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IDEUTYFYING A DEVELOPIN" LEADERSHIY ASPECTS OF EFFECTIVE WMANACELEWY

I TRAM-ORIENTED TASK GROUPS

Introduction

KMost students of leadevship hava abandoned the naivete of early trait
r2searchers who sought to identify and catzalog fixed nhysical and mental chax-
2cteristics associated with superior leadership Performance across various
vituations. In fact, some fcel that current £indings suggest a set of intor-
acting factors go comploey as o constitute an ;xtreme of frustration., Hotr- .
avar, this paner takes the nosition that there is a dynamic interpretation
vhich nccommodotdc these datus; 2 model which the typical manager can- move
" his behavior toward, given approPriace assistance in a supportive organiza-

tional milieu.

Yet, the sﬁbjcct of leadership effectiveness is sufficiently involved and
unexnlored for cortain settings to warrant plescing limits on the applicabilitcy
of the model we will develop. Fiedler (1967) provides ﬁs with a ueeful
taxaonony for this purﬁose. First, he distinguishas task groups from sacial
or thevapy zaroups., Then,lhe differentiates thz former into those which ara

“coacting, counteracting, and interacting.

The.work of a coacting proup permits ite memsers to perform relatively
independent of each other as is the cagse with » group of calesmen, aach
salling in his owm territory. A counteracting group is characterized by sub-
groups in conflict ot competition as is typiczl for a contract negoéiating
group comprising representrtives of labor and monagement. An interacting®
group is more team-brientcd vith greatér performance 1nterdeﬁendency among,

its members. An axtreme exawmple ia a baskatball team. Since the preponderance
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of research da;a we can draw upon was obtained from studies of team-oriented
task groups, we will develop sur norma2tive mpdel for this type.

Before discussing the model, we will examine the distinction between
lzadership, as it is typically defined, and mznagement. The use of these -
terms intarchangeably oftan crertes unnecessary confusion. Then, we will
semple a multiplicity bf vesearch findings which show that leadership effec-
tivencss is dependent upon a number of interacting personal and situational
factors . . . variaobles which will have to be rccounted for in any normative
model if it jg to be realistic.‘ Next, we will axamine data as to gctual lead-
ership bechavior acroés situations to suggest‘the extent to which managers do,
in practice, adapt to these factors. Than, we will examine the model..and pro-~

-

blems associated with moving behavior toward it.

Isadership 2nd Management

Some us® the terms leadership and management interchangeably. A survey
of dofinitions of leadership, however, reveals 2 dominant emphasis upon the

concept of influence yia personsl interaction. To the extent that leadership

-is viewed as being limited to frce-to-face relaiions in managing others (os

is depictad in Figure I} it is 2 more raestricted concept than management. For

management encompasses non-intzrpersonal aspecis of planning #nd controlling

the work of others as well as the faci-to-face or directly interpersonal sspects.l

lThe identification of these functions is based upon an extensive revizy
anf the management literature. There is good apgrcement as to what the functions
are but less agreecment as to how they should be classified, that is, which
chould be listed 2g major functinns 2nd which as sub-functions. For the resdts
of a swivey of managers to dzitarmine what they pevceive ag basic manafement
functions, see Robert J. Housz =zud John M., McIntyre, 'Management Theory in Prac-
tice," Advanced Hanagement, 25, 1961. ¥For discussion of the rationale under-
lying the schema of managoment functions presented here, see W.M. Fox, ‘The
Organic Functions of Managament: A Jaw Perspactive,™ The Southern Journal
of Businessg, Januayy, 1967.

5




PLARNING
t

]
problem solving

L ' decigion making

CONTROLLING

|

(Face~to~-face Aspects) programming (¥on~-face-to-face Aspects)

!
scheduling

digpatching

supervising

|

comparison

" l

corrective action

L 8 ADERGSHBHBITP

Only face-to-face aspects of come or all of the management functions

are included in typical defin¥tions of lepdership.

Figure 1
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Genarally conceptualized, planning may be viewed 2s entailing problem-

solving and decision-making. Troblem-solving is the identification of rele-

vant aliternatives with regard to assumptions about future operating conditions,
viable alternative goals within the context of these conditions, and relevant
alternative means for achieving the goals and sub-goals which are selected.
Tﬁese_alternatives may be idcntified on the basis of existing knowledpe or

nn the basis of new knowledge (i.e., invention).

Decision-mekinz is tha process by which onz alternative is selected from

among éwo or more rclevant alternatives. The decision-making process_involves
the assignment and int@gvation of expectad valuz and probability estimates
either formally or informzlly. For further discussion, see Fox (1962) Chap-
ter 2.
;;‘29":5
The management function of contrnl is concerned with making events conform

to plans and other stand=atds. It has anticipatory as well as post-action

aspects. It may be viewed as entailing programming, scheduling, dispatching,

supervising the worlk of oth:rs (in addition to one's own work), comparison

and correctivs action.

Irogramming involves th2 routine cnllectior of information which eoxe-
cutors of action will recuirs, ond the necessary so£11ng, re-casting (into
thot form racuired by the usar) and assignment of this information as planned.

fcheduling involves itha tienslation of plauned time re?uirements into

actual calendar dates and tinwes.

Through dispatching authority is relesnsed with regard to how to act aﬁ

well as when to act. Delegation of authority is accomplished through dis-

natching. Tha release of approvad technical ordars, standard opevating pro-
cedures, policies, specificotions, and other such instruments indicates to

organizational personnel how th2y are to perform certain activities when tha

- ] : . .= . - -
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time comes for tham to act. Authority to act is disgatdhed in the form of
written or verba& operating orders and standing ovrders. A schedule, for
erample, has thelforce of an operating order when it iQ approved by proper .
authority. ‘ *

Supervising involves celecting, training, assigning work to, instructing,
motivating ~nd coordinating group members as planned.

Comparison is the sub-function of comparing completed action with plams,
schedules, budgets, specifications, or other approved standards to determine

discrepancies. Unacceptadble differences lead to appropriate corrective action.

Corrective action may range from the implementation of a pre-planned

solution, such as the authorization of overtime work, tohimportant new plan-
ning, for example, the development of a 51fferent motivational millieu for a
group.

The performance of all of the management subfunctions is essential to the
functiontag of a €escsoriested task group.: Cléaxly, the formal responsibility
for seeing that each is performed by some agency (individual or group) must rest
with the appointed supervisor.

Though the way in which we have mapped the domain of management above is
useful for general orientation purposes, it is just a starting point. It pro-'
vides little guidance as to how certain sub-functions should be performed in
various situations. This dificiency is most noticeable with regard to per-
formance of the leadership asspects of planning, supervising, and corrective
action. The biggest controversieé about leadership have been associated with
them. Becausc of this and the fact that mcat discussions of leadership are
limited to these aapects, our remeining discussions will be based, also, upon

this frame of reference.
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Contingency Research: Personal and Situational Factors and Leadership Effects

Contingency research was prompted by the eesumption that the effective-
ness of given leader behaviors is contingent upon the circumstances in which
they occur. The soundness of this assumption has bécn‘well established by
research findings. Fiedler (1967) and Chemers and Skrzypek (Igzg) report data
frog a number of studies which show how the relationship béfween-leader style
(a behavioral predisposition scross different situations) and group perform-
ance is moderated by a situational “favorability to leader score” basé& upon
factors such as giroup %tmosphere, leader position power, task structure, leader-
key member rclations, and stress. Studies by Bowers and Seashore (1966)
Bowers (1971) Likert (1973) and Hunt, Osborm, and Larson (1973) show how the
relationship between a manager's behavior and the performénce and satisfaction
of subordinates is moderated by the behavior of his boss and higher level
management; They report botﬁ interactive and additive effects.

Vroom (1959) Vroom and iann (1960) Day and Haﬁblin (1964) and Misumi
and Seki (1971) report the moderating effects of growp member personality at-
tributcs upon the relationship between a supervisor's behavior and the sat-
isfaction and/or performance of his subordinates. Filedler (1967) repérting
findings f£rom 2 number of his own studies and éhose of others, Shaw and Blum
(1966) Hott (1972) and ‘Bass and Valenzi (1972) show how the relationship

between & leader's style and group effectivencss is moderated by the chsractex-

LY

istics of the work to be done.
House and Dessler (1973) report a number of studies which show how the
rclation between leader style and subordinate satisfaction and expectations
about successful performance and rewards is moderated by task structure. -
Halpin (1957) and hilder and Stomerding (1963) found that the satisfaction

of a leader's men with his divective behavior is moderated by the presence

+
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of externél threat (in this instance, combat conditions). Bass and Valenzi
(1973) report findings which suggest that subordinate satizfaction with
directive behavior i8 influenced by the degrée of subordinate-leader
difference in knowledge and expertise.

