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THE PROCESS OF SUPERVISION IN THE
COMTEXT OF MOTIVATION THEORYl
Tove Helland Hammer H. Peter Dachler

University of Maryland

The role of the supervisor and the characteristics of those organiza-
tional members who fill this role have been the source of extensive research
and much speculation in organizational and social psychology. Despite a
plethora of data on leadership and supervision, however, the process or the
psychological meaning of supervision remains unclear. Supervisiory correlates
of worker behavior and attitudes have been found, but relatively little is
known about why these relationships exist and what psychological process they
represent.

The definition of the concept of supervision and the understanding of
the inherent psychologizal processes have been impaired by the heavy reliance
on the behavioristic tradition of usinc ''correlations without explanations'.
Locke (1970a) describes this methodology as:

Stressing both conceptually and experimentally, the
temporal and spatial correlations between observed

events without attempting to explain the reasons for
or causes of these correlations. By implication or

lPreparation of this paper was supported in part by the Personnel and Train-
ing Research Programs, Psychological Science Division, Office of Naval Re-
search under Contract Mo. NOOO14-67-A-0239-0025, Contract Authority ldenti-
fication Number, NR 151-350. The authors acknowledge the assistance and
cooperation from the members of the organization involved in the research
reported in this paper. The research on which this paper was based was

made possible by financial support from the Department of Psychology of the
University of Maryland. Computer time was provided by the Computer Science
Center of the University of Maryland.




design, this policy disregards the attributes of tne

entities being observed and focuses solely upon the

actions themselves (p. 2).
1he extensive array of empirical findings and the concepcual izations deriving
from the "behavioristic" methodology have been interesting in parts, but hardly
comforting in their inconsistency and inability to provide clearer answers
about the nature of supervision in organizations.

The present paper will briefly summarize the broad traditional conceptual
and empirical approaches to supervisior. A new approach to studying the super-
vision process which is emerging in the literature will bc discussed and evalu-
ated on the basis of available research and Jata collected by the present
authors. Finally, an alternacive conceptualization will be outlined which de-
parts from the behavioristic methodology and may provide a better starting
point for validating the construct of supervision.

Although this paper will use the terms leadership and supervision inter-
changeably, the focus of our discussion will be on formal leadership, where
it is clear what position or role in an organization fulfills the functions
of leadership. While the management philosophies of power equalization and
participation have a direct bearing on supervision in organization, they
will not be included in the current discussion since these organizational
philosophies imply more than what is traditionally understood in the concept
of supervision and leadership. For reasons of space, the authors decided to
eliminate from the discussion a number of very interesting but more isolated
research efforts concerning supervision (e.g., Pelz, 1952; Rosen, 1969; Yukl,
1971) and to concentrate on approaches to supervision which represent more

programatic research efforts.

"An expanded version of this concept can be found in Locke, 1972.




Traditioral Aporoach2s to Suprervision and Lecczrship

A. The trait approach: The rescarch on supervision has moved throuch
stages of differing emphasis on various variables. Early research efforts
ware davoted to discovering specific personality characteristics which dis~
tinguished leacders from non-leaders. This search for leadership traits was
based on the assumption that effective leadership is a function of a trait
cr a combination of traits, where any leader possessing these qualities wouid
be effective irrespective of situational, task or follower characteristics.

In general, the research shcwed little convergence on specific characteristics
of effective leaders. Attempts at finding physiological correlates of leader-
chip effectiveness did not meet with success (Gibb, 1969). Likewise, surveys

of research linking personality traits of the supervisor to work group behaviors
shoved lack of consistent relationships between lcader personality and effec-
tiveness (Bass, 1960; Mann, 1959; Stog4ill, 1948). Other research efforts,
however, have found certain personality traits and characteristics to predict
managerial effectiveness (Ghiselli, 1555, 19€3; Pandle, 1956), indicating

that the trait approach may have some merit at least in a qu;ly predictive
sense.

B. The behavior approach: The early failura to isolate specific leader
traits led to a research interest in specific surervisor behaviors or super-
visory styles. The Ohio Stats University studies of leadership and supervision
i~olated, through factor analytic techniques, two major dimensions of perceived
lcader behavior ¢Hemphill & Coons, 1957; Fleishman et al., 1955). The one
dimension, consideration, refers to the supervisor's employee-orientation, his
concern for the individual subordinate and the functioning of his work group

26 3 social unit. The second dimension, initiation of structure, refers to




the supervisor's production orientation; his organization of the work group
to achieve organizational goals. ’
Uther researchers, using various zpproachzs to the problem of determin-
ing effective supervisory behaviors, found that supervisors of high and low
production and morale groups behaved differently towards their subordinates
(Katz et al., 1950; Kahn, 1956; Likert, 1961). Supervisors of effective work
groups were fourd to exhibit employee~-centered supervision, while supervisors
of ineffective groups were found to engage primarily in production-centered
behavior. Later studies showed that effective supervisors engaged in both
employee and production oriented behavior (Kahn & Katz, 1960), indicating
that the two dimensions of leader behavior were not ends of the same cortinuum
but rather independent factors.
Research and theory construction on the dimensionality of supervisory
. behavior produced a number of different dimensions purportedly contributing
to work group productivity and job satisfaction. (For a good summary of
this research, see Bowers & Seashore, 1966). Empirical investigations on
the differential effectiveness of supervisory behaviors have produced incon-
sistent results for work group performance, job satisfaction, absenteeism
and turnover. While the superiority of the democratic, employee-centered,
open supervision has found some support (Coch & French, 1948; Mann & Hoffman,
1960; Likert, 1961; Tannenbaum, 1968), other studies have failed to support
this claim (Argyle et al., 1958; Day & Hamblin, 196l+; Morse & Reimer, 1956;
Veen, 1972) Korman's (1966) review of research on consideration and initia-
tion of structure shows that the relationships between these styles of super-

vision and worker behaviors and attitudes are often weak and inconsistent.




C. 7The contingency approach: Some recearche:s (eg. Hamphill, 194);
Fiedler, 1967) recognized that what a lcader is or what ke does cannot te in-
dzpendent of the situation in which he has to function. Therefore researchers
started to look at situational moderators of the relationship between lcader
traits, styles, or behaviors and subordinates' attitudes and behaviors.
Fiedler (1967) for example, defining leadership as an influencc process, post-
ulated that the effect of different styles of supervision and subordinates'
performance is contingent upon the amount of influence a given work situation
21lows the supervisor to have over his subordinates. in work situations which
are either highly favorable or unfavorable for the supervisor (i.e., where hz
enjoys high or low influence) a task oriented leadership tyle was hypothesized
to lead to work group effectiveness. When the work situation is of intermed-
iate favorability, a personal relationship style should be positively related
to subordinates' performance. Research to test the validity of the contingency
mcdel has yielded only weak support for it. Predicted relationships between
suparvisory styles and work group performance across situations differing in
favorability for the supervisor have not materialized, as researchers have
reported insignificant results (Hill, 1959; Hunt, 1967) and relationships
opnosite to those predicted from the model (Graen et al., 1970; Hitchell,
1969). A recent review of the research of Fiedler and his associates con-
cludes, in fact, that the predictive validity of the contingency model is

very limited (Graen et al., 1970).

Some Comments about Traditional Approaches

It is clear that the traditional approaches to the study of leadershirp
and supervision have uncovered some interest.ng relationships between super-

visor characteristics, leadership styles cnd worker reactions. |f one defines




suvccess of a leadership study approach in terms ~f its ability to repreatedly
(although not always consistently) acco..i. for or predict scme of the variance
in subordinates' attitudes, perceptions, or overt behaviors, then the tradi-
ticnal approaches to the study of leadership must be viewed as having been
moderately successful. However, if one argues, as these authors are doing,
that the success of a research approach has to be assessed in terms of its
contribution to the scientific meaning of the concept being studied or to the

understanding of the psychological determinants of the observed relationships,

chen the traditional approaches to the study of leadership have been rather
disappointing. This is especially true in view of the inconsistency of re-

search results (which detracts even from the less demanding ''predictability"!

criterion of research success), the lack of significant preakthroughs in the

understanding of the concept of leadership, and the siow, cumbersome progress
dilineated in the leadership literature o-er the considerable time span in
which the traditional research approaches have been used. This is not to

say that the traditional research paradiums were scientifically useless. In
the absence of any systematic definition of leadership or supervision the
establishment of replicable empirical relationships between leader charactzr-
istics and subordinate behavior represented a necessary precondition for the
more sophisticated approaches which must follow.

