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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

TheAproblem of effective leadership has been one of man's major
areas of concern since early recorded history. However, concern with
effective leadership has become of crucial significance in tbe pressut
modern era of rapid social end technological chaage. Since World WVar IT,
the rate of techrological advancement has accelerated and o5 a cousequence

the role of effective industrial leaders has bhecome increasingly imworiant

10 susiained prosperiiy. We are mede continusgily aware of the Tact thed
the success or failure of induetrial, governmenial, and socizl organiza-

~ B

tions are devendent upon effective licadership. It secms fairly clear thzat

orgauizations survive and prosper under good lzadexchin and thav organiza-

tions decline and disintegraie under ineffeciive or poor leadership.”

THE PRCELEM

Significance
The literature in the field of o AanogﬁméAt and orgsnization theory
reflects the continuing interest in and need for effective leadership in

all forms of tusiness, military; goverauent, and educaticnzl organizations,

duetea, tne area of lezdership coptinies to be cue of the leasw understood

w

;

Lired E. Fie dler, A Theory of Leadership Effectiveness (Mew York:
McSraw-i2l Cowpany, 1057), ». 235.




aspects in the field of management. Fiedler commented that:
the list of research problems which remsin in leadership theory
is far from exhausted...we are fgr fgom possessing a theory of leader-
ship to end all leadership theories.
It seems clear that increased knowledge of the firndings of l=adershkip
research can be of significant importance to both,practiéing mansgers and
other researchers in the field. The findings of studies can aid the
menager by providing him with the necessary knowledge and the bioadened
perspective essential for the formulation of practical decisiocns about
the manner in which he relates to the pesople in his orgenization.

A key meumber of management in manufacturing orzanizstions is the
first-line supervisor. He appears to be in a dilemma betiween the différing
perceptions of his behavior by management and by his subordinates. The
first-line supervisor has often been referred to as "the man in the middle"

L

or the "linking pin"" since ke has a dual obligation. The first-line
supervisor is the one member of management capable of linking management

to operation personnel, The supervisor must perform certain activities

to accomplish the organizational objectives while at the czame time he must
be respensive to the needs of his employees. Both the subordinates end
the superiors cf the first-line supeirvisors have certain perceptions and
expectations of the supervisor's leadership behavior. The supervisor plays

a very strategic role in seeing that the employees understand and support

the goals adopted by the menagement of a firm. In addition, the supervisor

°Tbid., p. 261.

3B. B. lardner and W. F. Whyte, "The Man in the Middle: Positions
snd Problems of thsz Foreman", Applied Anthrspology, Vol. IV (Winter, 1945)
pp. 1_2\):1'.

Rensis Likert, Mew Patterns of Management (New Yori: McGraw-Hill
Book Company, 19%1), p. 113. . :



must supply support for his workers and their personal obJjectives,
Roethlisberger has described the first-line supervisor as "the master and
victim of double talk™ who is often praised in one breath and ridiculed in

the next.S

dowever, the first-line supervisor's impact on work group
performance and satisfaction is well established.6’7

Organizational objectives, policies and programs may be susceptible
to failure at the point of implementation if there is a lack of understanding
of the leadership behavior of the first-line supervisor.

the supervisor, existing as he does between the workers at the

performance level and the rest of the superstructure of management,
plays a unique and difficult role. His position is significant be-~
cause,...regacdless of how good the plans of higher management are

in theory, they are worthless in practice unless supervisors and their
workers are effective in their nerformance.

Since the supervisor occupies a significaxnt but difficult positioca,
it is ecrucial to understand the leadership behavior of supervisors. The
supervisor's leadership behavior as perceived by his superiors, by his
subordinates and by himself shouwld realistically reflect the unique role
confronting first-line supervisors. Hollander ard Julian suggest thst, in

particular, the perception of supervisors by their folicwers "needs ~loser

scrutiny".9 The way in which a supervisor is perceived may be more

SFritz Roethlisberger, "The Foreman: Master and Victim of Double
Talk", Harvard Business Review, Vol. 23 (May, 1945), pp. 283-228.

6Abraham Zalecnik; C. R. Christensen and Fritz Roethlisberger, The
Motivation, Productivity and Satisfaction of Workers (Roston: Harvard
University, Graduzte School of Business Administration, 1958).

TLikert, op. cit.

8Aaron Q. Sartain and Alton W, Baker, The Supervasor and His Job,
(New Yori: McGraw-Hili. Book Company, 1965), p. 20.

Edwin P, Hollsnder and James W. Julian, "Contemporary Treads ia tre

Apalysis of Leadcrship Processes", Fsychologicaul Bulletin, Vol. 71, No. 3,
(018

s/

(2969), p. 3




important than the objective reality of his behavior since perceptions of
the superviscr by others greatly influence their relationship with the
supervisor. Beyond oversimplified assertions, there continues to be littie

n_ -

to suggest what distinguisihes between "effective" and “inerfective” super-
visors as determined f'rom the perceptions of others and the sell-perceptions
of the superviscrs. Thus, there would seem to be a ueed for research to

investigate the perceived leadership behavior of "mosi" effective and

"least" effective supervisors.

The basic purpose of this study was to describe and analiyze the
lezdership bekravior of most and least effective first-line supervisors.
The study was based upon the percevtiicns of superiors and subordinates aad
the self-perceptions of supervisors in tventy-three Arkarsas manufacturing
rlants.

This sludy vas primarily concerned with the following gquestions:

1. What biogrephiczl and attitudinal factors distirguish the "most”
efTective from the "least" effective supervisor?

2, Wnat 3
tive s

e of leadership behavior distinguishes the "most" effec~
upervisor from the "least” eifective supsrvisor?

aticnship between the self-ratings of ths supsrior

ne supervisor .and the self'-ratings of the "most™

ard "leqst effective supervisors?

4. Wnhat is the relationship betweecn the subordinates' and supericr's
percepiions of the supsrvisor's leadzsrship behavior?

» relationship between the superior's percepticns of

Y- -
e
line superviscor and the supervisor®s self-perception?

5. W%What is ¢
the first-

€. Wrat is the relationship between the subordinates® perceptioas

v
of tie supcrvisor's leadership behavior and the supervizor's
s=1f -perception?
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Yt is the intended purpose of thié study to provide an increased
understanding of the leadership behavicr of the first-line supervisor as
perceived in a manufacturing environment. This increased understanding
and insight into supervisory behavior should at lsast indirectly sugges®t
methods to improve the identification and training of more effective super-

visors, thereby leading to a more efficient utilization of human resources.
DEFINITICN QF TERMS

The following teriss or phrases were determired to be basic to the
developnent of a comnon frame of reference:

l. lLezadership is the process by which people are influenced,

. S 10

guided, and directed toward the achievement of gozls.

2. leader is a person witn recognized awthority over others and
who exercises this authority for the purpose of influencing tiheir behavior
positively toward the schievement of organizetional goals.

3. Leadership Behavior represents the activities of the first-iine

supervisor a3 perceived by the supervisor's immediate superior, by a sample
of the subordinates reporting to the superviscr and by the supervisor him-
self,

4, PFirst-line Supervisor refers tc the person with formally

assign=zd suthority and responsibility fer planning, directing and con-
troiling the activities of nonsupervisory employees usualily on a direct

N . ) .. 1] s sl s . . . . .
face-to-face vasis,”* As used in ihis study the first-line superviscr

10p1e0 Heimann and William G. Scott, Managensnt in the Modern

. s - Y- ) - bonani 1l
Organization, (Bostor, Houghton Mifflin Coupany, 1370), p. =00,

Usartain and Saker, op. eit., p. 6.

————-



6
represents management to rank and file empioyees at the point of physical

production.

5. Most Effective Supervisor refers to the first-line supervisor

perceived by his immediate superior as most effevtlve among the supervisors
reporting to the superior in terms of overall leadership capability.

6. Least Effective Supervisor refers to the first-line supervisor

perceived by his immediate superior as least effective among the supervisors
reporting to the superior in terms of overall leadership capability.

T. Perceived leadership Effectiveness refers to supervisory

effectiveness as viewsd by three distinct groups--the supervisor's superior,
the supervisor himself, and the subordinates of the supervisor.

8. Perception is a complex process by which a person selects,
organizes, and interprets sensory stimulation into a meaningful and coherent
picture.12 As such, perception represents an immediate or intuitive Judg-
ment which is influenced by all past experiences and values.13 As used
in this study, perception refers to an estimate of how frequently the
supervisor engeges in prescribed leadership tehavior.

9. Superior refers to that person to whom the first-lire super-
visors report. The title "plant manager" will often be used instead of
the term “superior”.

10. Sutordinates refers to operative personnel reporting directly

1o the first-line supervisors.

2Pernard Bereison and Gary A. Steiner, Human Behavior: An

Inventory of QC1ent1fwc Findings (New York: harcourt Brace and Wor;d Inc,,
icehy, p. o0,

lJB_alr J. Kolasa, Introduction to Behavicral Seience for Business

S A - @ bo -~ arotn &

(New Ycrk: Jobhn %iley and Sons, Inc., 1;35), p. 212,
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11. Manufacturing Plant is a selected corpany having at least

Pive first-line production supervisors and from 100 to 50Q production

employees.

12. Consideration-Sensitivity is that dimension of leadership

behaviér thét conveys "mutual trust, friendship, respect ard a certain
warmth and repport vetween the supervisor and his group."lh As used in
this study consideration-sensitivity includes giving praise, encouraging
suggestions, being patient with cothers and displaying confidence in others.

