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CHAPTER I

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLLM AND BACKGROUND

Ag in many other industrial organizations, in Armour and
Company the personnei department has the responeibllity for
the initial recruiting and screening of Job applicants, Hiring
specifications are used in the screening process which have
been mutually established between the unit manager who 18 to
employ the person and the personnel department.

Some of the specifications will be uniform for all jobs
based on a company policy or external requirements. Some
typical ones are nminimum age due to the hazardous nature of
the work and/or state law, maximum age due tc pension plan
provisions, minimum health standards, minimum intelligence
and education standards, citizenship and/or security clearance,

Additional hiring specifications are added to these to
£it particular Jjob requirements. These will be specific kinds
of knowledze or skill expressed in terms of education or
experience, and higher than minimal levels of intelligence
and maturity.

There is one other factor which usually plays an important

role in the final cholce between applicants, but which is
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usually left unspecified or vaguely referred to., That is the
personality characteristics acceptable to the hiring manager,

The personnel department screens for all of the agreed
upon Jjob specifications and refers the prospect candidates
to the hiring department manager. He does not usually re-do the
personnel department's screening. On highly technical jobs he
may verify to his own satisfaction the knowledge and experience
the applicant has, but to the greater extent his decision is
based on his Judgment of how sultable the applicant will be as
a person with whom to work,

If the personnel department could find personality
correlates between managers and their preferred subordinates,
it could improve their applicant screening ability and decrease
the expense and dissatisfactions that result from rejections
of applicants who have pursued the job to the hiring point.

The present study of personality correlates between
managers and their subordinates ls based on the following
hypotheses:

Hypothesis I

That managers use their own temperament traits as a
selection pattern in expressing preference for subordinates.

Hypothesis 1I

That managers prefer subordinates whose temperament

traits are more similar to their own.




CHAPTER 11

RELATED KESGEARCH

There has been a considersble degree of theoretical
controversy concerning the nature of the relationship between
personality similarity and attraction. It has been proposed
that attraction is facilitated by elther similarity, comple-
mentarity, or both (e.g., Levinger, 1964). The theoretical
differences remain unresolved because the research findings
have been sufficiently inconsistent as to provide support
for the similarity hypothesis (Banta & Hertherington, 1963;
Izard, 1960a, 1960b; Maisonneuve, 1954; Mehlman, 1962; Miller,
Campbell, Twedt,& O'Connell, 19663 Murstein, 1961), for the
complementary hypothesis (Cohen, 1956; Kerckhoff & Davis, 1962;
Rychlak, 1965; Winch, Ktsanes, & XKtsanes, 1955), and for some
combination of the two (Becker, 1964; Secord & Backman, 1964),

Two general designs have been utilized. 1In one approach,
existing "real life" attraction pairs are selected and assessed
with respect to one or more personality variables. Then the
scores of the pairs are correlated. These correlations are
often compared with similar correlations for random pairs

from the same population or with pairs of mutually antagonistic

3




or mutually indifferent subjects.

In the second approach the personality measure or mea-
sures are obtained and then previously unacquainted subjects
are gelected on the basis of test scores and placed in a
situation recuiring a degree of interaction., Thus similar
end dissimiler pairs or groups are created and their inter-
personal responses are assessed following the interaction,

The populations from which the subjects of these studies
have been drawn are for the most part college students and
engaged or married couples, Rosenfeld and Jackson (1959)
used subjects who were adults employed in industry but who
had peer relstionships. There are no published studies using
industrial subjects having managzer-subordinate relationships.

The key study from which all the research has followed
on attraction between marriage partners was Winch's (1955).
He argued that the principle of complementarity explains
thelr attraction for one another., In twenty-five couples
married less than two years he found that an important dimen-
gion in the complementarity of their choice was the "assertive-
receptive” dimension. That is, the hiszh "assertives"” tended
not to marry persons who are like themselves, but rather
persons who are high "receptives." In a later study of

twenty-nine couples, Banta and Hetherington (1963) found




evidence for similarity of neceds in mate selection but no
consistvent evidence for complementarity was found., Byrne
and Blaylock (1363) reported that a sample of husbands and
wives tended tc be similar in certain important attitudes
but that assumed similarity between two spouses was signifi-
cantly hicgher than actual similarityv.