The disappointing contribution to the understanding of the nature of
leadership or supervision in organizations of the trait and the behavioral
epproaches is thus not ascribed to the emphasis that these approaches have
put on supervisory traits and worker reactions. Rather, it is felt that the
inconsistent results and their relatively small contribution to the delineation

of the leadership concept are a consequence of the lack of recognition that




the nature of leadership or supervision cannot be understood by solely focus-
ing on temporal and spatial correlations between observed supervisor charac-
teristics (whether they be traits or behaviors) and observed subordinate
verbal reports or over behaviors. Ws need to know, for example why certain
managerial personality traits result in more effective management (Chiselli,
1956, 1963; Randle, 1956) and how these traits interact with the leadership
environment to result in higher values on some effectiveness crition. The
search for these underlying reasons or psychological processes rcquires con-

ceptualization and operational definition of the psychological entities which

may be involved in the leadership process, and the establishment of what leader
and subordinate characteristics as well as environmentai conditfons are part
of these entities or how they interact with these entities.

The contingency approaches to leadership already represent a more soph-
isticated view of leadership, in that leadership, rather than being defined
as an absolute set of relatively static traits or styles, is conceptualijzed
as a dynamic characteristic which should change as a function of certain situa-
tional conditions. Thus a first step in delineating the process of leadership
was taken. However the contingency model, especially the widely knowr Fiezler
contingency model (Figdler, 1967), describes what happens to work group per~
formance, given the existence of certain supervisory styles and situational
conditions, but it does not explain how the execution of the particular leader
style influences group members' behavior. |In addition, although Fiedler (1967)
and other leadership researchers have spoken of leadership in terms of an
influence process, the research emphasis has not been on the total process as

such, but has focused on limited aspects of the influencing agent. Despite

the existence of a number of promising approaches to the concept of influence




ic social psychology (e.g., Cartwright © Zander, 1968; Thibaut & Kelly, 1953),
racearch efforts and conceptaiizations of supervision in organizations have
paid too little attention to the psychological processes inherent in the con-
cept of influence. The objects of prediction in studies of supervisory effec-
tiveness have becen the behaviors and attitudes of the subordinates. Yet few
researchers have looked at the group member as an integral part of the leader-
ship process. Students of leadership have examined the leader ard in some
cases the situation, but they have largely ignored the psychology of the led.
in other words, the psychological meaning or definition of supervision is
likely to remain ambiguous and untractable unless subordinate motivation and
attitude formation is integrated into the concept of leadership. Consequentiy,
the influence process of supervisiom might be profitably analyzed within the
context of a theory of worker motivation and satisfaction. Some recent re-
szarch efforts have attempted to take such an approach to the study of !eader-

ship in organizations.

A Process Apnroach to Leadership

Evans (1970) examined the effects of supervisory consideration and initia-
tion of structure on worker perceptions of path-goal relationships. He emp | oye
a conception of work motivation used by Georgopolous et al. (1957), arguing
that a worker's motivation to engage in a certain behavior is a function of
the perceived instrumentality of that behavior (the path) for the attainment
of his goals, weighted by the importance he attaches to those goals. To in-
fluence subordinates' motivation to behave in certain ways, a supervisor would
have to affect subordinates' perceptions of path-goal instrumentalities, as

this was hypothesized to be the crucial variable in determining a worker's

motivational state (Evans, 1970, p. 280).
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Evans assumed that the s pervisor can affect subordinates' satisfaction
bv facilitating or blocking the attainment of valued outcomes and that he
can affect performance by spelling out contingencies existing between effec-
tive performance and outcome attainment. He argued that supervisory behaviors
falling into the dimension of consideration should irdicate the availability
of desirable outcomes, while initiatinc ~tr -e behaviors of the supervisor
should affect workers' perceptions of .. .-goal instrumentalities. Some sup-
port for the hypothesis that supervisory benavior affects subordinatzs' per-
formance and fBg satisfaction through its influence on perceived path-goal
instrumentalities was found (Evans, 1970). |In particular, supervisory con-
sideration and initiating structure was related to worker performance and job
satisfaction only when supervisory behavior was related to perceptions of
path-goal instrumentalities and attitudes. When supervisory behavior was
not related to subordinates' instrumentality perceptions, supervisory behavior
was not related to worker performance and job satisfaction.

In hypothesizing that supervisor consideration and initiating structure
would influence worker behavior and attitudes through affecting workers' in=-
strumentality perceptinns, Evans (1970) had to make assumptions about the
psychological meaning of the two Ohio State leadership dimensions. He assumed
that a considerate supervisor has a large arsenal of desired rewards available
for distribution and that such a supervisor is willing and able to distribute
these rewards differentially according to each subordinate's needs. He
further assumed that a superviscr who initiates structure will spell out the
contingencies which exist between work related behaviors and work related
outcomes to his subordinates. The subordinates should thus be aware of these

contingencies. Consequently, a supervisor who is both considerate and who in-




itiates structure should influence subordinates' perceptions of path-g02l in=

strumentalities by spelliny out contingencies between workers' behavior and

the likelihood of attaining valued rewards. The validity of these assumptions,
4~ er, remains in need of research.

House (1571) expanding on the path-goal model by adding situational vari=
ables as moderators of the effects of supervisory behavior, argued that super-
visory consideration and initiating structure affect worker performance and
attitudes by inflLencing worker perceptions of path-goal relationships. How-
ever, the rclationships betwsen supervisory behavior and subordinates' behavior
and attitudes are moderated by situational variables, such as the nature of
the task and the influence the supervisor has upward in the organizational
hierarcy. Variations in the relationships between supervisory behavior and
subordinate reactions under different situational conditions come about as a
function of the differential impact the various situational variables have on
subordinates' perceptions. For example, House found some support for the
hypothesis that the relationship between supervisory initiation of structure
and subordinates' performance and attitudes is moderated by task ambiguity.
The more ambiguous the task, the more positively initiation of structure is
related to workers reactions, because supervisory structure supposedly clari-
fies path-goal relaticnships for <ubordinates with ambiguous tasks, thereby
contributing to performance and job satisfaction. If the task is already
structured and the task demands are obvious, however, structure from the
superv sor is viewed as redundait and unnecessary by subordinates and this
leads to dissatisfaction. House's (1971) research does not include direct

measures of path-gual perceptions, however; only direct relationships between

supervisory behavior and worker reactions are assessed. Whether or not the
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supervisory behaviors affect worker perceptions of path-goal relationships in

the assumed way is not yet answered by his data.

An Exploratory Study of Some Assumptions Underlying the Process Approach

According to Evans' (1970) and House's (1971) arguments a supervisor in-
fluences his subordinates' work behavior by influencing their perceptions of
path-goal instrumentalities. The more the supervisor engages in certain be-
haviors, the more he is believed to establish and clarify the paths to the
goals, and consequently, the more accurate should his subordinates' perceptions

be of the path-goal contingencies existing in the work environment. Accuracy

of path-goal instrumentality perceptions in this respect would mean that the
perceptions held by subordinates are close to the contingencies espoused by
the supervisor. When the supervisor engages in the kinds of behavior which
clarify instrumentality perceptions for his subordinates one might expect
that there would be agreement between supervisors and members of their work
groups on perceptions of path-goal contingencies. Following this line of
reasoning, a study was desinged to determine the degree to which supervisory
consideration and initiation of structure were related to supervisor=subor-
dinate agreement on perceptions of behavior-outcome (path-goal) instrumental-
ities. The behaviors chosen for study were 'being regularly present at work"!

and job performance.

Method

Setting and Subjects

The present study was part of a larger investigation of organizational
behavior conducted in a medium sized manufacturing plant located in the Eastern

United States. Subjects were 483 non-supervisory employees and their super-
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visors (21), which represented 66% of the total piant work force. Of the
31 supervisor-subordinate work groups studied, 8 were office work groups and
23 were viork groups directly engagec ir the production process (shop work
groups). All supervisory subjects and the majority of the non-supervisory

subjects were male.

Procedures and Measures

The variables required for the study were assessed with two separate
auesticnnaires. Non-supervisory subjects completed their questionraire on
company time, while supervisors completed their measures on their own time
and returned it to the researchers at the University of Maryland :n a pre-
stamped envelope. Participation for both groups was voluntary. A consider-
able amount of time was spent explaining the study to all employees and assur-
ing the confidentiality of their responses. Employees were asked to put their
names on their questionnaire so that supervisor-subordinate work groups could
e identified.

The instruments used in this study came in part from a study designzd
to construct validate an expectancy-instrumentality-task goal model of work
motivation (Dachler & Mobley, in press). The measures were developed on the
basis of previous instruments used in instrumentality theory research and in-
terviews with supervisory and non-supervisory workers of the participating
plant. The measures were thus developed for the particular sample of interest
and consisted of items which were relevant to the respondents. (For a detailed
account of the questionnaire develogment, see Dachler and Mcbley, in press).