13. Power-Structure refers to that dimension of leadership behavior

in which the supervisor organizes and defines group activities and his
relaiions to the group . Thz supervisor defines the role of each worker,
"assigns tasks, plans ahead, establishes ways of getting things done, and
pushes for production."15 As used in this study, power-structure includes
the use of position to influsnce a high level of'performance and compliance
with uniform procedures, making decisions rapidly, and Xeeping group atten-

tion feocused on geal accomplishment.
PROCEDURE

The initial step in this study was to survey the literature to
vresent the findings of leadership research. The review of lesadersnip
research was undertakXsn to review what othar researchers have determined
as effective leadership behavior or characteristics of suceessful leaders

in a variety of Jeadership situations.

lhEdwin A, Fleishman aad Zdwin F. Harris, "Patterns of Leadership
Behavior Pelated tc Imployee Grievnaces and Turnover", Personnel Psycholocy,
Vol. 15, (Sprirg, 1952), pp. 43-Li, ' :

151pi4.
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After the review of the literature had been completed, the next
/

step was to devise an effective research design. This design iavolved the
development of the research”instruments to be used in collecting the data
and the selection of the participating comparies. A twenty-item leadershi
ratirg questionnaire was develcpad and tesied to measure the perceivead
leadership benavior of first-~line surervisors. The leadership rating
questionoaire (LRQ) was the primary instrument used to collect the deta.
Also, a brief biographical classification form was adwinistered to tre

. 3 - . .V" . 3 .
participants, Twenty-three Arkansas manufaciuring plants psrticipatled in

the study. 7The firms vere drawn frow the Directory of Arkansas lpdustries,

FN

ting Tirms were reguired to have at least five firsi-l

\J.

The participa .ne

oqueticn supervisors snd frow one hundred to five aundred production

£

ewployveez. In order %o qualify for the study, a company was required to
be eugzged in revetitive and routine preduction activities. The supervisors
represented in this ctudy were primarily engaged in the directioca of
assemely~lin2 oparaticas. Greater detail of these procedures and the
celection of comparies will be presented in Chepter IIX

In each participating plant three levels in the organization completed
the research instrusents. Essentially, the study presents an snalysis of
ine parcepticnz of supervisory behavior as viewed by the first-line super-
visor's imrrediate superior (plant manager), his svbordinates, and by him-

self, In ite nsriicipating firms, the individuals responsible for directing

"‘)

the activities of the first-line superviscrs (nereafter referred tc as

plant waragers) were asked to conplete:

l., a Jkomrauﬂl"a’ clascificatioa on himse:r;
e & liaderezn’p rating guestioanoirs on himselS;
3. a leadersanip rating guestionnaire on th2 most effective



superviscr reporting directly to him; and

4., a leadership rating questionnaire on the least effective
supervisor reporting directly to him.

The usual number of participating supervisors in each plant was
three. -Most of the companies preferred to have at least one "middle"
supervisor to participate as well as the supervisors designated as "most"
and "least" effective. In each instance the plant manager had at least
five supervisors f{rom which to choose his "mosi” and "least" effective.

The first-line supervisors were asked Lo complete:

l. a bicgraphical questionnaire; and

2. a leadership self-rating questionnaire,

As a final phase of the three-level perception, a sample of five of the
subordinates of the first-line supervisors were gsked to complete a leader-
ship rating on their respective supervisor. These employeces were selected
at random from personnel rosters.

After the questionnaires had been collected, the data were subjscted
to non-parametric statistical analysis. Non-~parameiric statistical teci-
niques were utilized priwarily because the data could not be assumed to
come from a normally distributed population., The Goodman-Kruskal measure
of association between respousss to the questions on the leadership rating
Torm were then computed. The Goodman-Kruskal measure of associztion was
utilized to determine the degree of agreement or disagreement between the
perceptions of the lead=rship behavior of the first-line supervisor by
superiors, subordinates and the self-perceptions of the supervisors. A
detailed descripiion of thne statistical methodology is presented in Chapter

ITI.
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SCOFE AND LIMITATICNS

The data collected regarding the perceived leadership behavior of
the first-line supervisor were obtained from managers, supervisors, and
employees at twenty-three manufacturing plants in Arkensas. Since the
study dealt with perceived leadership bebavior rather than specific per-
formance criteria such as productivity, absenteeism and turncver, nc
attempt was made to objectively evaluate the production efficiency of the
participating supervisors and their work groups. However,~it seems logical
that performance criteria strongly iufluenced the szlectioa of the "most"
and "least" effective first-line supervisors.

The study was further limited to Arkansas manufacturing companies
employing from one hundred to five hundred prcduction workers andi five or

more first-line supervisors.
OUTLINE CQF STUDY

Chapter One of this study includes a statement of the purpose of
the study, significance of the problem, definition of important terms, a
brief explanation of the research procedure and scope and limitations of
ihe research, A review of the related literature is presented in Cnapter
Two in order to summarize significant research on what other researchers
have discovered regarding leadership. A detailed explanation of the
methodology and procsdure employed in this study is the subject of Chapter
Three. The primary objective of Chapter Three is to provide a specific
outline of the~research design. Chapter Three documents the derivaéicn of
the research instruncots end explains now the companies participating in

the study were selected as well as bow the rcsearch instruments were
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adininistered. In addition, statistical procedures are discussed in the
third chapter. Chapter Four presents the analysis of the perceived leader-
ship effectiveress of the first-line supervisor as viewed from three
perspectives--superior ratings, self-ratings, and suvbordinate ratings. The
primary'purPOSe of such an analysis is to derive meaningful conclusions
regarding leadership attributes of first-line supervisors. Also, the.
Yicgrapbical. dats on plant managers and first-line supervisors is analyzed
in order to describe the background of the participants. The suﬁmary,

conclusions and recommendations of the study are preseanted in Chapter Five,



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATU

The purpose of this chapter is to present a review of prior leader-
ship research. This chapter is not intsnded to present an ali-inclusive
review of leadersnip research, bul to survey only those arsas that serve Lo
provide essertial background for this study. Chapter Two is divided into
the following msjor scebions:

J. = discuzsion of the trait epprcach to the study of leadershir;
2. a review of the sitvational apvraacik to leadership;

3. a review of

L.

b

tihe oehavioral epprosch to leadership; znd

socess of percepiticn and a review
Tice iy with the leaqe.sliip behavior

The sbove sections serve as tie basis for vnderstanding the per-

4]

vective of the study as well as providing the framewccek Tor the coustruce
s

tion ¢f the reascarch instrumentis.

scienticts have discovered much over ths past few

| 2]

"Rehgvicra
decades rezarding irhe leazdership process.' "l While leadsr ship is cone o¥
the iwost researched areas, it continues to be one of the least wmderstocd

2

variables of ths menagement process.” Several theories have ecmerged frox

lealership reosesrcon waich atieapt to explain the leaderchip process. Three

Peach, Persounel, ihz Management ol Peoplie at derk {Hew

York: Thre MaclMillar CDnU&’f, 23700, . e,
<Ibid.

Lo
{0]
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of these approaches3 are:
l. Trait theory;
2. Situationmal theory; and

3. Behavioral theory.
TRAIT THEORY

The majority of the research on leadership prior to 1950 was concen-
trated on the discovery and explication of personal characteristics or
traits of leaders. Many of the early trait studies attempted to find
characteristics that distinguished between leaders and non-leaders. In these
"trait studies" leaders were identified among almost every conceivable type
of group. Leadership studies were conducted using school children, wvriscn
inmates, armed services personnel, church groups, hospital workers, etc.
The majority of the early trait research used childrern aund high school and
college students as subjects. In general, trait svudies were designed to
determine the lcader's physical, psycnological, intellactual, and social
characteristics in order to determine i there existed any universal ireitics
in effective leaders that distinguiskes ithem frox inefrective lee.ders.h

Bird5 surveying the trait research conducied to 1940 concluded that

only five per cent of the "discovered leadership traits” were commen to

four or more studies. Jenkins's6 1947 review of leadership studies found

JAlian C. Filley and Robert J. Pouse, Managerial Process and
Orsenizational Behavior, (Dallas: 3cott Foresman, 150G), pp. 391-392.

ho s
*Ibid., p. 393.
dCited in Filley and House, op. cit., p. 398.

6William 0. Jeukins, "A Review of Leaders h ip Studies with Particular
Refereace to Military Problems", Psycholegical Buliztin, Volume hl, 1947,

pp. Tk and 75.
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that "no single trait or group of characteristics has been isolated which
sets off the leader from members of his group.”™ Jenkins also points out:
Leadership is specific to the particuwler situation under inves-
tigation...in practically every study reviewed leaders showed some
superiority over the members of their group in at least one of a
variety of abilities;...leaders tend to exhibit certain character-
istics (interests and social background) in common with the members
of their group...A number of studies suggest superiority of leaders
over tkose in their groups in physique, age, education, and socio-
economic background, but the need for further research in this con-
pection is evident.
Jdenkins was one of the early writers who rececgnized the situstional sspects
of leadership. He was not the first to point to this conciusion though,
as Murphy and Murchy (2631)8 ané Krout (1942)9 stressed the cultural and
situational dirensions of leadership.
Research on traits progressed from the ideatification of physical
characteristics of leaders to the analysis of the leader's personality

atiri utes.lo Extensive reviews of research or leadership traits have been

conducted by Stcgdill,ll Gibb,l2 Mann,l3 Bass,lh and McGrath and Altmanl’.

Tmid., ». 75.

8G. Murphy and L. B. Murphy, Experimental Social Psychology, (New
York: Harper, 1931).

9M. H. Krout, Introduction to Social Psychology, (New York: Harper

lOPhillip B. Avpplewhite, Orgenizational Behavior, (Englewwod Cliffs:
Preatice-Hall, Ime., 1665), p. 11k,

Lipzipn M. Stogdill, "Personal Factors Associated with Leadership:
A Survey of the Literature", The Journal of Psychology, 1948, Volume 25,
PP. 35-T1.

12Cecii A. Gibb, "Leadership", Chapter 24 in Handbook of Social
PFsychelogy, Veolume IT edited Wy Gardmer Lindzey, Addison-Wesley, 1954,

Fo. U77-917.

19, : . ; ; ' 1
2R, D, Mzrn, "A Review of the Relationchips between Parsonality and
Periormance in Siall Groups,” Psychologiczal Bulletin, Volwme LVI, July, 1952.
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These reviews, particularly Stogdill's, provide an excellent classification
and summary of the more commonly studied leadership traits. While 1t is
beyond the scope of this study to present a comprehensive review of trait
research, the following paragraphs will summarize the more important findings
of the trait approach.

Much of the early trait research concentrated upon identifying the
relationship between physical factors investigated were weight, height,
physique, athletic ability, health, and appearance. In general, research
on these factors yielded few consistent relationships. However, research
did suggest that under many conditions studied, leaders tended to be talier
and possess greater athletic ability than non-leaders.