Newcomb (1701, Ch. 11) attempted to predict attraction
between roommates from their separate replies to an attitude
inventory that was completed defore arriving on campus, He
reports, however, that, /2 falled completely to find support
for the prediction (p. 216)." Rosenfeld and Jackson (1959)
studied objective similarity and showed that similarity on
three scales from the Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey
(sociability-unsociability . ascendence-sudbmissiveness,
security-insecurity) were significantly related to friendship
ratings of female office employees. In a later study,
Rosenfeld and Jackson (1965) reconfirmed their finding that
similarity of personality influenced frisndship choice but
2180 that it varied with the length of acquaintance. Sizni-
ficant positive relationship between similarity of personality
and friendship was formed only among less well acqualinted
persons, This finding was consistent with Izard's (1963)

studies contrasting college freshmen and genlors. He found




personality correlates with friendship less significant for
seniors than freshmen. This could also be explained, however,
by the increased social and emotional maturity on the part

of the seniors. Perhaps the more mature person has less

need to see his personality characteristics reflected in his
friends.

Some interesting theoretical conclusions were drawn by
Hoffman (1958) in reviewing the research which demonstrated
mental resemblance between friends. He points out that these
conclusions were based on studies where friendship was already
existent at the time of the study. Therefore, causal rela-
tions, if such existed, between friendship choice and
personality similarity were ambiguous, He raised the question
whether people select each other as friends because they are
similar, or whether they become more similar because of the
interactions connected with thelr friendship. He compared
profiles obtained on the Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament
Survey to form groups of college students composed of similar
perscnalities and groups composed of dissimilar personalities.
These groups worked together throughout the semester taking
a course together. The results of a soclometric question-
naire in the final laboratory session did not reveal a

significant difference in personal attraction between the
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homogenous and non-homogenous sroups, Hoffman and Maler (1966)
reconfirmed this {inding with measures of attractiveness for
members taken at the fifth, eignth and esleventh weeks,

In a study of thirty palrs of vest friends who had
chosen each other from a group of 200 high school and college
students, Izardé (19€Ca) found that people who are attracted
t¢c each other cver an extended period of fime have personality
profiles that are significantly more similar than those of
subJects paired at random., .~ pestulated that the personality
similarity facilitated luterpersonal pesitive affeet which is
an important determiner of interpersonal behavior, In effect,
this creates a ratlional bridge between the studles which
attempt to explain interpersonal attraction on the basis of
similarity between personzality structuresg and the more recent
theory of interpersonal congruency as described by Baciman
and Secord (1961). Congruency theory places the focus in the
interaction process itself, While the congruency theory
a8 such is not tested in this study, thc findings can be re-
lated to 1t,

The soclometric ranking technique used in this study
is derived from sociometry, a method advanced by Moreno (1934)
for analyzing the feeling or preference relaticnships among

the members of a human group., The original sociometric




device as modifled by various investigators has been used in
measuring the effects of psychotherapy, soclal adjustment

and leadership potential., Soclometric measures have been
found rellable and significantly related to such criteria as
academic grades, ratings of superiors, and on-the-job ratings.
Izard (1353) presents three studies supporting the assumption
that sociometric measures reflect meaningful personality
variables which are reliably measured in terms of observable
behavior,

The Guilford-Zimmerman Tenperament Survey (1343)
(G-2TS) had its orligzin in 1930 when Gullford first suggested
that Spearman's technique for testing genersal, group and
specific factors might apply to analysis of personality traits.
Three years later he publlished his attempt to use Thurstone's
method of factor analysie identifring four factors of
personality.

