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The purpose of this study was to assess the relationship 

between leaders/managers' level of cognitive complexity and 

(a) their cognitive processing during decision making about 

hypothetical leadership situations and (b) their self-

reported leadership style, flexibility, and effectiveness. 

Sixty MBA students, 33 men and 27 women, comprised the 

sample. 

Participants were administered the Paragraph Completion 

Method (Hunt, Butler, Noy, & Rosser, 1978) and divided via a 

median split into two groups: low conceptual level and high 

conceptual level. Participants were then administered two 

leadership behavior inventories: Leadership Complexity 

Assessment (LCA), created by the researcher, and Leader 

Behavior Analysis II (LBA; Blanchard, Hambelton, Forsyth, & 

Zigarmi, 1985). On the LCA participants reported influencing 

factors, range of factors, options, multiple perspectives, 

and dissenting viewpoints when responding to two situational 

vignettes. The LBA was used to assess participant's 

leadership style, flexibility, and effectiveness. 

A series of multiple t-tests were performed on the 

measures from the LCA and Chi-square procedures were 

performed on the LBA measures between the two conceptual 

level groups. Data analysis revealed no significant 



differences between low and high conceptual level groups on 

any of the dependent measures. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Leadership is, perhaps, one of the most researched yet 

least understood social phenomena in the behavioral sciences 

(Bennis, 1959; Lombardo & McCall, 1978; Stodgill, 1974). 

The lack of understanding often results from a narrow 

research focus on one particular component of leadership to 

the exclusion of a wider variety of other relevant 

components. The result is a confusion of contradictory and 

inconclusive evidence concerning the composite definition of 

leadership. Nevertheless, a strong interest in leadership 

is evident. In fact, many view leadership as a major 

determinant of organizational effectiveness (Katz & Kahn, 

1978; Peters & Waterman, 1982). 

Leadership research has evolved from searching for 

leadership traits and behaviors to investigating leadership 

from a contingent or situational perspective. Early 

approaches to leadership (through the 1940's) emphasized the 

examination of leadership characteristics or traits that 

could serve as a benchmark for effective leaders in any 

situation (Stodgill, 1948). Several traits were identified 

that appeared to be universally important for leaders. 

Subsequent research of these traits, however, yielded 

contradictory results (Gibb," 1954). 
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Following the trait phase, a movement towards 

identifying leadership behaviors ensued. From the late 

1940's through the early 1960's, researchers investigated the 

relationship between leadership behaviors and subordinates' 

satisfaction and performance (Jacobs, 1970). Major studies 

at that time identified two behavioral headings: 

consideration (e.g., friendship, mutual trust, respect), and 

initiation of structure (e.g., directing subordinates, 

planning, and coordinating). Subsequent studies involving 

these leader dimensions (e.g., Hand & Slocum, 1972; Wexley & 

Nemeroff, 1975) found they were effective in most instances, 

although effectiveness was somewhat dependent on the 

situational context of the study. These findings suggested 

that no single leadership style was effective in every 

situation. 

From the early 1960's to the present, leadership 

research has focused on leadership style and the 

characteristics of the environment in which the leader is 

operating. Situational models of leadership effectiveness 

(e.g., Fiedler, 1964, 1967; Hersey & Blanchard, 1972, 1977) 

have been developed to demonstrate the complexities of the 

environment and the interplay of variables that must be 

considered in making decisions. Effective leadership is 

viewed not as an absolute, but as an interplay of human and 

environmental variables within a given situation. Research 

from this perspective has been relevant to the functions of 



the leader/management process. A conceptual framework, 

written in contingency terms, indicates appropriate 

behaviors in response to a particular situational context. 

One common theme in current situational descriptions of 

leadership is that leaders must be able to comprehend, 

understand, interpret, and take action in a variety of 

situations. The situational leadership models characterize 

these skills or competencies as critical in dealing with 

today's complex work environments. Hersey and Blanchard 

(1988) state that 

the common thread to all situational approaches require 
the leader to behave in a flexible manner, to be able 
to diagnose the leadership style appropriate to the 
situation, and be able to apply the appropriate style, 
(p. 106) 

Leaders work with simultaneous informational inputs 

into the organizational system, in combination with an array 

of situational demands (e.g., environmental and 

organizational demands). With this flux of information and 

considerations, the atmosphere for decision making seems 

uncertain and ambiguous. It becomes increasingly important 

for leaders to be able to expand their understanding of the 

ongoing situation to include several dimensions. This 

expanded understanding would include developing multiple 

perspectives and interpretations of organizational events to 

take into account the complexities and variety of 

situational determinants (Bartunek, Gordon, & Weathersby, 



1983) . 

The effective leader serves as a mediating link between 

incoming environmental and organizational events and 

subsequent decisions and implementation of plans. This 

leader works proactively by taking advantage of 

opportunities, developing multiple perspectives of causes 

and actions, and changing the parameters of a problem. This 

leader is concerned with coordination and integration of 

resources (technology and manpower), with monitoring the 

system while anticipating change. 

In contrast, ineffective leadership had been 

characterized as perceiving and interpreting events from a 

narrow frame of reference (Bartunek et al., 1983). These 

leaders are unable or unwilling to comprehend the 

complexities of the system. Instead, ambiguity and 

inconsistencies in the organizational environment lead to 

confusion, stress, and tension. Ineffective leaders want to 

have "a neat, static, compartmentalized world of clear 

goals, clearly identified resources, and obvious performance 

measures, and instead they find almost the diametric 

opposite" (Sayles, 1989, p. 11). 

Bartunek et al. (1983) suggested that, to be effective, 

leaders must "develop the ability to generate several 

interpretations and understandings of organizational events 

so that the 'variety' in their understanding is equivalent 

to the variety in the situation" (p. 273). Likewise, Weick 



(1979) suggests that managers need to "complicate" 

themselves or develop a wider range of perspectives in order 

to better understand organizational and environmental 

events. These statements imply leaders need to develop the 

ability to accurately register the complex nature of the 

situation and environment, and act decisively and 

appropriately depending on the situation. 

In essence, these writers are suggesting that leaders 

need to function at high levels of cognitive complexity. 

One characteristic theory of cognitive complexity is 

Conceptual Systems Theory (CST) (Harvey, Hunt, & Schroder, 

1961). Harvey et al. (1961) proposed a cognitive 

developmental approach to personality in which individual 

differences in interpersonal behavior are explained as a 

function of the structure and functioning of conceptual 

systems (Miller, 1978). Miller (1978) states, "in 

emphasizing structure, the authors (Harvey et al., 1961) are 

making the point that how a person thinks (structure) is as 

important as what a person thinks (content)" (p. 80). 

Individual differences in conceptual structure are a result 

of degrees of differentiation and integration. 

Differentiation refers to the breaking down of a situation 

into more clearly defined parts, while integration is the 

connection or organizing of such parts (Harvey et al., 1961). 

Differences in conceptual structure are arranged along a 

continuum referred to as the concreteness-abstractness 
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continuum. "Concrete" refers to low levels of 

differentiation and integration while higher levels of each 

are referred to as "abstract." 

Harvey et al. (1961) suggested characteristic 

differences at four levels of development. The concrete 

individual (level 1) can be described as intolerant of 

ambiguity, dependent on authority, highly stereotypical, and 

resistant to change. An abstract individual (level 4) is 

the converse of the concrete individual, with added ability 

to process complex information, develop multiple 

alternatives, and make decisions based on objective and 

subjective criteria. 

Research has indicated that cognitively complex or 

"abstract" persons are more effective in complex situations. 

Abstract persons are better able to use multicombinatory 

rules, are more flexible (Harvey & Ware, 1967), have the 

ability to act "as if" (Wolfe, 1974), tend to be less 

prejudiced (Gardiner, 1972) , have greater tolerance for 

ambiguity, can assume leadership roles, and have better 

prediction accuracy (Streufert, Streufert, & Castore, 1968). 

In an essay overview of developing "complicated" 

understanding, Bartenuk et al. (1983) applied complexity to 

leadership. They pointed out that managers who are 

cognitively complex are able, when appropriate, to judge 

employees' performance on the basis of several dimensions. 

They also are able to see interrelationships among different 



factors in the work place with the result of acting with 

high integration. With diversification of industries, 

technologies, markets, etc., complex understanding is of 

value to leader/manager effectiveness and organizational 

survival (Daft & Weick, 1984). 

Leadership/management functions are affected by the 

dimensionality (differentiation and integration) of 

individuals in leadership positions. Complexity theory 

emphasizes that people differ in their capacity to perceive 

dimensions, integrate information, and act with flexibility. 

Managers who function with what Weick (1979) has called 

"mechanical pictures of organizations" in their heads, are 

characteristic of the less complex individuals who act in a 

unidimensional fashion, and are less integrative and 

inflexible. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to explore the usefulness 

of applying CST to understanding effective leadership. This 

general proposition was investigated in two ways. First, 

this study investigated whether managers' conceptual level 

was related to complexity of thinking in response to 

vignettes that depict typical managerial situations. This 

research focus was partly in response to the propositions 

suggested by Bartenuk et al. (1983) which, to date, have not 

been investigated. 

This study also investigated the relationship of 
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cognitive complexity and situational models of leadership, 

based on self-reported leadership style, flexibility, and 

effectiveness in response to standardized vignettes. 

Researchers (e.g., Argyris, 1971; Hersey & Blanchard, 1988; 

McGregor, 1967; Schein, 1985) have suggested that to be 

effective, an individual must develop requisite skills, 

namely, understanding and interpreting a situation and being 

able to adapt depending on the situation. To date, however, 

none have studied the relationship of cognitive complexity 

and situational leadership. 

Need for the Study 

The need for this study laid in the elusive search for 

what makes leaders/managers more effective. There is 

voluminous literature on leadership components but little 

understanding on how the leader is to integrate these 

components into effective behavior. A second need for the 

study was based in the increasingly complex environments with 

which managers are faced. Leadership/management requires 

dealing with amounts of uncertainty and ambiguity and an 

ability to shift from one style and set of circumstances in a 

matter of moments, while at the same time dealing with people 

at every level of the hierarchy. 

Investigation into an individual's complicated 

understanding may have implications for designing 

developmental programs and instructional training that will 

enhance managerial effectiveness. Bartenuk et al. (1983) 



have suggested that increased managerial/leadership 

complexity may have potential for a ripple effect within the 

entire organization. This effect could manifest greater 

understanding of individuals and the dynamics that drive 

them, more accurate information processing, and greater 

behavioral performance. Thus, researchers (e.g., Bartenuk 

et al., 1983; Weick, 1979) have suggested that effective 

leaders need to have the ability to function at more complex 

cognitive levels. 

Statement of the Problem 

This study explored the relationship between 

leaders/managers' level of cognitive complexity and (a) 

their cognitive processing during decision making and (b) 

their self-reported leadership style, flexibility, and 

effectiveness. The study attempted to answer two general 

research questions: 

1. Do managers (middle and lower level) at various 

levels of cognitive complexity differ in their understanding 

of managerial dilemmas, including differences in their (a) 

identification of causes, (b) identification of options, (c) 

use of multiple perspectives, (d) and recognition of 

dissenting viewpoints? 

2. Do managers (middle and lower) at varying complexity 

levels exhibit differences in self-reported (a) leadership 

style, (b) style range or flexibility, and (c) style 

effectiveness? 
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Definitions 

Leader/manager refers to the person in the process of 

influencing the activities of an individual or a group in 

efforts toward goal achievement in a given situation (Hersey 

& Blanchard, 1988). 

Cognitive complexity represents the degree of 

multidimensionality in a person's conceptual abilities. 

This ability represents a generic capacity to employ 

differentiation and integration as part of information 

processing. For purposes of this scudy, complexity was 

measured by the Par .graph Completion Method (Hunt et al., 

1978). 

Leadership stvle refers to the self-reported behavior 

pattern that a person exhibits when attempting to influence 

the activities of others (Hersey & Blanchard, 1988). For 

purposes of this study, leadership style was measured by a 

subscale on the Leader Behavior Analysis II (LBAII; 

Blanchard, Hambleton, Zigarmi, & Forsyth, 1985). 

Stvle flexibility refers to the extent to which a 

person can vary leadership style. For purposes of this 

study, style flexibility was measured by a subscale on the 

LBAII. 

Stvle effectiveness indicates the degree to which a 

person can adapt leadership style, appropriate to the 

situation. For purposes of this study, style effectiveness 

was measured by a subscale on the LBAII. 
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Causes refers to the sources of organizational problems 

and employee behavior. Categories of causes include such 

factors as personal traits, psychological variables, and 

situational variables inside and outside the organization. 

For purposes of this study, causes were measured 

(categorized) using the Leadership Complexity Assessment. 

Options refers to the number of alternative solutions 

to solving or alleviating a managerial dilemma. For 

purposes of this study, options were determined using the 

Leadership Complexity Assessment. 

Multiple perspectives refers to the understanding of 

events from various viewpoints. Categories of perspectives 

include such factors as subordinates, company policy, 

technology, etc. For purposes of this study, multiple 

perspectives were determined using the Leadership Complexity 

Assessment. 

Dissenting viewpoints refers to the activity of 

recognizing the viewpoints of others and attempting to 

incorporate them in formulating an action plan. For 

purposes of this study, dissenting viewpoints were measured 

using the Leadership Complexity assessment. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELEVANT LITERATURE 

Chapter Two presents a review of literature on 

leadership and Conceptual Systems Theory relevant to this 

research study. Each section is divided into selected 

research areas within the defined broad area. Rationale for 

the study, within the context of the literature, will be 

presented. 

Leadership 

The phenomenon of leadership may be the most 

extensively studied social process, yet one of the least 

understood. In 1959 Bennis (1959) stated, "Of all the hazy 

and confounding areas in social psychology, leadership 

theory undoubtedly contends for the top nomination" (p. 

259). Almost twenty years later, Lombardo and McCall (1978) 

stated that "the number of unintegrated models, theories, 

prescriptions, and conceptual schemes of leadership is 

mindboggling. Much of the literature is fragmentary, 

trivial, unrealistic, or dull" (p. 3). Perrow (1972) added, 

One is tempted to say that the research on leadership 
has left us with the clear view that things are far 
more complicated and 'contingent' than we initially 
believed, and that, in fact, they are so complicated 
and contingent that it may not be worth our while to 
spit out more and more categories and qualifications, 
(p. 115) 



Despite these comments, there is still strong interest 

in conducting leadership research. Leadership is still 

considered essential for achieving the goals and objectives 

of a group or organization. In fact, leadership is now 

considered even more important due to technological 

development, competitive markets, changing customer 

preferences, and awareness of employee relations (Kotter, 

1986). 

Organizations are important structures in an industrial 

and information-based society. These structures organize 

and coordinate activities of a large number of people, 

making them central to the quality of everyday life as well 

as to the entire international business and political 

communities. In the past, organizations could work in a 

relatively stable environment. With recent dramatic changes 

(politics, business, environment), however, flexibility, 

adaptability, and adherence to new standards is vital for 

the survival of organizations. 