Although the early emphasis of the trait approach centered upon
the physical fachtors discussed above, the majority of trait research has
emphasized the mental and personelity attributes of leaders.

From an exlensive review of trait research, a number of factors
arpear to be the most sigpificant leaderchip attributes. These factors are

the following:

l. intelliigence Cited in studies by
(Stogdill, Gibb, Mann, Bass,
Ghisellis

2. self-confidence (Stogdill, Gibb, Gniselli)

3. judgmen (Stogdill, Gibb)

b, initiative (Stogdil', Gibb, Ghiselii)

1Bernerd M. Bass, Leadership Psychology and Organizetional Beravior,
(New York: Harper and Row, 1960).

[ g i) L4 . Y, - -
1550seph E. leGrata and Irwin Altman, Smell Group Research: A
Synmthesis and Critique of the Field, (New York: Holt, Rinehmart, and Winston,
- —

Vo
...9{)7.7 ] e
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5. social participation (stogdill, Gibb, Mann)
6. interpersonal sensitivity (Stogﬁill, Mann)

7. dependability (Stogaill)

8. persistence (Stogdill, Gibb)

9. popularity (Stogdill, Mann)

Rather than citing the specific studies conducted which support the above
factors, it woulid seem more appropriate to briefly present a summary of the
findings of the research of Stogdill, Gibb, and Mann.

Stogdill's16 comprehensive review of leadership research included
more than one hundred trait studies. For the niost part, these studies used
children and high school and college students as research subjects, GStogdill
classified the factors that resesrch had identified as beiag associated
with leadership into five general categories. This classification is as
follows:

1. Capacity (intelligence, alertness, verbal facility, origivality,
judgrent) ;

2. Achievenent (scholarship, knowledge, athletic accomplishments);

3. Responsibility (dependability, initiative, persistence,
agegressiveness, self-confidence, desire to excel);

4. Participation (activity, sociability, cooperation, adaptability,
huner;; and

5. Status (socio-economic position, popularity) .~/

As a result of his extensive analysis, Stogdill concluded that a person
dces not becoxe a leader by virtue of some combination of traits; dbut the
rattern of perscnal characteristics of the leader must bear scme relevant

-

s o . 13 . - . - ]')
relatioaship to the characteristics, activities, and goals of the followers.

15t0ga:11, Loc. cit.
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Gibbl9 after completing a review of leadership research, developed

similar conclusions to that of Stogdill. Gibb, like Stogdill, also noted

the situational determinants of leadership.

Early attempts at the description of leader behavior tended to
concentrate upon the recognition of personality traits which couid
be said to characterize all leaders. A very wide variety of such
traits was explored and while corielations are, in general, positive
they are rarely large, and it is clear that only & little of the
variance in leadexr behavior can be accounted for in this way. There
are indications that certain traits, such as intelligence, surgency,
dominance, self-confidence, and social particivation ars frequently
found to characterize leaders of various types, in a variety of
situations. But, in every instance, the relation of the trait to the

leadership role is more meaningful if consideration is given to the
detsiled nature of the role.20

In conclusion, Gibb asserts that "the nunerous studies of the personalities
of leaders have failed to find any consistent pattern of traits vhich

characterize leaders.2t

Mann=2 in sumnarizing leadership research suggests that a nwnber
of relationships exists between an individuval's personality and his leader=-
ship status in groups. This conclusion appears to te well eslablished.

The positive relationships of intelligeace, adjustments, and
extroversion to leadership are highly significant. Also, dominance,
masculinity, and interpersonal sensitivity are found to be pesitively
related to leadersnip, while conservatism is found to be negatively
reiated to leadershnip...Finally, evidence suggests that the relation-
ship between personality factors and leadership varies with the tech-~
nique of measuring 1eadership.23

19Givy, op. cit.

202_?_151.

21mbid., p. 916

22g, p. Mann, "A Review of the Relationship Between Personality

and Performance in Small Croups”, Psychological Bulletin, July, 1959,
op. 20:1-27C.

23Ibid., pp. 246-253.
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Evean though the trait approach has been criticized for failing
to conclusively identify and specify traits that characterize all success
ful leaders, the theory does suggest that such traits as inteliigence,
self-confidgnce, ipitiative, social participation, responsibiliiy and
interpersonal sensitivity are frequently found to be closely related to
successful lesdership. The research conducted by Ghiselli, Eran, and
Fiedler seem to suggest that all trait research is not useless and that
previous inability to conclusively identify universal traits wmay be a
result of the researchers! selection of improper methods snd iastruments
{0 measure so-called traits.

Receunt research on leadership traits bhas in general besn much more
scphisticated and unlike the majority of the trail research repoirtzd by
Stogdilil, Gibb, and Mznn which was conducted prirerily on children, and
high scnool and college students, there has been increased emphasis on
research in business organizations.

An example of this type of research is represented by the recent
research conducted by Ghiselli, et. al.gh:25:26 Ghiselli's studies tend
to confirm the fact that the trait approach is not completely fruitless.
Ghiselli's research revealed that traits such as "intelligence, super~
visory ability, initiative, self-assurance, and perceived occupatiounal

level™, were significantly correlated with managerial performance ratings

2brgwin ¥. Ghi is211i, "Traits Differentiating Management Perscrnel",
Personnel Psychology, 1959, Vol. 12, pp. 535-5Lii,

2523win E. Chiselli, "Managerial Talent", Americasn Psychologicst,
Vol. 16, 1363, pp. 631-6hz.

.'/ -~ ’% 3 . -* . L . :
““Edwin E. Ghiselli, "Iateraction of Traits and Motivatioral
Factors in the Determinatioun of the Success o Manage:rs", Jourral of
- ‘ 13 b RS A B
Acplied Psycholery, 1958, Vol. 52, pp. 480-483.
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and organizational level in several different organiza‘tions;a7
Eran28 in a study of lower-middle level management investigated
the relationship of leadership traits to specific organizational criteria
and job.satisfaction. Eran found that the managers who score lower on the
mnagerial traits of intelligence, initiative and level of aspirétion re-
port less need fulfijlment and need satisfaction than managers who have
nigher scores on thnese traits. It was concluded from this study that
"neither of the two variables--job situation ncr perceived personality
traits~-can explain by itself the variations in the perception of fulifill-
ment and satisfaction of psychological needs."29 In other words, Eran's
study reveals that neither the trait or situational explanations if taken
separately can adequately explain the leadership process.
Fred Fiedler30 has conducted extensive research on the determination
of the "kind of perscnality traits or behavior that makes a person an
effective leader."3% From this statement it would arpear that Fiedler's
research cen btest be classified as trait theory. However, there appears

.. . s a1 -
to be some conlroversy on this issve. For example, Applewhlteva (1965)

2Tiid., p. 635.

28“0Tu,»ﬁﬂi Eran, "Relationship Between Self-Perceived Personality
Traits and Job Attitudes in Middle M>nagenent", Journal cf Applied
Psycholegy, Vol. 50, Number 5, 1956, pp. #24-430,

29Tpid., p. L30,

3Cp Fred F., ¥iedler, A Theory of Lpau°rshlp,Exfectlveneqs, (Kew York:
MeGraw-1ill Conrpany, 1957).

311bis., p. 261.

3%priliip B. Applevhite, "Leade in Organizational Bebavior,
(Englewoed Cliffs, New Jerszy: Prentice-Hall, 1965), p. 11G.
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and Kolasa33 (1969) consider Fiedler's theory as falling within the trait
approcach, while Filley and House3h (1969) include Fiedler's work within
tke situational approach. Since there is some disegrecment on the class-
ification of Fiedler's research, this writer's contention is that Fiedler's
research can-best be described as combining the essential elements of
both the trait and situationel approaches to leadershin. The reason for
this view of Fiedler's research is that his reseairch takes accouni of the
yersonality of the leader as well as the situational factors in ihe leader-
ship process.

Hellander and Julian seem to concur with the avove statement.
They suggest that Fiedler has accomplished an integration of the trait and
situational approaches.35

Since Fiedler's work seems to combine the traii and situgtional
theories, a review of his research would more Jogically be presented

after the discussion of situwationzl research. .
SITUATIONAL THEORY

Since reviews of trait research Ly Stogdill, Gibb, et. al. revealed
few consistent results, much of the leadership research has centered upon
the son-called situational approach. The basic proposition of situational

theory is that leadership is a dynamic multidiwensional process. According

33Blair J. Kolasa, Introduction to Behavioral Science for Bucinsss,
(New York: Jobn Wiley and Sous, 1963), PP. 5i5-53

Yo .

34Filley and House, op. cit., p. 409.

3dpewin 7. Hollandzr and James Y. Julian, "Conterporary Treands in
tne Anzlysis of Liadership Preccesses”, Psycnolomical Bulletin, Vol. 71,
Ho. 5, 1970, . 3%,

]
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to situational theory, the leadership process reflects a complicated rela-
tionship between the leader, the followers, and the situation. The signifi-
cant components of the situational theory of leadership are summarized as
follows by Gibb:

First, leadership is always relative to the situation. This rzla-
tivity may be broken down with respect to each of the major varizbles
in the situstion: 2) It is relative to the grouo task and goal.
Individual accession to the leader role is dependent upcn the group
goal, in the sense that the goal determines the needs which he must
appear to satisty by virtue of his particular combination of relevant
attributes. (b) It is relative to group structure or orgarnization.
leader behavior is determined in large part by the nature of the
organization in which it occurs. (c¢) It is relative to the vopulation
characteristics of the group or, in other words, to the attitudes and
needs cf the followers. The leader inevitably embodies wany of ithe
qualities of the followers, and the relaticn between the two may be
so close that it is cften difficult to determine who affects whom
end to what extent. For ithis reason it is possible for leaderslip to
be nominal cnly.

Secondly, the basic psychology of the leadership process is ihat
of social interactiocn. It is distincily a quality of a group situaticn.
Fo individual can be conceived of as a leader until he shares a problen
with others, until he communicates with them about tha problem, until
he has succeeded in enlisting their support ip giving expressicn to
his ideas. Leader and follower must be united by coanon goals and
aspirations and by a will to lead, on one sicde, ard a will %o follow
on the other, i.e., by a common acceptance of each otner. It is a
corollary of this principle that the leader must have membership
character in the group which sponsors him for that rcle, because
leader and followers are interdependent. The leader must be a member
of the group, and must share its norms, its cbjectives, and its
aspirations.