Supervisory behavior. The non=-supervisory respondents completed the

Leader Behavior Description Questiovnnaire (Fleishman et al., 1955). The con-

sideration and initiation of structure scales each consisted of 20 items.
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Reliability estimatas of internal consistency (based upon average interitem
correlations using the Spearman-Brown Formula) for the two dimensions were:
(a) consideration: r = .83; (b) structure: r = .78. The intercorrelation
between the two dimensions was: r = =.30 (p = <.01), which is somewhat higher

than those reported by Evans (1970) for a utility work and a hospital sample

(r= .16 and r = .01, respectively) but in line with Fleishman's (1957) report
of =.33 for a production work sample.

Instrumentality neasures. Subordinates' perceptions of the degree to

which being present at work is instrumental in attaining certain outcomes

(or goals) was assessed by having cach respondent rate, on a five-point,
verbally anchored scale, his perceived chances of getting each of 56 outcomes
given that he was regularly present at work. Response alternatives ranged
from '"extremely poor chance'' to ''very good chance'. The present outcomes
fell into six genera) categories: pay, supervision, promotion, working con-
ditions, the work itself and non-work-related outcomes, such as outside in-
terests and family related nutcomes.

Performance-outcome instrumental ity was measured by having each non-
supervisory worker rate his perce{ved chances of getting each of 45 outcomes
given that he was working at each of five specific levels of performance.
Eleven outcomes which appeared 'n the 'being regularly present' instrument-
ality measure were excluded in the assessment of the performance-nutcome in-
strumentalities, since they seemed less relevant as outcomes attainable by
performance.

The supervisors completed identical behavior-outcome contingency measures,

except that a sixth response alternative of '"Don't know'' was available. Each

supervisor rated his subordinates' chances of outcome attainment, given that
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thoy were regularly present at work, and given that they worked at each of -

five levels of performance.

Aralysis

To examine the relationships between supervisory behavior and subordinate
accuracy of instrumentality perceptions, each supervisor's consideration and '
structure score was related to the agreement between the supervisor and his
subordinates on behavicr-outcome contingencies. The unit of analysis was
the work-group, and leadership scores were mean scores across peiceptions of
the leader by his subordinates. By using an average score across subordinates,
it is assumed that the individual supervisor possesses a stable leadership
style. It has been argued that this is not necessarily valid since a super-
visor may show variations in behavior depending upon the individual subor-
dinate's needs and goals, and that therefore subordinates' description of
their supervisor's behavior should not be averaged into an overall descrip-
tion of leader behavior (Graen et al., 1972). Unfortunately, the particular
analyses which were necessary to establish the degree of supervisor-suhordinate
agreement on instrumentality perceptions made it very difficult to use indi~
vidual responses rather than average estimates of those rasponses. Further-
more, the use of mean scores across subordinates has been the most frequent
manner with which supervisory consideration and structure have been assessed
(Fleishman, 1971).

Supervisor-subordinate agreement was assessed by an index of congruence.
in developing the index of congruence, the approach of obtaining discrepancy
scores between the ratings of the supervisor znd his subordinates was rejected.

The utility of a discrepancy score has been questioned by several investigators

(e.g Bereiter, 1953; Cronbach & Furby, 1971; Lord, 1956; Manning & DuBois,
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1962; M:Nemar, 1958), criticizing it as unreliable and giving rise to spuricus
correlations. Instead an index of agreement was obtained in the form of a
Pearsons Product Moment Correlation of supervisor ratings of the instrument-
alities for being present and for performance with subordinates' ratings of
these variables across the 56 ard 45 outcomes, respectively. The zongruence
indices were computed in the following manner: (a) subordinates' ratings of
instrumer.;alities were obtained by computing the mean rating of each behavior-
outcome contingency over subordinates for each supervisor; (b) the supervisor's
ratings of behavior-outcome contingencies were correlated with the mean of

his subordinates' ratings across all outcomes; (c) the correlations of agree-
ment were converted into Fisher's z-scores. The transformed z-score .constituted
the index of congruence for each supervisor-subordinate work group.

By using the mean of subordinates' ratings as the score entering into
the correlation, the assumption was made that subordinates under one super-
visor agree on behavior-outcome contingencies. Inter-rater reliability esti-
mates among subordinates computed for instrumantality perceptions within each
work grcup showed that this assumption was a reasonable one(Spearman-Brown
reliability estimates for the 31 work groups ranged from .23 to .93 with .82
being the median estimate).

Since the sample of supervisors and subordinates employed in this study
included office workers as well as workers engaged in the production process
proper, all analyses involving the behavior of being at work regularly were
done separately on the office and shop work groups, as well as on the totai
sample. Since it was felt that the shop jobs were more structured than the

of fice jobs, and following House's (1971) arguments that the existing structure

of a task may have a bearing on how employees react to the initiation of struc-
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turs by the supervisor, separatz anzlyses were undertaken for the office and
shop groups. Differences between blue and white collar workers in attitudes
and perceptions of leader behavior have been found in other samples {House,
1971).

Perceptions of nerformance-outcome instrumentalities were not assessed
for office employeces and their supervisors, since the type of work engaged
in by the present office sanple (typing, filing, accounting) did not allow
specification of various discrete and easily understood performance levels.
Therefore, all analyses involving perfo: nance-outcome instrumentality percep-

tions are performed on the 23 shop work groups only.

Results

Relationships between supervisory behaviors and supervisor-subordinate
agreement on the instrumentality of being present at work for outcomz =ttain-
ment are shown in Table 1. Supervisor-subordinate ~greement on instrumentality
of being present correlate .54 (p <.0l) with supervisory consideration for
the total sample, while the correlations are .51 (n.s.) and .52 (p <.05) for
the office and shop samples, respectively. The relationships between instru-

mentality of being present congruence and supervisory structure, on the other

hand, are negative and significant for the total sample (-.44, p <.05) and

ncgative but too low to reach significance for the office and shop sub-samples

(=.57, n.s. and -.40, n.s., respactively).

Insert Table | about here
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Table !}

Correlations Between the Indices of Congruence for Present Instrumentality

and Suparvisor Consideration and Structure for the Total, Office and Shon

Sampies
Sample | ndex Consideration Structure N
Total 31
Present Instrumentaiity
Congrucnce Sl - Ll
Revised Present
Instrumentality Congruence . 60 - b3
dffice 8

Present Instrumentality
Congruence .51 -.57

Revised Present
Instrumentality Congruence N -.72%
Shop 23

Present Instrumentality
Congruence .52 -.40

Revised Present
Instrumentality Congruence . 567 -.37

*p «.05
*p < .01
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Tlie index of congruence which was employed o examine the relationchips
between supervisory behavior and work garoup agreement was calculated across
211 56 outcomes used in this study. However, it is possible that the efrect:
of supervisory bchaviors on subordinate instrumental ity perceptions are more
pronounced with regard to outcomes over which the supervisor has in fact some
controcl. From the list of 56 outcomes, 25 vere selected by the researchers
on an a priori basis as peing more than others under the supervisors' control,
and a revised congrucnce index was computed on the basis of these cratcomes.
Correlations between supervisory behavior and the revised index of congruence
arc shown in Table 1. They show basically the same pattern of relationships.
as the correlations involving the original index.

Analyses of the relationships between supervisory behavior and supervisor -
subordirate agreement on performance-outcome contingencies were done for 45
sutcomes across all five levels of pariormance as well as separatcly for each
level of performance. The anclyses for ecch level was undertaken to try to
2stablish for what specific level(s) of performance subordinates would be in
congruence with their supervisors on behavior-outcome probabilities. In cti:s
words, for winat specific level(s) of performance would behavior-outcome con-
tingencies be most accurately perceived by subordinates. The results of these
analyses are presented in Table 2. Wien the congruence index is comouted using
all five levels of performance, suparvisor-subordinate agreement correlates .55
(p <.01) with supervisory consideration and -.36 (n.s.) with structure. It
should be remembered that these correlations are pased on the shop work groups
oniy. When performance insirumentality is broken down by levels of performince,

aowever, it is only for the third level of performance that supervisor-subor-

dinate agreement is sianificantly related to supervisory behaviors.
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Insert Table 2 about here

\lhen the congruence index is recalculated across only those outcomes
over which the supervisor has some control, as defined a priori by the re-
searchers, supervisar-subordinate agreement and supervisory consideration
are again positively related, while congruence and structure are negatively
related. Again, only the correlations for the middle level of performance
are significant.