In effect, to be successful, organizations must take 

risks, be innovative and flexible, and adapt to changing 

environments. This emphasis on adaptability and change 

takes leadership out of the isolated domains of top 

executive positions and places it virtually in every 

managerial position (Kotter, 1986). Thus, continual study 

of the understanding and components of leadership is vital. 
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Definitions of Leadership 

There is no generally accepted definition of leadership 

(Bass, 1981). Instead, theorists often shape the meaning of 

leadership around the most salient traits or characteristics 

endemic to their idea of the leadership function. Bennis 

(1959) stated that, 

always, it seems, the concept of leadership eludes us 
or turns up in another form to taunt us again with its 
slipperiness and complexity. So we have invented an 
endless proliferation of terms to deal with it...and 
still the concept is not defined, (p. 259) 

Stodgill (1974) summarized over 3,000 conceptualiza­

tions of leadership in a review of the leadership 

literature. He indicated that leadership has been viewed 

as: (a) a focus of group processes (Cooley, 1962; Kretch & 

Cruthfield, 1948); (b) a set of personality characteristics 

(Bernard, 1926; McClelland, 1965); (c) an act of inducing 

compliance (Allport, 1924; Bennis, 1959); (d) the exercise 

of influence (Katz & Kahn, 1966; Stodgill, 1950); (e) an act 

or behavior (Hemphill, 1949) ; (f) a form of persuasion 

(Schenk, 1928); (g) power relations (Cyert & March, 1963; 

French, 1956); (h) an instrument of goal achievement 

(Cattell, 1957; Cowley, 1928); (i) an effect of interaction 

(Bogardus, 1929; Jennings, 1947); (j) a differentiated role 

(Sherif & Sherif, 1956); (k) the initiation of structure 

(Hersey & Blanchard, 1969; Stodgill, 1959); (1) 

interpersonal styles of interaction with others (Blake & 



Mouton, 1964); (m) socio-emotional support (Bales & Slater, 

1955) ; and (n) the use of structure and position (Hosmer, 

1963). 

There are few convergences in the literature on what 

leadership is or how it works. Yukl (1989), however, 

identified three common factors characteristic of most 

definitions of leadership: (a) the notion that it is a group 

phenomena involving the interaction of persons in the group 

(Janda, 1960), (b) recognition of differences between some 

members in the group (leader and followers), and (c) the 

assumption of an influence process whereby intentional 

influence is exerted by the leader over the followers. 

These three factors have provided the basis for formulating 

a variety of models describing leadership. 

Models of Leadership 

Leadership models have gone through an evolutionary 

process that reflects the diverse conceptualizations in 

leadership research. Leadership research has developed from 

early efforts to identify unidimensional personality traits 

or characteristics of an effective leader, to investigations 

of leader behavior, to the current situational/contingent 

view of leadership. Each approach has been rather narrowly 

focused with little integration of previous approaches. 

Representative models from each stage in the evolutionary 

process are described in the following sections. 

Trait approaches to leadership. Up until the 1940*s, 
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writers (e.g., Bernard, 1926; Carlyle, 1910; Stodgill, 1948) 

emphasized leader characteristics and traits. Their 

writings were an attempt to develop a profile that could 

discriminate leaders from nonleaders. It was assumed that a 

person would have various amounts of a measurable 

personality trait(s). Researchers (e.g., Smith & Krueger, 

1933) concentrated on trying to describe the leader, 

assuming that personality traits were the causal factor of 

success. No one set of traits, however, was identified that 

consistently could predict leadership effectiveness. 

Later researchers (e.g., Gibb, 1947; Mann, 1965; 

Stodgill, 1948) concluded that the trait approach 

orientation could not be empirically supported, nor could 

any specific, definitive personality traits be found that 

were indicative of effective leadership in various 

situations. This does not mean, however, that certain 

traits may not be more beneficial than others. Yukl (1981) 

stated that certain traits, dependent on the situation, may 

increase but not guarantee leadership effectiveness. 

Behavioral approaches to leadership. From the 194O's 

through the early 1960's, emphasis shifted from identifying 

traits to examining leadership behaviors. Researchers at 

Ohio State University (e.g., Fleishman, 1953; Halpin, 1954; 

Hemphill, 1949; Stodgill, 1948; Stodgill & Coons, 1957) 

began a series of studies to identify important leadership 

behavior dimensions. Most of the studies were based on 
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self-reports rather than measures of actual behaviors. 

The Ohio State researchers developed the Leader 

Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ) to measure how 

leaders acted during their everyday activities. Based on 

data accumulated via the LBDQ, two dimensions underlying 

leadership behavior were identified: (a) consideration and 

(b) initiation of structure. The researchers defined 

consideration as "leaders' behaviors indicative of 

friendship, mutual trust, respect, and warmth in the 

relation between the leader and members of the staff" 

(Halpin, 1959, p. 4). Initiation of structure referred to 

the leader's behavior in delineating the relationship 
between himself and members of the work group and in 
endeavoring to establish well defined patterns of 
channels of communication, and methods of procedure. 
(Halpin, 1959, p. 4) 

Research results indicated that Initiation of Structure 

and Consideration were independent dimensions, and that a 

high score on one behavior did not necessitate a low score 

on the other. This conclusion was the beginning of plotting 

leadership behavior on two separate axes rather than on a 

single continuum (Hersey & Blanchard, 1988). 

At the same time, researchers at the University of 

Michigan's Survey Research Center (Cartwright & Zander, 

1960; Kahn & Katz, 1953; Katz & Kahn, 1951) reached similar 

conclusions to those derived at Ohio State. Based on 

interview data, two basic dimensions of leader behavior were 
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established: (a) employee orientation and (b) production 

orientation. Employee orientation implied interest in 

people and relationships among employees (similar to 

"consideration"), while production orientation was concerned 

with the job and technical aspects of the job (similar to 

"initiation of structure") (Cartwright & Zander, 1960). 

Other leadership studies during this time period 

produced similar results. Bale (1958), in a rare study that 

used an observational rating of actual leader behaviors, 

found that leadership behavior included both socio-emotional 

support and task behavior. Based on his study, Mann (1965) 

concluded that leader behavior was composed of human 

relations skills, technical skills, and administrative 

skills. Bowers and Seashore (1966) developed a four factor 

model of leadership behavior that included supportive 

behaviors, interaction facilitation, goal emphasis, and work 

facilitation. Wofford (1967) reported five factors of 

leadership behavior: order and group achievement, personal 

enhancement, personal interaction, security and maintenance, 

dynamic and achievement oriented behaviors. 

After extensive research concerning task and 

relationship behaviors (Katz, Macoby, & Morse, 1950), 

participative leadership behavior came into vogue (Coch & 

French, 1960). Participative leadership was defined as 

incorporating others into the overall decision making 

procedure. Participative leadership was seen as distinct 
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from the former task and relationship research, yet there 

was much overlap (Yukl, 1971). With this change of 

perspectives came an array of complex and contradictory 

taxonomies (e.g., Strauss, 1977; Tannenbaum & Schmidt, 1958; 

Vroom & Yetton, 1973). Characteristic of all leadership 

research, however, was the lack of agreement on the 

procedures or definition of participative leadership. 

Studies involving leadership behaviors were significant 

in moving the focal point of leadership research away from 

personality traits towards examining leader behavior. This 

change took the focus off of the "gene pool" and gave 

emphasis to a broader understanding of the leadership 

process. 

Normative approaches to leadership. Following the 

research into task, relationship, and participative 

behaviors came the normative models of effective leadership 

behavior. Normative leadership models espoused "one best 

way" to be effective in an organization. Using a few 

variables from previous research, these models prescribed 

the appropriate behavior a manager should use to be 

effective. 

The basis of McGregor's (1960) Theory X and Theory Y 

was that a manager's style of leadership directly determined 

employee behavior. If a Theory X manager treated employees 

as if they were lazy and irresponsible, McGregor asserted 

that employees would act that way. Theory Y leaders were 
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employee-centered and viewed employees as motivated and 

seeking responsibility. This normative view suggested that 

a democratic style of leadership was neccesary to increase a 

participatory environment for subordinates. McGregor 

believed that if an organization followed a Theory Y set of 

assumptions, employees could contribute far more to the 

organization. 

Likert (1967) proposed that, when leaders acted in a 

participatory manner involving followers in the decision 

making process, organizational effectiveness and follower 

satisfaction would increase. He developed four stages or 

"systems" that ranged from an autocratic (System 1) to a 

democratic system (System 4). Likert regarded System 4 

(democratic/participative management) as always superior to 

the other three. 

Blake and Mouton (1964) developed a Managerial Grid 

that popularized concepts of task and relationship found in 

the earlier Ohio State leadership studies. Blake and Mouton 

defined the terms as attitudinal measures of values and 

feelings of the manager (Hersey & Blanchard, 1988), however, 

while the Ohio State framework included both behavioral and 

attitudinal measures. 

Blake and Mouton (1964) argued that managerial behavior 

is a function of the concern for people and the concern for 

production. These two functions made up five management 

styles that progressed from a minimal concern for both 
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people and production to the most desirable style, 

characterized by maximum concern for both people and 

production. The objective of the Managerial Grid was to 

help managers learn a style of leadership that would change 

the organizational climate. Despite the employee 

flexibility, Blake and Mouton still proposed one best style 

of leadership. As a result, there was little room for the 

leader to affect a situation since a prescribed leadership 

style was viewed as a "one best way" for all situations. 

Little research has been conducted on the tenents of a 

normative leadership theory; published investigations 

yielded only limited support for the contentions of the 

various models. These models provide pieces of effective 

leader behavior, but also offer another static framework 

from which to define effectiveness. Normative models 

increased the knowledge regarding the leadership process, 

but neglected to incorporate many situational variables. 

Based on research to this point, investigators began to 

realize that leadership was a function of many variables, 

not just the leader. This change in focus led to the 

investigation of the idea that there is no one best 

leadership style. The focus change also gave some insight 

into training modalities that could actually help in 

developing effective leaders. 

Situational approaches to leadership. A number of 

researchers (Bass, 1985; Bennis, 1984; Fiedler, 1987; House 
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& Mitchell, 1974; Reddin, 1967; Tannenbaum & Schmidt, 1958; 

Vroom, 1973; Yukl, 1981) demonstrated that situational 

effects were requisite to a complete definition of effective 

leadership. Numerous studies based on previous models led to 

the conclusion that certain behaviors and attitudes (e.g., 

consideration, structure, participation, etc.) were 

imperative for leadership effectiveness, but this 

significance varied based on situational variables. 

Leadership research moved from primarily attitudinal and 

behavioral explanations of leadership to include research 

that focused on behavioral situational approaches. The major 

assumption of this line of research was that, to be most 

effective, leaders must adjust their behaviors in response to 

situational determinants in the organization. 

Situational or contingency models provided the 

framework for this line of research. These models were 

descriptive of the interrelationships between leader, 

subordinate, and the situations in which they were involved 

(Hersey & Blanchard, 1988). Leaders adapted their behaviors 

according to the situational factors, such as size of 

organization, technology, follower maturity, and crises. 

Tannenbaum and Schmidt (1957, 1973) developed one of 

the initial situational approaches to leadership. Their 

model was comprised of interrelationships between the 

leader, subordinate, and situation. According to the 

interplay of these variables, a leader chose one of seven 
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leadership behaviors ranging from authoritarian (task) to 

democratic (relationship). 

Fiedler (1967) concluded that leaders are motivated by 

both interpersonal relations and task accomplishments. He 

suggested that a group's performance was a function of the 

leader's style and the favorableness of the situation, 

defined as "the degree to which the situation enables the 

leader to exert his influence over his group" (Fiedler, 

1967, p. 13). Fiedler suggested that situational 

favorableness consisted of leader-member relations, degree 

of task structure, and leader's power. He devised eight 

combinations of leader behaviors that could be employed for 

various group situations. Numerous studies have been 

conducted on the model. However, validity of the model is 

in question, and it is believed to have little utility for 

understanding leader effectiveness (Yukl, 1989). 

House and Mitchell (1974) developed a leadership 

approach combining consideration, initiation of structure, 

and subordinate's expectations of the leader. The Path-Goal 

model suggested that subordinate satisfaction and 

performance would be improved to the degree that the 

leader's behavior could increase subordinate goal attainment 

and clarify those goal paths. Leader behavior would be 

satisfying and motivating to the extent that this behavior 

influenced subordinate's expectancies and preferences. 

Research on the Path-Goal model provided support for 
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theorized effects on subordinate satisfaction, but not 

necessarily for performance (Evans, 1974; House, 1971). 

Vroom and Yetton (1973) developed a contingency model 

based on situational variables (e.g., time, subordinates, 

environmental demands, etc.) interacting with leader 

attributes or behavior that affects organizational 

effectiveness. Depending upon the assessment of the 

situation and the decision making procedure, the leader had 

several possible alternatives and responses. The model was 

based on the leader's decision making, the effects of the 

decision, and acceptance by subordinates. Research studies 

(e.g., Crouch & Yetton, 1987; Jago & Vroom, 1980) provided 

general support for the model. 

Reddin (1967) believed that managers should concern 

themselves with the dimensions of task and relationship 

behaviors, but did not believe that a manager could be 

simultaneously concerned with both dimensions. He argued 

that different situations would demand different leadership 

styles. Reddin (1967) believed that leadership 

effectiveness resulted from using the appropriate leadership 

style for the situation and not from anything innate in the 

combination of task and/or relationship behaviors. 

Environmental factors (i.e., organization, technology, 

superiors, coworkers, subordinates) were components that a 

leader must assess when adopting an appropriate leadership 

style. Reddin (1967) developed eight leadership styles on a 
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continuum from less effective to more effective, depending 

on the situation. 

Hersey and Blanchard (1969) developed their Tri-

Dimensional Leader model of leadership from an integration 

of the Managerial Grid (1964), Reddin's (1967) 3-D 

Management Model, and the Maturity/Immaturity theory of 

Argyris (1964). Hersey and Blanchard (1972) redeveloped the 

attitudinal model to a behavioral emphasis model of 

leadership that has been coined "Situational Leadership." 

Hersey and Blanchard"s interest was in developing a 

practical model that could be utilized to make the decisions 

necessary to effectively influence other people in any 

situation. Variables in Situational Leadership are task 

behavior, relationship behavior, and the readiness level of 

the follower. According to the model, an effective leader 

varies the amount of communication and socio-emotional 

support based on an assessment of the subordinate's level of 

readiness or maturity. 

Task behavior is defined as the extent to which the 

leader engages in spelling out the duties and 

responsibilities of an individual or group. These behaviors 

include telling people what to do, how to do it, where to do 

it, and who is to do it (Hersey & Blanchard, 1982). 