Pelz (1952) and Bunt, Osborn, and Larson {1973) show how the upward in-
fluence of the supervisor moderates the impaci of his behavior upon subordinates.
Hearing and'Bishop (1970) show how the relationships between leader style and
Zroup perfqrmance and satisfaction are moderated by inter-group competition
and the complementaryness of leader-subordinate behavioral styles. And
Fleishman, Harris, and Burtt (1955) and Dawson, Messe, and Phillips (1972)
.report that corvelations bctweén leader proficiency ratings and their use of
directive bechavior were significantly ﬁositive only when there was a high
degrec of time pressure. -

The findings cited above illustrate the complexities involved in a
realistic study of leadership. Additional complications are introduced by
the findings of Likert (1973) and others that many legder behavioral changes
will not impact significantly upon subordinate perceptions, 1ﬁterpersona1
behavior, or job perfommance for anywhere from six months to two }ears.
Though corss-sectional research designs are being displaced by longitudinal
designs, most longitudiml grudies to date have bezn too limited as to
total time span and number 6% data collection points within the span to de-
tect these lead-lag relationships. And too few of these studies have had
the benéfit of types of gtatiastical analysis which more fully eﬁploit the
data, such as, cross-lagged and dynamic correlation analyses (sece Figure 2).
Thesz factors may help to expalin why many researchers have not been able to
reéroduce the sigpificant relationships of carlier studies and often come up

with findings which arc contradictory to them.

10




CROSS-LAGGED CORRELATION

Variable X g {3) X, X, . an Variable X
Time } 12 ) Time 2

t

(1) [ex,Y _ X, Y,

Y
Variable Y
- - {4) rY,¥ = Variable ¥ .
Time 1 1°2 Time 2 -

DYNAMIC CORRELATION
r(difference xlxz) (difference Yle)

@

1f X causes Y then (5) should be larger than (&) and larger than (1) or
{2) and (1) should approximate (2). A significant dynamic correlation will
discount. the posaibility of a third causal variable.l

Figure 2

1For additional discussion see Pelz, D. C. and Andrews, F. M. "Detecting
Causal Priorities in Panel Study Data;'" American Sociological Review, 29,
1964; and Vroom, V. H. "A Comparison of Static and Dynamic Correlation
Methods in the Study of Organizations,” Organizational Behavior and Human
Performance, 1, 1966. An analysis by Jack Hunter of Michigan State asserts
a need for data from a minimum of three rather than two times. His paper
o on this, now in preparation, should be of ‘considerable interest.
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The termm leader style has appeared a number of times in the discussion
of studies reported above. Ve will now comsider it in more detail, for style
remains an important variable which can restrict a ieader's effectiveness,
depanding upon the circumstsnces.
Leadership Styles and Droblems in Studying Them

A leadership style is a behavioral predisposition or orientation on the
part of a lead%pfﬁa he deéls with the performance of mamagement or ieaderahip

\Wf

functions that results more from his personality or values than from the
demands of the situation at hand. It is his preferred mode of responsa.
Many leaders can be identified with different styles in approaching the
same Ieédership prc  om ox gituation. When a lsader's style ig not appro~
priate to a given situation, it will handicap him to the extent thst he is
inflexible about changing his behavior.

What arz these styles? UYe are all acquainted with some of the un-
serviceable and discredited ones: that of the ineffective trying to keep
his job by discouraging questions by subordinates, supplying them only piece-
meal with information they need for their jobs, rewarding ﬁeraonal loyalty R
over performance, playing off one subordinate 2gainst another to discourage
strong grouﬁ cohesion, getting rid of those who won't:go along or are too
likely to know the score, and by passing the buck in response to failure;
that of the dishonest politician yho cares only about his own power, Status,
and self-aggrandizement and not the interests of the organization or of his
non-crony subordinates; and the behavior of the detached and indifferent do-
nothing manager who has withdravn from the field and inecffectively delegates L '
all by default. Such styles clearly are unrelated to effective leadership.

that are those which tend to be associated with conscientious men trying to

do a job? A review of several factor analyses of descriptive data on leader

12
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behavior - Haplin and Winer (1957), Bowers and Scashore (1966), Wofford (1979),
iMiller (1973), House and Dessler (1973) - suggests the“E61lowing:.

A) Task Rclevant Structuring Fmphasis . ; -- schedules tasks, stresses,
adherence to standard operating proced?res, maintaing definite
standards of performance, demonstrates‘initiative and decisiveness,
relates rewards and pcnalties to performance.

B) Support Emphasis -- is casily approachable, freely gives deserved
credit to others, does things to make it pleasant to be a group mem-
ber, strengthens the self-esteem qf subordinates,

C) Consultation, Participation Emphasis -- invites group member sug-
gestions and gives serious consideration to them before initiating
actions which affect either the individual and/or the group, readily
shares rclevant information with subordinates, appropriately delegates,

The opportunity for given style factors to show up in any given study is
limited by the questions 5§ked in the survey instrument and by the absence of
a sufficient number of managers of a certain type in the population studied,
If there arec no questions about possible dimensions such as decisiveness,
emphasis on the management of contingencies, use of aggressivengsﬁ for task
achiavement as opposed to self-enhancement, delegation with appropriate control,
or withdrawal from résponsible involvement., » » then these cannot emerge as
style factors in a factor analytic study.

It should be kept in wind, also, that a number of studies have roported
non-#tyle factors such as technical competence and upward 1ﬁf1uence along with
style factors, Technical compctence represents a level of achievement rather
than a management style, and though a given kind of striving fdr, or attempt
to use, ﬁpward influence might properly be viewed as a style, the presence of
upward influcnce would appear to be mofe the result of other factors than a
style,

Often, survey instruments try to get at such dimensions as leader
structuring behavior without regard to the context of a given sitsation.

This is a serious limitation When one is trying to define management styles,

13
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for the key to identification is the obser;ed dom&hance of behaviors which
are not reouirgd_by a situation and may or may not be appropriate to it,

For this type of rasearch, it would be helpé;l if respondents were agk-
ed to indicate what specific kinds of structuring behavior their leader |
exhibited under different circumstances, and the degrée of appropriateness
of such behavior. This could lead to quite different classifications :6£-be-
havior, style-wise. One would expect this particularly for such instances s
the leader giving instructions to a new or highly dependent subordinate,
or giviﬁg them in the face of extreme time constraint, or during high internal
or external group strees conditions.

We would need information from the leader, also. For example, before
we could conclude that his style vis-h-vis a given subordinate is (B), support
emphasis, because this is virtually.the only behavior reported by the subor-
dinate - quite favorably - for a variety of situations, we would ;a;e to det~-
ermine his perception of the subordinate's nced for other leader behaviors
given the subordinate's training, experience, and deﬁonstrated performance,
and whether or not this perception is sound.

A controlled approach was used by Vroom and Yetton (1973). They sur:
veyed the use of styie (C), degree of consultation - participation emphasis,
on the p;rt of eight samples of managers (totsling 551) in dealing with thirty
standardized problem situations yhich a panel of judges agreed would recuire
varying degrees of participation on the part of groué membaers. Though they
did establish @~ style component in terms of the mean level of participative~ .
ness an individual would have used -across the 30 problems, they found that

situational factors had far more influence in determining an individual leader's

i choice of a uniléteral-Versus a consultative-participative approach.

14




However, the Vroom and Yetton studies did not deal with other leader
styles such as (A), Task Relevant Structuring Swphasis, and (B), Support
Zmphasis, 2nd it may be that leadership behavior predispositsion is far more

influential, and thercfore produces more stable behaﬁior, with regard to
theae dimensions.. This is a queation that warrants further study. Until’
nov, many have asaumed the dominant factor in most situationa to be auto- ~
cratic versus democratic inclinations on the part of the leader, but the data
collected by Vroom and Yetton suggest that a more influential un&erlying
consideration may well be autocratic versus democ;atic situations.

They report, also, the interesting finding that the mean level of

the manager’'s participativencss gcore had very low or insignificant correla-

-

tions with his scores on such instruments as The Leadership Opinion Question- ‘

naire, the Orientation Inventory, or the Least Preferred Co-Worker Scales
(LPC). There is little question that we need to improve our ability to
accura_tely measure individual style tendencies across various ailtuations so

that we may more effectively asscss and develop leadership skills.

- Reapons For Adopting A Séxle

Why do leaders gct hung up on a given style? Here and now eXperience
cqn easily convince those who hold power over others that autocracy is'pre-
ferable, even when it isn't. Docisions can be made quick!y, and subordinatcs
1give prompt, overt CUmpliQQEQMFO order? and'directiveé. When these conditions
do not spell genuine effectivenass, they can gtill deceive thoac who do not
adecouately agaess results overia long enough period of time. Also, autocracy

ia probably casier for those with authority who have poor sclf-control ::

15
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or feel insdequate with others., Aes Jacobs points 6ut,1 consultstive behavior
3

can pose problems for an authority figure, becsuse it decreasecs power and

stastus differences between "him and his subordinates,

Levinson discusses the difficulties with trying to be supportive which
can srise for mansgers st mid-life:

Repeatedly, in secminars on peychologicsl aspects of management,

cases refor to executives who cannot develop others, particularly men
that have nothing to fear, in the sense thst their future security is
assured ond they still hsve upward svenues open to them. What is not
seen, let alone understood, in such cases is the terrible pain of ri-
valry in middle age in s competitive business context thst places a
premium on youth . . . Sessions devoted to exsmining how groups are
working together ghould, if they are middle .sged groups, have this
topic on the agenda.