Finally, given group~membersnip character, electicn te leader status
depends upon perception of individuval differences. It is because there
are individual differences of capacity znd skill that one of a group
em2rges as superior to others for weeting particular group needs.
Followers subordinate themselves, not to an irdividual whom they rer-
ceive ss utierly different, but to a mewber of treir group whko has
superiority at trjs time and whom they pesrceive to be fuadamentally the
same as they are, and wno may, at other times, bz prepared to- follow.>%

.
3%Givb, op. cit., p. 915.
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The general dimensions of the situational theory appears to have
emerged from the research of Hemphill (1549)37, Gouldner (1950)38, Cattell
(1951)39, Gibb (155440, Davis (2058)%L, stogaill (1956, 1959)"2*"3, Bass
(1960)hh, Likert (3.96.1))+5 and Hollander (l96h)h6. These general dimensions
of the éheory are:
1. the personality attributes of the leader;

2. the attitudes, needs, perceptions, and expectations of the
followers;

3. the requirements of the job;

k, the situations as determined by the organizational and physical
envirorment.”

373. K. Hemphill, Situational Factors in Leadership, (Columbus:
Ohio State University, Bureau of Educaticnal Research; 19uc),

38A. W. Gouldner, editor, Studies in leadership, (New York: Harper,

1950) .

39R. B. Cattell, "New Concepts for Measuring Leadership in Terms
of Group Syntality", Human Relations, Vol. 4, 1951, pp. 161-124,

l’QGibb, op. cit.

th. C. Davis, The Fundamentals of Top Management, (New York: Harver
and Row, 195k.)

)

“2Ralph 14, Stogdill and Carroll L. Shartle, editors, Patterns of
Administrative Performance, (Columbus: Bureau of Business Kesecarch, The Ohlo
State University, 1950).

<

i
3Ralph M. Stogdill, Individual Behavior and Group Achievement,
(Wew York: Oxford University Press, 1959).

thass, op. cit.

l . . : - N T

PRensis Likert, New Patterns of Management, (New York: MecGraw-Hill,
1961).

I

”6Edwin P. Hollander, leaders, Groups and Influence, (New York:
Oxlord University Press, 1G66L4).

L - .. . .
‘frijley and House, ov. cit., 1. L08.
» 98- C2l., X
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It is beyond the scope of this review of leadership research to dis-
cuss each of the abave theories. It would seem more relevent to briefly
highlight several specific studies related to situational leadershié
theory.

It might be kelpful at this point to present a summary of several
major variables that bave been researched. These situational factors are:

l. Size of the group veing led;

2. Expectations of subcrdinates;

3. Type of job which the leader holds;

4k, History of the organization;

5. Previous experience of the leader in operaive and supervisory
functions;

6. Community environment;
T. The particular work requirements of the group;
8. The degree to which group-member cooperation is required;
9. Psychological climate of the work group;
10, Time required and allowed for decision-making;
11. Amount of influence the leader hzs on his superiors;
12. 7The educational and skill level of the followers;
13. The stage of growth of the company;
14, Group-member personalities;
15. Type and size of conpany.
Studies illustrzting the resezarch on the majority of the above fifteen

variables are presented in the following peragraphs.
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3ize of Group Being Ied

Hemphillh8 in an early situational study concluded that the size
of the group is an important factor affecting the leadership process.
Hemphill's study revealed that as the number of workers reporting to any
one leader becomes larger, the leader's role in the group becomes mer
significant and the tolerance for "jeader-centered"td direction of group

activities becomes greater.

Expectations of Suboirdinates

Several researchers have found that the expectation of the sub-
ordinates represents an important situational factor. Foa?© in a study
of the "Relation of Worker's Expectation to Satisfaciion with Supervisor”,
found that expectations of workers is an important situwational variable.
This study, using Isrzeli workers as subjects, revealed that "a certain
supervisory attitude might lead to different levels of worker's satis-
faction according to whether such an attituae conforms or not with the
expeciation of the worker.,"o1

French et, al.”2 used a Norwegian factory in a study desigred to

replicate the Coch and French experiients. It was found tliat the effects of

h8John K. Hemphill, "Relations Between the Size of the Group and
the Behavior of 'Superior Leaders'”, The Journal of Social Psychology,
Vol. 32, 1550, pp. 1l-22. '

h9£2£§°’ p. 21.

5¢ N " : . g .
XCUriel 5. Fos, "Relation of Workers! Expectation to Satisfaction
with Supervisor", Persoanel Pcycnology, Vol. 10, 1957, pp. 101-168,

Amig., p. 161,

52 v - . - : . .

?<John K. ¥, French, Jr,, Joachim Israel, and Imsfinn 4s, "An
Experiment on Participstion in a Norwegian Factery’, Human Pelsticas,
Voli, 13, No. 1, 1580, pp. 2-12.
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participation in terms of productivity and job satisfaction depended upon
the expectations of the workers as to how much participation was "legitimate".
Thus, it appeared that there were cultural differences in terms of the
anount of participation perceived as legitimate by the Norwegian workers.
This difference affected the replication of the Coch and French53 studies
in Norway. The Norwegian workers had a strongzer tradition of unionizaticn
than had the Awmerican workers studied. This tradition would tend to
produce an attitude that the legitimate pattern of participation is

through the union rather than direct participation.sh

Type Job the leader Helds

Stogdil.’l.55 cited numerous studies supporting the contention that
the type of job which the leader holds bears a very important relationship
to the type of leadership style or behavior. The technical knowledge
needed and the amount of face-to-face confrontations between the leader
and followers is a significapt component of the job situation.

History of the Organization, Length of Tiwme the Company Had Reen

Opcrating in the Territory, and Previous F‘x:)erl nce of lLeader
in_Work Activity

William H. Banaka in his Doctoral Dissertaticn "A Study of

Situational Factors Related tc the Ferformance of Insurance Sales

531L. Coch and J. R. P. Frenck, Jr., "Overcoming Resistance to
i (4]
Cha n(- 5> in Dorwin Cartwright and Alvwn Zander, editors, Croup Dynamics:
Research and Thzory (Evanston, Illinois: Row Peterson and Company, 1960) .

Sh4French et. al., op. cit., p. 18.

55Ralph M. Stoz
{New York: Oxford Unive
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Supervisors"56 estimated the extent to which job performance of a group
of insurance sales supervisors was related to certain situational
veriables. The situational factors investigated by Banakz were: sales
history of the organization; the length of time the company had been
operating in the specified territcry; the age of the previous incumbent
in the leader's position; the age of the leader and his previcus exper-
ience as a sales agent and as a sales supexrvisor, Banaka confirmed ihe
often cited hypothesis that leadership is affected by situational conditions.

The Particular Work Requirements of the Group
The Degree to which Group-Member Coorveration Is Required

Another sitvational variable was researched by Lodaznl and Porter.”2(
They found that the particular work requirements of the group to te impor-
tart situational factors affecting the leadershir vrocess. From their
study involving small industrial work groups, Lodehl and Porter conclude
that essentially social variables, such as necessary group cooperatiorn and
leader popularity are significant situational d=terminants of leadership.

It was concluded that patierns of psychometric scores in industrial
work groups may bear some relation to group productivity, but this
relsilion is affected by social characteristics cof the group and the
reiation of the group to the leader....social influences on productivity

are strongest in groups where the work situation reguires a higa degree
of cooperation among group members. 'S8

—

5%¢i11iam H. Banaka, "A Study of Situational Faclors Related to the
Performance of Insurance Sales Superviscrs', Unpublished Doctoral Disserta-
tion, University of Houston, 1959.

5(']“nom:e.s M. Lodahl and Lyman W. Porter, "Psychometric Score Patterns
Social Characteristics, and Productivity of Small Industrial Work Croups",
Journal of Applied Psychology, 1961, Vol. !5, HNo. 2, pp. 73-79.

ssﬁ.i_i° » . 78,
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Time Required and Aliowed for Decision-maxing

Dutno”? found that the time required and allowed for decision-
making was an important situational factor. The relative speed or slow-
ness of decision-making was relsated to group performance. In general,
"groups iended to function more effectively under those conditions which
vere free from time pressures and which encouraged careful planning than

-
unéder conditions ewmphasizing speed of performance".Oo

Amount of Influence tihe ILeader Has on His Superiors

Rowlana®l investigated among other variables the amount of iufluence
the leader has on his superiors. He described his study as falling "withip
the general realm of the situational approach as it investigites both leader
tehaviors, which occur in the process of leader interaction in the orgsni-.

62

zation and lesader choracteristics”. He found a stiong relatiocnship

between the imeasures of influence a leader has on his superiors and work
group veriorrance as perceived by superiors. Corirary to what was expected,

there vas little relationship between the measures of influencz and

subordinztes' satisfactions with the supervisor.63

59Peter ubno, "Decision Time Characteristics of Leaders and Group
Prcblem~Solving Beravior", The Journal of Sccial Psychelosy, Vol. 59, 1963,
pp. 259-2824

602229., p. 278.

61Kbndrith M. Rowland, "Selected Determinants of Effective Leader-
ship", Unpublisred Dectoral Dissertation, Graduate Schcol of Business,
Indiana University, 1966.

e;rp_ige, Pp. 5"6-

63 1n<g
*Ibid., Pe 99.
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Department Size, -Working Conditiocns, Employee Education and Skills

Skinner64 conducted a sfudy t0 examine the relatioﬁships between
supervisory behavior and three selected organizational criteria (turnover,
grievance rates and supervisory ratings) and three situational variables.
The situational variables included in this study were department size,
working conditions and employee skills. While no firm conclusions resulted,
the research did indicate that situvatioral factors do influence the leader-
ship behavior of fcremen.

As evidenced by the above discussion, a number ci studies have
postulated unique situational factors. However, these studies for the
most part have concentrated upon fairly divergent types c¢f variables.