The pattern of relationships found indicates that although supervisory
consideration and structure may have a bearing upon how workers perceive be-
havior-outcome contingencies, this relationship may not come about quite the
way it has been assumed. There is little indication that structure clarifies
path-goal instrumentalities. Rather, the data seem to indicate that the more
the supervisor initiates structure, the more divergent his subordinates' in-
strumentality perceptions are from his own. The more considerate the super-
visor is perceived to be, on the other hand, the more his subordinates seem
to agree with him on their perceptions of instrumentalities. The fact that
this pattern of results held up for different kinds of behaviors (presence at
work, job performance) over two different sub-samples with widely different
work tasks using two versions of the congruence model strengthens the belief
that these were not random findings. A partial corroboration of these find-
ings can be found in the results reported by Graen, Dansereau and Minami (1972).
These researchers found supervisory consideration to correlate .45 (p <.01)
and .30 (p <.0l) for a managerial staff and an office staff sample, respectively,
with subordinates' perceived chances that working harder would result in higher

performance ratings. Initlation of structure, on the other hand, was not

found to be significantly related to behavior-outcome contingencies.
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Correlations Between Indices of Congruerce for Performance Instrumentality

and Sunervisor Consideration and Structure for 23 Work Groups

index Consideration Structure

Performance Instrumentality
Congruence, all levels of
performance

~erformznce Instrumentality
Congru=nce, Level 1

Level 2

Level 3

Level 4’

Level 5
Revised Performance
instrumentality Congruence

Level 1

Level 2

Level 3

Level 4

Level 5




Discussion

Evaluation of the Current Process Approach

in seeking to understand the relationships obtained in this study, as
well as the data presented by Evans (1970), House (1971) and Graen et al.
(1972) one is confronted by the lack of explicit conceptualization concern=
ing the nature of the two leadership dimensions of consideration and structure
and their impact on worker motivaticn and job attitudes. Evans (1370) and
House (1971), for example, had to make vague and probably oversimplified as-
sumptions in order to relate the two leadership dimensions to path-goal mot i va-
tion variables and to explain the observed correlations. Looking at the pre-
sent data and those reported by Graen et al. (1972) additional assumptions,
equally vague and simplified, could be made.

There is no reason why it could not be argued, for example, that the
consideration behaviors of the supervisor as well as his structuring behaviors
can communicate to, or serve as cues for, subordinates as to what the behavior-
outcome contingencies may be in the organization. When the supervisor helps
his subordinates attain a desired outcome, such as praise or an exciting work
task, and the supervisor does this for people who are regularly present at
work, or who perform at a certain level, but not for others, the subordinates
are actually experiencing behavior-outcome contingencies. Thus, as rewards
are provided by considerate supervisors contingent upon certain subordinates'
behaviors, workers may become aware of the instrumentality of their behavior
for outcome attainment. The effects of work experience on the strengths of

perceived instrumentalities have been indicated by Graen (1969) and Dachler

& Mobley (in press). Evans (1970) also report evidence that consideration is
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related to instrumentality perceptions, a finding which wes replicated by
Hammer (1972).

The fact that supervisor-subordinate agreemcnt on perceived instrument-
alities was related to consideration onl; for the middle level of performance
may be related to the finding ihat the mean level of per{ornance among the
five possible performance leve!s for which crployees indicated their hichest
motivation (as indexed vy the maximum expected utility) was 3.48 (Dechler &
Mobley, in press). Furthermore interviews with both supervisors and subordinates
conducted as a preliminary step to the questionnaire development, indicated
hat the middle (third) level of performance was the level at which the major-
ity of employees worked, and this performance level was corsidered quite ac-
ceptable by many of the supervisors, Thus, if the middle performance level
was considered a norm, then respondents in the present sample may have exper=~
ienced behavior-outcome relationships more for the middle level of performance
than for the extreme ends of the performarce level continuum.

So far, the relationships observed between the supervisory dimensions of
consideration and structure and path-goal or behavior-outcome motivation vari-
ables have been interesting and interpretable after the fact with the halp
of some simple assumptions. Unfortunately, due to the lack of specific con-
ceptualization about the psychological meaning of consideration and structure
and their causal relations to the psychological entities involved in worker
motivation, these relationships are of limited value in helping us define the
nature of supervision and its causal influence on worker attitudes and behaviors.
Thus, for example, there is little basis upon which one might investigate

whether the negative relationships between structuring behavior and supervisor=

subordinate agreement on behavior-outcome contingencies are mainly due to the
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lack of independence between consideration and structure (r = ~.30, p «.01),
or whether additional assumptions about the psychologica: weaning of the
structure dimension might "explain'' the obtained relationships.

As was argued earlier, merely looking at correlations between observed
events provides insufficient basis for defiring the nature of supervision.
This is particularly true in the case where it is not clear what psychological
phenomena or construct these observed events represent. Since the Ohio State
leadership dimensions were derived from successive factor analyses of responses
to a large pool of items, which were not derived from a well specified con-
struct or universe (Loevinger, 1957), it is not clear what construct or psycho-
logical phenomena these leadership dimensions are actually measuring. Simil~
arly, the psychological meaning of the terms ''path'' and Y'goal'’, as these terms
have been used in researching work motivation (Miner & Dachler, 1972), is
still very vague. Therefore attempts to combine two theories which have
emerged from different traditions and which are rather meager in their con~
ceptualization of the phenomena they supposedly describe, is not likely to
lead to rapid progress in understanding the nature of leadership and super~
vision in organizations (Miner & Dachler, 1973).

The need for construct validation. The assessment of the concept of

leadership and supervision involves validation of measures under circumstances
which, at the present at least, make it impossible to accept a set of opera-
tions as an adequate definition of what is to be measured. In view of the
lack of acceptable criteria for the concepts of leadership and supervision,
the meaning of these construccs has to be established through the process of
construct validation (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955), a validation process which re=

quires the existence of a nomological network. In other words it ..to make
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clear what something is mezans to set forth thz laws in which it cccurs (Cron~
bach & Meehl, 1955, p. 290)!", whether or not these laws have their origin in
some theory, in the implications of previous research, in hunches, or in plain
common scnse. In addition, Dulany {1968) points out that the more articulated
a thenretical network is, the richer is the resulting netwo-k of experimental
or empirical relationships, and the fewer are the competing alternative expltzra-
tory systems against which the theoretical network of interecst must be evalu-
ated (Platt, 1964). Dulany (1968) argues that:

strong inference to hypothetical states [in the present

case the concepts of supervisicn and motivation] logically

requires a fairly complex network of experimental obser-

vations that are derivable from a fairly complex network

of theoreticzl propositions and not from available alterne-

tives. The need for richness is unusually great where thete

is such stiong impetus from other theories, strategies, and

methodologies to find those alternatives. Strong support

for hypotheses....will not ccne from a few observations

and scraps of cognitive conjecture (p. 382).

Within the logic of construct validation, it is clear that conceptualiza-

+ions of supervision and leadership in organizations are at bes® vague and
inarticulated and at worst non-existent. It is to this state of affairs that

a sizable part of the existing inconsistency ard uninterpretability of leader-

ship and supervision research results can be attributed.

Alternative Conceptualization of the Leadership and Supervision Process

Rather than testing a fcw isclated hypotheses concerning leadership, or
trying to integrate different theories, each of which was developed for a
different purpose and was based on different assumptions, ''the development

of any construct [may demand] ...that investigators occasionally sit back and

think about their constructs, the appropriateness of research directions,

and the basic logic of their endeavors (Guion, 1973, p. 121)"'. Thus one can
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look at leadership or supervision in organizations as a problem' which needs

a solution. What do we know about these constructs and how can this know-

ledge be integrated into a broad conceptualization of the psychological phen-

omena involved in leadership and supervision?

Leadership as a multi-faceted concept. The existing psychological as

well as the sociological and "management'' literature contains a number of broad

statements concerning the psychological process that may be involved in leaa-

ership and supervision in organizations. For example, the process of super=

vision has been described as bringing about the accomplishment of organizational

objectives, while at the same time satisfying subordinates' needs and goals

(Likert, 1962; Mann, 1965; Tannenbaum, 1968). The supervisor must act upon

his subordinates in such a way that they comply with his demands for certain

types of behaviors which will be instrumental in accomplishing organizational

goals. Other researchers have defined the leadership process directly as an

influence process {e.g., Bennis et al., 1958; Fleishman, 1971; Fiedler, 1967;

Katz & Kahn, 1966). Effective leadership in this framework is the result of

a process of exerting influence over subordinates which brings about compliance

to leader demands.

Thus, a leader is effective due to his influence on factors which in

part may determine subordinates' motivation for certain behaviors as well as

their attitudes. It has been argued that a main source of a supervisor's in-

fluence over his subordinates in an organization is his ability to control the

reward system of that organization (Bennis et al., 1958; French & Raven, 1968;

Katz & Kahn, 1966; Levinger, 195%}. Locke (1970L) has argued that a supervisor

can influence his subordinates' work related behavior by facilitating or block-

ing the subordinate's attainment of valued outcomes. Jacobs (1970) views




the influence process of leadership as a social! exchange paradigm. Based on
Homans' (1958) conceptualization of the interaction between persons as an
exchange of material and non-material goods, Jacobs {1970) postulates that
the supervisor is granted the power to iufluence subordinates in exchange
for valued outcomes and events over which the leader has control.