Relationship behavior is defined as the extent to which the 

leader engages in two-way or multi-way communication. The 

behaviors include listening, facilitating, and supportive 
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behaviors (Hersey & Blanchard, 1982). 

Readiness is defined as the extent to which a follower 

has the ability and willingness to accomplish a specific 

task (Hersey & Blanchard, 1982). Ability (job readiness) is 

the knowledge, experience, and skill that is brought to a 

particular task or activity, while willingness (psychological 

readiness) is the confidence, commitment, and motivation to 

accomplish a specific task (Hersey & Blanchard, 1982). 

Task behavior and relationship behavior are distinct 

dimensions placed on separate axes of a two dimensional 

plane. Relationship behavior is on the vertical axis and 

task behavior is on the horizontal axis (Figure 1). Each 

dimension lies on a continuum from low to high. 

The diagnostic continuum of follower readiness is seen 

as being in conjunction with the leadership styles matrix. 

Follower readiness is divided into four levels from low to 

high. Each level is a combination of ability and 

willingness. The readiness level of the follower is an 

interactive influence on the entire system because a change 

in the readiness level indicates a change in the appropriate 

leadership style (Hersey & Blanchard, 1988). 

The appropriate leadership style is determined by the 

right combination of task behavior and relationship behavior 

in accordance to the follower's readiness level. Four 

styles of various combinations of behavior make up the 

matrix. Combinations of these two dimensions make up four 
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different leadership styles: telling (high task/low 

relationship), selling (high task/high relationship), 

participating (high relationship /low task, and delegating 

(low relationship/low task). The resulting leadership 

styles matrix is depicted in Figure 1. 

Style 1, "Telling," is a directive and structured 

approach for the follower who has a low readiness level. 

Style 2, "Selling," is characterized by explaining, 

persuading, and clarifying for the follower who has a low to 

moderate readiness level. Style 3, "Participating," is an 

encouraging and communicative approach for the follower with 

a moderate to high level of readiness. Style 4, 

"Delegating," is an observing or monitoring approach for the 

follower with a high level of readiness. 

The Situational Leadership model is based on the 

premise "that there is no one best way to influence people" 

(Hersey & Blanchard, 1988, p. 171). This premise is a 

dramatic move away from the earlier trait and normative 

approaches to leadership. Effective leadership now is based 

on the manager's ability to diagnose both the situation and 

the person one is attempting to influence, and then adopting 

the appropriate leadership style. 

The Situational Leadership model was adapted and 

extended by Blanchard and Johnson when they attempted to 

overcome the academic and controlling nature of the model in 
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the One minute manager (1982). The book focused on three 

principles: (a) One Minute Goal Setting, (b) One Minute 

Praising, and (c) One Minute Reprimands (Blanchard & 

Johnson, 1982). The idea of the "One Minute Manager" was 

developed for managers to take an extra minute to identify 

the factors that have an effect on workers' performance. 

"Managers need to concentrate on setting clear goals with 

their people, praising good performance, and reprimanding or 

redirecting poor performance when necessary" (Hersey & 

Blanchard, 1988, p. 377). The concepts of the "One Minute 

Manager" integrated well with the developmental aspect of 

the Situational Leadership model and brought the model to 

life for managers. Blanchard, Zigami, and Zigarmi (1985) 

made the point that Situational Leadership is not something 

one does to people, but with people. The extended model was 

coined Situational Leadership II (Figure 2). 

Semantic and definitional changes ensued with the 

integration of Situational Ledership with "One Minute 

Management" and research in the area of adult learning 

theory. The former labels of task and relationship were 

changed to Direction and Support (Figure 2). Blanchard 

(1985) defined directive behavior as "the extent to which 

the leader engages in one-way communication; spells out the 

follower(s) role and tells the follower(s) what to do, where 

to go, when to do it, and how to do it; and then closely 

supervises performance" (p. 4). Supportive behavior is "the 
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extent to which the leader engages in two-way communication, 

listens, provides support and encouragement, facilitates 

interaction, and involves the follower(s) in decision­

making" (Blanchard, 1985, p. 4). 

Zigarmi, Blanchard, and Zigarmi (1988) described 

examples of directive behavior as setting and clarifying 

goals, setting timelines, defining roles; supportive 

behaviors included listening to the subordinate, praising, 

and asking for input. It is important to note that the 

concepts and behaviors of the Situational Leadership II 

parallel the classical definitions of task and relationship 

or structure and consideration found in the earlier models 

and research that was used to develop the original 

Situational Leadership model. 

The four leadership styles remain as combinations of 

directive and support behaviors; Style 1 = high 

direction/low support, Style 2 = high direction/ high 

support, Style 3 = high support/low direction, Style 4 = low 

direction/low support. However, the style names have 

changed from "telling," "selling," "participating," 

"delegating," to (SI) "directing," (S2) "coaching," (S3) 

"supporting," and (S4) "delegating" (Figure 2) (Blanchard, 

et al., 1985). 

The major change in the model was made in the four 

developmental levels, formerly called readiness level. The 

former readiness level was a combination of ability and 
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willingness towards a task. The new developmental level is 

a combination of competence and commitment. Competence 

refers to the function of knowledge and skills, which can be 

learned through education, training, and/or experience, 

while commitment is a combination of confidence and 

motivation (Blanchard et al., 1985). Developmental level 1 

(Dl) was changed from low competence/low commitment to low 

competence/high commitment, and developmental level 2 (D2) 

was changed to low/some competence/low commitment. Such 

changes were a result of feedback from managers and research 

on adult learning theory that suggested that new employees 

(Dl) would or should have the commitment to start a new 

assignment and that commitment is initially high with most 

groups at the start and needs to be maintained (D2) 

(Zigarmi, Edeburn, & Blanchard, 1990). Blanchard et al. 

(1985) emphasized that developmental level is not a global 

concept, but pertains to specific tasks. Understanding and 

correctly diagnosing an individual's developmental level is 

followed with correctly applying the appropriate leadership 

style. 

Widespread acceptance of Situational Leadership as a 

concept with face validity and as a major training component 

for many Fortune 500 companies has been well documented 

(Hersey & Blanchard, 1988). Despite the model's enormous 

popularity, however, Situational Leadership is not without 

its critics (Barrow, 1977; Graeff, 1983; Yukl, 1981). SLT 
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was built from previous leadership studies, yet, as an 

aggregate theory it was not empirically founded. There is 

no explicit rationale between the dimensions of task and 

relationship and the connection to the model's broad 

definition of maturity (Graeff, 1983; Yukl, 1981). Yukl 

(1981) pointed out that Hersey and Blanchard (1977) 

neglected to provide an explicit rationale for the 

interrelationships of the model's dimensions, and ignored a 

number of situational variables that could have an effect on 

leader behavior. Concepts of the model (e.g., maturity, 

relationship) have been noted to be conceptually ambiguous 

(Barrow, 1977; Graeff, 1983; Yukl, 1981), also creating some 

conceptual contradictions within the model (Graeff, 1983). 

Despite these criticisms, SLT has been credited for its 

focus on situational determinants of leadership and "its 

emphasis on flexible, adaptable leader behavior" (Yukl, 

1981, p. 144). Graeff (1983) stated 

the recognition of the subordinate as the most 
important situational determinant of appropriate leader 
behavior is a perspective that seems justified and 
highly appropriate if leadership is defined 
conceptually as an interpersonal phenomenon involving 
influence and collective efforts toward goal 
attainment, (p. 290) 

The SLT model and instruments have been undergoing 

continuous revisions since its conception as the Life Cycle 

Theory of Leadership in 1969. Conceptual ambiguity 

associated with the model and the instruments have been 
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reduced and have been scrutinized in validation studies with 

positive results (Gumpert & Hambelton, 1979; Haley, 1983; 

Hambelton & Gumpert, 1982; Jacobson, 1984; Zigarmi et al., 

1990). The widespread acceptance of the model is evidenced 

with 400 of the Fortune 500 companies utilizing the program 

in training and development of their managers (Hersey & 

Blanchard, 1988). 

Leadership and Cognitive Complexity 

Situational models imply that leader/managers must 

develop the ability to accurately register the complexity of 

their environment, come to some understanding, and act on 

the situation. These persons "literally must wade into the 

ocean of events that surround the organization and actively 

try to make sense out of them" (Daft & Weick, 1984, p. 286). 

This perspective gives importance to Weick's (1979) 

sage advice to managers, "Complicate yourself!" (p. 261). 

Weick suggested that leader/managers must have a broader 

framework for understanding the organization and its 

activities. Leaders/managers must understand that most 

situations are complex and that no one interpretation, 

understanding, or "best way" is sufficient for handling the 

dilemma. Leaders/managers must develop the capacity for 

detecting events (e.g., competition, markets, technological 

developments) relevant to the survival of the organization. 

Weick (1979) suggested that having a complicated 

understanding increases the variety of inputs that can be 
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sense variations in the environment, act accordingly, and 

anticipate further reactions. 

Bartunek, Gordon, and Weathersby (1983) voiced 

agreement with these concepts and suggested needed research 

in the area of leaders/managers becoming more complicated. 

They suggested that the abilities to describe multiple 

perspectives and causes and to utilize dissenting viewpoints 

would further the understanding of the leader/manager. A 

complicated leader/manager with these skills would avoid 

seeking simplistic solutions to otherwise complex 

situations. 

Bartunek et al. (1983) believed that complicated 

understanding is linked to the increased cognitive 

complexity of the individual. This cognitive complexity or 

"complication" is necessary for 

greater supervisor understanding of subordinates, more 
productive use of dissent in decision making, and 
greater potential for the organization to develop 
flexible processes and structures suited to both 
individual needs and societal circumstances. (Bartunek 
et al., 1983, p. 274) 

Bartenuk et al.'s (1983) supposition draws from 

research (e.g., Eiseman, 1978; Gardiner, 1972; Streufert & 

Sweazy, 1986; Triandis, 1977) suggesting, that in complex 

situations, cognitively complex persons are more effective, 

flexible, and make decisions in a multidimensional fashion. 

In addition, the complexity of the leader/manager not only 
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affects his/her own performance, but also the performance of 

the subordinates and the organization as well. Bartenuk et 

al. (1983) stated "that qualities found at later, or higher, 

stages are reasons why complex understanding is of value to 

managers and why, conversely, developmental levels can set 

ceilings on managerial effectiveness" (p. 274). This 

widening of perception has implications for leaders/managers' 

understanding and actions taken in an often ambiguous and 

complex environment. 

The need to complicate suggests that attention needs to 

be paid to leader/manger's conceptual ability to deal with 

complex situations. A few studies have explored the 

relationship of leadership and cognitive complexity. 

Several researchers (e.g., Bass, Fiedler, & Krueger, 1964; 

Bieri, 1961; Schroder, Driver, Streufert, 1967) have 

suggested that there is some relationship between cognitive 

complexity and leadership behavior. 

Fiedler's (1958) Least Preferred Coworker (LPC) scale 

has been the focus of many studies of cognitive complexity. 

The LPC is a result of Fiedler's (1967) contingency model of 

leadership that stressed the interaction of leadership style 

with situational favorableness. Leadership style, measured 

on the LPC scale, is based on the leader's rating of the 

person with whom he/she least prefers to work. Results of 

several studies (e.g., Ashour, 1973; Mitchell, 1970) 

suggested that the LPC can be used as a direct measure of 
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cognitive complexity. It is assumed that an individual with 

a high score on the LPC must perceive negative and positive 

qualities of an individual, while a low score indicates 

perceptions of negative qualities only (Mitchell, 1970). 

Mitchell (1970) reported a slight relationship between LPC 

and cognitive complexity (based on Scott's [1963, 1967) 

measure of complexity). Other researchers (e.g., Arnett, 

1978; Schneier, 1978; Vecchio, 1979; Weiss & Adler, 1981), 

however, found very limited support when comparing the LPC 

and cognitive complexity. Schriesheim and Kerr (1977) 

concluded that the LPC is a "measure in search of a meaning" 

(p. 23). The LPC to date is empirically weak, while 

continuously changing its interpretation. 

Developmental theorists (e.g., Kohlberg, 1969, 1976; 

Loevinger, 1976; Piaget, 1954, 1969) have suggested that 

individuals evolve through a sequence of stages (low to 

high) that transform perspective. Loevinger (1976) 

demonstrated empirically that stages of development affect 

complexity, understanding of others and relationships, 

ethical judgment, and capacity for self-awareness. She 

labeled her cognitive developmental theory "ego 

development." 

Merron, Fisher, and Torbert (1987) used Loevinger's 

(1976) Sentence Completion Test (SCT) of ego development in 

the investigation of manager's complexity. They argued that 

how a manager reacts to the world is a function of how the 
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manager makes meaning of the events. Managers completed the 

SCT and the Consolidated Fund In-Basket Test. In the In-

Basket test, the manager functions as the director of a 

community; the "director" is asked to respond to 34 in-

basket items and to give reasons for chosen actions. 

Results indicated that managers at varying developmental 

stages responded differently to the in-basket items. 

Managers at higher levels of ego development acted more 

collaboratively and were more integrative than their lower 

level counterparts. Managers at higher levels also used a 

systemic approach to the items (rather than handling each 

response as discrete tasks), delegated many items, and 

worked collaboratively with others. 

A larger body of studies related to leadership have 

been based on Conceptual Systems Theory. Before these 

studies are reviewed, constructs of the theory and empirical 

support for CST will be presented. 

Conceptual Systems Theory (CST) 

Conceptual Systems Theory (CST) is a cognitive-

developmental theory that describes individual differences 

in personality. Individual differences are identified by 

investigating the processes of cognitive structure and 

functioning. Miller (1978) described CST as "an attempt to 

account for individual differences in interpersonal behavior 

in terms of variation in the structure and functioning of 

conceptual systems" (p. 80). Structure is defined in CST as 
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the way concepts are differentiated and integrated within an 

individual's conceptual system. Low levels of 

differentiation-integration are termed "concrete" 

structures; high levels are referred to as "abstract." 

Differences in structures are ordered along a continuum that 

represents a developmental sequence of individual 

differences. The continuum represents four stages of 

structural development from concrete to abstract. 

In addition to structural differences, Harvey et al. 

(1961) have included the functioning or "content" of 

individual conceptual systems in the developmental sequence. 

Functioning refers to the process by which the self-system 

is maintained by confirming or refuting events that would 

sustain the current equilibrium. CST maintains that both 

structure and function are parts of the developmental 

continuum. Structure and content integrate to form the 

cognitive processes that are unique to CST. As a result, 

cognitive processes are the "governing principles" of the 

system that determine the quality or nature of its 

operation. 

General Principles of CST 

One main tenent of CST is that through experience 

individuals develop cognitive patterns which predilect them 

to process information in an idiosyncratic manner. The 

behavior that ensues from this process is not merely a 

reaction to the input (stimulus), but also embodies the 
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meaning (i.e., attitudes, assumptions, beliefs, values) that 

is associated with the input. 