By 1938 Thurstone had extenced and developed his tech-
nique and Guilford re-examined his data. The outcome of thils
work was the Guilford-Martin Inventory of Factors GAMIN --
General Activity, Ascendency, Masculinity, Inferlority
Feelings, and Nervousness,

The Gullford inventories STDCR -- Social Introversion,

Thinking Introversion, Depression, Cycloid, Rhathymia
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(carefree vs. serious) -- and GAMIN have been used in a wide
variety of practical situations, chiefly in counseling
services and research activities, Gullford continued his
work and ultimately combined his STDCR and GAMIN and the
Guilford-Martin Personnel Inventory Into 2 single instrument,
the Gullford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey. The objectives
in planning this tool were: (1) a single booklet of items;
(2) a single answer sheet; (3) an efficient scoring method;
(&) a coverage of the traits proven to have the greatest
utility and uniqueness; and (£) condensation and omission of
trait scores where intercorreclations are sufficlently hizh.
The form of the statement of the items is unusual for
inventories of this type. Items are stated affirmatively
rather than in question form, using the second person pronoun,
Guilford felt that the avoldance of the first person personal
pronoun should do something to allay resistance and to increase
the operation of the projective principle., The second person
pronoun was preferred to the first because 1t was believed
that the statement would seem thus less personal to the
examinee, QGuilford pointed out that since it 1s a historical
fact that the personality inventory grew out of the inter-
view method, his tool is in essence a aystematic, impersonal

interview which can be scored.
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Estimates of total-score reliabilities were made in
various ways, based upon samples of 523 male college students
and 329 female students. Kuder-Richardson Formulas were
applied to the data for men and women separately and combined.
Odd-even and first half-second half correlations were obtained
for a random sample of 100 men., The reliability range is
from .75 to .87. The estimates of standard error of the
obtained scores range from 2.2 to 2.6 and indicate that in
general any obtained score does not differ by more than 5
points from the corresponding true score,

The male sample of the scores upon which the norms were
based included many veterans, consequently the age range for
them was from 18 to 30 with a mean of about 23. There are
no very marked sex differences except in trait (m), masculinity.

The internal validity or factorial validity of the
scores is fairly well assured by the foundation of factor-
analysis studies plus the successive item-snalyses directed
toward internal consistency and uniqueness.

The factor descriptions are summarized here from
Guilford-Zimmerman's own report. In each case unless otherwise
specified, the high-scoring indiviéual is described,

G. General Activity: Energetic, rapid-moving, rapid-working

person who likes action and may sometimes be impulsive,
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0. Objectivity: Takes an objective, realistic view of things;
alert to his environment and can forget himself; not beset
with suspicions, hypersenaitivity, unwarranted sympathies,
anxieties or feelings of guilt,

F. Friendliness: Agreeableness: Low scoring individual is

easlly aroused to agressive action. High scoring person is
friendly and compliant.

P. Personal Relations: Cooperativeness, tolerance., Low

scoring person i3 given to critical faultfinding generally;
has little confidence or trust in others; self-centered and
self-pitying.

The authors claim that the scale descriptions are derived
from validation information and clinical experience. Although
this literature is meager, studies have been reported in
which the G-ZTS or its predecessors have been shown to be
related to other accepted personality inventories (Gilbert, 1950$
and to external criterla of success among clinical psychology
students (Kelly & Fiske, 1951),

In the survey the alternative responses to each item are
the familiar "yes," "?" and "nal The responses "yes" and
"no" are preferred to "true" and "false" for the reason
that with the latter responses some examinees become too

concerned about the actual truth of statements where actually
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their more spontaneous response, dictated to some extent by
feelings, would probably be more diaznostie,

The use of the "?" alternative was determined by unpub-
lished studies. Since the "?" answers are ordinari y given
8 weight of zero, they influence a trait score in a negative
direction, 8o, the forced-choice method might have a tendency
to raise all the tralt scores somewhat. In his study of the
forced-choice method, Linden (1958) did not find this result.

An interesting and important feature of test taking has
been reported by Voss (1958). His work is from the stand-
point of the relationships of response sets. The relation-
ship among three "test taking habits" or response sets was
investigated. The types are: (1) the use of one category
of response more frequently than other categories; (2) the
tendency to give normative responses; and (3) the tendency
to give socially desirable responses, Each of the three
response sets was found to be independent of the other two.
Analysis of the relationship of these sets to the trait
scales of the MMPI and the G-ZTS indicated that most of the
scales were strongly affected by these three types of bilas,

The author 1is aware of the possidbility of blas in the
present study. However, the Guilford-Zimmerman is no more

vulnerable to biag than are other similar tools. If bias
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turng out to be obviocus in the existing study, interpretation

will be made accordingly.




