

10 X. D airy  maid
11 XI. B a r re l  d r a in e r

P lace  code numbers o f  jo b s  c o rre sp o n d in g  in  s t r u c t u r e  to  anchor jobs  
shown on the s c a le  d i r e c t l y  above anchor jo b s .
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APPENDIX D

POSITION POWER

I n d ic a te  the  p o s i t i o n  power f o r  each le a d e r  in  the  s tudy  by answ ering 
yes o r  no to  th e  fo l lo w in g  q u e s t io n s :

1. Can th e  s u p e r v i s o r  recommend su b o rd in a te  rewards and 
punishment to  h i s  boss?

2 . Can th e  s u p e r v is o r  pun ish  o r  reward su b o rd in a te s  on 
h i s  own?

3. Can th e  s u p e rv is o r  recommend prom otion o r  demotion o f  
su b o rd in a te s?

4 . Can th e  s u p e r v i s o r  promote o r  demote su b o rd in a te s  on 
h i s  own?

5 . Does th e  s u p e r v i s o r ' s  s p e c i a l  knowledge a llow  him to  
d ec id e  how s u b o rd in a te s  a re  to  proceed on t h e i r  jo b s?

6. Can th e  s u p e r v i s o r  g ive  su b o rd in a te s  a g e n e ra l  idea  
o f  what they  a re  to  do?

7. Can the  s u p e r v is o r  s p e c i f i c a l l y  i n s t r u c t  su b o rd in a te s  
concern ing  what they  a re  to  do?

8 . I s  an im p o r tan t  p a r t  o f  th e  s u p e r v i s o r 's  job  to  m o t i ­
v a te  h i s  s u b o rd in a te s?

9. I s  an im p o r tan t  p a r t  o f  th e  s u p e r v i s o r 's  job  to  e v a l ­
u a te  su b o rd in a te  perform ance?

10. Does the  s u p e r v is o r  have a g r e a t  d ea l  o f  knowledge about 
the  jobs  under him b u t  r e q u i r e  h i s  su b o rd in a te s  to  do 
them?

11. Can th e  s u p e r v is o r  su p e rv is e  and e v a lu a te  su b o rd in a te  
jo b s?

12. Does the  s u p e r v i s o r  know b o th  h i s  own and h i s  su b o rd i ­
n a t e s '  jobs  so t h a t  he co u ld  f i n i s h  su b o rd in a te  work 
h im s e l f  i f  i t  were n e c e s sa ry  and he had enough time?

13. Has th e  s u p e r v is o r  been g iv en  an o f f i c i a l  t i t l e  by the  
company which d i f f e r e n t i a t e s  him from h i s  su b o rd in a te s?
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APPENDIX E

GROUP PERFORMANCE

Rate th e  perform ance o f  each group in  the  s tu d y .  C i r c le  th e  one response 
which b e s t  answers each o f  th e  fo llow ing  s i x  q u e s t io n s :

A -  E x c e l le n t  
B -  Very good 
C - Good 
D - Average 
E - F a i r  
F - Poor 
G - Inadequate

1. Rate the  q u a l i t y  of t h e i r  performance A B C D E F G

2. R ate t h e i r  a b i l i t y  to  perform  the job A B C D E F G

3. Rate t h e i r  e f f o r t  p u t  f o r t h  on the  job A B C D E F G

4. Rate t h e i r  i n i t i a t i v e  in  perform ing  the  job A B C D E F G

5. Rate t h e i r  a b i l i t y  to  perform  the job 
w ith o u t  guidance A B C D E F G

6. Rate the q u a n t i ty  o f  work they  perform  on 
the  job A B c D E F G
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APPENDIX F

LEADER BEHAVIOR DESCRIPTION (LBDQ)

Purpose of the  Q u es t io n n a ire

On th e  fo l lo w in g  page i s  a l i s t  o f  items th a t  may be used  to  
d e sc r ib e  the  b eh av io r  o f  your s u p e r v is o r .  Each item  d e sc r ib e s  a s p e c i f i c  
k in d  o f b e h av io r ,  b u t  does n o t  ask  you to  ju d g e  w hether the  b eh av io r  i s  
d e s i r a b l e  or u n d e s i r a b le .  Although some item s may appear s im i l a r ,  they  
ex p ress  d i f f e r e n c e s  t h a t  a r e  im p o r tan t  in  th e  d e s c r ip t io n  o f  l e a d e r s h ip .  
Each item  should  be c o n s id e re d  as a s e p a ra te  d e s c r ip t i o n .  This i s  n o t  a 
t e s t  o f  a b i l i t y  o r  c o n s is te n c y  in  making answ ers . I t s  on ly  purpose i s  to
make i t  p o s s ib le  fo r  you to d e s c r ib e ,  as a c c u r a te ly  as you can, th e  behav­
i o r  o f  your s u p e r v is o r .