At the other extreme of permiesiveness, we hsve those who sre so
anxious to be regarded as facilitators or '"good guys' that they cannot
accept the sometimes hard respongibilities and unpopularity of the lead-
er's position. 1In neminiscing about his position as President of Antiqch

' College, Douglas McGexgor wrote thst when he assumed office he '"believed,
for example, that a leader could operate successfully as 2 kind of adviser
to his organization.® Later he endorsed a comment from a colleague, "A
good lesder must be tough caough to win a fight, but not tough enough to

kick a man when he ig dowm.%3

A style, then, may be adopted due to the emotional needs of the leader

lJacobs T. 0., Leadership and Exchsnge in Formal Organizstions.
Alexandria, Virginia. Human Resources Rescarch Organization, 1971, p. 254

2Levinaon, H., "On Being A Middle-Aged Manager,” Harvsrd Business
Review, July - August 1969, pp. 56, 60,

31gn Leadership," Antioch Hotes, Vol. 31 No. 9, May 1, 1954,

T 16
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or to his misreadiﬁg ag to what is appropriate to the situation. Our norm- -
ative model, based upon available research data, deals with the iatte{ pro-
blem. It defines what currently appears to be the best approach under various

circumstances.

A Normative Model of Leadership

After an extensive revicew of the literature, Katz and Kshn Pointed out
in 1966 that “Perhaps the most persistent and thoroughly demonstrated differ-
ence batween successful and unsuccessful lzaadership at all three levels has
to do with the distribution or sharing of the leadership functioﬁ.ﬂl Samuel
(1972) evaluated response data from 332 respondents in 50 work groups of
different types and from different levels, selected randomly from 332 groups
in 19 organizatione representing gix different industrial settings. His
respondents indicated a practically uniform desire for greater participation,
collaboration, and mutual responaivenesﬁ than they were experiencing.

The chief thrust of recent resecarch findings has been to operationalize

further the dimensions of effective participation, to delineateithose.cir- .

B R L L R e A -

cumstances undei: yhich sharing is not'ﬁréferabié;’;n; to suggest that such
circumstances ard in a minority of those encoﬁntered with various éroupa or
with the same group over any cxtended period of time. In other words, the
data indicate that we can specify when a ;haring approach to leadership is
not aé efféctive as a unilateral approach for team-oriented task groups, snd
assume the general superiority of a sharing approach for allvother team-
oriented tagk group situaﬁions . . . as long as we differentiate leader rela-
tions with individual subordinates from this. The key contingent conditions,

then, become those for not using a sharing-approsch.

! Ratz, Daniel ard Kehn, Robert L. The Social Psychology of Orgamizations
New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1966, pp. 331-332.

17
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Some feel that any gain in influence on ghe part of employees or lower
level managers reeuires a corresponding reduction in the influence of their
superiors. Por evidence to the contrary from numercus studies see¢ Tannenbaum
(1968). The mean level of influence can be both high anﬁ equal for each
organizational level, Tannenbaum found that organizational effectiveness is
related pésitively to the amount of EEEél influence in the 8ystem and Lawrence
and Lo:aéh(19675 found that high total influence is related, also, to the
effective integration of organizational acéivifiea. McMahon and Perritt (1973)
asked 2537 top, middle, and lower line managers in twélve geographica;ly‘dis-
persed plants how much influence they felt the three levels of management in
each plant had in determining the work goals of the various plgnt departments.
Their dazé support Tannenbaum's findinga as to the role of high total influepce,
but add important new dimensions. They find that organizational effgctivé-
ness is enhanced further to the extent that high total influence is gvenly
distributad, and there is agreement among different level managers as to
the amount and distribution of it.

Generally, the most viable goal for a lcader is to strive to create conrs
ditions whereby consultation, participation, and delegation will be productive,
..=2 in the meantime supplying necessary deéisidn-making, coordination, coaching,
guidance, 2nd support which otherwise would not be available in the emvir-
onment. An exccption occurs, of ;burae, when the leader is dealing with a
highly transient ér permanently alienated group with which participatofy prac~
tices would be inappropriate.

Tﬁe basic schema for the normative model draﬁs heavily upén Ehe formula-
tion of Likert (1967) as refined by Bowers and Seashore (1966) and Taylor and

Bowers (1973) and modified further on the basis of other research findings.
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There ar: four behavioral a2reas. The first two, Leader Support and Consul-
tative-Participative Daecision-ilaking, are very similar to Leader Styleg B
and C which we discussed carlier. The last two, Work Facilitation and Goal

Imphasis, separate and eclaborate upon the activities of Leader Style A.

Leader Support
» _ %i:‘

Leader is friendly and casy to zpproach, is willing to listen and at-
tentive to probleme and other matters people wish to discuss. He freely gives
deserved credit to others, dozs things to make it pleasant to be a group mem-
ber and to strengthen the self-esteem of his subordinates.

There are several important constraints upon the use of supportive be- -

havior: time, rcoujired social distance, avoidance 25 the therapist-clisnt

rdle, and subordinate-organization goal conflict.

— Time: Adecuate time for listening to individual subordinates is a
rare commodity for many supervisors given the daily pressures of their job.
- Too often, such time is not a conscious design input of the manager's Jjob,

but rather a residual that tends to get squeezed out. A supervisor may find

that initially when subordinates really perceive a green light on this, a
disproportionatez amount of time will be required t; dispose of the backlog
of nzed that developed when individuals felt discouraged f£rom approaching him.
Ong solution (being experimented with by ngergl'ﬁoto;s) is to assign a sub-
ordinate, full or part-time, to assist the supervisor with non-leadership
management functions. This arrangement should have the advantage of providing
optimal flexibility for adjustment to current conditions.

Often, a favérable time trade-off will occur. The supervisor will exper-
ience a significant decrcase in time recuired for closer supervision and
"£ire~-fighting' when he devotcs more time to dealing with the 1ndividqa1 pro-

blems which give rise to reduced motivation and effectiveness.
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Recuired Social Distance: There are well established modes of ad@ress.
and interaction associated with many positions of leadership which are sus-
tgined By both custom and ;tility. Often these are accepted and resbected
ag necessary and legitimate by subordinateéj for example, the supervisor
who‘spgnds more time socially with some-subordinates than others may be
seen as playing favorites.

The leader who unilaterally violatés established values and practices runs
the risk of creating serious prob}ems. But there are few positions teday
in which 2 leader must violate established practice to develop sufficient
informality and rapport with his subordinates and provide them with appropriate
support,

Typically, what is approvriate social distance for an individual or
group will vary as a function of circumstances. For example, a boss who
normally does not embrace his secretary might quite naturally let her cry om
his shouldef and comfort her in time of deep personal loss. Or a customary
practice may outlive 1ts gsefﬁlness or acceptability with the passege of time.
When the leader has consulted with his group and has obtained organizational
approval, he may appropriatcly modify a giveﬁ practice.

Avoidance of the Ihg;ggig;-gi;ggg Role: In those leadership situations
vhere it is necessary that a leader evaluate his subordinates for possible
tarmination, reward, and promotion, it is important that he not acquire types
of private, confidential information through the counselling process which the
subordinate may feel will adversely affect his standing. Sympathetic listening
can easily induce troubled employees to divulge sensitive private matters
which later they will regret they.revealed to someone in a position of power
over them. In addition to fecling embarrassed and threatened, they may feel

- that the supervisor Vtrapped them' in a moment of weakness.
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It is not-realistichor-; superviaor to décide ‘‘not to uge“ such |
privileged information in making evaluative decisions, for in doing so he
may seriously compromise his obligations to the group and the organizatioh.
And it ia psychologically naive to assuﬁe th;t one can be totally uninflu-
eﬂced by such information. When it appears that such a problem may arise,
the supervisor should tactfully refer the subordinate to a "neutral,”

preforably professional, source of help.

5 Subordinate~0rganizatgon Goal Conflict: The ability of a leader to

be supportive is seriously curtailed when he must deal firmly with an indi-
vidual subordinate whose values or goals arc adamantly opposed to those of
the group. He may have t; sacrifice the purpoées and even feelings of the
individual to the welfare of the group or organization. This same approach
may be necessary in dealing with basically hostile employees who will attack
and try to discredit anyone in a position of authority over theum, due to
deep-~seated personal maladjustment. Often, the presence of such individuals
- ig simply the result of poor selection or placement practicea.

In war, leaders often ha;e to order their men to do things which the men
find demeaning or with which they diségree. Most leadera at one time or
another will find that they have to impose a decision or couraec of action
on subordinates, when they cannot achieve basic agrecement, due to the fact that
they alone will be primarily responsible for the conaequences.‘ In many in-
stances, the leader's unpopular decision will be Qindicated in time, but in the
short-term, imposition is likely to detract from a supportive role.

of cd?rsq, Qgg perception of subordinates is the eritical thing,'énd .
characteristic leader behavior will detérmine this far more than isolated

instancea. In effect, a supportive climate is not possible unless positive

rather than negative motivation of individunls is the dominant mode. Posi-
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éive motivation is based upon congruénce, not conflict, between the goals
and vaiues of the individual and those of his leader agﬂ the organization.

The importance of léadéf supportive behavior is underscorad by Reitz
(1972). He surveyed 510 managers representing various levels of a financial
organization and found that the supportive behavioy 8cores they gave their
superiors correlated as follows with their perception of the superior’s

competence and their own generai satisfaction:

Vice Assistant Branch Exempt Non-Excmpt

President Vice President IHanaSel Supervisor  Supervisor
General :

Satisfaction .83 59 .72 .69 36

Competence of
Supervision .69 .69 3] .66 iy

A1l of these correlations were significant at the 1% level or better. In a
private communication, Reitz indicated that these same correlation levels

were obtained in two subsequent large sample studies.