The processing of information was a shift from the 

stimulus-response (S-R) paradigms of the self to a S-O-R 

paradigm, with the 0 being a mediating process. In the 

mediating process, input is broken down into meaningful or 

psychologically significant parts (i.e., differentiation) 

and then reorganized into a meaningful whole (i.e., 

integration). The process serves as a filter through which 

events are translated into psychological significance. 

Harvey et al. (1961) stated, "an individual interacts with 

the environment by breaking it down and organizing it into 

meaningful patterns congruent with one's own needs and 

psychological make up" (p. 7). The internal mediating 

process converts all incoming events into psychological 

dimensions and conceptual standards. The conceptual 

standards filter and construct perceptions and behavior. 

When interpreting information from the milieu, an individual 

is selectively attending to some stimuli while ignoring 

other information. These conceptual standards create 

stability which maintains the self-system. 

Structural Characteristics of CST 

Structural components of CST influence one's processing 

and development of a worldview and one's reaction to it. 

There are two major structural components: differentiation 

and integration. 
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Differentiation is the ability to discern categories 

within stimuli, while integration is the ability to combine 

these categories by the use of complex rules or schema. 

Harvey et al. (1961) stated that 

differentiation refers to the breaking of a novel, more 
undifferentiated, situation into more clearly defined 
and unarticulated parts. Integration, is the relating 
or hooking of such parts to each other and to previous 
conceptual standards, (p. 18) 

Integration, or the connectedness of conceptual rules, refer 

to the ordering and organizing information from stimulus 

events. Differentiation and integration influence the way 

one perceives information, thinks, and judges. 

Concreteness-Abstractness 

According to CST, persons differ in their ability to 

differentiate and integrate events. This ability is ordered 

along a continuum of nodal points from concrete to abstract. 

The more concrete person identifies fewer mediating links, 

resulting in minimal differentiation and integration of 

events. Concreteness is characterized as having a simpler 

cognitive structure, a greater tendency towards bifurcated 

evaluations, dependence on authority, intolerance of 

ambiguity, poorer capacity to act "as if," more stereotypy, 

paucity of alternatives, and lower levels of stress (Harvey 

& Schroder, 1963). At the other end of the continuum, an 

abstract person represents maximal differentiation and 

integration. Greater abstractness denotes a higher level of 
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integrative complexity and implies the opposite 

characterization of the above dimensions (i.e., tolerates 

ambiguity, has complex cognitive structure, exhibits greater 

capacity to take the role of the other, and tolerates higher 

levels of stress). 

Development of Concepts 

As the ability to differentiate and integrate 

increases, so does the psychological abstractness of the 

individual. Harvey et al. (1961) proposed that the degree 

of concreteness and abstractness was the most critical 

aspect of the person's perceptual system. The degree was 

critical because the structural charateristics along the 

continuum demonstrated variation in ability to utilize an 

array of information while using multiple alternatives to 

interpret environmental events. Harvey et al. (1961) stated 

that "the present view of development occurring along the 

abstractness-concreteness dimension assumes an increased 

availability of alternative concepts or schemata for coping 

with the same stimuli" (p. 4). Harvey et al. (1961) 

proposed four stages or levels of conceptual complexity 

(outlined below). Each stage is characterized by distinct 

levels of differentiation and integration, as well as 

differences in behaviors, attitude, and interactions with 

others. 

Levels of Cognitive Complexity 

System 1: Unilateral dependence. The first level of 
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cognitive complexity is the most concrete stage because of 

poor differentiation and integration abilities. The 

individual's evaluative scheme is best described as 

categorical (right-wrong, good-bad, black-white, etc.), 

absolutist, stimulus bound, and overgeneralized. At this 

level of functioning, the individual is intolerant of 

ambiguity, dependent on authority, highly stereotypical, and 

resistant to change. Because the individual fails under high 

stress, a highly structured environment is needed. 

System 2: Negative independence. At the second level, 

the individual has the ability to perceive and develop 

simple alternatives. The individual rebels against 

authority (external control) while maintaining a bifurcated 

(black-white) orientation of the world. System 2 is 

characteristically a poorly differentiated stage, differing 

from stage 1 more in content than structure. System 2 

persons are still characterized as unable to delineate 

various environmental stimuli, and they do not try alternate 

approaches to complex problems. 

System 3: Conditional dependence and mutuality. At the 

third level of development, individuals are capable of 

greater differentiation and integration. They are able to 

handle complex problems, develop alternatives, and make 

decisions based on their own analytical behavior. System 3 

persons are characterized as being more autonomous, less 

categorical, more tolerant of ambiguity, more objective 
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about the world, and tending to focus on developing mutual 

relationships. 

System 4: Interdependence. This is the highest level 

of abstract functioning. Characteristic of this stage is 

the ability to process complex information, develop multiple 

alternatives, and make decisions based on both objective and 

subjective criteria. Individuals at this stage tend toward 

experimentalism, and are relativistic and nonjudgmental in 

their thinking. 

Support for Conceptual Systems Theory 

Numerous studies have been conducted to investigate the 

constructs of CST. The literature is too large to attempt a 

comprehensive review of CST research. Representative 

studies and literature reviews will be presented in this 

section. 

General validity studies of CST have focused on 

differences between concrete and abstract individuals. 

Researchers consistently found that concrete persons 

exhibited (a) a simpler cognitive structure, demonstrated by 

poor differentiation and incomplete integrations (Harvey, 

1966; Harvey, Reich, & Wyer, 1968); (b) a greater tendency 

towards a bifurcated view of the environment (White & 

Harvey, 1965); (c) reliance on authority (Harvey, 1964; (d) 

intolerance of ambiguity (Harvey, 1965); (e) a greater 

change of experience from cognitive dissonance (Harvey, 

1965); (f) greater inability to change set, resulting in 
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greater stereotypy (Harvey, 1965); (g) inability to see 

alternative solutions to problems (Harvey, 1965) ; (h) poorer 

ability to play and to think in hypothetical terms (Harvey, 

1963); (i) lasting impressions of other people based on 

incomplete information (Ware & Harvey, 1967); (j) 

insensitivity to subtle and minimal cues, with greater 

sensitivity to false but salient cues (Harvey, 1967); and 

(k) higher degree of dictatorialness (i.e., need for 

structure, low flexibility, rule boundedness, low diversity 

of activity) (Harvey, White, Prather, Alter, & Hoffmeister, 

1966). Results of these studies also indicated that greater 

abstractness implied reverse characteristics on the above 

dimensions. 

Other studies have investigated traits or behaviors of 

particular relevance to leadership. These studies are 

summarized in the following sections. 

Judgment. Differences in how information is perceived 

and utilized have important implications for how leaders 

judge and evaluate situations. The area has not been 

extensively studied, but the propositions concerning 

variations of judgment in relationship to complexity have 

been substantiated in several empirical studies. 

Wolfe (1974) investigated the accuracy of person 

perceptions and complexity. Complex persons were found to 

have a greater ability to act "as if" and take the role of 

the other. O'Keefe and Delia (1978) found that complex 



46 

persons had a more comprehensive array of perceptual 

categories and the ability to spread these categories more 

evenly across observed others. Complex persons also were 

less apt to reject inconsistencies in information 

(Wojiciazke, 1979), and had a higher tolerance for ambiguity 

and inconsistent verbal messages (Domangue, 1978). 

Holloway and Wolleat (1980) found that complex persons 

generated hypotheses of greater quantity and quality 

concerning reasons for the behavior of others. Cognitively 

complex persons sought more types of information and raised 

more questions about the underlying cause of another's 

behavior. The diversity and quantity of hypothesis 

generation enabled the more complex individual to generate a 

multidimensional perspective of situations, as compared to 

the unidimensional perspective of a less complex person. 

Attitude change. Investigation into how a person forms 

attitudes also has implications for leadership behavior. 

The attitudinal judgment of the leader influences an 

important part in the decision making process. Attitudinal 

judgments that are multidimensional would appear to be more 

advantageous than judgments based on linear dimensions. The 

ability to integrate information and to develop 

multidimensional attitudes and attributions was of interest 

in the following studies. 

In attitude studies, several researchers (e.g., O'Keefe 

& Brady, 1980; White & Harvey, 1965) found that less complex 
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persons articulated extreme and intense attitudes and tended 

to dichotomize their attitudes instead of spreading them out 

on a psychological scale. Other studies indicated that less 

complex persons changed their minds more often, were more 

influenced by public sentiment (Harvey, 1965), and were more 

susceptible to attitude change than were abstract persons 

(Hewitt & Rule, 1968; Suedfeld, 1964). Linville and Jones 

(1980) reported that cognitively complex persons, as opposed 

to cognitively simple persons, tended to make more moderate 

judgments when exposed to additional and diverse material. 

Durand (1979) found that cognitive complexity could be 

applied to attitudes in other areas. Beyond the 

interpersonal domain, he examined the relationship of 

cognitive complexity to attitude affect and dispersion of 

affect scores in reaction to product brands. Results 

indicated that cognitively simple subjects had a less 

critical perceptual set than complex subjects. Complex 

subjects had a lower level of affect and greater dispersion 

of affect scores than did simple subjects, while less 

differentiated simple subjects were more alienated (Durand, 

1980; Durand & Lambert, 1979). 

In summary, results of attitude studies indicated that 

less cognitively complex individuals tended to generate and 

maintain attitudes on a single salient dimension, while 

cognitively complex individuals were more multidimensionally 

based. The differences in complexity resulted in less 
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complex individuals changing attitudes on one salient 

dimension, while cognitively complex individuals were more 

capable of responding on a number of different salient 

dimensions when forming attitudes. As a result, complex 

individuals made more moderate changes in attitude on 

several dimensions, While less complex individuals were more 

easily persuaded where a salient dimension was modified. 

Empathy. Leaders/managers• relationships with peers 

and subordinates are a critical factor in the success of a 

group or organization. Leaders/managers must be able to 

understand and relate appropriately to peers and 

subordinates. Empathy communicates that the leader/manager 

understands, appreciates, and is interested in that person. 

The relationship of complexity to empathy has received 

substantial attention in the counseling literature. These 

studies provide additional support for the relevance of 

cognitive complexity to leadership. 

Heck and Davis (1973) investigated differential 

expressions of empathy in counseling. Counseling trainees 

were presented with two analogue interview tasks (concrete 

and abstract). The results of the interview indicated that 

complex counselors expressed a higher level of empathy in 

both interviews than did their less complex counterparts. 

Goldberg (1974) investigated the relationship between 

complexity and verbal behavior in a counseling analogue 

situation. More complex persons responded better to 
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counselee feelings and were more empathic. Less complex 

persons exhibited more directive responses, while more 

complex persons exhibited nondirective responses. 

Kimberlin and Friesen (1977) found significant 

differences in empathy levels between persons at varying 

complexities when the affect stimulus was ambiguous. When 

the participants were presented with a clear nonambiguous 

stimulus, there were no differences between the groups. 

Behavioral performance. Several studies have 

investigated the relationship of cognitive complexity to 

behavior. Typically, these studies have included 

performance measures in a variety of tasks. 

Jones and Butler (1980) investigated the relationships 

of cognitive complexity to perceptions of and performance in 

the work environment. Results indicated that cognitively 

complex individuals perceived a greater number of dimensions 

in the work environment that significantly correlated with 

increased behavioral performance. Hendrick (1979) found 

that more complex persons worked faster than less complex 

persons in a problem solving task. Streufert, Streufert, 

and Denson (1985) investigated adult working males 

participating in a visual motor task that permitted some 

utilization of strategy. Higher conceptual level persons 

made fewer errors, utilized more strategic actions, and 

exhibited higher overall performance at optimal stress 

levels than did their concrete counterparts. 
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Leadership. Several researchers (e.g., Bass, Fiedler, 

& Krueger, 1964; Bieri, 1961; Schroder, Driver, Streufert, 

1967) have suggested that there is some relationship between 

cognitive complexity and leadership style and/or behavior. 

Although numerous studies have investigated styles and 

behaviors of leaders/managers, few have included the 

complexity variable. The studies reported in this section 

have incorporated the complexity variable. 

Driver and Streufert (1969) and Schroder, Driver, and 

Streufert (1967) have been interested in complexity theory 

and management for some time. The authors have regarded 

managerial effectiveness as dependent on the information 

processing of the individuals and organizations involved. 

Driver and Streufert (1969) stated that "the particular way 

in which organizations search for information and handle it 

is therefore of great importance in developing a model for 

productivity" (p. 272). 

These authors suggested that individuals can be viewed 

as information processing systems that differ in 

differentiation and integration when processing information. 

They suggested that cognitive complexity is not only a 

function of differentiation and integration, but also is 

dependent on environmental conditions. Streufert and 

associates have conducted a series of studies to investigate 

the properties of this association. The relationship 

between environmental complexity and information processing 
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is represented by inverted U-shaped curves relating 

environmental complexity to information processing. The U-

shaped curves indicate that there is a maximum level of 

complexity depending on the environmental complexity (e.g., 

information load). Differences between groups (high and low 

complexity) occurred under conditions of optimal 

environmental complexity (Schroder et al., 1967). Subsequent 

research has investigated the effects of various levels of 

environmental complexity in relation to individual 

conditions. 

In two studies (Driver, 1969; Streufert & Driver, 

1965), the effects of information load on complexity were 

studied. In both studies subjects were divided into groups 

of high and low levels of complexity. Subjects participated 

in tactical simulation games (e.g., military negotiation 

situation; simulated internation game) where information 

load was varied over the course of the game. Results of both 

studies indicated that under comparable load conditions, 

more complex individuals displayed more integration than 

individuals with low complexity. 

Further research has supported a number of propositions 

predicted by the theorists to differentiate between levels 

of complexity. These include differences in attitude change 

(Streufert, 1965), perceptions of others and strategies 

(Streufert & Driver, 1965), decision making characteristics 

(Streufert & Schroder, 1965), innovative behavior (Tuckman, 
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1966), information orientation, utilization, and search 

(Karlins & Lamm, 1967; Stager, 1967), and conflict reduction 

(Crano & Schroder, 1967). The results of these studies 

clearly indicated that complex persons had an ability to 

differentiate and integrate more information at higher 

levels of intensity that resulted in elevated performance. 

For example, in several studies (Karlins, 1967; 

Karlins, Coffman, Lamm, & Schroder, 1967; Karlins & Lamm, 

1967) a problem solving simulation was used to measure 

differences in participants of varying complexity level. 

Cognitively complex participants asked more questions, 

requested different types of information, and employed 

better planning and strategy than did their less complex 

counterparts. As a result of these early studies, Driver 

and Streufert (1969) suggested implications for management. 

They believed that tasks involved in job assignments of 

individuals (and groups) should be matched to the requsite 

level of complexity. 