Note: The term "group" as employed in  the  fo llow ing  i tem s ,
r e f e r s  to  a departm en t, d i v i s i o n ,  o r  o th e r  u n i t  of o rg a n iz a t io n  t h a t  i s  
su p e rv ise d  by the  p e rso n  b e in g  d e sc r ib e d .

The term "members" r e f e r s  to  a l l  th e  people in  th e  u n i t  o f  
o r g a n iz a t io n  t h a t  i s  s u p e rv is e d  by th e  p e rso n  being  d e sc r ib e d .

Draw a c i r c l e  around one o f  the  f i v e  numbers ( 1 2  3 4 5) f o l ­
lowing each item  to  show the  answer you have s e le c te d .

1 = Always
2 = O ften
3 = O c ca s io n a l ly
4 = Seldom
5 « Never

' 1 He a c ts  as th e  spokesman o f  th e  group 1 2 3 4 5
2 He w a its  p a t i e n t l y  f o r  the  r e s u l t s  o f  a d e c is io n 1 2 3 4 5
3 He l e t s  group members know what i s  expec ted  o f  them 1 2 3 4 5
4 He i s  h e s i t a n t  abou t ta k in g  i n i t i a t i v e  in  the  group 1 2 3 4 5
5 He i s  f r i e n d l y  and app roachab le 1 2 3 4 5
6 He makes a c c u ra te  d e c is io n s 1 2 3 4 5
7 He g e ts  a long  w e l l  w i th  th e  people  above him 1 2 3 4 5
8 He p u b l i c i z e s  the  a c t i v i t i e s  o f  the  group 1 2 3 4 5

9 He becomes anxious when he  canno t f in d  ou t what
i s coming n ex t 1 2 3 4 5

10 His arguments a re  conv inc ing 1 2 3 4 5
11 He encourages the  u se  o f  un iform  procedures 1 2 3 4 5
12 He perm its  the  members to  use  t h e i r  own judgment

in  so lv in g  problems 1 2 3 4 5
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15

16

17

18
19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27
28

29

30

31
32

33

34

35

36

37
38

39

40

41

42

43

44
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He f a i l s  to  take  n e c e s sa ry  a c t i o n  1 2  3 4 5

He does l i t t l e  th in g s  to  make i t  p l e a s a n t  to  be a
member o f  the  group 1 2  3 4 5

He s t r e s s e s  b e in g  ahead of competing groups 1 2  3 4 5

He keeps the  group working to g e th e r  as  a team 1 2  3 4 5

He keeps the  group i n  good s ta n d in g  w ith  h ig h e r
a u t h o r i t y  1 2  3 4 5

He speaks as th e  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  o f  th e  group 1 2  3 4 5
He a rgues  p e r s u a s iv e ly  fo r  h i s  p o in t  o f  view 1 2  3 4 5

He t r i e s  ou t h i s  id e a s  in  th e  group 1 2  3 4 5

He l e t s  o th e r  pe rsons  take  away h i s  le a d e r s h ip
i n  the  group 1 2  3 4 5

He p u ts  su g g es tio n s  made by th e  group in to
o p e r a t io n  1 2  3 4 5

He seems a b le  to  p r e d i c t  what i s  coming n ex t 1 2  3 4 5

He i s  working h a rd  f o r  a p rom otion  1 2  3 4 5

He speaks fo r  the  group when v i s i t o r s  a re  p r e s e n t  1 2  3 4 5

He a c c e p ts  de lays  w i th o u t  becoming u p s e t  1 2  3 4 5
He makes h i s  a t t i t u d e s  c l e a r  to  the  group 1 2  3 4 5

He l e t s  the  members do t h e i r  work th e  way they
th in k  b e s t  1 2  3 4 5