While these studies do not contracdict each other, their findings appear

to show little replication.
EVALUATION OF TRAIT AND STITUATIONAL ATPROACHES

While the situationsl approach to the study of leadership avoids
some of the major pitfalls of the older traiil approach, the situational
research often appeared to view the leader and the sitvation separately.
This notion was elaborated on in a recent article.65 In the trait
approach the central focus was or the leader to the exclusion of important
situational variables, vhereas in the situational approach the leader was

often excluded.®6 Commenting on the trait and situational theories, the

Elizabetl: Skinner, "Relationships Between Leadership Behavior
s and Crganizavioual-Situational Variables". Personnel Psychology,
1 rp. 4E9-Lok,

65-

c’ . s
“Hollander and Julian, op. cit.

3
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authors state:

Though they may be separable for anglytic purposes, they also
impinge on one another in the perceptions of followers. Thus, the
leader, from the follower's vantage point, is an element in the
situation, and one who shapes it as well. As an aetive agent of
influence he communicates to other group members by his words and his
actions, implying demands which are reacted to in turn. In exercising
influence, therefore, the leader may set the stage and create expecta-
tions regarding what he should do and what he will do. Rather than
standing apart from the leader, the situation perceived to exist may
be his creation.o7

Based upon the above discussion of trait and situational research,

it seems reasonable to coanclude that both approaches have merit and both
theories emphasize essential inseparable components of the leadership

process.
FIEDLER'S RESEARCH

Fiedler's research (although classified by Applewhite69 and Kolasal©
as being trait research, while Filley and Housell consider it sitvational)
recognizes the basic elements of both approaches.

Fiedler suggests that there must be some attributes whick distinguish
effective leaders from ineffective leaders. He lends support to the trait
approach by commenting that:

We kpow of men who consistently managed to build up ineffective

groups and sick organizations, while there are others who could not
lead a trocp of hungry girl scouts to & hauburger standi. Unless we
close our eycs to these cases, we are forced to the conclusion=--long

held by laymen--that there must be some abilities or persona;%ty atori-
butes which distinguish the good leaders from the poor ones.!<

P -
STIbid. 68Fiedler, op. cit. ®9Applevhite, op. cit.
TOKolasa, op. cit. TlFilley and House, op. cit.

T2rred E. Fiedler, "Leadership and Leadership Effectiveness Traits:
A Recconceptualization of the Leadership Trait Problem,” in Lesdership and
Interpersonal Behavior edited by Luigi Fettrullc and Bernzrd M. Bass,
(New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1G61), pp. 180-186.




The type of trait research Fiedler ie supparting is nolt the
traditional approach. In earlier trait research, so-called leadership
traits may not have been consistently recognized becsuse of the "conceptual-
ization of the problem has béen based on inadequate assumptions".73

Fiedler's research approach also recognizes the situationszl aspects
of the lesdership process. His central proposition is that the leader's
effectiveness depends upon the structural properiies of the group and the
situation, including the interpersonal perceptions of both the leader and
the followers. Thus, his theory, which is very brielly described below,
atteumpts tc bond the trait and situational theories of leadershiip into a
unore realistic framework,

On the basis of eighteen years of research Fiedler presents a
theory of leadership which attempts to specify in more precise tzrms the
conditions under which one leadership style or another will bte more coi-
ducive to group effectiveness.7h Fiedler and his associates were interesied
in determining the relationship between how strictly or eriently & leader
evaluates his associates and the productivity of his grovp. Fiedler sought

to determine whether a leader who saw little differciices hetween his "most

<

preferred" and "least preferred” coworkers was more or liess likely to lead
a highly productive group than was the leader who tended to perceive wide

differences in his "most preferred" and "least preferred" associates 1

T3Tpiq.,

{hFiedler, Leadership Effectiveress, 1967.

75Ivid., p. 20.

-
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In an attempt to measure a leader's attitudes, Fiedler developed
a "Least-preferred coworker scale (IPC) and an "Assumed similarity between
opposites" (ASC) score. Both the LPC end the ASO relate to how a leader
perceives his most and least preferred coworkers. In general, a leader
vho perceives his "least preferred" coworker in favorable terms tends to
be people or "relationship oriented", while the lcader who perceives his
"least preferred" coworker in unfavorable terms is primarily production or
task oriented.76

The ASC scales measures the degree to which a leader perceiva:z as
very similar his "most" and "least" preferred coworkers. If a leader sszes
very little difference in his "most" and "lieast" preferred coworkesrs, he
tends to be relationship oriented, wihereas if he is very discriminating
between his "most" and "least" preferred coworkers, the leader iends to
be task oriented.TT

Research utilizing the LPC and the ASO scores indicates thaib
leaders who do not perceive significant differences vetween their most

and least preferred coworkers tend to be rated high by th=ir subordinate:z

(#5]

2

on the Ohio State consideration dimension of leadership behavior.!
Anotrer study (Hawkins, 196?) found that leaders wno perceived

cignificanl differences between their most and least preferred coworkers

vere more task-oriented than people-oriented and were more punitive

76Ibid.

TTIeig.

T, A, 7. leuruese, "The Effects of the Leader's Ability and
Interpersonal Atiitudes on Groun Creativity under Varyiung Coaditions of

Stress", Docteral Uissartaticn, Univarsity of Amsierdan, 196hL,
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toward their subordinates.’? Hawkins's study fourd that leaders who see
greater differeaces in their most and least preflerred workers were high
on initiating structure such as that measuréd by the Ohio State Leadership
Behavior Description Questionnaire.

In summary, Fiedler's research identified three major factors that
are useful in classifying g oup situations:ao

1. Jleader-wmember personal reiationships;

2. tesk structure; and

3. position-power of the leader.

Botk the *trait and situational approaches to the study of leader-~
ship appear to have merit, aad the findings of these thzories have been
significant in the development of the research instruments for this study.
The development of the guestionnaires used in this study. The developnent
of the guestioanaires used in this study will be presented in Chapter III;
the Methodology.

Many writers who have been concerned with the field of lesadership
have concentrated upon Lhe discussion of the trait and situstional approaches.
However, soue writersal present e third theory which has been rererred to as
behavioral. The behavioral approach to leadership and its implicetion Tor
the present study will be discussed in the following section. This discuss-
ion will then lead into the final section of this chapter waich is concerned
with gtudies specifically related to the perceived leadership behavior of

the first-line supsrvicor.

Toc. A. Hawkins, "Study of Factors Mediating a Relationship Between
Iader Rating Zenavior and Greup Productivity”, Doctoral Dissertation,
Cniversity of Minnesota, 1962.

8oFied;'er, (1657} op. cit. 81Filley and louse, op. cit., p. 391.
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THE BEBAVICRAL APPRCACH TO LEADERSHIP

The behavioral apprcach to the study of leedership, particularly
in business orgmanizations provides essential background for the present
study of the perceived leadership behavior of the first~line supervisor.
The basic proposition of the behavioral approach is that leaders are most
appropriately characterized by behavior patterns rather than by individusl

a
1:.ra,i‘t'.s.“2 Unlike the trait approasch, behavioral theory attempts to explain
leadership on the basis of what a given leader does, as observed by others,
rather than what he is, which is {the essence of trait theory. It seems
quite possible that traits such as intelligence, social sensitivity,
dependability, etc. may not be readily observed, but tehavior patterns
may be capable of observation by others. The behaviorel approach to
leadership has been appropriately described by Halpin as follows:

First of all, it focuses upon observed behavior rather than upon

8 posited capacity inferred from this leadership. No presuppositions
are ruade about a one-to~one relationship between leader behevior and
an underlying or potentially presumably determinative of this behavior.
By the same token, no a priori assumptions are made that the leader
behavicor which a leader exhibits ir one group situation will be
manifested in other group situations...nor does the term "leader
behavior" suggest that this behavior is determined either innately or
situationally.©

This approach to the study of leadership is at least partially based
upon the research of Roethlisberger and Mayo at Harvard during the late

1920's and upcn Xurt Tewin's studies at the Group Dynamics Center at M.I.T,

821via., p. 393.

83Andrew W. Halpin, The Leadership Behavior of School Superlntenuentc
(Chicago: Midwest Administration Center, University of Chicago, 195d), p. 12
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in the 19&0'5.8h Much of the recent behavioral theory is the result of the
leadership studies initiated by the Bureau of Business Research at Ohio
State University beginning in about 1950. The rescarchers (Shartle, Stogdill,
Coons, Halpin, et. al.) at Ohio State developed an instrument known as
the leader Behavior Description Questionnaire which was desigpned to describe
how a leader carries out his activities. Halpin and Winer85 using factor
analysis identified four different dimensicns of leadership behavior. The
four dimensions were consideration, initiating structuwre, production empha-
sis, and social awareness, Other Ohio State leadership studies developed
up to ten different leadership behavior dimensions, but the researchers at
Ohio State eventually narrowed the description of leader bebavior to two
primary dimensions--consideration and initiation of structure.

Consideration, as defined in Chapter I of this study, referred
to “behavior indicative of friendship, mutual trust, respect, and warmth
in the relationships between the leader and the members of his staff.“86

Initiation of Structure refers to leader behaviar in which the
supervisor organizes and defines group activities and his relation to the
groun. He assigns tasks, establishes ways of getting things accomplished
and pushes for production.87

These iwo terms, consideration and iritiation of structure, seem
to coincide with the dimensions of leadership behavior descrived by other

researchers. For example, Ohio State's "comsideration" as a term descriptive

of leadership behavior is closely associated with the University of Michigan's

8I‘F:i.lley and House, Loc, cit.

5
5Andrew W. Halpin and Pen J. Winer, "A Factorial Study of the Ileader
Behavior Descriptions", in Lecader Penavior: lts lzscription and Measuresent,
Ralph Stogdill and Alvin Ccons editors (Onio Staie University, 1952) pp. 39-51.

86r)eishran and Harris, op. cit. 871zi4.
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phrase "employee-oriented"88, Cartwri ght and Zander's "group mam.tenance"8c
Blake and Mouton's "concern faor people"90, Fiedler's "relaticnship
oriented"91 and Likert's "employee-centered"92. Also the phrase "initiating
structure" is conceptuslly similar to "production-oriented® (Michigan
Studies)I3 "goal achievemeni” (Cartwright and Zander)9h, "eoncein for
production” (Blake and Mouton)92, "task-oriented" (Fiedler, et. a.l.)96 and
"ioh-oriented" (Likert)J7.