CHAPTER IIL

THE PROCEDURE

Subjects

The subjects of this study were employees of Armour and
Company located in units that were organizationally separate
from one another and most frequently geographically separate
also, They were managers from various levels of the organiza-
tion hrierarchy and the subordinates they supervise. The term
group (G) refers to a manager and all the subordinates that
report directly to him, Nineteen groups were studlied covering
one hundred twenty-one subordinates. In Table 1 it shows the
G's ranged in size from one of four subordinates to one of
twelve subordinates with the median between five and six,

(See Tuble 1.)
Data Gathering Technique

Each manager was approached personally and asked for his
cooperation in the study to help the experimenter (E) complete
his masters degree requirements. The managers were people in
the organization over whom E had no direct or indirect super-
vision or close working relationship. The managers were

assured that no other use would be made of the data and that

14
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their anonymity would be protected in compiling the results.
Only two managers refused to cooperate out of twenty-one

approached,

Table 1

Frequency Distribution of Group Size
by Number of Subordinates

No. of Group size Total
subordinates frequency subordinates
& : 1 4
5 8 40
6 4 24
% 1 T
8 3 24
9 0 0
10 1 10
11 0 0
12 h 12
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Members of the personnel departments {PDMs) were used
by ¥ to solicit the participation of the subordinates of the
coopt.ating managers, I explained to the PDMs that the
study was to complete a thesis requirement and was not to
become part of an individual's personnel record information,
There was a high degree of interest expressed by the PDMs in
collecting the necessary data as the results could contribute
to thelr knowledge about persom el selection. OCopies of the
results of the study were promlsed Lo thea.

The PDMs spoke to the subordinates of the cooperating
managers singly or in groups using the following standardized
description: "A member of the personnel department is com-
pleting his masters degree by writing a thesis and needs to
collect some test data. Your manager has agreed to assist
him and has agreaed to having each of his subordinates asked
to cocperate, All the test results would remain anonymous
and would not become part of the personnel department's records.
It involves your completing this survey questionnaire which
should take about 45 minutes." No subordinate refused to
cooperate in the study.

Questions from the managers and subordinates about the
nature of the study were deferred saying that to answer that
question nmight influence the results, but that 1t would be
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enswered after the study was complete, The Guilford-l mmerman
instructions were read aloud: "In this beoklet you will find
& nuw .r of statements. Read each statement carefully. If
the statement is true, or 1f you agree with it, mark answer
‘yes' on your sheet., If the statement is more false than
true, or 1f you disagree with it, mark 'no.' If you cannot
declde between 'yes' and 'ne' you moy mark '?.' But avold

doing this 1f possible, Be surt to answer every item., There

are no ‘right' or 'wrong'! answers in the usual sense of a
high score being necessarily the best, The purpose of this
survey wlll be served test if you describe yourself and

state your opinion as accurately as possible., You may notice
that many itens are similar. Actually no two items are
exactly allke, Notice that the numbering of ltems on the
answer sheet follows across the rowe rather than down the
columns.”

The managers and the subordinates took the test unsuper-
vised at a time and place convenient to them. As it would
not be possible for Gs to have the test administered under
supervised conditlons, it was believed preferable to have
the administration uniformly non-supervised, The managers
and the sutordinates turned thelr completed tests in to the
PDM,
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As soon aa the manager turned in his test he was asked
by the PDM to, "List all the subordinates who report directly
to you on this piece of paper and then numerically rank them
on the basis of whom you most like to work with, Make rank
number one the perscn you most like to work with and the last
ranking person the one you least like to work with, These
are comparative rankings, of course, and it's obvious that
the bottom rank does not necessarily mean you don't like to
work with that person, It's only his standing in relationship
to the others in that group.” As the PDMs were all people
with whom the managers have frequent occasion to discuss the
performence and salary of their subordinates it was believed
that their rankings would not be influenced by their having
to reveal the data to the PDMs,