In summary, there have been theorists who have brcadly described effec-
tiveness of a leader or supervisor in attaining organizational objectives such
as production, committment, low turnover and absentecism in terms of his
ability to exert influence. Influence, in turn, is seen as a function of the
supervisor's ability to provide subordinates with everts and conditions which
will satisfy, or at least provide the opportunity to satisfy, their needs
and basic values or motives. Thus the concept of leadership contains the con-
cepts of power, influence and employee motivation, in addition to the tradi-
tional factors which have been looked at in leacdership research. While these
variables are not completely new to the arca of leadership, they have too
often either been presented on a macro level and in very gereral terms ond

thus have not been articulated sufficiently for syscematic empirical testing,

or they have ieen underemphasized or laiycly ignored by people doing research
on leadership and supervision in organizations. Therefore, in view of the
requirements for construct validation outlined earlier, it may be useful to
bring together the already ex.sting macro-analyses of organizational leader-
ship and supervision and to refine these conceptualizations in order to allow
a systematic validation (definition) of the leadership and supervision process.

For the purposes of this paper we will attempt to outline this cconceptual

approach.
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Integrating leadership, power and motivation. The ccncepts of power and

influence have been analyzed with reference to the psychological changes one
person can produce in another and ultimately with reference to whether these
effected psychological changes result in the desired changes in behavior.
Psychological change is often defined in terms of a person's cognitions and
evaluations, changes in goals, or changes in the relative assessment of a
person's own values and needs (Cartwright & Zander, 1968; French & Raven, 1968,
Pollard & Mitchell, 1972; Thibaut & Kelly, 1959). It is precisely these
psychological concepts which the Valence-instrumentality=-Expectancy (VIE)
theories of work motivation (Campbell et al., 1970; Dachler & Mobley, in press;
Graen, 1969; Lawler, 1971; Miner & Dachler, 1973; Mitchell & Biglan, 1972;
Vroom, 1964) deal with. VIE theory maintains that intentional, goal directed
behavior is a function of the perceived consequences of alternative behaviors,
the valence of these consequences, and beliefs about the likelihood of being
able to actually engage in the various alternative behaviors. These perceptions
and beliefs in turn are assumed to be in psrt a function of the work environ-
ment and the experiences people have had in the work situation including exper-
iences with regard to their supervisor. The evaluation of or the anticipated
satisfaction with the various consequences of behavioral alternatives are
assumed to be a function of the nature of these consequences and the degree
to which these consequences are in congruance with a person's values and motive
states.

while the VIE conceptions of employee motivation is still a rather rudi-
mentary theory of conscious, intentional behavior, it has achieved a compara-

tively high level of specificity in the statements of its component postulates.

Furthermore, the research results based upon hypotheses derived from VIE theory,




although not always clear with regard to the meaning of some of the postulaced
componcnit precesses. have been encouraging (Dachler & Mcbley, in press; Graen,
1969; Miner & Dachler, 1973; Mitchell & 8iglan, 1S72). in general then, VIE
theory of motivation in combination with the goal tkeory approzchas to motiva-
tion (Locke, 1968; Ryan, 1970) provide a fairly explicitly stated theoretical
network into which both the concepts of power and influence as well as the
role of the supervisor and the role of the subordinate can be integrated. Thu~x
supervisory characteristics (e.g., behaviors, traits, motives, needs and values)
take on psychological meaning by specification of their relationships with
subordinates' motivational components and behavior. This approach shouigd
allow the isolation of supervisory characteristics which have a bearing, dir-
ectly or through their impact on subordinates' environments, on employees'
cognitions about supervisory characteristics, about expectancies and instru-
mentalities as well as on employee goals, motives, values and attitudes.

This theoretical network should provide a number of testable hypotheses
with the help of which the interaction of the concepts of leadarship, power
or influence, and subordinate motivation can be empirically examined. We
will briefly outline some of the resecarch questions which would follew from

such a conceptual approach.

Hypotheses on the leadership~power-motivation interactions. It has been

argusd that the perceptual components of VIE theory have 1irferent origins
(see, for example, Lawler, 1972). The valence attached to a given work out-

come is assumed to be a functi n of the individual worker's system of values

or needs. Instrumentality perceptions have their basis in the particular
work situation (Do contingencies exist?), while expectancy perceptions are a

function of both the worlk environment and individual worker's characteristics
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(Are there situational obstacles to work goal attainment; Am | able to per-
form at a given level?). Given some understanding of the bases of subcr-
dinates motivational cognitions, an immediate research concern would be the
identification of supervisory characteristics or behaviors which have a
bearing on worker perceptions of those motivational components that are not
rooted entirely in the worker's value system. Specific classes of supervisory
behaviors are expected to influence subordinates' instrumentality and expect~
ancy perceptions. Thus, for example, behaviors which show subordinates that
contingencies exist such as the distribution of rewards and punishments con-

tingent upon the subordinates' own work related behavior should have an effect

upon the subordinates' instrumentality pe}ceptions. Supervisory behavior

which facilitates or blocks subordinates' work goal attainment, such as, for
example, ensuring that tools and equipment are in working conditions, supply=-
ing the subordinates with ample material to do a job, or teaching the subor-
dinates improved work methods, are expected to influence subordinates' ex~
pectancy perceptions.

Certain supervisory behaviors can also be hypothesized to represent a
source of subordinates' beliefs about the influence power of their supervisor.
French & Raven (1968) have argued that the basis of a supervisor's influence
on subordinates' cognitions and behavior have their origin in the needs or
desires subordinates have for attaining or avoiding certain outcomes. Applied
to our present concerns, subordinates' perceptions of their supervisor's re~
ward and coersive power can be hypothesized to be a function of the supervisor
mediating positive and negative outcomes, respectively, in the subordinates'
life space (i.e., his rewarding and . ishing behavior). Perceptions of the

supervisor's expar! power have their bas’s ir the supervisor's expertise in
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areas important to effectively dealing with problems. Thus a relationship
between the supervisor's technical competence o:r problem solving behavior and
his subordinectes' beliefs about his expert power can be expected.

in a similar fashion, the subordinates' perceptions of other powcr bases,

such as referent power or legitimate power can be hypothesized to be functions

of different classes of supervisory behaviors. Just as a given class of

supervisory behavior can be postulated to influence subordinates' perceptions
of motivational components and supervisory power, relationships between per-
ceptions of supervisiory power and subordinate motivation and subsequent be-
havior can be hypothesized. For example, the mor= expert power the supervisor
is perceived to have, the more he shou!d influence his subordinates' expectancy
perceptions because he should be secen as a work goal facilitator. Likewise,
when the supervisor is perceived to have reward or coersive power he is seen

to control the distribution of certain wcrk related outcomes. When the attain-
ment of these outcomes are perceived by subordinates to be contingent upon
their behavior, it can be expected that subordinates' parceptiors of super-
visory power should be related to their behavior at work.

Thus, by systematically relating em.loyee perceptions concerning the in-
fluence potential or power of the supervisor to the cognitions postulated by
VIE theory and goal theories of motivation and by analyzing supervisor charac~
teristics which have meaning in terms of employees' cognitions, values, and
coals as specified by the cognitive motivation theories and by power and in-
fluence hypotheses, a series of interrelated hypotheses on supervisoiry charac-
teristics, influence, and subordinate motivation should emerge. In this way
the theoretical network defining the nature of supervision can be examined by

testing the series of interrelated hypotheses. Thus the properties of the
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construct of leadership or supervision become apparent. As the ''causal be-
havior'' of these propterties with respect to subordinate behavior and attitudes
is set forth through specific and interrelated hypotheses and through the
empirical consequences of these hypotheses, the construct of supervision is
dafined.

In conclusion, understanding of the construct of leadership or supervi=
sion in organizations is directly tied to the process of construct validation
since we do not have agreed upon criteria of supervision. Construct valida-
tion requires a richly articulated network of theoretical sentences in order
to obtain a wide array of interrelated empirical consequences. The existence
of a number of testable and interrelated hypotheses derived from the theoretical
network defining the concept of supervision, offers the possibility of a
richness of empirical findings which apparently are not forthcoming with the
traditional behavioristic approach to the understanding of leadership and
supervision in organizations. To integrate the relatively articulated VIE
theories and goal theories of motivation with the existing conceptions of
power and influence and to analyze the role of supervision in terms of these
concepts may provide an excellent starting point for attempting to establish

a more precise scientific definition of the nature of leadership and supervi-

sion in organizations.