Congultative-Participative Pecision-Haking

Leader encourages subordinates to exchange information and ideas. Vhen
posshile, he invites group member suggestions and gives serious consideration
to them before finalizing decisions which affect either the individual or the
group. He explains reasons for unilateral decisions and actions. Whenever
fcasible, he seeks consensus by sharing decision-making information and pro-
casses with the group. If in a position which Trequires his retention of veto
power, he uses it as sparingly as possible. He appropriately delegates
decision-making to individuals, the group, or subgroups with a level of
collaboration degired by them. When possible, he gives advance notite of
changes and is candid and open to cuestioms. Wihenever possible, he strives
for decisions relative to the pursuit of given organizational objectives
which accommodate the needs and values of his subordinates. -

The following are important constraints upon the use of congul tative-partici-
pative decision-making: real-time pressure, absence of _.___-——5“1"'3‘’7‘-"1“3':e desirg
to participate with regard to a matter about which the leader has sufficient

information and expertise to make a high qual‘ty decision, snd circumstances
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which reduire the leader to impose decisioms.

Real-Timo Pressure: Mo one expeéts an infantry platoon leader catght in
open ambush to call a decision-making confzrence with his men! It is. his
responeibility alone to give the right orders, a;d to give them quickly and
'concisely. The same time constraints may prévail under emergency‘conditions
with sny group.

Real~time constraints under non-emergency conditions also ﬁay preclude
both consultation and participation in decision-making. A 8ocod example is
the symphony orchestra conductor who must be completely géilg;g;gl in
direction during concerts. This is the only conceivable behavior open to
him under the circumstances and, thereforc, it is positive behavior. This
illustrates the difficulty of trying to evaluate leader behavior without
regard to situational context. Of course, the acceptability of the orchestra
leader's directive behavior in ‘the eyes of his subordinates probably will be
influenced by whather or not he is impleménting a concert plan which had the
benefit of appropriate consultative—participatiye decision-making during
rehearsals. .

The: time' constroint varies as to degree, and though the leader may not
be able to convene a group mecting, he may still have time to consult with
some or all of the Subo;dinates concerned before makiné a decision. The kay
point is whether or not subordinates feel that the leader encourages the
optimal lovel of individual and group participation which is feasible and is
pexmitted by the time constraints in any given situation. Unfortunately, wany
overlook the fact that delegation to an able, motivated subordimate provides
' for participation with nominal time demands upon the leader.

Absence of Subordinate Desire: It is erroneous to assume that all

individuals seek particiaption in decision-making about all matters which may
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affect them. There are several reasons why ﬁhey do not.

Selective Interégts: 'A'study by Frasher (1969) emphasized the
extent to which influentials in an organization prefer to become involved
selectively with those problems or planning areas which most interest gh!m-
Often, people feel that the benefits of a given participation are nothworth
the cost in time and effort. Limited time and energy are comstraints here,
also. Due to competing demands, an individual may prefer to skip current
but not necessarily future participation in certain decision-making activity.

:Consequentlﬁ, it is important for a leader to determine pPeriodically possible
areas of gyer-consultation as well as under-consultation with his subordinates.

Inability of Leader to Deliver: Studies by Pelz (1952) and Wager
(1565) show that subordinate response to normally good leader behaviors may
be negative if subordinates perceive that the laader cannot deliver reason-
ably well on deserved pay increases, promotions, and other individual and’
group needs.’ "Why plan for becoming promotable, or for improving present
facilities?', the suﬁordinate feels. '¥hy work hard-on a com;ittee when you
know that its recommendations‘will be ighoredé" Sdgordinétes understandably
do not wigh to invest their ecnergies and hopes in decision-making activities
which they feel will have little if any payoff.

Differential Leader Experience/Expertise: Subordinates may not

wish to participate in a particular decision due to their confidence in the
leader's superior ability to produce a high quality, wholly acceptable out-

come, unilaterally.

Subordinate Incapacity: Subordinates simply may not have the
capability, technical or otherwise, whiph would permit meaningful participa~

tion in a given dccision process.

Subordinate Personality: Certain aspects of personality affect the
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attractiveness to subordinates of opportunities for participation. There
is the dependzble and valuable individual with “high security" and "low -
self-esteen’ wﬁo does not want a chance to shape policy or to show what he -
' can do. He cmotionally neceds a dependent relationship, with his supervisor

calling the shots. He usually resents attempts to get him involved in
decision-mgking. A typical response is, "I'm not paid to do that."

An individual may have heen programmed to view participation in making
certain types of decisions as illegitimate, or he may respect the wishes of
his group or others in the organization who hold such a view.

Vroom (1959, 1960) and Desaler (1573) report findings which show that
subordinates who are high in the trait of authoritarianism place a much
lower value on opportunities for participation in decision-making. It may
well be that guch individuals prefer unilateral action by the leader. On the
other hand, those who are strong in their need for 2utonomy or independence

appear to place a higher than average value on opportunities for participation.

Leader Must Impose Decisions Upon the Group: As we discussed before,

the pressure of subordinate-organization goal conflict makes it difficult for
a leadeTItO get meaningful gubowdinate involvement in planning. In addition
to the const?aint of gogl conflict, there may be apathy. For examplefl
temporary or transient employee;%;ften are indifferent to the current

and future problems ?f an organization. Other employees may shift their
primary allegiance tohsome extornal organization such as a national timion
whose current goals muy be incompatible with the best interests of the or-
ganization. Under such circumstances the best the leader can hope to d§W:; .

collect adequate déta, make decisions, and explain the reasons for them.in

veouiring compliance.

We have examined 2 number of constraints on the use of suhordinate parti-
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c-:ipation in decision-making. How does one determine the degree to which one
ot more of these is applicable to & given situstion? One approach is for the
leader to consult with his subordinates to detemmine appropriate levels of
participation. He can regularly determine what areas individual subordinates
feel _g_g_ggl_:_;consulted aboit, and what areas they feel over~consulted about,
and adjust his behavior accordingly. With eertain individuals or groups he

will have to move slowly, for sudden shifts toward participation can produce
1
skepticism -and anxiety.

There are times when the leader will need information or guidance with.
regard to decision areas wh;ch subordinates do not wish to get imvelved
with, and he will have to impose consultation upon them to increase his .
likalihood of producing a high quality decision. But this is a relstively
minor problem, for the demgers of this rype of over-consultation are more

S A

than offset by the dangers of under-consultation and under-participation. )

It is bad to use subordinates as information sources omnly when it is
feasible to wholly involve them in the decision-making process. It is as
important to gain subordinate acceptance of and commnitment to most decisioﬁs
as it ia to assure their qualit}. Yet Vroom and Yetton (1973) report that
the typical manager in their study was much more likely to risk not 8etting
comitment than to risk low decision quality in his choice of a decision-
making approach.

Studies by Lewin (1943) Coch and Fremch.(1943) Fox (1957) and others have

pointed up the values of participative decision-making. Through participation

1 R
For discussion of specific steps for productive group decision-making,
sce Maier, Norman R. F., Problem~Solving Discussions and Conferences:
Leadership Methods and Skills. New York: HMeGraw-Hill, 1963.
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group members are given an opportunity to vent their objecfions and reserva-
tions and, thereby, become more emotionally opem to rational decision-
making and decision acceptance. Participation tends to strengthen an
individual's sensc of belonzing and worth and, thercby, his self-cstecem.
Facts gnd conclusions one discovers for one's self in a working through
procaess are more likely to induce commitment aﬁd subsequent agtion. And

public conmitment in the presence of a valued group tends to enhance this effect.

Work Facilitation

3 i

Leader trains subordinate, consults with him on job related problems and
ways to improve performence, helps him to plan apd schedule work ‘ahead of time
anticipating detailed neecds and problems, provides appropriate equipment,
materials, and favorable working conditions. and sees that decisions are made
and implemented in time.

The lecader may have little control over many of the conmstraints to work -
facilitation guch as, deficient production planning and control external to
the work unit, external supply of poor tools and materials and low aptitude
recruits, inadequate wmachine maintenance'support and other kinds of technical
support, union rules which forbid the use of more efficient procedures or
tools or the giving of mutual aséistance on the part of employecs £rom
different job jurisdictions.

Constraints yhich are more subject to the leader's control are lack
of upward jinfluence to get the physical support his group nceds, lack of
technicel expertise about the work of his unit, and lack of decisiveness.

Lack of Upward Influence: The constraining cffects of lack of upward
influence on the part of the leader may go beyond an inability to get
nccegsary or desired physical support. For ex&mple, Pelz (1952) found that
when helpful attempts of supervisors went unrcewarded due to lack of influence,
their subordinates tended to be less satisfied than if their supervisors had

maintained a neutral position or had not made the attempts.
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Lack of Tochnical Expertise: Farris (1973) conducted a study of twenty-

ona small research groups. lHe averaged subordinate responses to various
items on supervision to obtain data ag to the practices of their supervisors.
He obtained an innovation’ score in perceutile form for each subordinate by
conbining the evaluations of several judges acquainted with their work. He
found that for supervisors high in technical skills, thgir critical eval-
uvation behavior was positively related to subordinate innovation. But, for
supervisors low in technical sgkills, their critical evaluation bghaviar
was “antiV31§ relate& fé subordinate innovation. In addition,'he found that
for supervisors hish in technical skills, provision of freedom to suboxdi-
nates cd;related zero with subordinate innovation. But, for supervisors low
in taechnical skills, provision of freedom'ﬁorrelated .60 with innovation. It
is apparent that lecader technical skills can have an important moderating
effect upon the impact of his other behaviors.