Analysis and Statistical Treatment

The G-ZTS was scored for each person in the group. Zach
subordinate's profile was then compared with his manager‘s
profile and, through a statistical method developed by Cronbach
and Gleser (1953), a 5? score was computed, This D° score
1e a measure of the dissimilarity between profiles and is

computed through the following formula:
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J = the variates: Inactivity, impulsiveness,
submissiveness, shyness,
depression, subjectivity,
hostility, thoughtlessness,
intolerance, feminimity (of
emotions end interests)

% = the nunber of va:rlates -« 10

i 4

X31 = the score of person 1 on variate

This formula was chosen over the other commonly used
techniques of Q sort and product moment correlations between
persons, because it takes into account the differences in
scatter between profiles, Formulas which are not influenced
by the scatter of scores can produce highly unreliable compari-

sons between profiles when they are relatively flat.

The subordinates were then ranked by their D2 scores
and correlated with their manager's ranking, computing » (rho)
for each group. 8ince the scales were not interval scales, a
non-parametric correlation was used, The two measures which
were applicable were the Spearman rank correlation coefficient
rho, and the Kendall rank correlation coefficient tau. Both
are suitable with variables which can be measured on an
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ordinal scale, They are =squally powerful in rejeetin, nul.
hypotheses, having 9l percent power-eificiency when compared
with —cerson's r. The Spearman was developed earlier, is
perhaps the better known and is somewhati easier to compute,
Its formula is:
| = ¢£(D)
rzﬁ/(ﬂ -1)

Rho was tanen tested for signilicance (t).
The groups were then divided by rho into four combined

Zroups as follows:

4. those wlth positive correlation significant at ,05 level
or bette;

2. those with positive correlation bhut not significant at
053

¢. those with no relationship;

D. those with negative correlation but not significant at
+05,
Trait means and standard deviaticns for the managers of

the combined groupe were computed using the following formula:

X (nean) = %L

o (standard deviation) = 2%;3?
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The significance of the dlfferences between combined
group managers' means Cf) on each trait was submitted to t

test using the following formula:

X=X

t =

G
Nl M-

The four combined groups were then graphed to inspect
for any directional differences between the groups.

The combined groups were then further combined into
twe major groups by putting combined groups A and D together,
and combined groups B and C together., The means, standard
deviation and the significance of the difference between
the standard deviations were computed using the same formulas

cited above for these new combined major groups.,




CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

As can be seen from Table 2, out of nineteen groups of
managers and subordinates, only taree showed a significant
positive correlation between manager-subordinate profile
similarity and the manager's ranxing of the subordinates on
his preference lor working wiih them, There were no
sign!ficant negative correlations,

In other words, only a few managers definitely preferred
subordinates whose temperament traits as measured by thig
test were more similar to their own, and noc managers definitely
preferred subordinates in relation to the degree of dissimi-
larity between thelr temperament profile and their subordinate's.
{See Table 2.)

The managers were then combined into four groups along
a continuum from managers having a positive gignificant
correlation between profiles and preference, to menagers
having & positive but not significant, to managers having
virtually no correlation, to managers having a negative but

not significant correlation, (See Table 3.)




Table 2

Correlation Between Profile Similarity and Rank
Order of Preference of Subordinates
Group N (rho)
1l 10 + JTTO*
2 : +1.,000%
3 8 + 797
4 5 + . TO0
5 8 + .524
6 12 + JAh27
7 7 - .063
d = - .200
S 5 + ,100
10 8 - 143
11 6 + 086
12 5 - .100
13 () - ,029
14 6 - 143
15 5 - 500
16 5 - .500
17 25 - 429
18 5 - JTO0
19 5 - 4200

* Significant at .01 level,
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Table 3

Groups Divided by Rho into Four Combined Groups
Along a Continuum from Fositilve
to Negative Correlation

Combined

s A B c D
Rho +1, +.78 +.6 +.,2 +,1 =,1 -2 .6
No. of -

groups 3 3 o 5

80nly groups with correlations significant at 1% level 7
are included in this group. One correlation of ,T700 which
was not significant was included in Group B.