32

Peferances

Arcyle, M., Gardner, G., £ Cioffi, F. Supervisory methods related to pro-

ductivity, absenteeism and labor turnover. Human Relations, 195€, 11,

23-40.

Bass, B. Leadzrship, psycholoay and organizational behavior. New York:

Harper, 1360.
Bennis, W. G., Berkowitz, M., Affinito, M., & Malone, M. Authority, power

and the ability to influence. Humar Relatiors, 1958, 11, 143-157.

Bereiter, C. Some persistent dilemmas in the measurement of change. In

C. \!. Harris (Ed.) Problems in measuring change. University of

Wizcensin Press, Madison, 1963.
Bowers, D. G., & Seashore, §. E. Predicting organizational effectiveness

with a four-factor theory of leadership. Administrative Science

Quarterly, 1866, 11, 238-263.
Campbell, J. P., Dunnette, M. D., Lawler, E. E., I, &Weick, K. E., Jr.

Managerial behavior, performance and effectiveness. MNew York: McGraw-

Hiil, 1970.

Cartwright, D., & Zander, A. Group dynamics: Research and theory. (2nd ed.)

New York: Harper and Row, 1968.

Crch, L., & French, J. R. P. Overcoming resistance to change. Human Re=
lations, 1948, 1, 512-532.

Cronbach, L. J., & FLrby, L. L. How sho:ld we measure ''change'' - or should

we? Psychologiczl Bulletin, 1970, 74, 68-80.

Cronbach, L. J., & Meehl, P. B. Construct validity in psychological tests.

Psychological Bulletin, 1955, 52, 281-302.




Dachler, H. P., & Mobley, W. H. Construct validation of an expectancy-

instrumentality-task goal model of work motivation: Some theoretical

boundary conditions. Journal of Applied Psychology, in press.

Day, R. C., & Hamblin, R. L. Some effects of close and punitive supervision.

American Journal of Sociology, 1964, 69, 499-510.

Dulaney, D. Awareness, rules and propositional control, in D. T. Dixon and

D. Horton (Eds.). Verbal behavior and general behavior theory. Engle=-

wood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1968.
Evans, M. G. The effects of supervisory behavior on the path~goal relation-

ship. Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 1970, 5, 277-298.

Fiedler, F. E. A theory of leadership effectiveness. New York: McGraw-

Hill, 1967.
Fleishman, E. A. The measurement of leadership attitudes in industry.

Journal of Applied Psychology, 1957, 37, 153-158.

Fleishman, E. A. Twenty years of consideration and structure. Paper pre-
sented at the Southern i1linois Centennial Event symposium. ''Contem=-
porary Development in the Study of Leadership', April 29-30, 1971.

Fleishman, E. A., Harris, €. F., & Burtt, H. E. Leadership and supervision

in industry. Columbus, Ohio: Bureau of Educational Research, Ohio
State University, 1955.
French, J. R. P., & Raven, B. The bases of social power. In D. Cartwright

and A. Zander (Eds.). Group dynamics: Research and theory. New York:

Harper anc¢ Row, 1968.
Georgopoulos, B. S., Mahoney, G. M., & Jones, N. W. A path-goal approach to

productivity. Journal of Applied Psychology, 1957, 41, 345-353.




34

Ghiselli, E. E. Correlates of initiative. Personnel Psychcloay, 1956, 9,

311-320.

Ghiselli, E. E. Managerial talent. American Psychologist, 1963, 8, 631~
6L2.

Gibb, C. A. Leadership. 1In G. Lindzey and E. Aronson (Eds.). Handbook of

Social Psychology, Vol. 4. Addison-Yesley, 1969.

Graen, G. B. Instrumeniality theory of work motivation: Sore experimer

results and suggested modifications. Journal of Applied Psychology.

Monograph, 1969, 53-2.
5raen, G. B., Dansereau, F., Jr., & Minami, T. [Dysfunctional leadership
styles. Qroanizational Behavior and Human Performance, 1972, 7, 216-236.
Graen, G. B., Alvarez, K., Orris, J. B., & Martella, J. A. Contingency model

of leadership effectiveness: Antecedent and evidential results. Psycho-

logical Bulletin, 1970, 75, 285-295.

Guion, R. M. A note on organizational climate. QOrganizational Behavior and

Human Performance, 1972, 9, 120-126.

Hammer, T. H. An empirical investigation of some assumptions underlying the
hypothesized effects »f consideration and initiation of structure oun
worker cognitions. Unpublishad Masters Thesis, University of Maryland,
June, 1572.

Hemphill, J. K. Situational foctors in leadership. Columbus, Ohio: Bureau

of Educational Research, Ohio State University, Monograph No. 32, 1949.
Hemphill, J. K., & Coons, A. E. Development of the leader behavior descrip-
tion questionnaire. In R. M. Stogdill ¢ A. E. Coons (Eds.). Leader

behavior: Its description and measurement. Columbus, Ohio: bBureau of

Business Research, 1957.




35

Hill, W. The validation and extension of Fiedler's theory of leadership

effectiveness. Academy of Management Journal, March, 1969, 33-47.

Homans, G. C. Social behavior as exchange. Amesrican Jocrnal of Sociology,

1958; __6_3_, 507-606 .

House, R. J. A path=-goal! theory of leadership effectiveness. Administrative

Science Quarterly, 1971, 16, 321-338.

Hunt, J. G. A test of the leadership contingency model in three organizations.

Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 1967, 2, 290-308.

Jacobs, T. 0. Leadership and exchange in formal organizations. Human Re-

sources Research Nrganization, 1970.

Kahn, R. L. The prediction of productivity. Journal of Social Issues, 1956,

12, 41-49.

Kahn, R. L., & Katz, D. Leadership in relation to productivity and morale.

In D. Cartwright & A. Zander. Group dynanics: Pesearch end
theory, (2nd. ed.) Evanston, 111.: Row, Peterson, 1960.

Katz, D., & Kahn, R. L. Human organization and worker motivation. 1in L. R.

Trip (Ed.). Industrial productivity. Madison, Wisc.: Industrial Re-

lations Research Association, 1951,

Katz, D., & Kahn, R. L. The social psychology of the organization. New York:

Wiley, 1666.

Katz, D., Maccoby, N., & Morse, N. C. Productivity, supervision and morale

in an office situation. Detroit, Mich.: Darel Press, iInc., 1950.

Korman, A. K. ‘''Consideration, "Initiating Structure'! and organizational

criteria - a review. Personnel Psychology, 1966, 19, 349-362.

Lawler, E. E., 111. Pay and organizatiomal effectiveness: A psychological

view. New York: McGraw=-Hiil, 1971.




Levinger, G. The develogment of perceptions and behavior in newly formed

social pover relationships. In D. Cartwright (Ed.). Studies in social
power. Institute of social research, University of Michigan, Ann Arbot ,

Michigan, 1959.

Likert, R. Ncw patterns of management. New York: McGraw-Hill, 1961.

Locke, E. A. Towards a theory of task motivation and incentives. Organiza-

tional Behavior and Hurman Performance, 1968, 3, 157-139.

Locke, E. A. The concept of causality in contemporary psyciiology. Paper
presented at the meeting of the American Psychological Association,
Miami, 1970. (a)

Locke, E. A. The supervisor as “motivator. His influence on goal setting.

In B. M. Bass, R. Cooper, and J. A. Haas, (Eds.). Managing for accomplish-

ment. Lexington, Mass.: D. C. Heath and Co., 1970. (b)
Locke, E. A. Critical analysis of the concept of causality in behavioristic

psycho'sgy. Psychological Reports, 1972, 31, 175-197.

Locke, E. A. The nature and consequences of job satisfaction. In M. D.

Dunnette (Ed.). Handbook of Industrial and Organizational Psychology.

Rand McMally, in press.
Loevinger, J. Objective tests as instruments of psychological theory.

Psvchological Reports, 1957, 3, 635-694.

Lord, F. M. Problems in the measurement of growth. Educational and Psycho=-

logical Measurement, 1956, 16, L421-U457.

McMemar, Q. On growth measurement. Ecucational and Psychological Measure-

ment, 1958, 18, 47-55.




bt

37

Mana, F. C. Toward an understanding of the leadership role in formal organ-
izations. In R. Dubin, G. C. Homans, F. C. Mann, and D. C. Miller,

Leadership and productivity. San Francisco: Chandler, 1965.

Mann, F. C., & Hoffman, R. Automation and the worker. New York: Holt%, 1960.

Mann, R. D. A review of therelationship between personality and performance

in small groups. Psychological bulletin, 1959, 56, 241-270.