The importance of thislconstraint varies with the situvation. But, the
1 :ader must have sufficient tochnical knowledze to communicate effectively
with his subordinates and to be able to pmake judgments about their work. In
some gituations, hé will not ke able to eaxn the respect and acceptance of
his subordinates unless his technical skills are af least equal to theirs...

and in other situations they may have to be decidedly superior. In;any

L et wiien

evént, certain kinds of assistance the leader can give his auborginates on
job related problems are quite dependent on his level of technical expertise.

Lack of Decisiveness: The ability and willingness of a leader to gee
to it that docisions are made and effectively implemented in time is of

basic importance. Adherence rorappropriate schedules ig necessary for effective

coordinated action toward objectives. Some struéture’muat be provided,
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vhether primarily from the lcader, the situation, the subordinates or some

combination of the three. The larger the group coupled with either time

pressure, axternal threat, or differential leader knowledge or skill, the

more likely fhat subordinates as a group will expect and welcome more dﬁi-

lateral task structuringm£¥om tha leader. This generalization, howaver; does

é‘ not apply as readily to relations with individuals, due to types of individual
differences discussed earlier.

Housef Filley, and Gujarati (1971) found that leader decisiveness corre-
lates positively with leader structuring behavior and technical competence,
and has moderagely high positive correlation with supordinate'satisfaction.
They report that Comrey,-Pfiffner, and Bigh (1954) found decisiveness to be
positively reclated to leader effectiveness in widely different populations.

Actdﬁfly, the label “structuring” is muéh too general. The kipd of
-structuring given is critical. A subordinate is likely to perceive quite
differently his supervisor clarifying goals versus spelling out in detail
how to do something. . .his supervisor explairing reasons for orders from
above Qersus unilaterall? 1nitiating_orders without giving reasons.

Structure given in response to a felt need ig likely to be viewed differently
“~than structure given when a subordinate éeems it unnecessary.

An important distinction relating to decisivenecss i8 made, also, by
Wofford (1970). His factor analysis of the respongeg of 136 persons from
various levels in some 85 companies indicates that the lﬁéder's use of
authority for personal power and enﬁancemenf is not conééptﬁallykfelated by
gsubordinates to his aggressive and firm pursuit or organizational goals.

Korr, Schrieshein, Murphy, and Stodgdill (1973) report that Hemphill,

Siegel, and Wastie (1957) found that discrepancies between observed and ex-
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pected laader counsideration and structuring behaviors were more closely
related to performance than were either observed or expected behavior scores
alone., TFleishwan and Barris (1962) pointed out that under conditions of
high leader consideration, structuring bchavior ﬁay be perceived as supportive
and helpful, whercas, under low consideration conditions, the same structuring
behavior may be seen as restridtivé and threatening.,”

Findings fyrom a number of subseduent studies have been consistent
with this interpretation. Dawson, Messe, and Phillips (1372) féund that all
lovels of initiating gtructure by the leader werc associated with high per-
formance vhen leadeg consideration was perceived to be high, butéwhen con-
gideration was pefceivod to be 1q6; all levels of structuring were associated
with low performance. Though interégting and apparently supportive to out
normative model, these findings are only suggestive. As the factor enalytie
study by ﬁiller (1973) points out, the Ohio State Initiating Structure and
Congideration categories are quite general, containing in part somewhat
diverse behaviors.

The specific type of structuring or consideration behavior that tﬁe
individual subordinate and the group expect or need from.the loader is
determined by a number‘of personal and situationally bound variables. The
leadér should try to get regular feedback as to whether he is giving the
right gggg and smount of work related structuring behavior. He should dis-
tinguish his roles with regard to decigion-malking vis-a-via hisg subopdiqates
from his rolés with regaxd to the implementation of plang and decisgions.

5oal Emphasis

Leader uses appropriate process to develop realistic goals and plans and
gain commitment to them, he stresses high standards of performance for him-
sclf and his subordinatcs,. and establishes appropriate contingencies between
rewards aud individual and group performance.
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Among constraints to goal ‘emphasis will be the leader's lack of sgkill in

consultative-~participative decision-making, his lack of techaical. and con-

ceﬁtug}_ abilities relitive to the tasks at hand, lack of personal commitment
o«

to those tasks, quﬁ‘is freedom to manage contipencies of reinforcement

Lack of Technical, Conceptual Abﬂ.it : of technical ability due

to 1nadequate training or knowledge is likely to be easier to remedy than the
inability to conceptualize the interrelationships among factors in various

problems and situations. When.conditions justify’the:costsr#. solution €ors &

%ithier: problefh might!be ‘the “appointment o'f‘a‘lqadex;)ship team of two persons

who .possess cmlemeni‘.ag gkills and are compatible.

Lack of Personal Qorc_lmitmen s .‘It ig hard for 8- leador to gain commitment
from others to goals which he, personally, is lukewarm about. Some leaders
avoid this problem by finding organizations with which they share étrongly
held values and goals. Whenever posaible, others might tiy t.:o develop goals
which are conaistint with their own 'stylistic objectived' and those of their
group membeis. Alckoff (1970) suggests that by making cxplicit our emotionally -
based ére’c‘erences about what we should and should not be doing, without
regard to currént Yprofitability,” the. air may be cleared for more consistent
and enthusiastic pursuit of gég_ll preferred and ‘'profitable" goals.

Menagement of Contingencics: Cherrington, Reitz, alnd Scott (1971) show

how appropriate financial reinforcement can modarate the relationship
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between satisfaction and performance. Appropriate reinforcement means that
high performers received a fixed bonus equal to base pay that low per-
formers did not receive. Inappropriate reinforcement. means that low per-
formers received the bonugs apd high performers did not. ﬁhen they lumped
theiyr appropriately and inappropriately reinforced subjects together, they
obtained largely inconscouential cqrrelations Between performance and sat-

. isfaction. But for inappropriately rewarded subjects alone, they obtained‘
hﬂhﬁﬁk highly significant negative correlations between performance and satisfaction. '
And these inappropriately rewarded subjects produced significantly less than
appropriztely rewarded oncs.

| Wofford (1971} tested the expectancy theory of job satisfaction and job
performance with data f;om 207 nonmanagerial employces of four companies.
He found that satisfaction is a function‘of the extent to which active neceds
are fulfilled, and that it is enhanced through expectation that efforts will
be rewarded. He found the job performance of his subjects to be significantly
related to expectancy of reward and strength of needs (biserial r's of .43 |
and .36 respectively, with:%n n of 95).h The data from both of these studies
challenge the widely held a;sumption of a simple causal relationship between
satisfaction and performanée. |

Greene (1973) studied 73 managers and two of their immediate subordinates

in two organizations. He used the Contingency Cuestionnaire, Reitz (1972),
to asscss subordinate perceptions of leader contingency management. He ob-
tained ratings as to the duality and ouantity of subordinate pérformance
from peers. Data were collected for three time periods with approximate}y
onz month intervals. On the basis of cross-lagged and dynamic corrclation

analysis he found that the presence of appropriate performance-reinforcement

32




ﬁ;:ll
. 3078~

coﬁtingencies is an important aspect of leader behavior . . . more signi-
ficant than leader style in its impact on subordinate-perfqrmance and satis~-
faction. ‘

The relative influence between an individual's personal values and
situational factors in determining his behavior depends upon his percep-
tion of what behavior will be reinforced in the situation and the importance
of such reinforcement to him. To the extent that situational variables are
weak or ambiguous or he doesn't care about the consequénces of his behavior
in the given situation, he will "do his thing® whether or not it is appro-
priate.

Those who control what people want, do much to control the motiva~-
tion climate. Typically, people who are controlled by penalties for role
violations do not get rewarded for role compliance. The net impact of the
reward-penalty system should be encouragement of taking opportunities when
there are reasonable chances for succeass, not emphasis on avoidance of error.
Too often, a reinforcement system is not geared to gll of the behaviors
considered important to a job. There is a strong pull for most of us through
time toward giving a system what it 'pays’ for rather than what it merely
"says" it wants.

It is important to use rewards which are most meaningful to the person
being rewarded. The main problem, of course, has to do with determining what

an individual's basic goals and values are. Harry Levinson suggests three

indcxes which are useful for this purpose::
1. The strongly held values of parents or ofher significant persons whom the
individual identified with during earlier years.

2. The nature of the person's peak experiences' in life.
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3. Analysis of the course of career choices: 1is there a discernible
pattern to suggest certain behavioral consistencies?l

After determining what employees want, it is useful to compare this with
what their supervisor and the organizat;on make available.

’A lagt but most cruci;I point is the questionability of viewing current
subordinate performance as a valid index of current ieader effectiveness.
Likert (1967, 1973) reports data from a broad range or organizations which show
that it often takes one to two years fof improvements in supervisory bechavior
to produce lasting improvements in subordinate performance. Sometimes,
desirable behavioral change on the part of the leader will be accompanied by

short-term deterioration in performance before performance climbs to new

heights. On the ofher hand, increzases in punitive, coercive behaviors can
produce temporary performance improvements, but with the bottom dropping
out of things six to eightean months later. Yet, the most common practice
is for managers to be revarded or penalized on the basis of current or past
subordinate performance, without adedquate consideration of the circumstances
which give rise to such performance. As was mentioned earlier, cross-lagged
aﬁd dynamic correlation analyses provide help in pin-pointing fallacious _
cause-effect assumptions ( gee Figure 2).