This was done to see if there were any significant

temperament trait differences between the managers who tend

to prefer subordinates with temperaments mcre similar to
their own, and the managers who tend to prefer subordinates
with temperaments more dissimilar to their own. This could
lead to identifying some possible causal factors for the
difference inherent in the manager's temperament,.

In Table 4 it is shown that significant differences in

the temperament trait "Social Interest - Sociability” appear




25

between the managers who prefer subordinates most similar to
themselves in temperament (Group A) and the managers who show
no temperament-preference relationship (Group C) or a tendency
to a negative relationship (Group D). There were no signi-
ficant differences found in traits between Group B and any
other group, or between Groups C and D.

By the sociability scale, the author is describing the
person's social boldness. This is more easily understood if
it is thought of as the opposite of shyness and seclusiveness,
The managers in Group A are significantly different from the
managers in Groups C and D in that they are more at ease with
others, enjoy the company of others and readily establish
intimate rapport. Thc¢ managers in Groups C and D are more
withdrawn, reserved and hard to get to know,

The chart of the means of the traits for each of the
combined groups shown in Fig. 1 revealed that Groups A and D
tended to move together and Groups B and C tended to move
together., To confirm this observation, the proriles for each
of the combined groups were then compared with one another
using the Cronbach Gleser formula for D2 referred to above,

E{Q&w 55
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FiGg, 1 PROFILE CHART FOR THE GUILFORD-ZIMMERMAN TEMPERAMENT SURVEY
For high-school, college, and adult ages
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Table 5 reveals that Groups B and C had the most similar
profiles and Groups A and D had the next most similar profiles.

Table 5

Comparison of Profile Similarity (D? Scores)
Between Combined Groups

(The lower the D2 score, the less diesimilarity.)

A B C D
A X 8. 11 152,28 66,50
B X X 43.14 85.68
¢ X X X 88,36
D X X X X

On this basis, these groups of managers were then further
combined into the A/D Group and the B/C Group. The difference
between the means of each of the traits of these combined
groups was then tested and they were found to differ signifi-
cantly (5% level) on subjectivity-objectivity., The B/C Group
of managers was more objective than the A/D Group. By the
obJectivity scale, the author is describing a perason who is
more "thick skinned," has lesa egoism. It is contrasted with




being hypersensitive, self-centered, or "touchy."
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIONS

In this study of temperament profiles and managers' pre-
ferences for subordinates, Hypothesis I 1s not fully supported.
In only three cases out of nineteen was there a significant
correlation between the manager's own temperament profile and
those of the subordinates he most preferred to work with, In
all three cases of significant correlation, however, the
correlation was positive., That 1s, those managers with & high
temperament-preference relationship with theilr subordinates
prefer the subordinates with temperaments similar to their
own rather than dissimilar, This would tend to support the
principle of similarity as operative rather than the principle
of complementarity such as Winch's (1955) studies on married
couples found.

The studies of Rosenfeld and Jackson (1953) which ::=2d
the Guilford-Zimmerman to relate to friendship among female
office employees also found similarity significantly related.
The difference between this study and Rosenfeld's study,
however, is rooted in the question of whether individuals

can be compared on the basis of single traits taken out of a

30




(3 ]
S

whole temperament profile, or whether the whole profile
similarity must bte examined, In the author's inrstructionc
on interpretation he describes differert meaning for a high
scoring trait when 1t 1s accompanied by a high or low score
in another trait, 5o the tralts have meaning primarily in
relationship to one another. For that reason, in this study
total preofile similarity was used as the measure,