There bave been numercus investigations cof leader behavior con=-
ducted in & variety of situations. However, the majority of the studies
bave been perfcrmed in military and educaticnal environments,; although

severgl studies such as Fleishman and Harris'98 have been conducted in

88paniel Ketz, Neil Macoby, Nancy C. ‘orse, Prcductivity. Super-

s’on and Morsle ir Office Situaticus, (Zetroit: The Darel Press; lnc.,
l ‘)0).
L9porwin Cartwright and Alvin Zoander, Group Dynamics: Pescarch
end Theory, (Evansten, T_lin is: Row, Peterson and Compsny, 1960}.

PORovert K, Blake and Jane 8. Mouton, The Managerial Grid,
(Huaot01, Te:ias: Guli Publishing Company, 11645'

9lFiedler, (1967), op. cit.,

22 “Rensis Likart, New Patterns of Management, (New York: McGraw-
Eill, 1961).

93Kétz, Macoby, and Morse, op. cit.

ShCartwright and Zander, op. cit.

95Blake and Moutoan, op. cit.

96riedler, Loc. cit.

9MLikert, Loc. cit.

98Edwin A. Fleishmen and E, F, Harris, "Patterns of Ieadership

Behavior Relited to umployee Grievances and Turnover", Persoanel Psychology,
1962, pp. L3-56,
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business organizaticnzs. A few of the so-called behavioral studies will
te presented below.

The originzal investigations of leadership behavior involved
studies of Air Force personnel made during tne 1950's. One of the early
studies was conducted by Halpin on B=29 combat pilots during the Korean
conflict., This investigation compared the leader behavicr of combat
commanders as perceived by the air crews with their superior's rating of
combat performance. Halpin found a correlation between suverior's raﬁing”
and ianitiating structure scores and air crew's rating of consideration.??
Halpin's finding seems to indicate that superiors ané subordinates are
likely to view the leader in a different manner. This difference can
possibly lead to role conflict for the leader. This finding has particular
relevance for ‘the present study since the primary purpose of this study
is to analyze the leadership hehavior of the first-line supervisor Irou
three different perspectives in the organization.

Halpin conducted another study on the leadership pekavior of 132
aircraft commnders and 6t school superintendents. BEis primary finding
was that the two groups differed in their leadershio behavior. The school
surerintendents showed more consideration and less initiatirng structure than
dié the aircraft comuanders,1C0

Research utilizing the Ohio State IBDQ {ILecadership Behavior

Ppndrew Halpin, "The Leadership Behavicr and Combat Perforuaace
of Airplane Commanders", Journal of Abnormal and Social Psvc chology,
Januzry, 1954, pp. 19-22.

100Andrew W, Halpin, "The Leader Behavior r¢ Leaders
cf Zducational Administrators and Aircrait Cormanders
Review, Vol, XXV, Winter, 1955, pp. 18-32.

) == &



Description Questionnaire) has repeatedly found that in groups where
leaders are rated high on the "consideration" dimension, subordinate
satisfaction is alsc high.lOl Also, there is Jess intragroup stress and
more group-uerber cooperationlog, and there tends to be less turnover and
fewer grievances.lo3

It should also be noted that other research studies employing
measures other than the Onio State IBDQ have found that the "supportive",
"numan relations-oriented", "consideration-oriented" leader is viewed
by subtordinates as a desirable leader in a variety of situations.

Research in industrial plants has found that "relationshio-criented”

leadership has been consistently asscciated with positive attitudes and

satisfaction of sutordinates. (Argyle et. al.th; Comrey et. al. 105

101A, K. Korman, "Consideration, Initiating Structure, and
Organizational Criteria--A Review", Personnel Psychology, Vol. 19, No. k
(15545), pp. 349-361.

1021, CeXxlander and E. A. Fleishman, "Patterns of leadership
Relz*ted to Organization Stress in Hospital Settings", Administrative
Science Suarterly, Vol. 8, (196L4), pp. 520-532.

103Fleisnman and Harris, op. cit.

0k, Argyle, C. Gardner, and F., Cioffi, "Supervisory Methods
Related to Prcductivity, Absenteeism, and Labor Turnover", Human Relations,
Vol. 11 (1958}, pp. 23-40.

1024, L, Comrey, W. S, High, and R. C. Wilson, "Factors Irfluencingz
tionzl Offectiveness, VII. A Survay of Aircraft Supervisors",
1 Psyenolozy, Vol. 10 (1957), pp. 169-160.
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Danielson and MaierlO6; Indik et. al.l07; and PatchenlO8)
Research concerning initiating structure has tended to suggest
that leaders rated high on this factor by their superiars do a better
Jeb in planning and scheduling work, establishing standards of performances
and proéedures for their subordinates.109
Supervisors vho initiate a great deal are described as ones who
insist on having things done in a standard way, who see that subordi-~
nates work to full cepacity, who offer new apprcaches tc¢ problems,
who erphasize the meeting of deadlines, and vwho decide in detail what
will be done, now much will be done and how it shouid be éone.110
Research has indicated that the most effective leaders are those
rated high on both initiating structure and consideration, 1l Studies by
Fleishman and Harrisll2 as well as Oaklander and Fieishmanll3 indicate that
supervisors high in both dimensions of leadership behavior achieve the
test results in terms of maximizing work group productivity and satisfaction

while minimizing twrnover, absenteeism, and grievances. There seems to te

little data that questions the proposition that the combination of highly

o —

106L. 3. Denielson and N. R. F. Maier, "Supervisory Problems in

Decision Maxing", Personnel Psycholcgy, Vol. 10 (1957), pp. 169-180.

1078, P. Inlik, S. E. Seashore, and B. S. Georgopoulous, "Relation-
ships Among Uriteria of Job Performance", Journal cf Applied Psychology,
Vol. 4k (1663). pp. 195~-202,

10%1. Patchen, "Supervisory Methods and Group Performance Norms",
Administrativ. Science Quarterly, Vol. 7, (3962), pp. 275-29k,

0%1bid., p. bo5.

llOBernard . Bzss, Organizatioral Psychology, (Bestou: Allyn and
Bacon, Inc., 1985}, p. 149,

A1dps

lley snd House, op. cit., p. LOA.
Fleiskman and Harris, op. cit.

Qaiklander and Fleisbman, op. cit.
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supportive (showing consideration) and instrumental behavior will result
in the most effective group operation.ll¥

The foregoing discussion ol the behavioral apprcach to leadership
provides an effective background for the discussion to follow., The next
and final section of Chapter II will confine itself to a brief consideration
of the process of perception and studies related to the leadership behavior
of first-line supervisors.

THE PROCESS OF PERCEPTICN AND THE LEADERSHIF
BEHAVIOR OF FIRST-LINE SUPERVISORS

The major emphasis of this dissertaticn is cn an analysis of the
leadership behavior of first-line supervisors as perceived by superiors,
subordinates, and the supervisors theriselves. In essence, the study is
primarily concerned with "perceptions" of leadership behavior as viewed
from three different perspectives in organizations. Therefore, it would
seem beneficial to briefly describe the process cof perception and its
relationship to leadership situaticns., The discussion which follows
provides essential framework for understanding the perceptual process
as related tc this investigation. Also, presented in this section of
Chapter Il wilil ©te a brief disciussion of specific studies related to the

rerceived leadzrshiv behavior of first-line supervisors.

Process of Percxzriion

Perception; as the term was defined in Chapter I of this study, is

the caplex process ty which a person selects, organizes, and interprats

11&Filley and Youse, Loc. cit., r. 415,



sensory stimulaticn into a meaningful and coherent picture. As such,
perception represents an immediate or intuitive judgment which is influenced
by all past experiences. This study is concerned with the following types
of perception:

1, Self perceptions of managers and first-line supervisors;

2. Percepticn upward ~ subordinates' perceptions of supervisor; and

3. Perception downward - managers' perceptions of supervisors.

It is well established 115,116 that perceptions of others and
cneself is influenced by attitudes, expectations, interests, beliefs, ard
a multiplicity of other complex phenomena of which one may not be aware.
Much of human behavior is determined not as much by what is ‘out
there! as it is by what happens to the material vhen it gets inside
the human processing system. The perception of the situation is usually
much more important in determining behavior than is the objective
reality of that situation.l17
The process of perception is of crucial significance in business
organizaticns. It is essential that managers and supervisors make an
attempt at understanding themselves (self-perception) and understaending
how they are perceived by their superiors, peers, and subordinates. In
this context it would be useful to assess the factors that influence an.
individual‘®s perception. Tagiuri,ll8 in identifying the factors influencing

the perception of others, suggests that the factors can be organized into

115peter B, Warr and Christopher Knapper, The Perception cf Pzcople
&nd Events, (New York: John Wiley and Sons, 19685.

116Renato Tagiuri and Luigi Petrullo, Ferson Percepticn and Inter-
. e s~ v . . - =
perscnal Behavior, (Stzaford University Press, 19508).

1173541 J. Kolasa

» Introducticn to Behavioral Science for Business,
{New York: Joun Wiley and

ons, 1902}, D. >20,

I
(o)
&
=

150 ziuri and Petrvlle, op. cit.
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three sets of variables and interactions among them. These sets are the

following:

1. the characteristics of the perceiver; .

2. the attributes of the perceived; and

3. fhe nature of the interaction situation,119,120

Zglkind and Costellol?l in a review of verception suggest the
following about the perceiver:

1. He may be influenced by considerations that he may not be

eble to identify, responding to cues that are below the

threshold of his awareness.

2. When required to form difficult perceptual judgments, he
may respond to irrelevant cues to arrive at a judgnment.

3. In making abstract or intellectual judgments, he may be
influenced by emotional factors. For example, what is liked
is perceived as correct.

k, He will weigh perceptual evidence coming frem respected
sources more heavily than that coming from cther scurces.