Streufert, Streufert, and Castore (1968) compared 

managers at varying complexity levels to Stodgill's (1948) 

ten leadership characteristics. Streufert et al. (1968) 

investigated potential differences of complexity among 

groups of managers while participating in a negotiation 

game. Participants were divided into homogeneous groups 

according to complexity level. After the simulation, 

participants were rated by group members and by trained 
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raters. The results of the two sources of ratings were 

virtually identical. Cognitively complex leaders emphasized 

leadership characteristics such as tolerance of ambiguity, 

assumption of leadership role, consideration of others, and 

prediction accuracy. The less complex leaders emphasized 

initiation of structure, production emphasis, and demands 

for reconciliation. No differences were found between the 

groups' ratings of persuasiveness, tolerance for freedom of 

action, and representiveness of group. Furthermore, 

cognitively complex leaders spread these leadership styles 

more evenly across the characteristics. This spread of 

scores implied that leaders at higher levels of complexity 

might be more effective overall because of the flexibility 

of styles and activities in leadership situations. 

In a later study, Streufert (1984) designed a 

hypothetical managerial situation in which senior executive 

managers were asked to provide information about how an 

"excellent" and a "poor" manager would act. The problem 

facing the executives was the introduction of a new product 

line that had the potential to double sales in the next 

three years. They were asked to provide information 

concerning the two managers (excellent and poor) over a 

twenty-four month period. Information obtained included (a) 

specific decisions, timing, and actions taken, (b) how 

decisions related to the overall plan (if any related), (c) 

how the decision was related to information received, and 
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(d) strategic planning. 

Time-event decision matrices of simulation performance 

were developed. The time-event matrix is a two dimensional 

representation of decision sequences across time. The 

matrix is a combination of time (plotted horizontally) and 

decisions or information flow (plotted vertically). The 

time-event matrixes are only concerned with inter­

relationships among decisions and not with the content of 

the decisions. The hypothetical "excellent" manager 

portrayed a complex style with an integrative, sequential, 

strategic decision making style. The matrix of the 

excellent manager had far more decision points and 

interconnections than did the "poor" manager. The more 

complex style reflected a more flexible, strategic, planful, 

and integrative style than that of the "poor" counterpart. 

Streufert*s (1984) study with hypothetical managers was 

compared by Streufert and Sweazy (1986) to an actual 

simulation with a cognitively complex manager and a less 

complex manager researched by Streufert (1983). Streufert's 

(1983) study illustrated the sequence of decisions by two 

executives of different complexity (high and low) in a 

simulation of international business situations. 

Information (written, phone, video, computer) was received 

by the executives who were instructed to make the best 

decisions for the company. 

Time-event matrixes again were used in the actual 
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simulation. Results indicated that the matrixes of the 

cognitively complex executive were quite similar to that of 

the "excellent" manager, and the matrixes for the less 

complex manager were similar to that of the "poor" manager. 

Results indicated that cognitively complex managers were 

more multidimensional and had a greater ability to plan, 

make decisions, and develop strategy. 

Hendrick (1979) investigated group problem solving 

behavior of experienced managers. Subjects were divided 

into two groups according to their measures of concreteness 

or abstractness. The group problem solving task was a 

broken squares exercise. The exercise consisted of putting 

puzzles together and required a group effort. Abstract 

group members acted at a faster pace and demonstrated better 

cue utilization than the concrete group. They also 

demonstrated greater flexibility, teamwork, and a 

willingness to try alternative combinations. 

The choice of CST for this study. CST was chosen as 

the conceptual theory base for this study because of its 

developmental, descriptive approach and its focus on 

individual differences. In addition, following the original 

statement by Harvey et al. (1961), considerable research 

support for the validity of CST has been reported. Because 

of the developmental focus in CST, the outcomes in 

conceptual differences or change are of primary interest. 

The "concreteness-abstractness" continuum is an indicator or 
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typology of an individual's conceptual development. The 

levels in CST are a convenient device for describing 

variations in conceptual development along the continuum. 

Research results has tentatively suggested that these 

variations in complexity affect managerial and 

organizational effectiveness (Bartenuk et al., 1983). 

Summary 

Researchers for decades have debated over the theories, 

definitions, components, and effect (if any) of leadership. 

It is agreed that leadership and the functioning of managers 

is imperative not only to organizations but likewise to 

society and the world. Nonetheless, after voluminous 

writings and studies, researchers still have not reached a 

consensus on a definition of leadership or what it takes to 

be an effective manager. This state of affairs is largely a 

result of researchers investigating only a small aspect of 

leadership depending on their own conception of the field. 

Much of the previous leadership theories and research has 

examined traits and descriptive accounts of what researchers 

thought or saw managers do. This research, which focused on 

the content of leadership/managerial activities, was 

beneficial in describing what leaders/managers do. However, 

due to the complexities of the current work environment 

(fluxuating economy, technology, personnel, etc.), a 

different approach to understanding managerial functioning 

is needed. Instead of investigating primarily what 
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leaders/managers do, it also is important to investigate 

leaders/managers' underlying cognitive processes that result 

in subsequent thoughts and behaviors (Streufert & Sweazy, 

1986) . 

It is apparent in descriptions of effective leaders 

that leaders/managers be able to synthesize simultaneous 

inputs of information, develop an understanding of the 

information as an integrative whole, and take action 

accordingly. Yukl (1989) suggested that a large part of 

managerial activity involves gathering, analyzing, and 

disseminating information. However, little has been done in 

identifying the processes of this activity beyond the 

identification of traits and skills. 

Several researchers (Bartenuk et al., 1983; Merron et 

al., 1987; Streufert & Sweazy, 1986; Weick, 1979) have 

suggested that a fruitful approach to effective 

leadership/management is in the development of greater 

understanding or complexity of the individual. This 

approach requires an investigation into the underlying 

processes of leader/managers' ability to apply multiple 

perspectives in describing and analyzing situations. Such 

understanding reflects a high capability to differentiate 

and integrate and is indicative of higher levels of 

cognitive complexity. Research data (Harvey et al., 1961; 

Kohlberg, 1969; Loevinger, 1976) has demonstrated that 

individuals differ developmentally, and that such 
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differences contribute to the person's ability to perceive 

complex situations and solutions. 

Previous research studies of leadership and cognitive 

complexity have made numerous inquiries into the 

interpersonal, attitudinal, informational, and perceptual 

domains. Yet, to date, research studies investigating the 

relationship between leadership/management and complexity 

has been limited. Most studies have concentrated on 

tactical strategy games with executive level individuals and 

groups. 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the 

usefulness of applying a cognitive complexity theory (CST) 

and leadership assessments to developing lower and middle 

managers. This follows Bartenuk et al.'s (1983) propositions 

for research, which, to date, have not been investigated. 

As described earlier, it was proposed that leaders/managers 

who are more complex should be more flexible and capable of 

developing a more complex understanding of a situation. 

This ability to develop and apply a complicated 

understanding should increase the liklihood that they will 

respond with more effective alternatives and solutions. 

The significance of the study was in the investigation 

of leader/manager complexity using a variety of measures 

that assess the individual's understanding of a typical 

managerial situation. With this data, further means into 

the development of leader/manager complexity, effectiveness, 



and training can be investigated. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Chapter three presents the design and methodology of 

this research study. Included are (a) qualifications for 

participants in the study, (b) description of the 

instruments, (c) description of the procedures, and (d) a 

description of the statistical procedures used in the data 

analysis. 

Participants 

The participants consisted of 60 Master of Business 

Arts students, 33 men (55%) and 27 women (45%), who 

voluntarily responded to three inventories. The participants 

were drawn from MBA classes and seminars at the University of 

North Carolina at Greensboro during the Spring 1991 semester. 

To qualify for participation in this study, each subject had 

to be admitted to the MBA program and have prior or current 

work experience as a manager. 

Demographic information pertaining to the participant's 

age, classes completed in the MBA program, and years in 

managerial experience is shown in Table 1. 

Instruments 

Each participant completed a demographic questionnaire 

and two standardized inventories: the Leadership Behavior 

Analysis II Self (LBAII) and the Paragraph Completion Method 
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Table 1. 

Demographic information 

Variable N M SD Range 

Age 60 31.400 6.854 22-50 

Classes completed 60 7.933 5.513 1-18 

Experience 60 5.200 4.818 1-21 

(PCM). Participants also responded to a semi-structured 

assessment of leadership behavior. Data was entered and 

analyzed by the researcher using the VAX computer at the 

University of North Carolina at Greensboro. 

The Leadership Behavior Analysis II (LBAII; Blanchard 

et al., 1985? Appendix A) is a 20 item, self-report 

inventory consistent with the constructs of Situational 

Leadership as described in Chapter II. The items consist of 

20 short vignettes describing management situations 

involving interactions with an individual or a group of 

subordinates. Following each vignette are four multiple 

choice responses that describe possible actions. The four 

choices reflect the four styles outlined in the Situational 

Leadership model: Directing (SI), Coaching (S2), Supporting 

(3), and Delegating (S4). 

There are two versions of the instrument: the LBAII 
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Self and the LBAII Other. The two versions contain the 

exact same items and subscale scores. The only difference 

is that the LBAII Other is written so that respondents 

indicate their boss's reactions (i.e., This leader would...) 

rather than their own leadership behavior (i.e., I 

would...). In this study only the LBAII Self was used. 

Therefore, the following descriptions only refer to the 

LBAII Self. 

The LBAII Self yields six scores that include two 

primary scores (i.e., Flexibility and Effectiveness) and 

four discrete secondary scores (i.e., Style scores SI, S2, 

S3, S4). 

The Flexibility score is a numerical indicator of how 

often the respondent chooses a different leadership style in 

solving the 20 leadership situations. Greater flexibility 

is evidenced when multiple leadership styles are used across 

the situations, while less flexibility is evidenced when a 

single style is chosen for most of the situations. To 

obtain the flexibility score, each of the four columns of 

S1-S4 are individually totalled and subtracted from 5. 

These four scores are then added together and subtracted 

from 30. Flexibility scores range from a low of 0 to a high 

of 30. 

The Effectiveness score is a numerical indicator of the 

appropriate use of the chosen leadership style in reaction 

to the situation described (Zigarmi et al., 1990). The 
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Situational Leadership model advocates that in certain 

situations a particular leadership style would be more 

effective. A value is assigned to represent excellent (4), 

good (3) , fair (2) , and poor (1) responses to the 

situations. There are five situations (items) for which 

each style is the best answer. Effectiveness scores range 

from 20-80, with 80 representing a perfect score (i.e., most 

effective theory-based responses for all 20 items). 

The Style scores of SI, S2, S3, and S4 are based on 

frequency counts of the number of times a respondent chooses 

one particular style out of four within the twenty 

situations. The resulting score is the predominant 

leadership style. The categorical score reflects the amount 

of direction and support most frequently used by the 

respondent at the time the data are collected (Zigarmi et 

al., 1990). 

The validity of the LBAII was studied by comparing 

responses on the LBAII with responses on a validated 

leadership style inventory, the Multi-Level Management 

Survey (MLMS; Wilson, 1981). The MLMS was chosen because it 

was projected to measure the same constructs as the LBAII 

(Zigarmi et al., 1990). The MLMS yields 23 areas or 

subscales. The first 15 subscales deal with managers' 

specific behavior constructs, while the remaining eight 

subscales deal with group motivation, morale, and 

organizational climate dimensions, which are not necessarily 
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manager-specific. The fifteen manager-specific subscales 

were used in the LMS/LBAII comparison to establish content 

and construct validity (Zigarmi et al., 1990). 

In this validation study of the LBAII, only the 

subordinate LBAII Other scores were used. Subordinates (N = 

522) were asked to evaluate their managers (N = 122) on both 

the MLMS and the LBAII Other. The group was drawn from 

three medium-sized companies from three different areas in 

the United States. 

To examine construct validity, a regression analysis 

was used with the LBAII Other scores to determine the 

overall relationship to the manager-specific MLMS subscales 

(1 through 15) (e.g., clarify goals and objectives, 

participation, work plan, expertise, work facilitation, 

feedback, time emphasis, control of details, goal pressure, 

delegation, recognition of good performance, approachability, 

team building, interest in subordinate growth, and building 

trust). When all six LBAII Other scores were used, a 

significant relationship at the p < .0001 level was 

determined in all but one (93%) of the comparisons. The 

subscale Expertise was found to be significant at the .0004 

level. In a second comparison, the LBAII Other scores of 

Flexibility and Effectiveness were suppressed to examine the 

relationship between the constructs of the MLMS subscale 

totals and the managers' Style scores (SI, S2, S3, S4) as 

reported by the 552 subordinates. A significant relationship 
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at the e < -0001 level was evidenced in comparisons to all 

15 subscales (100%) (Zigarmi et al.# 1990). Both of the 

comparisons were seen as evidence of the common variance 

between these two instruments and an indicator of validity 

of the LBAII Other (Zigarmi et al., 1990). 

To determine whether or not specific subscale scores or 

clusters of subscale scores on the MLMS were related to the 

six scores on the LBAII, a stepwise regression was conducted 

(Zigarmi et al., 1990). Subscales 1 through 11 (i.e., 

clarity of goals, participation, orderly work plan, 

expertise, work facilitation, feedback, time emphasis, 

control of details, goal pressure, delegation, recognition 

of good performance) and 12 through 15 

(i.e., approachability, team building, interest in 

subordinate growth, building trust) were separated in the 

stepwise procedure. In development of the MLMS, subscales had 

been categorized as either a Managerial Task Cycle or 

Interpersonal Relations (Wilson, 1975). MLMS subscales 1 

through 11 were categorized as task-related subscales and 12 

through 15 were defined as interpersonal in nature. 

Therefore, two stepwise procedures were implemented for each 

of the six LBAII scales (i.e., Flexibility with MLMS task and 

interpersonal, Effectiveness with MLMS task and 

interpersonal, Style 1, 2, 3, 4 with MLMS task and 

interpersonal). 

The Flexibility subscale did not generate a significant 
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multiple correlation coefficient with either the task or 

interpersonal MLMS subscale groups. This was to be expected 

because of the inconsistency in the definition of 

flexibility, and because the construct of flexibility does 

not lend itself to consistent patterns of relationship as 

measured in the subscales (Zigarmi et al. 1990). Zigarmi et 

al. (1990) suggested Flexibility is a useful training 

concept to illustrate the importance of using different 

leadership styles depending on the situation, but it may not 

be an important psychometric measure of the general concept 

of leadership in comparison to the MLMS. 

The LBAII Effectiveness scores were related in the 

stepwise regression procedure to both the task and 

interpersonal managerial subscale groups advocated by the 

MLMS. The significance levels (p < .0001) demonstrated that 

the two instruments were measuring similar constructs in 

regard to these variables. 

In regards to the relationships between Styles 1 

through 4 with the MLMS task and interpersonal subscale 

groups, Zigarmi et al. (1990) reported that "the set of 

stepwise regressions leave no doubt that the LBAII and MLMS 

are related statistically and conceptually" (p. 31). In all 

cases a strong relationship was evidenced, with significance 

at the p < .0001 level. 

In a third analysis, three comparisons were initiated. 