In this study all of the subordinates had already been
"selected" by their manager. That is, they were already
working for him, some for many years. Wwhether the simlliarities
in temperament were a cause or an efect of the relationship
13 not dealt with here. Izard's (1960b) study of mutual
friendship amonz 0llege students demonstrated that actual
personality similarity was an antecedent of unilateral socio-
metric choice, Whether it is a cause or an effect, it could
be hypothesized that managers who preferred subordinates
with temperaments similar to their own would "reject" suber-
dinates with temperaments greatly dissimilar to their own,
or they would be "caused” to become more similar. This weuld
in effect shring the amount of disparity that existed between
the manager and subordinate profiles., This study clearly
did not reveal such & strong dynamic force existent., 7The

profiles ranged from negative to positive with almost an even




split and only the three positive ones significant. The
findings support Hoffman's (1958) results in finding that
temperament similarity or dissimilarity does not play a
significant role in interpersonal attraction,

In one major respect this study differs from all the
other published studies, and that is in the role relation-
ships between the subjects. The manager-subordinate relation-
ship is far more complex than a "friendship" relutionship.
The task or work the manager needs to get accomplished 1s
dependent to a lerge extent on the knowledze, skill and
attitude existent in the subordinate. The manager's
admiration of these qualities may override their temperament
differences.

Those managers who did have significant preferences
for subordinates with similar profiles differed significantly
" in temperament from all the other monagers in the areas of
soclability. They tended to be persons with a high social
interest, who had a tendency to reach out to other people,
All of them ranked at or above the 90 percentile in this
tralt, Iszard (1500a) postulated that personality similarlty
facilitated interpersonal positive affect which is an
important determiner of interpersonal behavior. While thie

gtudy did not compare each trait of each subordinate with
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his manager's individual traits for reasons exp

criticism of Rosenfeld's study, it would seem reasonable to
expect that the kind of temperament the other person had
would be high in the personal value hierarchy of the person
who had high soclal interest himself, This xind of consider-

ation really leads us from simply studying structure similarity

to account for cholicesg, to an examination of the dynamics of
the interaction as the basis. In the study by Secord and
Backman (1961) two conditions which promote attraction were
found. They were perceived similarity or the other person
to self, and interpersonal congruency. Interpersonal congru-
ency is defined as a state existing when perceived self and
self as ego imagines he is perceived by the alter, are
congruent. Research in this area would sceem to hold more
promise for explaining manager-subordinate preferences, but
would not provide us with a predic:ilon vase for personnel
department selection,

When the combined groups of managers' profiles were
ccmpared for similarity, they gracefully divided into ftwc
groups. The A/D Group was managers Irom opposite ends of
the continuum, i.e., those who had & significant positive
correlation vetween temperament and preference and those with

the most negative (though not significant) correlation. As




& group, these manazers were found to be sirnificantly
different from the R/C 3roup in the trait characteristic of
gubJectivity-objectivity. They were much more subjective
with a mean score at around the 40 percentile, while the
B/C Group, who showed no preference-sinilarity correlation
(or some positive but not significant), showed much higher
objectivity at arovnd the 55 percentile. Low scores on this
scale mean the Iindivlidual is very sensltive Lo othersg, and
hizh scores the opposite. This would seem to fit the beha-
vioral tendency of these two groups in tholr expression of
subordinate preference, The manager who tends to select as
subordinates those dissimilar to himself; ig not acting
differently in this respect than a manager who selects
similar subordinates. They differ only from those who

apparently use no pattern related to their own temperament.




SUMMARY

The purpose of this study was to determine whether
business managers prefer subordinates whose temperament
tralts are more slullar to their own or more dissimilar tc
thelr own. It was hypothesized thal therc was a relation-
ship between the managers' preference Ior subordinates and
thelr temperament profiles, and that mana jers would prefer
subordinates whose temperaments were more similar to their
OWila

Review of tiae literature revealed two antithetical
answers to the question of why Person & and Person 3 find
each other attractive and each other's company a satisfying
experience, One 1s that attraction is facilitated by the
similarity of a variety of characteristices between A and
B. The other iz the complementarity of characteristics
between A and B. These theoretical differences have lecn
unresolved because the research findings have been sufficiently
inconsistent to confirm either answer, OSome studies have

been unable to {ind any relationship between personality
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similarity and attractilion, and others that simllarity is
agsoclated with attraction only under limited ccnditions or
only in specific groups with respect to a few variables.
Attraction has also been found to vary as a function of such
determinants as propinquity, the reinforecing properties of
the situation, attitude, perceived similarity, the temporal
length of the relationship and the respective status of
each individual,