Figure 3 presents a number of these lead-lag relationships based upon
reseérch findings. It has been found, for example, that there is a 6-12
month interval between the time that survey feedback intexvention treatment

is initdiated with supervisors and positive changes in supervisor behavior

1 "Management. By Whose Objectives?', Harvard Business Roview July - Au-
gust 1970, as elaborated upon by Dr. Levinson during his conduct of a Work-
shop in Industrial Mental Health and Managerial Stress (Sponsored by the APA)
in Washington, September 2, 1971,
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and climate external to their groups are perceived by group members. .In
addition, favorable changes in top management behavior tend to create favor~ -
able climate changes, also, as seen by group membeérs 6 ~ 12 months later.

It has been found that the presence of top management support at the start

of the intervention treatment has 2 positive moderating effect upon the im- -
pact of the treatment on climate . . . and, in turn, positive climate change
moderates the impact of the treatment upon supervisory behavior.

Fsvorable changes in both supervisory leadership and climate are associated
with positive changes in gubordinate satisfaction only one to four weeks
later, and with reduced gubordinate grievances gome six months later. Posi~
tive change in supervisory leadership is associated with subordinate perfor-

mance improvement and reduced absentecism 7 ~ 18 months later. Bgc;grdtal

S it
rclationships are in evidence, also, with performance improvement and re-
duced abseentism causing, in part, positive supervisory behavior, with a time
lag of about one month.

Figure 3 generalizee data from a number of_stgdies which provided for
too few data c¢ollection points. fhe important area of peer leadeéship (per~
formance of leadership functions by group members) is missing completely,
8imply because we have insﬁfficient ﬁata with which to interrelate it. There
is great need for research to define more accurately the nature of all of
these relationships. |

Every organization should establish for itself the character of rela-.
tionships between each of the leader behaviors in the normative model and

N
various desired outputs. As lagggd effects are documented, reward-penalty

systems should be modified so that leaders are reinforced in the short-temm

for striving toward bechavioral improvement, and are seriously penalized for
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production ipcresses anytime which are schieved through destructive behaviors.
This approach.reau;rea that regulsr surveys be conducted to determine how
subordinstes perceive their leaders to be handling the various dimensions of
lesderghip. |

These regular surveys éhould monitor the adequacy of performence of
leadership functions by subordinates (peer leadership), also. We need both
kinds of information before we can fairly assess 8 leader's behavior st any
point in time, for our normative model encourages the shifting of ss many
aspects of lesdership to group members ss is sppropriate to the situstion.

A high degree of relstively autonomoué.and quite effective group functioning
will often result from such efforts, especially, in certain environménta

such as those for continuous process work. The supervisor should be rewarded,
not penslized, for the mainterance of this modus operandi, once it is estab-
lishéd. The results of s study by Taylor (1973) show that it can be disruptive
to group functioning in such situstions if s lesder is encouraged to increase
the level of partic1pative lzadership thst he Qeraogallx provides in "com-
petition” with eatabliahed peer lesaders.

Thias completes our pormative model of leadership for tesm-oriented
task groups. We have deslt with Support, Consultstive-Participative Decision-
Msking, Work Facilitation, snd Goal Emphssis in somewhat of-a piecemeal
faghicn for the sake of detail and should stress sgsin the additive and ipter-
active effects gssociated with these dimensiong of leadership in resl life
situstions. The major clements of the model’are summarized in Figure 4.

The Survey 6f Organizations question gets (Taylor snd Bowers 1972) are
based upon more limited conceptualizatioﬁ of thezae sress than hag been pre-

gented in this normative model. Analysis of dats collected with them, however,

37




NORMATIVE MODEL

BEHAVIOR AREAS

Leader Support

Consultative-Participative
Decision-Making

Work Pacilitation

Goal Emphasis

Figure &

38

CONSTRAINTS

FTime

Required Social Distance

Therapist Role Pitfall

Goal Conflict -

Real-Time Presaure

Absence of Subordinate Desire
Selective Interest “w
lLeader Can't Deliver
Differential Expertiae
Incapacity
Personality

Need to Impose Decisions

Lack of Influence
Lack of Expertise
Lack of Decisiveness

Low Conaultative~Participative
Skill

Low Technical-Conceptual Abilitiea

Lack of Commitment

HManagement of Contingencies




shows that 437 of the variance in Support, 40% in Goal Ewphasis, 39% in

Work Facilitation, and 45% in Interaction Facilitation can be accoﬁnted for

by a general factor that underlies all four indices.l Several thinge may

contribute to this: "factorial impurity" in the survey questions used,
respondent "halo® effect, and underlying leadership skill across the four
dimensions, Additional regearch will be needed to determine the relative
importance of these. It would sééh-reasonable to assume that a general factor

underlice the four dimensions as presented in the normastive model here.

Potential For Change

The normative model calle for adaptive behavior on the part of the leader,
The usefulness of the model will be limited to the extent that managers are
constrained from moving toward its prescribed behaviors. We have identified
lecader style as 2 major constraint. Just how influential is it in accounting
for leader behavior? 1Is & sizeable proportion of the management population

cssentially unkrainable, due to the style factor? The findinge from a

number of studies suggest -otherwise.’

Not only are the gffects .of leadership contingent upon many factors
as indicated carlier, significant aspects of leader behavior appear to be
contingent upon the situation. Heller (1971) found that immediate subor-
dinates reported different beheviors for their superiors in dealing with
twelve classes of decisions. Fied1e¥ (1970) and Largon and Rowland (1972)
found that situation stressfulness as perceived by high and low LPC indi-
viduals moderatcs their use of task and relations oriented behaviors.

lTaylor and Bowers (1972) p. 58.°
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Lowin and Craig (1968) obtained evidence thai subordinate performance
eignificantly affects lcader initiating structure, consideration, and close-
ness of supervision behaviors. Farris and Lim (1969) fo@nd that high past
performance by subordinates 1écreased leader emphagis on the Likert behavior
categories of supportiveness, work facilitation, goal émphasis, and inter-
action facilitation (team building). On the basis of his study of 50 work
grouﬁs in different types of organizations, Samuel (1972) reports that changes
in group consensus behavior account for approximately 25% of the variance
in managerial behavior ch;ﬁge, especially with regard to supPOffive behavior.
And Hill (1973) found that only 17 of 124 first and middle level English
supexrvisors yere seen as likely to use only onc of four behavioral approaches
in four hypothetical situations.

Greene (1973) found subordinate performance to be more the cause of
leader initiating.structure and consideration behaviora than vice-versa.

Bass and Valenzi (1973) report that the extent to which a manager is seen to
use a particular approach is correlated with the extent to which he is seen to
have more power and information than his subordinates.

Vroom and Yetton (1973) studied the behavior of several hundred managers
with regard to thirty different standardized case situations. They conclude
that thg extent to which a manager shares decision-making power with-lubordi-
nates is a function of situational factors (which in their study were sttributes
~of the different case situations), individual differences, and the inter-
actions between them,

With regard to individual differences, they found : some managers
responce to conflict by becoming more participative, wh others become more

unilateral. They found a predisposition toward using o; >t using participation
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on the part of many managers (the style factor), but observed, also, a
significant variation in approach used across the various problem situations.
Also, they found that individual managers perceive the same probleﬁrg;t-
uations differently in terms of inferring a need for a participatory
approach, Though their study did not include varying degrees of time con-
straint or stress external to the'group, they found that their situational
factors accounted for four times as much variance as individual differences
in determining choice of leaAership method for decision-making.

Undoubtedly, many other studies would have reported similar variability
of leader behavior.hsd respondents inyolved been asked to describe leader
behavior in the context of specific situations, rather than characterize it
over all gituations (in terms of style).

Effecting Behavioral Change |

Data presented by Fiédler (1970-A) which relate years of supervisory
experience to group perférmance suggest that the passage of time in a lead-
ership role, par se, does not tend to enhanee leadership effectiveness. The
reviews by Mosvick (1969, 1971) point to disappointing results from many
training programs direﬁted at changing leader behavior. Yet, & most pro-
mising tool for behavioral change appears to be the provision of feedback.
Especially so, when it is provided as part of a total érganizational program.
Only suggestive evidemte ig presented in the first section below, but then we
will consider findings based upon vary substantial Michigan data.

Feedback Alone |

Fox (1954) conducteé a siudy which recouired the instruction of two

leaders in the use of two styles of discussion leadership. Under a Positive

Style the icader:
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1. drew upon the group for ideas or an agenda for discussion
2. fostered a permissive atmosphere by limiting his verbal partici~-
pation to less than one-third uf the total

3. gave unbiased recognition and understanding to ideas and comments
from the group, giving praise or censure sparingly and objectively

4. obtained relevant technical or objective information for the group
and periodically gummarized significant group thought

5. employed rola-playing; ,rolo roversal, and risk description techni~
ques when they geemed appropriate

6. encouraged compromige, intelligent underetanding, and willing
acceptance of group solutions by each individual as substitutes
for decision by vote

-

7. used group self-evaluation to relieve tensiop in a crisis.
1

In many respects the Negative Stule was opposite to the Positive Style,

Under this the leader:

1. prepared an agenda unilaterally

*

2. used diplomatic persuasion to gell "his ideas"®to the group, verbally

contributing more than 50% of the total

3. - demonstrated partislity by non-objectively giving praiée and
éncouragement to individuals or factions who supported his views
and polite criticism to those who did not

- . - s - t

4. ected as an cxpert informgtion giver giving.greater emphasis to
data gupporting his viewe, periodically summarized in a manner
favorable to his position

}

5. discouraged the use of role-playing, role{;eversal, or risk des-
cription technicues but used them in 2 manipulative manner if he
felt compelled by group pressure to uge them at all

6. encouraged acceptance of his position and frustrated opposition
through the use of majority votes ‘

7. dealt with crises by imposing his. authority as assigned leader
upon the group.