MLMS subscales that were perceived as being directive (i.e., 
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clarity of goals, orderly work planning, work facilitation, 

time emphasis, control of details, and goal pressure), 

supportive (i.e., participation, approachability, team 

building, interest in subordinate growth, and building 

trust), and an integration of both (i.e., expertise, 

feedback, delegation, and recognition of good performance) 

were compared to the six LBAII subscales. 

Significant correlations were found as hypothesized 

(e.g., high directive behavior in SI and S2 in the LBAII was 

confirmed through the Directive MLMS subscales). Styles 1 

through 4 on the LBAII were confirmed statistically with the 

MLMS directive, supportive, and integrative subscale groups. 

The Flexibility score showed no strong statistical 

relationship with the MLMS subscales and was not a usable 

psychometric score when compared with the MLMS (Zigarmi et 

al., 1990). There was evidence confirming a strong 

relationship between the selected Directive and Supportive 

subscales on the MLMS and the LBAII Other. Results of the 

analysis provided evidence that the LBAII measured Directive 

and Supportive dimensions of the Situational Leadership 

model. 

Various reliability studies of the LBAII have been 

conducted over the past several years (e.g., Haley, 1983; 

Jacobsen, 1984; Punch, 1987). A majority of the studies 

have used the LBAII Self and have focused on leadership 

styles rather than the two primary scores of Flexibility and 
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Effectiveness. In two studies (Clothier, 1984; Haley, 

1983), internal consistency reliability coefficients for 

Flexibility and Effectiveness scores of .66 and .66 on the 

LBAII Other were reported. Internal consistencies of the 

LBAII Other ranged from a low of .54 to .86, while the range 

for the LBAII Self was from .43 to .60 (Zigarmi et al., 

1990). 

The Paragraph Completion Method (PCM; Hunt, Butler, 

Noy, & Rosser, 1978; Appendix B) is a semi-projective 

sentence-completion measure of levels of conceptual 

development as described in conceptual systems theory 

(Harvey et al., 1961). Hunt et al. (1978) define conceptual 

development (CL) in terms of 

(1) increasing conceptual complexity as indicated by 
discrimination, differentiation, and integration, and 
(2) increasing interpersonal maturity as indicated by 
self-definition and self-other relations, (p. 3) 

The PCM is a revised version of the Paragraph 

Completion Test (Schroder, 1971). The revision in the 

scoring procedure (i.e., reducing a 7 point scale to a 0-3 

point scale) has not modified the results of the method, nor 

the stimulus properties of the stems (Hunt et al., 1978). 

The PCM is introduced by the following instructions: 

On the following pages you will be asked to give your 
ideas about several topics. Try to write at least three 
sentences on each topic. There are no right or wrong 
answers, so give your own ideas and opinions about each 
topic. Indicate the way you really feel about each 
topic, not the way others feel or the way you think you 
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should feel. You will have about three minutes for each 
page. (Hunt et al., 1977, p. 1) 

The topics, each on a separate page, are stated as five 

sentence stems: (a) What I think about rules..., (b) When I 

am criticized..., (c) When someone does not agree with 

me..., (d) When I am not sure..., (e) When I am told what to 

do... (Hunt et al., 1978). Respondents are encouraged to 

write at least three sentences on each topic, and are 

allowed three minutes per stem. 

General scoring procedures require two steps: (l) 

assigning a score from 0-3 to each of the responses, and (2) 

aggregating these separate scores into a total score. Only 

the top three scores are calculated to obtain the total 

score. The rationale for using the top three rather than 

all scores is that if individuals are able to demonstrate a 

high level of conceptual thinking on a few responses they 

can be considered to generally operate at this level of 

functioning (Hunt et al., 1978). Characteristics of 

cognitive complexity with the corresponding PCM score are as 

follows. It is important to note the obvious parallel 

between the PCM score characteristics and the developmental 

stages of Conceptual Systems Theory (Harvey et al., 1961) as 

described earlier (Chapter 2). 

(1) Score 0: Individuals at this level may react in one 

of two ways. They may be impulsively aggressive, self-

centered, and resistant to external control, or they may 
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react defensively by withdrawing, ignoring the situation, or 

blaming others. 

(2) Score 1; Individuals at this level are concerned 

with being socially accepted and have dichotomous thinking. 

The individual reacts in a concrete fashion to social norms, 

and is sensitive and anxious to please authority. 

(3) Score 2; Individuals are open to ideas and 

alternatives, yet do not attempt to integrate them in any 

fashion. They strive for independence and have a greater 

tolerance of uncertainty and ambiguity. 

(4) Score 3; These individuals are capable of 

integrating ideas and alternatives while balancing the 

consequences of the decision. They are independent and 

secure in what they believe and with relationships with 

others. 

Inter-rater reliability coefficients for the PCM have 

ranged from .68 to .94 (median r = .86 over 26 studies) 

(Hunt et al., 1978). Scoring for this study was performed 

by professional scorers, whose inter-rater reliability 

coefficients range from .85 to .90. 

The validity of the PCM has been established in over a 

hundred studies employing complexity as a major experimental 

variable. The test consistently predicted behavioral 

performances congruent with theoretical expectations 

(Gardiner & Schroder, 1972). Schroder et al. (1967) and 

Schroder (1971) summarized programmatic studies 
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demonstrating persons having high scores showed less 

tendency to exhibit black/white thinking, greater tendency 

to exhibit tolerance of ambiguity and conflict, independence 

of judgment, greater ability to integrate perspectives, and 

more flexibility of judgment than did persons with low 

scores. Gardiner (1972) and Schneider and Giambra (1971) 

found similar results; individuals with high scores of 

complexity used a significantly greater variety of 

components in identifying concepts than did their less 

complex counterparts. 

Predictive power of the test has been found in a number 

of social interaction settings (Gardiner & Schroder, 1972). 

In representative studies, Stager (1967) found that teams 

high in complexity generated and used a high degree of 

conflict when competing against a computer in a strategy 

game. Crouse, Karlins, and Schroder (1968) found that 

cognitive complex married couples were happier than couples 

low in complexity. 

In correlational studies, the test has demonstrated low 

but significant relationships with other cognitive measures 

(Gardiner & Schroder, 1972). Schroder et al. (1967) found 

expected negative relationships with theoretically-related 

personality variables (i.e., authoritarianism and 

dogmatism), while Bottenberg (1969) found positive 

relationships with measures of flexibility, openness, and 

differentiation. 
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Internal reliability of the test also has been found to 

be satisfactory. Schroder et al. (1967) reported 

intercorrelates in the .60 to .75 range for the five items. 

Bottenderg (1969) reported a Spearman-Brown correlation of 

.75 between two approximately equal test halves with a 

sample of 100 persons. Gardiner and Schroder (1972) reported 

a test-retest correlation of .67 for 36 college students. 

The Leadership Complexity Assessment (LCA; Appendix C), 

created by the researcher through a series of pilot studies, 

was administered to each participant. This assessment 

consists of two different managerial situations (vignettes) 

followed by three open-ended questions related to cognitive 

processing. The semi-projective questions, each on separate 

pages, assess respondents' understanding and interpretation 

of the situation. The vignettes were taken from Vroom and 

Yetton (1969) and were deemed by experts (i.e., Drs. Nur 

Gryskiewicz and Luke Nouvelli), professors in the UNC-

Greensboro School of Business, as representative of possible 

managerial dilemmas in every day life. The questions are 

based on Bartunek et al.'s (1983) recommendations for 

research concerning the relationship between complexity and 

leadership. Bartunek et al. (1983) proposed several testable 

hypotheses concerning methods of developing complicated 

understanding and the effects in organizations. Their 

propositions indicated that managers who are developmentally 

complex should be able to (a) understand events from multiple 
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perspectives, (b) perceive multiple complementary causes for 

organizational dilemmas and employee behavior, (c) and make 

productive use of dissenting viewpoints regarding the 

situation. Questions for the LCA were designed to assess the 

multiple causes and perspectives, options, and use of 

dissenting viewpoints that are indicative of cognitive 

processes. 

The assessment is introduced by the following 

instructions: 

On the following pages you will be asked to read two 
vignettes and then to give your ideas about each both 
separately. Three questions follow each vignette. 
There are no right or wrong answers, so give your own 
ideas and opinions when answering questions concerning 
each vignette. Indicate the way you really feel or 
think about each vignette, not the way others might 
react or the way you think you should act. 

The vignettes are followed by three questions, each on 

a separate page. The questions were drawn directly from 

Bartenuk et al.'s (1983) propositions for research: (a) 

Describe in any way you wish how this situation 

developed...i.e., the "factors influencing the situation," 

(b) What do you see as your options in this situation?, and 

(c) Describe your plan of action in response to this 

situation. The instrument takes approximately fifteen to 

twenty-five minutes to complete. 

This particular assessment is a result of several pilot 

studies designed to develop the most efficacious manner in 

which to assess the respondent's cognitions about 
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leadership/management situations. In the first pilot, using 

MBA students, managerial vignettes and structured questions 

were used to assess respondent's reactions. This method 

proved to constrain and lead participant's responses to the 

questions. The current semi-projective approach was 

developed for a second pilot study. This approach appeared 

to yield a more realistic sample of the MBA student's 

thoughts and reactions. 

Responses from the questions were scored by three 

trained, experienced raters. Rating categories (see scoring 

manual, Appendix D) were identified through close study of 

approximately 70 pilot sample responses obtained in the 

second pilot study with MBA students. Results from the 

sample data reinforced the existing content codes and 

identified a need for a new category for one item (i.e., 

outside situational variable). Based on feedback from the 

raters, definitions of the categories and scoring 

instructions were further refined for ease in understanding 

and scoring. Rating scales, content codes, examples, and 

instructions for scoring are presented in the manual 

(Appendix D). 

Question one, "Describe in any way you wish, how this 

situation developed...e.g., the factors influencing the 

situation", was scored in two ways: (a) causes were counted 

numerically, and (b) causes expressed were categorized into 

four different dimensions. The dimensions were (a) personal 
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traits, (b) psychological traits, (c) situational variables 

inside the company, and (d) situational variables outside 

the company. Conceptual systems theory would suggest that 

leaders/managers at higher conceptual levels would report an 

ability to understand a situation from a greater variety of 

perspectives. 

Options listed in response to Question two were counted 

numerically to assess the number of alternative ways the 

respondent reported for handling that situation. Conceptual 

systems theory would suggest that leaders/managers at higher 

conceptual levels would report a greater variety of 

alternatives to a situation. 

Question three (i.e., plan of action) was categorized 

based on the various perspectives represented in the 

responses. Categories included (a) manager/self, (b) 

subordinate(s), (c) superior(s), (d) company policy, (e) 

clients/customers, (f) vendor(s), (g) colleagues, (h) 

technology, (i) culture, (j) sociopolitical, and (k) other. 

Conceptual systems theory would suggest that leader/managers 

at higher conceptual levels would report a greater use of 

perspectives in developing a solution. 

The final score, consideration of dissenting 

viewpoints, was assessed from question three. This score 

refers to the activity of encouraging and considering 

another's viewpoint, regardless if it is used in the action 

plan. Rating is from one to five. A rating of one 
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indicates that only one opinion (the respondent's own 

opinion) is represented. A rating of five indicates a 

repondent considered several opinions, including input from 

inside and outside the organization. Conceptual systems 

theory would suggest that leader/managers at higher 

conceptual levels would report greater use of a variety of 

viewpoints regarding problem situations. 

For the pilot study, two raters were employed to rate 

the vignettes. Both raters were currently enrolled in 

graduate studies in the Department of Counseling and 

Specialized Education. The investigator conducted all 

training activities. The first session involved a period of 

approximately two hours; three subsequent one hour meetings 

were held to discuss scoring of sample protocols. The 

raters were familiarized with the theoretical constructs of 

informational processes, the vignettes, scoring manual, and 

scoring sheets. They were not informed of the particular 

nature of the present research nor of the proposed 

hypotheses. 

The general procedure for training included discussion 

of the categories and scoring procedure, followed by 

independent rating of a protocol. Raters reported scores 

and resolution of discrepancies between raters ensued. This 

procedure was followed several times on different sample 

protocols until scoring consensus was reached. The 

interrater reliability (after the initial two hour meeting) 
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on the sample protocols was 95% for two persons in agreement 

and 80% for all three in agreement before any discussion. 

In scoring responses, the raters followed how the responses 

were answered and did not try to interpret what the 

respondent might have meant. The scoring of each protocol 

took 4 to 8 minutes. 

Inter-rater reliability of scoring the protocols was 

over .80 for 20 pilot study protocols. In this study, the 

same three raters independently score the protocols. Scores 

were based on 2 out of the 3 raters' agreement or consensus; 

if not this result, discrepancies were resolved by 

discussion. 

Procedure 

The MBA students responded to the three different 

assessments in one class period. First, students responded 

to an informed consent (Appendix E) of their rights as 

subjects and completed a demographic questionnaire (Appendix 

F). Secondly, the PCM, the Leadership Complexity 

assessment, and the LBAII were administered separately. 

Instructions for these assessments were presented aloud just 

prior to each administration. All response sheets were 

labeled with an identification number only. 

Data Analysis 

First, the participants were divided into two groups: 

high level of complexity (abstract thinking) and low level 

of complexity (concrete thinking). This was done by 
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identifying a median score for this particular group. 

Differences between the two conceptual groups were 

examined for 8 dependent variables: (a) number of 

influencing factors, and (b) particular type(s) of factor; 

(c) number of options generated; (d) number of perspectives; 

(e) use of dissenting viewpoints; (f) leadership 

flexibility; (g) leadership effectiveness; and (h) 

leadership style. 

Research Hypotheses 

Based on the literature, the following research 

hypotheses were proposed. 

1. High CL subjects will generate a greater number of 

influencing factors within a managerial situation than will 

low CL subjects. 

2. High CL subjects will generate a wider range of 

influencing factors than will low CL subjects. 

3. High CL subjects will generate a greater number of 

options in developing alternatives than will low CL 

subj ects. 

4. High CL subjects will generate a greater number of 

multiple perspectives than will low CL subjects. 

5. High CL subjects will make use of more dissenting 

viewpoints than will low CL subjects. 

6. High CL subjects will have higher flexibility scores 

than the low CL subjects. 

7. High CL subjects will have higher effectiveness 
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scores in the leadership situations than will low CL 

subj ects. 

8. Low CL subjects will be more likely to have a 

primary leadership style of SI than will high CL subjects. 

Research hypotheses 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5, were addressed 

using a series of multiple t-tests. In order to control the 

experimenter-wise error rate that results from multiple 

comparisons, the Bonferroni correction was employed to hold 

the overall significance level at .05. In general, the 

Bonferroni approach requires that if k hypotheses are tested 

at the alpha/k level, the probability of a Type I error is 

no greater than alpha (Cliff, 1987). In this case, five 

questions were being tested. Seeking an overall alpha of 

.05, the relevant probability is .05/5, or 0.01. 