He l e t s  some members take advantage  o f  him 1 2  3 4 5

He t r e a t s  a l l  group members a s  h i s  eq u a ls  1 2  3 4 5

He keeps the  work moving a t  a r a p id  pace 1 2  3 4 5

He s e t t l e s  c o n f l i c t s  when th ey  occur in  the  group 1 2  3 4 5

His s u p e r io r s  a c t  fa v o ra b ly  on most o f  h i s
su g g es t io n s  1 2  3 4 5

He r e p r e s e n t s  th e  group a t  o u ts id e  m eetings  1 2  3 4 5

He d ec id e s  what s h a l l  be done and how i t  s h a l l
be done 1 2  3 4 5

He a s s ig n s  a t a s k ,  th en  l e t s  the  members h and le  i t  1 2  3 4 5
He g iv e s  advance n o t i c e  of changes 1 2  3 4 5
He pushes fo r  in c re a s e d  p ro d u c t io n  1 2  3 4 5

Things u s u a l l y  tu rn  o u t  as he  p r e d i c t s  1 2  3 4 5

He en jo y s  the  p r i v i l e g e s  o f h i s  p o s i t i o n  1 2  3 4 5

He h an d les  complex problems e f f i c i e n t l y  1 2  3 4 5

He a s s ig n s  group members to  p a r t i c u l a r  ta sk s  1 2  3 4 5

He backs down \dien he ought to  s tan d  f i rm  1 2  3 4 5

He keeps to  h im s e l f  1 2  3 4 5
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He i s  a c c u ra te  in  p r e d i c t in g  the  t re n d  o f  ev en ts  1 2  3 4 5

He g e ts  h i s  s u p e r io r s  to  a c t  f o r  the  w e l f a re  o f  the
group members 1 2  3 4 5

He g e ts  swamped by d e t a i l s  1 2  3 4 5

He can w a i t  j u s t  so long , then  blows up 1 2  3 4 5

He makes s u re  t h a t  h i s  p a r t  in  the  group i s  u n d e r­
s to o d  by th e  group members 1 2  3 4 5

He i s  r e l u c t a n t  to  a llow  the  members any freedom
o f  a c t i o n  1 2  3 4 5

He looks o u t  f o r  the  p e rso n a l  w e lfa re  o f  group
members 1 2  3 4 5
He p e rm its  the  members to  take  i t  easy  in  t h e i r  work 1 2  3 4 5

He sees  to  i t  t h a t  the  work o f  the  group i s  c o o rd in a ­
te d  1 2 3 4 5

His word c a r r i e s  w eigh t w ith  h i s  s u p e r io r s  1 2  3 4 5

He g e ts  th in g s  a l l  tan g led  up 1 2  3 4 5

He i s  an i n s p i r i n g  t a l k e r  1 2  3 4 5

He schedu les  the  work to  be done 1 2  3 4 5

He i s  w i l l i n g  to  make changes 1 2  3 4 5

He h e lp s  group members s e t t l e  t h e i r  d i f f e r e n c e s  1 2  3 4 5

He g e ts  what he asks  f o r  from h i s  s u p e r io r s  1 2  3 4 5

He can reduce  a madhouse to  system and o rd e r  1 2  3 4 5
He pe rsu ad es  o th e r s  t h a t  h i s  ideas  a r e  to  t h e i r
advan tage  1 2  3 4 5

He m a in ta in s  d e f i n i t e  s tan d a rd s  of perform ance 1 2  3 4 5

He r e f u s e s  to  e x p la in  h i s  a c t io n s  1 2  3 4 5

He a n t i c i p a t e s  problems and p lan s  f o r  them 1 2  3 4 5

He i s  working h i s  way to  the  top 1 2  3 4 5

He g e ts  confused  when too many demands a re  made o f him 1 2  3 4 5

He w o rr ie s  abou t the  outcome o f  any new p ro ced u re  1 2  3 4 5

He can i n s p i r e  en thusiasm  f o r  a p r o j e c t  1 2  3 4 5
He asks  t h a t  group members fo l lo w  s ta n d a rd  r u l e s
and r e g u l a t i o n s  1 2  3 4 5
He p e rm its  th e  group to  s e t  i t s  own pace 1 2  3 4 5
He a c t s  w i th o u t  c o n s u l t in g  th e  group 1 2  3 4 5

He keeps th e  group working up to c a p a c i ty  1 2  3 4 5

He m a in ta in s  a c lo s e ly  k n i t  group 1 2  3 4 5

He m a in ta in s  c o r d i a l  r e l a t i o n s  w ith  s u p e r io r s  1 2  3 4 5
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