* .
Note: to control decision quality, decisions arrived at carlier
through positively led discussions in gimilar groups were presented
as the leader’s jdeas under the Negative Style.
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After sufficient discussion to assure common understanding as to the “
implicatioggﬂof the two styles, each leader pra;ticed each style for 20-30
minﬁtes before two live groups. At this point both leaders reported a
strong feeling bagis for differentiating the £wo styles, to go with their
intellectual basis, They felt group resistance sﬁd negativism in response
to the Negative Style that was absent in response to the Positive Style.
Fop example, one leader, an Air F&rce Major who instructed at a local
training fieid, said that'this“pas the first time that he had become aware
of the limitations to his "autocratic charm.”

At the end of the study,n;fter cach leader had role-played the
Positive Style an additional seven hours and the Negative Style amn
additional 3.5 hours before different groups, both stated that the im-
portance of the distinction betwecen the two Styles had been indelibly im-
pressed upon them. They felt that they had developed a new sensitivity to
group rasponse. o

There wag other evidence that the two Styles had differential impact

on the groups. Though all groups achieved voting unanimity, group members

reported (anonymously) that they experienced significantly greater
satisfaction and attitude change when led Positively rather than Negatively.

Vroom and Yetton (1973) ave studying the effects of compﬁter generated
feedback to decision-makers. Though a statistical analysis is not yet
available, they report that the typical manager displays a willingness to
explore alternatives to his bechavior as he becomes more aware of the choices
which afe implicit in his style. |

Feedback In Context

Analysis of extensive ficld data at the University of Michigan Institute

for Survey Research by Bowers (1971) indicates that the ISR Survey Feedback
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Apﬁroach has been more consistently productive in altering managerial behavioru_
than Interpersonal Process Consultation,-Work_Process Consultation, or
Laboratory Training. This supérior record appears to be due in large part
to the fact that it s :heén.;eﬁployegi inmore of & totdl system cantext vhere -
in positive change gtarts at the top and works downward in the organization
and management of contingencies is altered to support the target behaviors
sought. Too often, other intervention efforts have been diregfed at
individual problem departments or specific managers without taking into
accoufit adequ#tely the total organiiational milieu. This can be dysfunction-
al as has been demonstrated in many instances of laboratory training where
successful trainees are made too wvulnerable to unaltered reward-pepalty
systems which actually punish them for thgir newly acauired openness and
aversion to playing the game of one-upmanship. -

- An ISR approach for motivating a leader to want to chﬂﬁge i@ provided
by having him and his subordinates independently describe his leadership be-
havior on the same survey questions. Unexpected and unwelcome discrepancy
is a potent mgotivator!

Any manager who wants to see the Survey Report on his unit has to agree
to join a group of pcers to discuss it. He is given, also, the opportgniiy
to work with specially trained change agents on an individual counselling
basis. The goal is to case him into discussions of his leadership and unit
probléms with his own subordinates and encourage intergroup discussion
among different level peer groups.. Large changes are tackldd on a step-by~
step basis. Management By Group Objectives (MBGO) is meshed with Management
By Objgctives (MBO). |

Samuel (1972) stresses the importance of consultative-partig¢ipative
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leader behavior in 2 facilitative organizational milieu in effecting change.
After comparing the effecés of various approaches to orgamnization develop-
ment , he concludesxtﬁ;t social consensus appears to exert greater impact on
the modification of behavior, or the effecfing of change, than do most of the’
formally palmned change programs he evaluated. He found that contextual

and structural comstraints significantly affect potential for #liange.

One cannot create lasting oppérluhity for organizational members to
participate appropriately without giving balanced attention to both process
and structural clements. A change program ﬁill fail if it does not har-
monize various sub-systemsIfor‘planning, control, assesement and reward,
work facilitation, conflict resolution, inter-group coordination, informa-
tion flow, and so on,

When one compares-fesearch findings on lead-laglrelationships between
lgader behaviors and outcomes'(see Figure 3) with widespread Practice, it
is apparent that the assessmentCEEQ reward system is the one most likely
to prove in need of major overhaul. As lead-lag relestionships are established
for each organization, management pefsonnel must be assured that they will
be rewarded in the short-term for desirable behavior change, even in the
face of temporary deterioration of subordinate performance. They must know,
also, that they will receive no rewards for performance improVementse which
are accompanied by deteriorating orgenizational values 28 determined by

appropriate surveys,

Conclusion

We have examined circumstances under which 2 sharing approach ia not

as effective as a ynilateral approach for the leadership of team-oriented

task groups. The preponderance of data show that a sharing approsch is
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supeiior in all other circumstances.

The concept of sharing we have developed goes well beyond the _sharing of
decision-mak;ng pwer by the leader.‘,It involves, also, giving support to
subordinates by, sharing hardships, successes and feelings of warmth wich
them; it involves facilitating their work by sharing job knowledge, skills,
and suggestions with them: and it involves proviﬁing goal emphasis by sharing
enthusiam, commitment, and pride in achievement ﬁith them. In fact, it
advocates sharing a1l of the management functiona depicted in Figure 1 to
the fullest extent which ig feasible at the time. To the degree that a
leader makes unreldreral d‘ecisim--iz:md-withholds Wwork facilitation, godl:.emphasis,
oY support vhen sharing would be feasible, he is choosing 2 unilateral
apProach,

Evidence sgo far-suggests that a majority of managers can be tzught to
shift to normative leader behaviors if provided yith appropriate guidance
and organizational support., BRut. obviously, this does not apply to those
who are seriously misplaced or lack key personal characteristics. The
successful leader must have genuine concern about protecting the interests
of his subordinates. He pust have appropriate tecﬁnical knowledge about the
work of his unit, and he must possess those personal cualities which en-
courage decisiveness and discourage ecvasion of responsibilicy.

Even without assistance many leaders can profit from self-evaluation
leading to modification of behavior based upon periodic, anonymous descrip-
tion and assessment information from Subordinétes. 1f higher management
wants to agsess the likelihood that lagting change can result from such
activity, it should gurvey organizational climate factors such as human

resources primacy, communications flow, motivational conditions, and decision-

e
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making practices (see Taylor and’ Bowers 1972) which m@derate changes in
leader behavior as illustrated in Figure 3. The systém must tangibly support
the kinds of behavior it says i£ wants, if it is to nuturg and maintain such
behavior,

Often, just restraint alone iﬁ the use of certain behaviors will
significantly improve subordinate leadefship, performance, and satisfaction.
For, conceptually, if a manager is té give balanced attention to all of the
duties and responsibilities of his job, there is such a thing as 522 2222

consideration as well as too much structuring . . .to go with the obvious

limitations of too little consideration and too little structurdgg. The non-
linear relationships found between these (as lecader styles) and such factors
as supervisory ratings, turnover and grievance rates, and subordinate
satisfaction by Fleishman and Harris (1962) and Skinnerh(lgﬁg) lend credence
to this obaervation.

Further.indication of a neced for balanced attention to both considera-~
tion and structuring bepaviors is found in the data on_aircraft commanders
and their crews collected by John Hemphill and his research group during the
Korean War. Their findings sugfest ;hag the leader who most likely will
satisfy his crew as well as his 3uperiors will score above average in both of
these behavioral areas.l

If we usc potential impact upon current practice as a criterion, top
research priority should be given to eatablishing lead-lag relationships be-

tween our normative leader behaviora, the peer leadership aspectsﬁgghphgse .

behaviors, and various effectiveneas criteria at different levels within

1
Reported in Concepts of Air Force Leadership edited by Major D. E. Johnaon.
Air Force ROTC, Air University, 1970, pp. 462-467.
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vérious typtes of organizations. For ﬁost reward systems in use today are
based upon the assumption that, generally, current subordinate performance
indicates current leader effectiveness. It is in this area that the biggest

divergence now exists between “what {s" and what, apparently, "should be.”

48




46

REFERENCES

Ackoff, R. L. A Concept of Corporate Planning. Wew York: Wiley, 1970.

Bass, B, M. and Valenzi, E. R. Contingent aspects of effective management
styles. Technical Report 67, Management Research Center, University of
Hochester, Rochester, New York, 1973, -

Bowers, David G. Deveclopment technioues and organizational climate: An
evaluation of the comparative importance of two potential forces of
organizational change. Technical Report, Institute for Social Research,
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan, October 1971.

Bowers, D, G, and Seashore, $, E, Predicting organizational effectiveness with
2 four-factor theory of leadership. Administrative Science Cuarterly,
1966, 11, 233-263.

Chemers, M. M. and Skrzypek, G. J. 'Ixperimental test of the cont ingency
model of lcadership effectiveness. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 1972, 24, 172-177. '

Cherrington, D, J., Reitz, H, J., and Scott, W. . Jr. Effects of contingent
and noncontingent reward on the relationship between satiafaction and
task performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 53, Hovember 6, 1971.

Coch, L. and French, J. R. P. Jr. Overcoming resistance to change. Human
Relations, Vol. 1, November &, 1948,

Comrey, A, L., Pfiffner, J., and High, W. §. Factors Influencing Organizational
Effectiveness. Los Angeles: University of Southern California Book-~
store (Mimeo) 1954.