Consequently, an alpha level of .01 was used. Note that, if 

significance was found at the .01 level it would have been 

reported at the .05 level. 

Secondly, because the distribution of the scores were 

positively skewed, a logarithm transformation was performed 

before the t-test. This transformation of the scores into 

logarithms normalized the distribution. 

A Chi-square test of association was used to address 

questions 6, 7, and 8. High and low groups on the 

Flexibility and Effectiveness scales (hypotheses 6 and 7) 

were formed via a median split in order to use the Chi-

square association. Question 8 was divided in terms of one 
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group consisting of leadership style SI and the other group 

consisting of Styles 2, 3, 4. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

This chapter consists of two parts. First, descriptive 

statistics are reported for the combined sample, as well as 

for the low CL and high CL groups. Second, the results of 

the data analyses as determined by a series of multiple t-

tests and Chi-square procedures, are reported for each 

research hypothesis. 

Descriptive Statistics 

The Paragraph Completion Method was employed as the 

measure of conceptual level (CL), the independent variable 

in the study. The 60 subjects had a mean score of 1.851 (SD 

= 0.2890; range = 1.2 - 2.5), indicating levels of 

conceptual development. 

As suggested by Hunt et al. (1978), a median split was 

performed on the sample to form two groups. This procedure 

resulted in a median split at 2.0; any score below 2.0 was 

classified as low CL and any score equal to or above 2.0 was 

classified as high CL. An examination of age, classes 

completed, and managerial experience by complexity level 

group is presented in Table 2. 

T-tests were performed to determine whether there were 

any significant differences between the two groups on these 

demographic variables (i.e., age, classes completed, and 
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managerial experience) between the high and low complex 

groups. Results are reported in Table 3. 

Table 2 

Comparisons of Demographic Information 

Variable N M SD 

Low cognitive complexity 

Age 30 32.133 7.045 

Classes completed 30 8.033 5.726 

Experience 30 5.433 5.103 

High cognitive complexity 

Age 30 30.666 6.697 

Classes completed 30 7.833 5.388 

Experience 30 4.966 4.589 

No significant differences were found for any of the 

categories. These results suggested a homogeneous sample 

group on age, classes completed, and managerial experience 

across complexity levels. 

The Leadership Complexity Assessment (LCA) and the 

Leader Behavior Analysis (LBA) were employed as the 

dependent measures. The LCA assessed the connection between 

complexity and managerial leadership. The specific measures 

were influencing factors, options, multiple perspectives, 



and use of dissenting viewpoints. The LBA assessed 

leadership styles, flexibility and effectiveness. 

Table 3 

T-test on Demographic Variables bv Conceptual Level 

Variable N t df prob > T 

Age 

Low group 30 .8264 58.0 0.4120 

High group 30 

Low group 

High group 

Classes completed 

30 .1393 58.0 0.8897 

30 

Low group 

High group 

Experience 

30 .3724 58.0 0.7110 

30 

Descriptive statistics on these measures for the composite 

group are shown in Table 4. 

On the LBA, a large majority of participants (90%) 

reported Style 3 as their predominant leadership style. 

Style 3 is referred to as the "Supporting" style. This 

style is characterized by the leader's facilitation and 

support of subordinates' task accomplishments and decision 
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making. The remaining participants reported Style 2 (6.67%) 

or Style 1 (3.33%) as their predominant leadership styles. 

Table 4 

Descriptive Statistics of Leadership Complexity Assessment 

and Leader Behavior Analysis for Complete Sample 

Variables N M SD Range 

Leadership Complexity Assessment 

1. Influencing factors 60 3 .666 2. 088 2 -15 

2. Range of factors 60 2 .800 0. 898 2 -5 

3. Options 60 6 .133 2. 843 2 -16 

4. Multiple perspectives 60 3 .900 1. 084 2 -7 

5. Dissenting viewpoints 60 3 .816 1. 346 2 -8 

Leader Behavior Analysis 

6. Flexibility 60 16.666 4.946 6-26 

7. Effectiveness 60 58.800 5.014 43-69 

Style 2 is a "Coaching" style, characterized by close 

supervision of tasks while soliciting suggestions and 

supporting progress. Style 1 is a "Directing" style, 

characterized by specific directions of the leader and close 

supervision of tasks. 
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Research Hypotheses 

Eight research hypotheses were tested to examine the 

differences in CL groups on the various measures of 

cognitions. A series of five multiple t-tests were 

conducted on questions 1 through 5 (Table 4); three Chi-

square tests of association were conducted on questions 6 

through 8. 

On the LCA, consensus scores from the two situational 

vignettes were added together to attain a total score for 

each dependent measure of influencing factors, range, 

options, multiple perspectives, and dissenting viewpoints. 

The mean scores for each group (i.e., low and high 

conceptual levels) on the LCA measures were computed from 

the additive scores from each variable. For questions 1 

through 5, the Bonferonni correction was employed for the t-

tests to hold the overall significance level at .05. 

Consequently, an alpha level of .01 (.05/5) was required. 

The computer program used for the data analysis was SAS. 

Results are reported in Table 5 and in the following 

paragraphs. 

Hypothesis 1. High CL subjects will generate a greater 

number of influencing factors within a managerial situation 

than will low CL subjects. 

The first research question compared means of the 

number of total factors influencing the situation identified 

by the low CL and high CL groups. As reported in Table 5, 
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the t-test revealed no significant differences between the 

two CL groups. 

Hypothesis 2. High CL subjects will generate a wider 

range of influencing factors than will low CL subjects. 

The second t-test compared the means of the number of 

influencing factor categories generated by low CL and high 

CL subjects. As reported in Table 5, the t-test revealed no 

significant differences between the two CL groups. 

Hypothesis 3. High CL subjects will generate a greater 

number of options in developing alternatives than will low 

CL subjects. 

The third hypothesis compared the means of the number 

of options for situation solutions generated by low CL and 

high CL groups. As reported in Table 5, the t-test revealed 

no significant differences between the two CL groups. 

Hypothesis 4. High CL subjects will generate a greater 

number of multiple perspectives than will low CL subjects. 

This question compared the means of the number of 

multiple perspectives in the solution generated by low CL 

and high CL groups. As reported in Table 5, the t-test 

revealed no significant differences between the two groups. 

Hypothesis 5. High CL subjects will make use of more 

dissenting viewpoints than will low CL subjects. 

This question compared the means of the use of 

dissenting viewpoints in the solution by low CL and high CL 

groups. As reported in Table 5, the t-test revealed no 
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significant differences between the two groups. 

Hypothesis 6. High CL subjects will have higher 

flexibility scores than will low CL subjects. 

There was no significant relationship between 

conceptual level and flexibility scores on the LBA of the 

low CL and high CL groups, X2 (1, N = 60) = .000, p = 1.000. 

Hypothesis 7. High CL subjects will have higher 

effectiveness scores in the leadership situations than will 

low CL subjects. 

There was no significant relationship between 

conceptual level and LBA effectiveness scores of the low CL 

and high CL groups, X2 (1, N = 60) = 1.699, p = .196. 

Hypothesis 8. Low CL subjects will be more likely to 

have a primary leadership style of SI than will high CL 

subj ects. 

This hypothesis could not be examined, since only two 

subjects (3.33%) had a primary leadership style of SI, 

making the Chi-square test invalid. 

Summary 

Results of this study did not support the hypothesized 

relationships between conceptual level and various measures 

of managerial cognitions. These results and methodological 

and design limitations of the study are discussed in the 

next chapter. 
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Table 5 

Differences of Low and High Conceptual Level Groups on LCA 

Subscales 

CL groups N M SD t df prob>T 

Number of influencing factors 

Low CL 30 1.2616 .4483 1.2185 58.0 0.2280 High 

CL 30 1.1265 .4100 

Range of influencing factors 

Low CL 30 1.0258 .3177 1.1015 58.0 0.2752 

High CL 30 .9399 .2859 

Number of options 

Low CL 30 1.6738 .4938 -.4137 58.0 0.6806 

High CL 30 1.7273 .5090 

Multiple perspectives 

Low CL 30 1.2455 .3372 -2.1168 58.0 0.0386 

High CL 30 1.3981 .2050 

Dissenting viewpoints 

Low CL 30 1.1749 .3471 -2.2818 58.0 0.0262 

High CL 30 1.3796 .3478 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

This chapter summarizes the purpose and results of this 

study. Also included are a discussion of limitations and 

implications for future research and education. 

Summary 

The purpose of this study was to assess the 

relationship between leaders/managers' level of cognitive 

complexity and (a) their cognitive processing during 

decision making about hypothetical leadership situations and 

(b) their self-reported leadership style, flexibility, and 

effectiveness. This investigation was based on the 

propositions of Bartenuk et al. (1983), who proposed that 

managers at higher conceptual levels would be more flexible 

and would be capable of developing a more complex 

understanding of a situation. The authors also believed 

that this ability to develop and apply a complicated 

understanding would increase the likelihood that 

leaders/managers would respond with more effective 

alternatives and solutions to leadership/managerial 

situations. 

The LCA inventory was used as a measure of cognitive 

responses to leadership situations, while the LBA was used 

to assess self-reported leadership behaviors. The LCA 
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provided measures of cognitive responses to two leadership 

situations; subscales included the dependent measures of 

influencing factors, options, multiple perspectives, and 

dissenting viewpoints. Based on Bartenuk et al.*s (1983) 

propositions, the LCA was designed to elicit an individual's 

cognitions pertinent to the effects of complicated 

understanding. The results were post-coded and scored for 

categories designed to discern differences in CL. The LBA, 

a self-report multiple choice inventory, provided measures 

of flexibility, effectiveness, and leadership style based on 

the constructs of Situational Leadership (Hersey & 

Blanchard, 1972). Series of t-tests and Chi-square tests of 

association were used to determine differences between 

high/low CL groups on these leadership indicators. 

Data analyses revealed no significant differences 

between low CL and high CL groups. These findings are 

somewhat surprising when considering the research reviewed 

in Chapter II, which indicated the likelihood of differences 

between and low and high CL groups. 

Limitations 

Certain limitations of this study may have affected the 

lack of significant findings. 

The CL scores for this sample were similar to those 

typically found for graduate students. However, there was 

little variability of CL scores, which pooled around the 

mean (1.85); approximately 67% of the sample ranged from 
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1.7-2.0. The restricted range of scores limited the real 

differences in CL between the high/low CL groups. The lack 

of significant differences may have been influenced by these 

restricted scores. 

In previous studies, the top third and bottom third of 

a CL distribution have been used to study differences 

between CL groups. Time and manpower constraints in this 

current study made it impossible to sample a proportion of 

students to yield a sufficient number of participants at 

each end of the CL continuum. 

The dependent measures of leadership were chosen on the 

basis of theoretical premises drawn from the literature on 

CL and were developed to be consistent with the propositions 

as suggested by Bartenuk et al. (1983). While these 

measures were theoretically appropriate, some limitations of 

these measures also may have influenced the lack of 

significant findings. First, they were self-report measures 

of cognitions and behaviors, rather than measures of actual 

on-the-job behaviors. It is unknown to what extent 

participants' self-reports matched their actual behavior. 

Second, it may be that the LCA vignettes were not 

complex enough to elicit relevant differentiating responses 

from the two CL groups. In addition, the LCA yielded 

quantitative measures necessary for data analysis. This 

approach, however, did not take into account any qualitative 

variability in responses. For example, two participants in 



the same CL group reported an identical number of 

influencing factors. Participant 1 noted, "Obviously, 

somebody did a poor job of designing the parking lot," while 

participant 2 noted '.'this situation developed because the 

manager was not up on the building plans. If final approval 

was a decision of the manager he should have known way ahead 

of time the number of spaces available. It was his 

responsibility to make sure everything was taken care of and 

he should have done so, whether it meant delegating people 

to follow-up or what..." The qualitative differences within 

the content of these two responses could not be "scored" in 

the coding scheme for the LCA. 

The LBA could lack validity with regard to the said 

theoretical constructs, since it was not designed in 

reference to the CL literature. In addition, 90% of the 

participants' reported a style of S3 (supporting) as their 

primary leadership style. It may be that the participants' 

self-reported style was influenced by the MBA curriculum 

and/or was a reflection of their beliefs about the socially 

accepted leadership style. It is unknown whether these 

self-reports would match their actual managerial behavior. 

Finally, the sample employed was selected from one 

particular MBA program. Results may be idiosyncratic to the 

students from this department. Results must be interpreted 

as representative of the population in this sample. 
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Implications 

In the future, a wider range of CL scores would be 

desirable, so that the analysis of dependent variables in 

relation to CL might best be done by considering the top and 

the bottom subjects on the CL continuum. Using the extremes 

of the distribution may maximize opportunities for finding 

any differences that exist in relation to CL. 

Greater differentiation on other relevant -variables 

also could be helpful. For example, using a wider range of 

the population, such as persons with longer and shorter 

managerial experience, could yield more diversified scores. 

In this study, the content of the responses were coded 

along CL categories. This approach neglected content 

relevance, thought processes, and the progression of the 

managers' cognitions. Investigations into actual thought 

processes and relevance might be more revealing. Likewise, 

an independent measure that could tap into both structural 

and content processes might better reflect diversity of 

complexity within low CL and high CL groups. 

Although this study produced no significant results, 

those in the behavioral sciences, including counselor 

education, would benefit from an awareness of the literature 

applying CL to leadership. Additional studies may indicate 

that emphasis in leadership development programs should be 

given to participants' cognitive processes and to developing 

their "complicated understanding" of leadership/managerial 
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situaitons. 

Theoretical relevance of CL for leadership and the 

behavioral sciences suggests a need for further studies. 

Results of this study did not support the theoretical 

premises, but may have suggested more fruitful approaches to 

studying this question in future investigations. 
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Appendix C 

Leadership Complexity Assessment 

ss#_ 

On the following pages you will be asked to read two 

vignettes and then to give your ideas about them. There are 

no right or wrong answers, so give your own ideas and 

opinions about each vignette. Indicate the way you really 

feel or think about each vignette, not the way others might 

react or the way you think you should act. 
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Vignette 1 

You have recently been appointed manager of a new plant 
which is presently under construction. Your team of five 
department heads has been selected by you and are now 
working with you in selecting their own staffs, purchasing 
equipment, and generally anticipating the problem that are 
likely to arise when you move into the plant in three 
months. 

Yesterday, you received from the architect a final set 
of plans for the building, and, for the first time, you 
examined the parking facilities that are available. There is 
a large lot across the road from the plant intended 
primarily for hourly workers and lower level supervisory 
personnel. In addition, there are seven spaces immediately 
adjacent to the administrative offices, intended for visitor 
and reserved parking. Company policy requires that a minimum 
of three spaces be made available for visitor parking, 
leaving you only four spaces to allocate among yourself and 
your five department heads. There is no way of increasing 
the total number of such spaces without changing the 
structure of the building. 