Manning, F. W. H., & DuBois, P. H. Correlational methods in research on

human learning. Perceptual arnd Motor Skiils, 1962, 25, 287-321.

Miner, J. B., & Dachler, H. P. Personnel attitudes and motivation. Annual

Review of Psychology, 1973, 2L, 379-402.

Mitchell, T. R. Leader complexity, leadersnip style and group performance.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation. Urbana: University of Il1linois, 1969.
Mitchell, T. R., & Biglan, A. Instrumentality theories: Current uses in

psychology. Psychological Bulletin, 1971, 76, 432-453.

Morse, N. C., & Reimer, E. The experimental change of a major organizat ional

variable. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 1956, 52, 120-129.

Pelz, D. C. Influence: A key to effective leadership in the first=line
supervisor. Perscnnel, 1952 29, 209-217.
Platt, J. R. Strong inference. Science, 1964, 164, 347-353.

Pollard, W. E., & Mitchell, T. R. Decision theory analysis of social power.

Psychological Bulletin, 1972, 78, 433-4u6.

Randle, C. W. How to identify promotable executives. Harvard Business

Review, 1956, 34, 122-134.

Rosan, N. A Leadership change and work=-group dynamics: An experiment.

Ithaca, N. Y.: Cornell University Press, 1969.

Paatx




Ryen, T. A. infentional behavior. MNew York: Ronald Press, 1970.

Stcgdill, R. M. Personal factors associated with leadership. Journal of
Psychology, 1948, 25, 35-71.
Student, J. R. Supervisory influence and work group performance. Journal

of Applied Psvchology, 1968, 52, 188=124,

Tannenbaum, A. S. Control in crganizations. New York: McGraw-ilill, 1968.

Thibaut, J. W., & Kelley, H. H. The social psychology of groups. New York:

Wiley, 1959.
Veen, P. Affects of participz ive decision-making in field hockey training:

A field experiment. Organizational Behavicr and Human Performance, 1972,

7, 288-307.

Vroom, V. H. Work and motivation. New York: Wiley, 196k.

Yukl, G. Toward a behavioral theory of leadership. Organizational behavior

and Human Performance, 1971, 6, L14-4h4Q.




DISTRIBUTION LIS™

Navy

L Dpr. Marshall J. Farr, Director
Personnel & Training Rescarch Programs
Iffice of Naval Research
Artington, VA 22217

1 Director
ONR Branch dffice
L95 Summer Street
Boston, MA 02210
ATTN: C. M. Harsh

1 Director
ONR Branch Office
1030 East Green Street
Pasadena, CA 91101
ATTN: E. E. Gloye

1 Director
ONR Branch Jffice
535 South Clark Street
Chicago, IL 60605
ATTN: M. A. Bertin

1 office of Naval Research
Area Nffice
207 West 24th Street
New York, NY 10011

| Office of Naval Research
Area Office
1076 Mission Street
San Francisco, CA 94103

6 Director
Naval Research Laboratory
Code 2627
Washington, DC 20390

12 Defense Documentation Center
Cameron Station, Building 5
5010 Duke Street
Alexandria, VA 22314

1 Chairman
Behavioral Science Department
Naval Command & Maragement Division
U.S. Naval Academy
luce Hall
Annapolis, MD 21402

Chief of NMaval Technical Training
Naval Air Station Memphis (75)
Millington, TN 38054

ATTN: Dr. G. D. Mayo

Chief of Naval Training

Navsl Air Station

Pensacola, FL 32508

ATTN: CAPT Allen E. McMichael
LCDR Charles J. Theisen, Jr.,
MSC, USN Lo2y

Naval Air Development Center
Warminster, PA 18974

Commander

Naval Air Reserve
Naval Air Station
Glenview, IL 60026

Commander

Naval Air Systems Commard
Department of the Navy
AIR-413C

Washington, DC 20360

Mr. Lee Miller (AIR L13E)
Maval Air Systems Command
5600 Columbia Pike

Falls Church, VA 22042

Dr. Harold Bcoher

NAVAIR 415C

Naval Air Systems Cormand
5600 Columbia FPike

Falls Church, VA 22042

CAPT John F. Riley, USN
Commanding Officer

U.S. Naval Amphibious School
Coronado, CA 92155

Special Assistant for Manpower
0ASM (M&RA)

The Pentagon, Room 4E794
Washington, DC 20350




Dr. Richard J. Niehaus

ffice of Civilian Manpower Management
Code 06A

Department of the Navy

Washington, DC 20320

COR Richard L. Martin, USN
COMFAIRMIRAMAR F=~14
MAS Miramar, CA 92145

Rec~arch Cirector, Code 06
Resci-ch and Evaluation Department
.S. Maval Exaniining Center

Great Lakes, iL 60063

ATTN: C. S. Winiewicz

Program Coordinator

bureau of Medicine & Surgery (Code 713)
Department of the Navy

Washington, DC 20372

Cumnanding fficer

Maval Madical teuronsychiatric Rcsearch
Uit

San Dicqgo, CA 92152

Technical Reference Library
Neval Hedical Research Institute
National Maval Medical Cznter
Bethesda, MD 20014 (12}

Chief

Buraeu of Medicine & Surgery
Research Division (Code 713)
Department of the Navy
Washington, DC 20372 (124)

Cr. John J. Collins

Chief of Maval ‘perations ()P-987F)
Pepartment of the Mavy

Washington, LC 20350

Technical Library (Pers-118)
Bureau of Maval Fersonnel
Department of the Navy
Washington, DC 20360

Head, Personnel Measurement Staff
Capital Area Personnel Iffice
Ballston Tower #2, Room 1204

801 N. Randolph Street

Arlington, VA 22203 (124)

Technical Directcr

Naval Personnel Rescarch and
Developm2nt Laboratory
Wlashington Navy Yard
Building 200

Washington, DC 20390

Technical Director
Personnel Research Division
Bureau of Naval Personnel
Department of the Navy
Washingtor,, DC 20360

Dir. Morman M. Abrahams

Personnel Measurement Research Dept.
Haval Personnel and Training
Research Laboratory

San Diego, CA 92152 (124)

Dr. Bzsrnard Rimland
Naval Personnel and Training
Research Laboratory
San Diego, CA 92152 (12)

Commanding )fficer

Naval Personnel & Training
Research Laboratory

San Diego, CA 92152

Superintendent

MNaval Postgraduate School
Monterey, CA 92940

ATTN: Library (Code 212L4)

Mr. George N. Graine

iMaval Ship Systems Command
(SH!PS O3k)

Department of the Mavy
Washington, DC 20360

Technical Library

Naval Ship Systems Command
National Center, Building 3
Room 3508

Washington, DC 20360

Dr. James J. Regan

Code N=215

NMaval Training Equipment Center
wrlando, FL 32813 :




Chief of Maval Training Support
Code N=21

Building b5

Naval Air Station

Pensacola, FL 32503

Dr. William L. Maloy

Principal Civilian Advisor for
Education and Training

Maval Training Command, Code OIA
Pensacola, FL 32508

CDR Fred Richardson
Navy Recruiting Command
BCT #3, Room 215
Washington, DC 20370 (12)

Mr. Arnold Rubinstein

Naval Material Command (NMAT=03424)
Room 820, Crystal Plaza #b
Washington, DC 20360

Army

[

Commandant

U.S. Army Institute of Administration
NTTN: EA

Fort Benjamin Harrison, I L6216
Armed Forces Staff College
Norfolk, VA 23511

ATTN: Library

Director of Research

U.S. Army Armor Human Research Unit
A TN: Library

Building 2422 Morade Street

Fort Knox, KY 140121

Commanding "fficer

ATTN: LTC Montgomery

USACDC - PASA

Ft. Benjamin Harrison, IN L6249

Commandant

United States Army Infantry School
ATTN: ATSIN-H

Fort Benning, GA 31805

U.S. Army Research Institute
Commonweal th Building, Room 239
1300 Wilson Boulevard
Arlington, VA 22209
ATTN: Dr. R. Dusek

(123)

1

i-. Fdmund F. Fuchs
U.S. Army Research Institute
1200 Vilson Boulevard

Arlington, VA 22209

Commander

U.S. Theater Army Support Command,
Europe

ATTN: Asst. DCSPER {Education)
AP New York 05058

pr. Stanley L. Cohen

Work Unit Area Leader

Organizational Deve lopment Work Unit
Army Research Institute for Behavioral
and Social Science

1300 Wilson Boulevard

Arlington, VA 22209

Air Force

Headquarters, U.S. Air Force

Chief, Personnel Research & Analysis
Division (AF/DPSY)