Dawson, J. A,, Messe, L, A,, and Phillips, J. L. Effect of instructor-
leader behavior on studant performance. Journsl of Applied PsychologY,
1972: 5_6.3 369-370. ’

Day, R. C. and Humblin, R. I. Some #ffects of close and punitive styles
of supervision. American Journgl of Sociology, 1964, 62, 499-510.

Dessler, G. A Test of the Path-Gosl Theory of Leadership, Doctoral Dis-
sertation, Bernard M. Baruch College, City University of New York,

1973.

Farris, G. F, "Leadership and supervision in the informal organization,"
paper delivered at the Second Leadership Symposium at Southern Illimois
University, Carbondale, May 17-18, 1973,

Farris, G, F. and Lim, F. G., Jr. Effects of performance on lzadership
cohasiveness, influence. satiefaction and subseauent performance. .
Journal of Applied Psycholopy, 1969, 33, 490-497..

49




47

Fiedler, F. . A Theory of Leadership Effectiveness. New York: McGraw-
Hill, 1967. ° _

Fiedler, F. E. Leadership experience and lecader performance - another
hypothesis shot to hell. Organizational Behavior and Human Per-

formance, 1970-A, 5, 1-14.

Fiedler, F. %. Personality, motivational systems, and behavior of high and |
low LPC persona. Technical Report 70-12, Orgamizational Research,
University of Washington, Seattle, Washington, 1970.

Fleishman, E. A. and Harris, E. F. Patterns of leadership behavior related
to employee grievances and turnover. FPersonnel Psychology, 1962, 13,
43-56. -

Fleishman, E. A., Harris, E. F. and Burtt, H. E. Leadership and
supervision in industry. Columbus, Ohio: Bureau of Educational
Research, Ohio State University, Research lionographb. No. 33, 1955.

Fox, W. M. An experimental study of group reaction to two types of
: . conference leadership. Human Relatjiong. Vol. 10, No. 3, 1957.

fox, V. M. An experimental study of group reaction to two types of
conference leadership. Doctoral Dissertation, Ghio:Staete University,
1954,

Fox, ¥. M. The Management Procegg. Homewodd, Illinois: Richard D.
Irwin, 1963. :

Frakher, J. #. Decision-Makinz Processes in a Selected Metropolitan Jchool
Syatem, Doctor of Education Thesis, University of Florida, 1969.

Greene, C. M. "A longitudinal snalysis of relationships among leader
behavior and subordinate performance and satisfaction," paper
presented at the National Meetings of the Academy of Management,
Boston, August, 1973.

Haplin, A. ¥. The leader behavior and effectiveness of aircraft commanders.
In R. M. Stogdill and A. E. Coons (eds.). Leader Behavior: 1Its
Description and Meagurement. Columbus, Ohio: Ohio State University
Bureau of Buainesa Research, 1957 (Monograph Ho. 88).

Haplin, A. W. and Winer, B. J. A factorial study of the lesder behavior
descriptions. 1In R. M. Stogdill and A. E. Coons (eds.), Leader Behavior:

1tg Description and Measurcment. Columbua, Ohio: Bureau of Business
Research, Ohio State University, 1957. :

Heller, F. A. Managerisl Decision Making. London: Taviatock, 1971.:

Hemphill, J. K., Siegel, A. and Westie, C. W. An explanatory study of relations
between perceptions of laader behavior, group characteristics, and expecta-
tions concerning the behavior of ideal leadars. Unpublished paper. .
Columbus, Ohio: Personnel Research Board, Ohio State University, 1957.

50




*

48
Hill, W. A. Leadership style: Rigid or flexible. Orpanizational Behavior
and Human Irfoxmance, 1973, 9, 35-47.

Housa, R. J. and Dessler, G. The path-goal thedry of leadership: Some post
hoc and & priori tests. In J. G. Hunt and L. L. Larson (eda.).
Contingency~Approaches to Lgaderahip. Carbondale, Illinois: Southern®
Illinois University Press, in press. .

House, R, J.,s@lley, A. C. and Gujarati. Leadership style, hierarchical

influence, and the satisfsction of subordinate role expectation: A
test of Likert's influence proposition. Journal of Applied Psychology,
1971s ﬁ_s 422-432.

Hunt, J. G., Osborn, R. M. and Larson, L. L. Leadership effectiveness in
mental institutions. Final Technical Report June, 1973, Carbondale,
Illinois: Department of Administrative Sciences, Southern Illinois
University at Carbondale, 1973.

Xerr, §8., Schrisheim, C. A., Murphy, C. J., and Stogdill, R. M. "Toward
a contingency theory of leadership based upon the consideration and
initiating structure literature," paper presented at Eastern Academy
of Management Meetings, Chicago, 1973.

Larson, L. L. and Rowland, K. M., Stiess and leader behavior. Faculty Working
Papers. Urbana, Illinoia: College of Commerc: and Business Administra-
tion, University of Illinois at Urbana - Champaign, 1972.

Lawrence, P. R. and Lorsch, J. V. Orgenization and Znvironment. Harvard
University Press, 1967.

Lewin, Kurt. Forcdd behind- food habits and methods of change. Bulletin
of the National Reaearch Council, No. 108, 1943,

Likert, Rensis. "“An Evolving Concept of Human Resources Accounting,' paper
for GM-ISR Symposium APA lceting, Montreal, August 1973,

Likert, Rensis. Human resource accounting: Building and @ssessing productive
organizations. Personnecl, May-June 1973.

Likert, Rensis. The Humon Orgesnization: It's Management and Value. New
York: McGraw-Hidl, 1967, ,

Lowin, A. and Craig, J. R. The influence of level of perform#nce on managerial
style: An experimental object lesson in the ambiguity of correlational .
data. Organizational Behavior znd Human Pomforwange;. 1968;,3, 440-45;..

Pelz, D. 1Influence: A key to effective leadership in the first line
supervisor. Personnel, ¥ol. 2%, No. 3, 1952.

McMahon, J. T. and Perritt, 5. W. Toward a contingency theory of organize-
tional control. Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 16, December, 1973,

51

- ]




49

¥Miller, U. A. A hierarchial structure of lead:rship behaviors. Techhical
Report 66, Management. Research Center, University of Rochester, Rochester;
New York, 1973,

¥iisumi, J. and Selki, F. Effects of achievement motivation on the affective-
ness of leadership patterns. Administrative Science Quarterly, 1971,
16, 51-59. '

Hosvick, R. K. Human relations training for scientists, technicisans, and
enginecers: A preview of relevant experimental-evaludtione: of-
human ralatiomns training. Personnel Psychology, 1971, 24, 275-292.

Mosvick, R. K. Twenty years of experime&tal'ﬁvaiuations of human relations
training in the United States and Great Britain, 1949-1969. Mimeograph,
Macalester Colleoe 1869,

liott, P. Z, The Characteristics of Effective Crszanizations. New York:
Harper 4nd Row, 1972.

Mulder, 1, and Stemerding, A. Threat, attraction to group amd need for
strong leadership: A laboratory experiment in a natural 8ett1ng.
Human Relations, 1963, 16, 317-33%4,

Reitz, H. J. Managerial attitudes and perceived contingencies between per-
formance and organizational response. Acadomy of Management Proceedings,
Thirty-first Annual Meeting, August 15-18, 1971, , (1972).

Samuely.Y. Social consensus and social change: A study of groups in complex
organizations Technical Zeport, August, 1572, Institute for Social
Research, University of ifichigan, Ann Arbor, ifichigan.

Shaw, M. E. and Blum, J. M, Effécts of leadership Style upon group; perform-
ance a8 z function of tas’% structure. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 1966, 2, 238-241.

Ckimmer, E. ¥. Relationships batween leadershirv behavior patteina end
organizational-situations) variables. Pcrzonal Psychology, 1969, 22,
489-494,

Tannenbaum, A. S. Control in Orzanizations: I!lew York: MHeGraw-Hill, 1968.
Taylor, J. C. "Technology and supervision in the post industrial era.”
Paper given at Second Leadership Symposium, Contingency Approaches to
- Leadership. Southern Illinois University, Carbondale, Illinois,
Hay 17-18, 1973,

Taylor, James C. and Bowers, David 6. Survey of Organizations. Ann Mebor:
University of chhigan, Institute for Social Research, 1972,

Vroom, V. H. Some personality determinants of the effects of participation.
Journal of Abmormal and Social Psychologpy, 1959, 59, 322-327.

52




' ' ' 50

‘Vroom, V. H. and Yotton, P. W, Leadership and Decision-Making, University
of Pittaburgh Press, 1973.

Vroom,"V. H. and Mann, F. C., ZLeader authoritariznism and employee attitude.
Persomnel Psgychology, 1260, 13, 125-140.

Wager, L. V. Leadership style, influence, and Supervisory role obligations.
Administrative Science Quarterly, 1985, 2, 391-420.

Veering, A, and Bishop, D. V. The contingency model and the functioning
- of military gouads. Technical Report 70~15. Seattle, Washington:
Organizational Research, University of Washington, 1970.

Wofford, J. C. TFactor analysis of managerial bhehavioral varjables. Journal
of Applied Psychology, 1970, 34, 159-173.

Wofford, J. C. The motivational bases of job satisfaction and job performance.
Personnel Psychology, 1971, 24, 501-518.

53