5. He may nct be able to identify all the factors on which
his judgment is based.

People in organizations respond to reality as they perceive it to
be end not as it may actually exist. Thus, in perceiving the leadership
behavior of the first-line superviscr, the superiors, subordinates and the
supervisors themselves do noct respond to the "facts" as such, but rather

each iudividual responds to the facts as he perceives them. A person's

11975id,., pp. xiii and xiv

1205ce also, Jacob Jacoby, "Ascuracy of Person Perception as a
Function of Dogiatisr", Proceedings, T7th Annual Couvention, Amerjcan
Psychological Asscciztion, 1209, p. 347.

1215he120n $. Zalkind and Timothy W. Costelio, "Perception: Some
Recent Researcn and Implications for Admivisiration", Administrative
Science Quarterly, vol. 7 1962), pp. 218-235. '
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perception of another person's behavior tends tco be conditioned by the
perceiver's values, attitudes, cbjectives and assumptions. As Katz points
out:
Each individual's perceptions tend €o be distorted by the values
which he brings to e situation. These values stem from his previous
experiences (his expectations of how people behave), his sentiments
(the loyalties, prejudices, likes, and dislikes he has built up over
a2 long period of tlme), his attitudes about himself (what kind cf
person he is, or imzgines himself, or would like to be), the obligations
he feels toward others (what he thinks others expect of hlm), his ideals
(the ways he thinks people should behave and how things ought to be ),
his objectives and goals (what he is trying to achieve) and so cn. 122
Katz also notes that individuals respond to reality based upon
their values. In general each person tends to confirm kis own valiues
by selecting those elements in the perceptual process that are consistent
with his own values. Thus, an individual sees only what he wants to see
2nd ignores factors that do not reinforce his values as manifested in his
h X

expectations, attitudes, and assumptions.™ ™~

Since the present study is concerned with perceptions of the
leadership behavior of supervisors from three distinct levels in the
organization, it would be pertimnent to relate a few factors that may
account for differences in perceptions among the three separaste groups.
Three such factors which may account for differences in perceptions are
2L

selective perception, attitude filter, and projection. As pointed out

in the previcus paragraph, an individual sees what he wants to see and

122Robert L. Katz, "Human Relations Skills Can Be Sharpered",
Farvard Business Review, Vol. 34 (1956), p. 6.

1231bid.

1241 eyis R, Benton, "The Many Faces of Conflict: How Differences in
Perception Cause Differences of Opinion", Supervisovy Management, March, 1970
pp. 7-10.
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blacks out other aspects. This is called selective perceptiocn, although
the phenomenon is sometimes referred to as "filtering". Similarly,
perceptions may also differ because each faét in a situation is filtered
tbhrougnh a person's built-in prejudices and attitudes. For example, &
subordinate's attitude toward his job and his company will often determine
how he interprets the leadership behavior of his supervisor. A third
comon factor accounting for differences in perceptions is the psychologi.cal
process known as projection. Projection usuwally occurs when a perceiver
assumes that the perceived has the same attitudes, morives, or character-
istics as that of the perceiver., More specifically, projection is to
attribute to others certain features that belong to oneself 125 In the
context of this study, projection would perbaps most logically occur when
the superior is rating the leadership behavior of his "most" and “least"
effective supervisors. towever, it is also quite possible that the super-
visors and subordinates may engage in projection. It seems logical to
hypothesize that the superior will tend to perceive his "most" effective
sucervisor like he sees himself, Thus, the superior may project his own
favorable qualities onto the "most" effective supervisor. Alterrnatively,
the superior may tend to project his own unfavorable qualities onto his
"least" effective supervisor.

From the above discussion of the process of perception, it seems
that the critical aspect of a leadership situation is how the leader is

¢, 126

perceived by his superiors, subordinates and himsel . Effective leader~

ship is not primarily what a supervisor dozs, in terms of objechtive reality,

125714,

e e

120peaeh, op. cit., p. 515.
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but rather whet the supervisor is perceived as doing by his subordinates,
superiors and by the supervisor hiwmseXf. It is not chiefly the supervisor's
methods and techniques, but principally the kind of person the people who
work with him come {o think and feel that he'represents.l2?

The fcilowing section is concerned with specifiec studies relating
to the perceived leadership behavior of first-line supervisors.

The Perceived leadership Behavior of the First-Line
Supervisor

Since the purpose of this study was to describe the leadership
behavior of most and least effective first-lirne manufacturing supervisors,
it was very useful to discuss the findings of related research. Severci
studies concerning the leadership behavior of the first-line supervisor
have been conducted. Research by Fleishman, et, al.128, Stogdill, et. al.129
Besco and Iawshel30 indicztes that there tends tc be little relationship
between now a first-iiune supervisor is rated by nis superiors and by his
subordinates. This conclusioun seems to have been the case regardiess of
the research instrument utilized.

131

Besco and ILawshe in a study of 29 production foremen in a

127sartain and Baker, op. cit., pp. 167-168.
Y et oLt
]
12 E. A, Fleishman, E, F, Harris and H. E. Burit, leadership and
Supervision In Inaustiry, (Columbus: Bureau of Educatioral Research, The
Ohio State University, 1955).

129g, M. Stogdill, E. L. Scott, W. E. Joynes, Leadership and Role
Expectations, (Research Monograph, no. 86) (Columbus, Bureau of Business
Researcl, Ohio State University, 1956.)

0. . co s
l““n. 0. Besco and C. H. lLawshe, "Foremarn Leadership as Perceived
by Superiors and Subnrdinates", Personnel Psychology, Vol. 12, (1959), rp.
573-582.
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cereal processing plant faund that there was "no relationship between
subordinate and superior perceptions of the leadership behavior of the
same foremen". In this study, it was noted that there could be real
differences in what was perceived from two levels in the organization or
it was possible that the foremen participating in the study exhivited
different behavior patterns to their superiors than they exhibited toward
their subordinates.

In contrast to Besco and Iawshe, Kirg and Clingenpeell32 in a
recent study of the supervisory eifectiveness of 40 engineering supervisors
found a more consistent agreement between superior and subardinate ratings
of supervisors. The results of this study indicate that the agreement among
the ratings of the supervisor from different perspectives in the organization

-

tend to be related to the supervisor's effectiveness. In other words,

there was fairly consistent agreement between superior, subordinate and
self-ratings of supervisors who were judged as possessing potential Tor
advancement. King and Clingsnpeel made no mention of agreement or dis-~
agreement of the ratings of less effective supervisors. In general, their
findings which to some extent differ trom previous research, (s=e Fleishmen,

et. al.l33, Stogdill, et. al.l3h, and Besco and lawshel35) may be at least

partially explained by the nature of the groups involved in the study.

lBgDonald C. King and Richard E, Clingenpeel, “Supervisory BEffec-
tiveness and Agreement among Superiors, Supervisors, and Subordinates
regarding the Supervisor's Job Behavior", Proceedings 76th Annual Convention
of American Psychologists Association, (1958), pp. 559-550.

1335 05 : ;
Fleishman, Harris, and Burtt, op. cit.

Pl
13451054111, Scott, and Joynes, ofp. cit.

l*”Besco and lawshe, ¢p. cit.
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The research was conducted in a technical environment--specifically two
engineering departments of an industrial firm employing 5000 persons. All
of the supervisors were college graduates who supervised three to Tfive
graduate engineers and scientists and a slightly smaller number of tech-
nicians.l35 It perhaps seems reasonable trat in an environment such as
descrived, there would tend to be greater group cohesiveness and better
wderstanding of the role cf the group leader. The authors offer several
olher explanations of their finding of agreement between the ratings of the
more effective supervisors. They suggest that the similsrity of percepiions
may indicate that membters of the more effective supervisor's group exhibit
greater harmony and understanding or it may be that "greater halo exists
among the supervisors and group members , 137 Ferhaps their findiug would
suggest that more effective supervisors have achieved a betier definition of
their roles and are able to more effectively comwunicate this behavior to
their superiors and subordinates.,

King and Clingenpeel alsc point out that human relations proponents
and teravioral theorists might attribute their finding to other, but related,
factors. Hummn relationists could argue that in the groups led by the more
effective supervisor greater agreement in the ratings of the supervisor
would be due to more "cpenness" and greater '"closeness" among the group
members. Thus, these groups would be more effective than the more formalized
and highly structured work units. Finally, the behavioral theorists could
ascert that "good supervisors place more emphasis upon getting across te

their men and their superiors what their actions snd beliefs are and what

136King and Clingenpeel, cr. cit.

1373‘..559:" P- 560-
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they are trying to accomplish."138

The studies by Besco and Lawshe and King and CGlingenpeel indicate
the need for additional research on the perception of the leadership
behavior of first-line supervisors. There continues to be numerous
questions which prior research has not answered or has perhaps answered
only partially. There still is inconclusive knowledge of the relationship
existing between: the self-perceptions of superiors as compared to the
self-perceptions of the supervisors designated as "most" ard "least”
effective; the swperiors' perceptions of the leadership behavior of super-
visors as compared with the supervisor's self-percepticns and the suberdi-
nates' perceptions of the supervisors; the self-perceptions of the super-
visors versus how the supervisors are perceived by their subtordinates; and
the perceptions of the subordinates of the "mosi" effective supervisor and
the perceptions of the subordinates of the "least" effective supervisor.
Thus, this study purports to provide increased insight and understanding of
the leadership behavior of first-line supervisors as perceived from differ-
ing perspectives in organizations. It is believed that such knowledge will
lead to more effective supervisory behavior and contribute to at least &
partial resolution of role conflict for the first-line svupervisor who is

often referred to as the "man in the middle".
SUMMARY

This chapter presented a review of leadership reseaxch which
served as a foundation for the present study. The direction of leadership

research has changed considerably over the years, particularly ir the last

1381p34.
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twenty years. Research conducted from 1900-1950 cencentrated primarily on
wnhat bhas become kncvn as the "trait" aporoach. The emphasis of this
approach centered upon the identification of physical and personality
traits or characteristics of leaders in a variety of settings.

Since about 1950, the emphasis of much of leadership researcl: hss
shifted to the situational approach which may in part be due to reviews
of leadership resesarch by Stogdiil and Gibb, The basic proposition of
the situational approach to the study of leadership is that leadership is a
dynsmic muitidimensional process that varies from situation to situatiorn
according to forces in the leader, the followers, and tne situational
environment .