Washington, DC 20330

Research and Analysis Division
AF/DPXYR Room 4C200
Washington, DC 20330

AFHRL/ID

701 Prince Street
Room 2C90

Alexandria, VA 22314

personnel Research Division
AFHRL

Lackland Air Force Base
Texas 78236 (12k)
AF 1SR (NL)

1400 Wilson Boulevard
Arlington, VA 22209

CAPT Jack Thorpe, USAF
Department of Psychology
Bowling Green State University
Bowling Green, dh 43403




Marine Corps ither Government
1 COL George Caridakis 1 Dr. Lorrcine D. Eyde
' Director, Office of Manpower Utilization Personnel Research & Development
Headquarters, iMarine Corps (AOTH) Center
MCB U.S. Civil Service Commission
Quantico, VA 22134 Room 3458
1900 E. Street, N. W.
1 Dr. A. L. Slafkosky Washington, DC 20415 (124)
Scientific Advisor (Code Ax)
Co-mandant of the Marine Corps 1 Or. Vern Urry
Washincton, DC 20380 Parsonnc] Research & Developuent
- Center
1 Mr. E. A. Cover U.S. Civil Service Tormission
Marpow:r Measurement Unit (Code A0li=2) Washington, DC 20415 (12)

Arlington Annex, Room 2113
Arlington, YA 20370
Miscel laneous

Ccast Guard 1 Dr. Scarvia Anderson
Exec:cive Director for Special
1 Mr. Joseph !. Cowan, Chief Developiient
Psyzhological Research tranch (P-1) Educational Testing Service
£.5. Coast Guard Headquarters Princeton, NJ 085L0 (123)
409 Sevanth Street, SU
Washington, DC 20590 1 Dr. Richard €. Atkinson

Stanford University
Department of Psychology

Other DND Stanford, CA ©%305

1 Lt. Col. Austin W. Kibler, Director 1 Dr. Bernard M. Bass
Human Resources Research Jffice University of Rochester
Advanced Research Proje~ts Agency Managenznt Research Ccnter
1400 Wilson Boulevard Rochester, MY 14627

Arlington, VA 22205
1 Mr. H. Dean Brown

| Mr. Helga Yeich, Director Stanford Research Institute
Program ltanagement, Defznse Advanced 333 Ravenswood Avenue
Research Projects Agency Menlo Park, CA 94025
1400 Wilson Boulevard
Arlington, VA 22209 1 Mr. Michael W. Brown

Jperations Research, inc.

1 Dr. Ralph R. Canter 1400 Spring Street
Director for Manpower Research Silver Spring, MD 20910
iffice of Secretary of Defense
The Pentagon, Room 3£900 | Century Research Corporation
Washington, DC 20301 4113 Lee Highway

Arlington, VA 22207




—_—

Dr. Kenneth E. Clark
Jniversity of Rochester
College of Arts and Sciences
River Campus Station
Rochester, NY 14627

Dr. Rene' V. Dawis
University of Minnesota
Department of Psychology
Minneapolis, MM 55455 (123)

Dr. Norman R. Dixon

Associate Professor of Higher Education
University of Pittsburgh
617 Cathedral of Learning
Pittsburgh, PA 15213 (12)
Dr. Robert Dubin

University of California

Graduate School of Administration
Irvine, CA 92664 (124)

Dr. Marvin D. Dunnette
University of Minnesota
Pepartment of Psychology
H492 Elliott Hall
Minncapolis, MN 55455 (12)
ErRI1C

Processing and Referenrce Facility
L4333 Rugby Avenue
Bethesda, MD 20014 (23)
Dr. Victor Fields

Department of Psychology
Fentgnmery College

Rockville, MD 20350

Dr. Edwin A. Fleishman

American Institutes for Research
2555 Sixteenth Street

Silver Spring, MD 20910

Mr. Paul P. Foley

Naval Personnel R&D Laboratory
WYashington Navy Yard
Washington, DC 20374 (12)

Dr. Albert S. Glickman

fmerican Institutes for Research
8555 Sixteenth Street

Silver Spring, MD 20910

\a]

Dr. 2uncan . Hansen

Florida State University

Center for Computer-Assisted instructio.
Tallshassee, FL 32306

Dr. Richard S. Hatch
Decision Systems Associates, Inc.
11428 Pockville Pike
Rockville, MD 20052

Dr. M. D. Havron

Human Sciences Research, inc.
Westgate Industrial Park
7710 uld Springhouse Road
MclLean, VA 22101

Human Resources Research Jrganization
Division #3

P.J. Box 5787

Presidio of Monterey, CA 93540

Human Resources Research Jrganization
Division #4, Infantry

P. 0. Box 2086

Fort Benning, GA 31905

Human Resources Research rganization
Division #5, Air Defense
P.0. Box 6057

Fort Bliss, TX 79916 (123)
Human Rcsources Reseerch Jrganization
Divisicn #6, Library

P.). Box L23

Fort Rucker, AL 36360

Dr. Lawrence B. Johnson
Lawrence Johnson & Associates,
200 S. Street, M. %., Suite 502
Washington, DC 20009

Inc.

Dr. Norman J. Johnson
Carnegie-Mellon University
Schooi of Urban & Public Affairs
Pittsburgh, PA 15213 (123)

Dr. £. J. McCormick

Purdue University

Department of Psychological Sciences
Lafayette, IN 47907 (12)




Dr. Rcbert R. Mackie

Human Factors Research, lnc.
6780 Cortona Drive

Santa Barbara Research Park
Goleta, CA 63017

Mr. Edmond Marks

109 Grange Building

Pennsylvania State University
University Park, PA 15302 (12)

Dr. Lec Munday

Vice Presideac

fmerizen Cellege Testing Program
P.0. Berx 168

lowa City, 1A 52240

Mr. Luici Petrullo
2131 Morth Edgewood Street
Arlington, VA 22207

Dr. Robert 1. Pritchard

Ass.stant Protesscr of Psychology
Purdue University

Lafaye-te, IN L7907 (123)

Pr. Joseph W. Rigney

tehav.oral Technology Laboratories
Univers? ;s of Southern California
3717 Souti: Crand

Los Angeles, CA S0007

i Dr. Leonard L. Roscnbaum, Chairman
Department cf Psychology
Montgovery College

Rockville, 1D 20850 (234)

Dr. Beniemin Schneider
University of Maryland
Department of Psychology
College Park, MD 20742 (12)

Dr. Arthur 1. Siegel

Applied Psychological Services
Science Center

LoL East Lancaster Avenue
\layne, PA 19007

Hr. Emanuel P. Somer, Head

Motivational & Survey Research Division
Psychological Research Department

Maval Personnel R&D Laboratory
Washington Mavy Yard

Washington, DC 20374 (124)

Dr. David J. Weiss

University of Minnesota
Department of Ps:chology
Minneapolis, M} 55455 (123)

Dr. Anita Yest

Denver Research Institute
Univarsity of Denvar
Denver, Cuy 380210

Assistant Chief for Research (Code 400
iffice of Naval Research
Arlington, VA 22217 (5)

Director of Research (Code 401)
)ffice of Maval Research
Arlington, VA 22217 (5)

Director (Code L60)

Waval Applications & Analysis Division
sffice of Naval Research

Arlington, VA 22217 (5)

Deputy Chief Scientist

nffice of Naval Research Area 0Office
207 \West z4th Stre=t

New York, NY 10011 (5)

Head of Manpower Training & Reserve
Group (cp-9%4D)

Room 4A523, The Pcntagon
Washington, DC 2032,0 (5)

Assistant to the Assistant Deputy
Chief of Naval “perations (Manpower)
( 1001822}

Room LEL73, The Pentagon

Yashington, DC 20350 (5)

Deputy Director, Program Management
Jffice

maval Material Command (03PB)

Room 863, Crystal Plaza #6

2221 Jefferson Davis Highway
Arlington, VA 20360 (5)

Program Administrator, Personnel and
Training Support

Waval Material Command (9342L4)

820 Crystal Plaza #6

2221 Jefferson Davis Highway
Arlington, VA 20360 (5)




Special Assistant for Enlistec Fcrce
Analysis

Maval Bureuu of Personnel {(Ax)

Room 2611, Ayiington Annex
iashington, DC 20370 (5)

1 Head, Project Volunteer Corrdination
Branch
ifaval Bureau of Personnel (A25)
Room 2503, Arlingtcn Annex
Yashington, DC 20370 (5)

1 Special Assistant to the Chief of Naval
Personnel
Maval Bureau of Personnel (Je)
Room 2403, Arlington Annex
Wiashington, DC 20370 (5)

1 Dr. Charles A. Ullmann
Director Behavioral Sciences Studies
Information Concepts Incorporated
1701 Mo. Ft. Myer Drive
Arlington, VA 22209

ERIC Clearinghouse

JUL23 1973
oa Adult Euucation