Up to now, there have been no obvious status 
differences among your team, who have worked together very 
well in the planning phase of the operation. To be sure, 
there are salary differences, with your Administrative, 
Manufacturing, and Engineering Managers receiving slightly 
more than the Quality Control and Industrial Relations 
Managers. Each has recently been promoted to his new 
position, and expects reserved parking privileges as a 
consequence of his new status. From past experience, you 
know that people feel strongly about things which would be 
indicative of their status. So you and your subordinates 
have been working together as a team, and you are reluctant 
to do anything which might jeopardize the team relationship. 



128 

Vignette 2 

You are regional manager of an international management 
consulting company. You have a staff of six consultants 
reporting to you, each of whom enjoys a considerable amount 
of autonomy with clients in the field. 

Yesterday you received a complaint from one of your 
major clients to the effect that the consultant whom you 
assigned to work on the contract with them was not doing his 
job effectively. They were not very explicit as to the 
nature of the problem, but it was clear that they were 
dissatisfied and that something would have to be done if you 
were to restore the client's faith in your company. 

The consultant assigned to work on that contract has 
been with the company for six years. He is a systems analyst 
and is one of the best in that profession. For the first 
four or five years his performance was superb, and he was a 
model for the other more junior consultants. However, 
recently he has seemed to have a "chip on his shoulder," and 
his previous identification with the company and its 
objectives has been replaced with indifference. His negative 
attitude has been noticed by other consultants, as well as 
by clients. This is not the first such complaint you have 
had from a client this year about his performance. A 
previous client even reported to you that the consultant 
reported to work several times obviously suffering from a 
hangover and that he had been seen around town in the 
company of "fast" women. 

It is important to get to the root of this problem 
quickly if that client is to be retained. The consultant 
obviously has the skill necessary to work with the clients 
effectively. If only he were willing to use it! 



Vignette 1 

Question 1 

SCORING SHEET 
ID# 

# influencing factors 

# personal traits 

# psychological variables 

# situational variables inside 

# situational variables outside 

Question 2 

# options 

Question 3 

# multiple perspectives 

list categories: 

Use of dissenting viewpoints 
circle one 
1 2 3 4 5 



SCORING SHEET 

Vignette 2 

Question 1 

# influencing factors 

# personal traits 

# psychological variables 

# situational variables inside 

# situational variables outside 

Question 2 

# options 

Question 3 

# multiple perspectives 

list categories: 

Use of dissenting viewpoints 
circle one 
1 2 3 4 5 



Vignette 1 ID#, 

(1) Describe in any way you wish, how this situation 
developed....e.g., "factors influencing the situation" 



Vignette 1 ID#_ 

(2) What do you see as your options in this situation? 



Vignette 1 

(3) Describe your plan of 
situation. 

ID# 

action in response to this 



Vignette 2 ID#. 

(1) Describe in any way you wish, how this situation 
developed....e.g., "factors influencing the situation" 



Vignette 2 ID#. 

(2) What do you see as your options in this situation? 



Vignette 2 ID# 

(3) Describe your plan of action in response to this 
situation. 
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Appendix D 

Scoring Manual 

Ways to categorize answers to question 1 - "Describe in 

any way you wish, how this situation developed...ie., the 

"factors influencing." Definition of dimension - Causes 

(sources of the problem) for organizational problems and 

employee behavior which are distinct from each other. 

Responses are scored in two ways: (1) causes are counted 

numerically and (2) are categorized into mutually exclusive 

dimensions (content codes). 

Categories (Content Codes) 

(a) Personal traits- refers to characteristics or 

distinguishing qualities that describe a person. This 

category is descriptive of behaviors without inferring 

situational or psychological causation. Personal traits 

include adjective descriptors and stereotypes, and are 

stated as absolutes. 

ex. "...the manager is incompetent" 

"...she is ambitious" 

(b) Psychological variables- refers to conditions 

representative of a person's mental and/or emotional state. 

These conditions are not absolute traits, but refer to 

states such as internal conflict, degree of assertiveness, 

confrontiveness, and self-esteem. Statements are more 

explanatory (vs. absolute) of the state. 



138 

ex. "...his self-esteem is low and he does not know how to 

deal with pressure...", 

"...the manager must have known something was wrong, yet he 

was afraid of confronting the consultant..", 

"...the manager is paralyzed and confused over what to do 

with the consultant.." 

(c) Situational inside variables- refers to variables from 

inside the organization. This includes any circumstances 

developing in the course of the situation. Situational 

variables include company policy, environmental (clients, 

vendors), time, and the organizational hierarchy. 

ex. "...pressures of the job have been overwhelming..", 

"..someone was responsible for informing the architect..", 

"..the situation could be worked out if the company policy 

will allow for it.." 

(d) Situational outside variables- refers to variables 

outside the organization. 

ex. "...the consultant could have family problems..", 

"... physical problems could be at the root of the 

problem.." 

Question 2- "What do you see as your options in this 

situation?" Options- refers to the number of alternative 

solutions to solving or alleviating the dilemma. 

Scoring. Options are counted numerically to assess the 

number of alternative ways a situation could be handled. 
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Question 3- "Describe your plan of action in response to 

this situation" 

Responses are categorized by multiple perspectives. Multiple 

perspectives refers to the generation and understanding of 

events from various viewpoints (perspectives). These include 

considerations (things taken into account) that are salient 

in the various viewpoints (perspectives) to the participant. 

Categories- (a) manager/self-putting oneself in manager's 

place, 

(b) subordinate(s)-person(s) that report to the manager, 

(c) boss-person(s) to whom manager reports, 

(d) company policy-course of action developed by the company, 

(e) clients-customer, 

(f) vendor-person or company who sells, 

(g) colleague-associate or fellow worker in/outside of the 

company, 

(h) technology-method or process of applied systems of the 

company, 

(i) culture (organizational/environmental)-ideas, customs, 

ambience, of the company or outside environment, 

(j) sociopolitical-involving both social and political 

factors. 

Consideration of dissenting viewpoints- refers to the 

activity of encouraging the presentation of dissenting 
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viewpoints in formulating action plan. This includes 

soliciting and considering another viewpoint(s) (which may 

or may not be utilized) in formulating a solution. 

Rating is from one to five. One refers to only one opinion 

(mine). Five refers to consideration of several opinions, 

which may include input from resources inside and outside 

the organization. 

1 2 3 4 5 

1-"I will just tell them what to do..." 

2-"I will get feedback from my assistant and make the 

decision." 

3-"My group of department heads will come up with some good 

suggestions to help me come up with a decision." 

4-"By conferring with company policy and with the department 

heads a good decision can be made." 

5-"I will confer with my superior, company policy, and the 

EAP official to get my ducks in a row. Likewise, the client 

and the consultant should be included in the decision since 

it will affect them both." 
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Practice exercises 

Vignette 1 response (Respondent 1) 

(1) Describe in any way you wish, how this situation 

occurred/developed..i.e., the "factors influencing". 

"The architect did not have information about the number of 

spaces needed near the building. From the description, it is 

unclear who should have conveyed this information" 

(2) Options 

(3) Describe your plan of action in response to this 

situation. 

"1. Make inquiry re: the company policy of three company 

spaces. Is it in violation? Is there anybody to obtain an 

exception and have only two visitor spaces. 

2. Meet with the five department heads and explain the 

situation completely. Tell them that I am going to park in 

the large lot but that (depending on what I find out in step 

1) we are still one space short. Emphasize the cooperative 

way they have worked together and my belief in participative 

decision-making. Ask them what they want to do. Brainstorm 

creative solutions-rotary parking assignments, etc. Make it 

clear that this is not connected to status, just logistics." 
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SCORING 

(1) Causes: situational- nothing was spelled out explicitly, 

the architect was not informed, respondent was unclear as 

who was responsible, yet did not blame anyone. The score 

would be 2. 

(2) Options will be counted 

(3) Multiple perspectives: Two overall perspectives were 

given-company policy and subordinates (department heads). 

Respondent describes "making an inquiry into company policy, 

are there any exceptions?", and considering the department 

heads in the decision because of their feelings (status). 

(4) Use of dissenting viewpoints: This response would score 

a 5. Respondent utilized architect, company policy, and 

department heads into the development of some decision. The 

respondent emphasized cooperation and involved department 

heads in decision. 
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Vignette 2 verbatim response (Respondent 1) 

(1) Describe in any way... 

"The cause of this consultant's behavior is unclear and 

could be any number of things. The more direct case of the 

immediate situation seems to be that "I" have been unaware 

of a problem with him for a year and have done nothing 

(apparently). Thus permitting it to escalate to its current 

magnitude." 

(2) Options 

(3) Describe your plan... 

"1. Meet first with the consultant. Tell him that the client 

has come to me with general concerns and make it clear that 

I have come to him first to hear his perspective but that I 

will also be responding to the client. 

2. Meet with the client and determine the exact nature of 

the problem. Obtain specific details and document 

information. Work out a plan to continue working with the 

client-new consultant? someone paired with the old 

consultant? close supervision of the old consultant? 

3. Meet again with the consultant. Share results of client 

meeting. Explore the problem. Make my expectations clear and 

concrete- probably contract with the person to 

correct/improve the situation. Equally important, refer (if 

appropriate) according to company policy to necessary 
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resources-EAP? Personnel?" 

SCORING 

(1) Causes: Respondent makes reference to "any number of 

things being the causes", and gives direct cause of the 

manager/self as a potential factor. Score would be a 2, with 

possible situational and direct psychological causation. 

(2) Options will be counted 

(3) Multiple perspectives: The respondent points out 4 

possible perspectives, namely, manager/self, consultant, 

client, and company policy. Respondent suggests meeting with 

the client, consultant, checking company policy, and giving 

manager/self some flexibility to take action. 

(4) Use of dissenting viewpoints: The respondent indicates 

many possible viewpoints, namely, company policy, personnel, 

EAP, client, and consultant. Score would be a 5. All the 

viewpoints were taken into account and developed into an 

integrative solution. 



145 

Vignette 1 response (Respondent 2) 

(1) Describe in any way... 

"The situation arose because assumptions were made about a 

relatively minor detail. Another cause of the problem is the 

perception of the managers that each must have the best 

parking space for prestige purposes." 

(2) Options 

(3) Describe your plan... 

"First, I would try to claim one of the visitor parking 

spaces. I would go to the contractor and tell him that the 

space simply not be marked visitor. If it ever came up as a 

policy problem (and it probably would not), I would then 

deal with the system and try to get an exception to policy. 

(This would really depend on the situation. The environment 

of the company. If it is a tightly run, formal organization, 

I wouldn't try this.I would go to my managers first.If it 

was an informal organization and if I had sufficient power 

at my level, I would change the space.) If all else fails I 

would go to my managers with the problem and tell them we 

need to come to a resolution of the situation, turning it 

over to the group. I'd say if a solution was not found that 

we could all live with, all of the spaces would go to 

visitor status." 
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SCORING 

(1) Causes: Respondent indicates 2 causes of the dilemma. 

One was a situational cause that many persons made 

assumptions about a minor detail. Secondly, manager's 

perception about where one parks creates a problem; this is 

a psychological variable. 

(2) Options will be counted 

(3) Multiple perspectives: This respondent considers 4 

perspectives or considerations. These are manager/self 

(manager will break or change rules), will comply to company 

policy if organizational culture influences such a decision, 

department heads (subordinates) will try to come up with a 

decision, and if all else fails the manager will make the 

decision that all spaces will be visitor. Categorization 

will be manager/self, company policy, organizational policy, 

and subordinates. 

(4) Use of dissenting viewpoints: Viewpoints include company 

policy, subordinates, culture. The intricacy of the managers 

handling would suggest a score of 4. 
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Vignette 2 response 

(1) Describe in any way... 

"The situation does not seem to be too unusual. The evidence 

has been mounting that there is a problem and now I have 

concrete evidence that I must intervene." 

(2) Options 

(3) Describe your plan... 

"I would assign another consultant immediately to the client 

in question and review all other of his clients to evaluate 

the status of the consultant's work with them. I will meet 

with the consultant and give him Dr. Purkey's 3 blues and a 

wish. We will talk about his situation. If we have an EAP, I 

will refer him. If not, I will strongly encourage him to see 

a counselor. He will stay in 'review' status until he is in 

counseling and seems to be regaining his previous level of 

functioning. I will write this up in his personnel file as a 

first step in case I need to document dismissal." 
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SCORING 

(1) Causes: Respondent indicates that "...there is a problem 

and concrete evidence...". This is a situational (1) cause. 

(2) Options will be counted 

(3) Multiple perspectives: Several viewpoints are indicated, 

namely, the client, consultant, and company. Manager wants 

to take care of business (client), while doing what is best 

for the consultant within the confines of the company. There, 

are 3 perspectives. 

(4) Use of dissenting viewpoints: The manager is utilizing 

the clients, consultant, EAP, and company policy in this 

dilemma. This would be assessed as a 4 because of the 

integrative style of perspectives and resources. 
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Appendix E 

INFORMED CONSENT 

University of North Carolina at Greensboro 

School of Education 

Participant's Name Date 

Participant's Address 

Project Title Cognitions of Managers 

Principal Investigator H. Ray Wooten. Doctoral Candidate 

I voluntarily agree to participate in the research as 

explained below: 

The purpose of this study is to describe cognitions of 
managers (MBA students) when responding to a series of 
vignettes. Your participation will include the following: 

(1) Answering a demographic questionnaire, (2) responding to 
five sentence stems, giving your feelings and opinions, (3) 
reading two vignettes, and (4) answering a series of 
questions about each, and (5) responding to a multiple 
choice instrument. 

Please feel free to ask any questions which you may have at 
this time. 

The above stated nature and purpose of this research, 
including discomforts and risks involved (if any), have been 
explained to me. Furthermore, I understand that this 
investigation may be used for educational purposes, 
including publication. I also understand that I may withdraw 
my consent at any time without penalty or prejudice. 

This information will be kept confidential within legal 
limits (or to the extent of the law). 

S igned 
I have defined and explained fully this research to the 
participant whose signature appears above. 



Appendix F 

ID#, 

Address 

Phone# Age Male/Female 

Are you in the MBA program? If so, how long? 

How many courses have you completed? 

Please give the following information about your current 
position 
and previous positions. 

Current work setting 

Title Years in position 

Classify the managerial level of this position (circle one): 
lower middle high 

Types of employees you manage (if any) 

Number of employees you manage (if any) 

If you do not manage people what do you manage? 
(ex. accounts, goods) 

Past work setting 

Title Years in position 

Classify the managerial level (circle one): low middle 
high 

Types of employees you managed (if any) 

Number of employees you managed (if any) 
If you did not manage people what did you manage? 

Past work setting 

Title Years in position 

Classify the managerial level (circle one: low middle 
high 

Types of employees you managed (if any) 



Number of employees you managed (if any) 
If you did not manage people what did you manage? 

Total your managerial experience 