Recent trends in leadership research have bepgun to focus upon the
more subtle interplay of motives and perceptions between leaders and their
followers. Much of this research, classified as the behavioral approach
to the study of leadership, attempts to explain leadershiv on the basis of
wvhat kinds of behavior a leader engages in when dealing with his subordinates,
superiors, and peers.

The final section of Chapter II presented a brief summary of the
rerceptual process and research specifically concerning the leadership
behavior of first-line supervisors. Several studies pointed out that
there tends to be little relationship between how a first-line supervisor
is rated by his superiors and subordinates, while one recent study revealed
a more consistent agrecement between superior and subordinate ratings of
supervisors,

Prior research has failed to adequately explain the relationships
between superior, supervisor, and subordirate perceptions of the leadership

behavior of first-line supervisors. Thus, the preseni study proposes to
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concern itself with the following questions:

1. What biographical and attitudinal factors distinguish the "most"
effective from the "least" effective supervisor?

2. What type of leadership behavior distinguishes the "most"
effective supervisor from the "least" effective supervisor?

3. What is the relationship between the self-ratings of the
superior of the first-line supervisor and the self-ratings
of the "most" and "least" effective supervisors?

4. What is the relationship between the subordinates' and
superior's perceptions of the supervisor's leadership behavior?

5. What is the relationship between the superior's perceptions
of the first-line supervisor and the supervisor's self-
perception?

6. What is the relationship between the subordinates' perceptions
of the supervisor's leadership behavior and the supervisor's
self -perception?

The following chapter on Research Methodology will provide a

sumary of the procedures of this study. Emphasis will be focused upon
the research instruments, the selection of participants and statistical

techniques employed to analyze the data.



CHAPTER III
RESEARCH DESICGN AND METHODOLOGY

The review of leadership research and the presentation of the
basic questions of this study logically lead to the discussion of the
research design and methodology. Accordingly, this chapter will be
concerned with a description ol the rollowing:

l. the rescarch instruments
2. testing the questicmnaires and research procedure:

3. the sclection of plants and the vrocedure for aduinisteriug
the questionnaires;

4, sigrnificant relationships; and

5. statistical techniques.,
RESEARCH INSTRUMENTS

There were two research instruments utilized to collect the data
for this study. {These questicnnaires are presented in the Appendix.)
One questionnaire was designed primarily to obtain clessification and
attitudinel informetion from the participating plant managers (the immedi-
ate superior of the firsi-line supervisors) and from the supervisors
desigrated as most and least effective., This questionnaire clacssifizd
rerticipating managers znd supervisors on such items as sex, age, educavion,
experience ia their present position, lengih of service with their present
company and on several parscnal self-perceptions concerning work habits

orzanizing 2bility ard aggressiveness.

50
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The primary research instrument used in this study was a twenty-
itemn leadership rating questionnaire which was developed and tested to
measure the leadership behavior of first-line supervisors as perceived by
superiors of the supervisors, by the subordinates of the supervisors and
by the supervisors themselves. The Leadership HKating Questionnaire (LRQ)
consisted of items which have been found by prior research to be significant
descripticns of leadership behavior.

There were two identical versions of the LRQ used in this study.

One form was designed for self-description of one's own leadership behavior,
while the other LRQ was used for rating the leadership behavior of super-
visors as perceived by superiors and subordinates. For example. cn the
self-description IRQ, the item might read "can take suggestions from my
workers", while the corresponding phrase on the other LRQ would read "can
take suggestions from his workers"

The twenty items appearing on the LRQ were grouped into the power-
structure dimencion of leadership behgvior and the sensitivity-consideration
aspect of leadership. The terms pcwer-structure and sensitivity-~considere-
tion were defired in Chapter I. The terms power-giructure and consideration-
sensitivity are conceptually similar to the terminology used by the Ohio
State researchers. These terms have been found to be appropriate descrip-
tions of thz basic diwmensions of leadership behavior in numerous studies,
several of whicnh were presented in Chapter ITI. The twenty items comprising
the IRQ were derived primarily from a review of the literature. Practically
all of the items includzd in the ILRQ have been supported by the findings
of the Chic State leadership studies as well as nurercons other investigstions.
Teble I cn the following wages presernts an outline of the specific studies

tending to support Lhe twenty LRQ items.



TABIE I

STUDIES SUPPORTING LEADERSHIP ITEMS

Item Author of Study Year Group Situztion
1. Self-Confidence Porter & Ghiselli 1957 Middle Managers
Beer, Buckout,
" Horowitz & Levy 1959 Students
Chiselli 1958 Industrial Sugper-
1963 visors & Middle
1968 Managers
Yoder 1958 Managers and Male
College Students
Eran 1965 Managers
2. Promotes Worker Benne & Sheats 1948
Cooperation
Fleishman 1953 Production Super-
visors
Chio State Studies
Fleishman 1957 Production Super-
visors
3. High Performance Fleishman 1953 Production Super-
Expectations visors
Patchen 1962 Production Super-
visors
Kay 1959 Foremen
Ohio State Studies
Woffora 1970 Supervisors &
Managers
4, Explains Jco Back 1961
Kay 1959 Foremen

Fleishman 1957 Production Super-
visors
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5. Exercises Ohio State Studies Supervisors
Control Over
People Kay 1959 Foremen
Wofford 1970 Supervisors &
Managers
6. Checks Group Schutz 1961
Progress
Bass 1961
Flanagan 1961 First-line
Supervisors
Stogdill 1965 First-line
Supervisors
Wofford 1970 Supervisors
T. Persuasive Whyte 1955 Roys Gang
Berkowitz 1956 Air Force Officers
X¥atz, Blan, Brown
& Stardtobeck 1957 Teenagers
Kirscht, Lecdahl,
& Haire 1960 College Students
Stogdill 1965 Managers &
Supervisors
Wofford 1970 Managers &
Supervisors
8. Motivates Medalia 1954 Air Force Squad
Leaders
Browne & Shore 1956
Fleishman 1953 Production Super-
visors
Fleishman 1957 Supexvisors
Fleishman &
Harris 1962 Superviscrs
Viofford 1970 Supervisors
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9. Displays Likert 1961 Supervisors
Confidence in
Subordinates' French 1970
Aoility
10. Fairness Schutz 1961
Bass 1961
Flannagan 1961 First-line
Supervisors
Kay 1959 Foremen
11. Goal Orientation Benne & Sheats 19k8
Hemphill 1950 Students
Wolman 1956 College Students
Stogdill 1965 Supervisors &
Manzagers
Wofford 1970 Supervisors
12, Shows Support Argyle 1957
Stogdill & Coons 1957
Patchen 1962
Greer 1951 Army Rifle Squads
Likert 1961 Supervisors
Ray 1959 Foremen
Comrey, Pfiffner
& High 195h
13. Commetitive Comrey, Pfiffner
% High 1954
Halpin 1956 Hospital Administra-
tors & Educational
Administrators
Fleishman 1953 Production

Supervisors




14, Encourages
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Suggestions Fleishman 1953 Rroduction
Suparvisors
Halpin 1956 Hospital &
Bducational
Administrators
Hawthorne, et. al. 1956 Students
Decharms & Bridgeman 1961 Business Managers
& Supervisors
15. Stresses Fleishman 1953 Supervisors
Compliance
with Procedures Fleishman 1957 Supervisors
Likert 1952 Industrial Foremen
Halpin 1956 Air Force Crews,
Hogpital Admin. &
Sehool Superinten=
dents
Halpin & Winer 1957 Air Force Crews,
Hospital Admin., &
School Superinten-
dents
Kay 1959 Foremen
Fleishman & Harris 1962 Supervisors
Wofford 1970 Supervisors
16. Prevents Browne & Shore 1956
Misunderstandings
Wofford 1970 Supervisors
17. Discriminating Fleishman 1953 Supervisors
Katz 1950 Supervisors
Katz 1957 Supervisors
Fiedler 1967
French 1970 Sapervisors
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18. Patient Likert 1961 Supervisors
Benne & Sheats 1948
Back 1961
French 1970
19, CGives Praise Mann & Dent 195k First-line
Supervisors
Kay 1959 Foremen
Day & Hamblin 1961 Foremsn
Likert 1961
20. Non-punitive Benne & Sheats 1948
Argyle 1957
Schacter 1961 Production
Supervisors
Likert 1961 Supervisors

TESTING THE QUESTIONNATRES AND RESEARCH PROCEDURE

A pilot study was conducted to test the questionnaires and pro-
cedures for appropriateness and understandability. This testing was
essenlbial to determine any problems that might be encountered prior to
the initiation of th= study.

The plant minager of a manufacturing company was contacted and
asked to participate in the pilot project. The plant merager, the plant's
twelve production cupervisors, and 450 production employees caompleted
questionnaires. The rlant manager completed four forms in all, He ccm-
pleted a viographical claszsification and a leadership rating guestionnaire

on himself. In addition, he coupleted an IRQ on his mcst effective super-
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visor and an LRQ on his least effective supervisors. The itwelve production
supervisors, each of whom reported directly to the plant manager, completed
a bicgraphical classification and an LRQ on themselves. These supervisors
did not know that the plant manager had completed ratings on any of them.,
Next, each of the plant's 450 production employees were given instruction
sheets and a leadershipr rating questionnaire. The employees were asked
to use the IRQ to describe the leadership behavior of their immnediate
supervisor, Each employee was given assurance of the anonymity of their
response. They were instructed not to sign their names and that their
supervisor would wnder no circumstances know how individual employees
completed their questionnaire. Upon completion, each employee placed
his questionnaire in an envelope and then deposited the envelope in a
sealed box provided by the researcher. There was a box for each of the
twelve supervisors'! departments. Each supervisor also placed his question-

aire in the appropriate box. The questionnaires were coded to make
certain that each employee's questionnaire would be properly matched
with the correct supervisor,

A lengthy interview was conducted with the plant manager to
determine if he encowmtered any difficulty in completing the questionnaires.
Interviews were aiso conducted with several first-line supervisors and
employees to obtain their reaction to the instructions and questionnaires
and to ascertain whether or not they expsrienced any problems in completing

he forms. T<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>