Two research designs have been used generally. One
design 1s to use already chosen palrs suchx as friends,
fiances and spouses, and compute correlations between one
or more cf thelr personality variables. These correlations
are then compared with similar correlations for random pairs
from the same population. In the other approach, the
personality measurement is obtained and then previously
unacquainted subjects are selecteu on the basis of test
scores and placed in & situation which requires some degree
of interaction. Thus similar and dissimilar pairs are
created and their interpdrsonal responses a&re assessed
following the interaction.

This etudy used the former approach., No previous
study had used industrial managers and their chosen subor-

dinates as the pairs for research,




Subjects for the study were nineteen managers and their
one hundred and twenty-one’subordinates. Thg technique used
wag to give the Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey to all
the managers and subordinates, and then ask the managers to
rank thelr subordinates on the basls of with whon they most

iked to work.

The temperament profiles were then compared for similarity
by computing D2 scores, The subordinates were then ranked for
profile similarity with thelr manager and this ranking compared
with their manager's preference ranking by computing ¢ (rho).
Cnly three out of nineteen managers were found to have a sig-
nificant correlation between theilr profile similarity and
preference rankings, and those were all positive,

The managers were then grouped according to the amount
and direction of correlation that existed between their
temperament and preference and compsred with each other in
temperanent, This was done to see if any causal factors could
be inferred for their differences in behavior from their
temperament differences, It was found that the managers with
the significant correlations differed from the no correlation
managers and the nesative correlation managers in the trait
"social interest - sociability." Using the author's definition

for this trait, this was found to provide a rational base for
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thls difference i tehavior,

The profilez for these combined groups of managers were
then compared, and the managers having the highest positive
correlation and the highest negative (though not significant)
correlations were found to have more similar temperament
profiles with each other than with the managers who had no
correlations or positive but not significant correlations.,
When the temperament traits of these two jroups were compared,
it was found that the managers in the high positive , highest
negative group differed significantly fro: the managers in
the other group in that they tended to be more subjective,

‘The results of this study indlicate that the managers!
preference for subordinates cannot be accounted for entirely
on the basis of temperament similarity or dissimillarity,
though with managers with a high sociability characteristic
this may be a stronger influence.

Attractlion responses have been shown to be multi-
determined -- that a number of variables are operating. It
would appear then that only if the variable under investl-
sation is of sufficlent strength to override all other
independent variables or if the other variables happened to
covary with it would the similarity hypothesized be confirmed.
The strong social interest - soclability trait in the managers
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having the significant similarity profiles with their preferred
subordinates could be the kind of trait which could produce
such an overriding effect. Other varlables inherent in the
work situation of the subjects in this study such as role
expectancy, nature of the work to be done and the level of
8k11l or knowledge of the subordinate could also influence

the manager's choice of subordinates and suggests areas for
further exploration. This is consistent with Byrne, Griffitt
and Stefaniak's (1967) position that an unknown number of
variables are potentially operative which need to be identifiled
and systematically controlled to reach any definitive conclu-
sion on the role of similarity or complementarity of personality

in the phenomenon of attraction.




ABSTRACT

It was hypothesized that managers use their own temper-
ament traits as selection patterns in expressing preference
for subordinates, and that they prefer subordinates whose
temperament traits are more similar to their own. Nineteen
managers whose subordinates ranged in number from four to
twelve for a total of one hundred twenty-one subordinates
took the Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey (G-ZTS). The
G-Z2TS profiles of the subordinates were compared with their
managers! by computing De scores and ranked for similarity.
The managers also ranked the subordinates on the basis of
with whom they most liked to work. Correlation (rho) was
computed between the profile similarity rankings and the
preference rankings, and only three were found significant,
all of which were positive. These three managers were found
to differ significantly from all other managers on the trait
"social interest-sociability." Comparison of managers having
highest correlation, whether negative or positive, with the
managers having the lowest correlations showed the high

correlation managers as being significantly more subjective.
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