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ABSTRACT .
" 4

- )
<

The purpose of the study was to investigate and analyze ?hé

résponsibility; authority and delegation~(RADj behaviour of the

athletic administratoqé of the Ontario universities. More specifically

" the study attempted to illustrate the différences in the perceptions

of the RAD behaviour of the athletic administrator within the three
levels of the universities' personnel in the varying organizational
situation. In pnder to classify the institutiops studied an Organ;

\ . .

izational Structuré Form was ust. In anition ihe RAD scales were

used to categorize the responsibility, authority and delegation of

‘the administrators within the varying situations,
r * . ‘
Through the blending of administrative theory and practice d

~

hcohcerning the behaviour of the athletic administrator and his

situation, the following concluéions were brought fpruard:
1. The RAD behaviour of the athletic administrator ds pér—l
ceived by a superior, a subordinate and himself differed
significantly; ,

., = ' 2. The perceived authority behaviour of the athletic adminis-
"+ trator varied 51gn1ficantly with each type of organizational
situatioq, o _ -8

- -

A e

3. . The RAD. behaV1our of the athletic administrator varied
significantly as perceived by each of the three levels
of the educatmonal hierarchies studled. .

.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCT ION

B In £he ;dministpatfbn of ;thietics aE ;11 insﬁitutional
‘ 1é€e1é, the planning‘;f rzc111£1es; programs and administrative
policies operaégd mainly in thé‘pqst on a "hit or miss" basis.
Adminiétrators functiﬁned:so inforﬁally tﬁat pfogram successes often

occurred in spite of rather than because of administrative behaviour.l

b
A

,Theo;gticdlly based ;;search is élokly replaéing the fact gatherihg
studies of eq;ligf rgsearch.2 Programs miéht be more effective if

‘ they were managed by the tbeoreticai, as well as the practiéalL

‘ Qspects c;f;adminis‘tration.3 This would necessitate a more compre-
hensive bléndihg of theoretical and ﬁrgctical research, ‘ L

Amqné the first to cite the ﬁeed for a ﬁére theoretical

apbgoach-t§‘the administration of .physical education and athletics
was S};aeth.ll In her dissertation, which dealt with a review of
literature applied- to'a research paradigm coﬁcerning administration in
physical e@ucatioﬁ and athletics priof to ;96?,'she concluded there was
;ery Jittle observational data and' the study of behaviour of the admin-

Ll . - ) ! J
istrator was non-existent. Due to the impetus of her 'findifgs the

focu; of administrative research 15 athletics qhanged. Scholars are
beginning io‘examine tSe leadership of the athletic administrator

" with respect to what is known about other administrators in similar
fielda.5 | a

Researchers in other fields of administration such as Halﬁin6

) - ¢

o’
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-r,

-rgtical viewpoint and)

1

. ‘o 8 * !
and Thompson' in education, Stogdill in the military, and Browne9

i;'industry made many advances to satisﬂ& the need for a more empir-
icallapproach to resqgréh; the‘most noteworthy being withj the'area
of leadershié. To increase the understanding of leadership phenomena,
they hypothesized that research "must concentrate ﬁpon an analysis of
the behaviour of the leader."lo Toxsimplify the study of leadership,
they suggested the\nece551ty of studying- the offlclally appointed
leaders. Other researchers also récommended 1nvestigating the,noiﬁ of
the leader from all poipts of view,ll and g1v1ng the situation
primhry consider_ation.l2 13 Since the need has beep established for
studying the‘behavio of éﬁe athletic administrator from a theo-
jf;pplying the research to the practical‘world,

this thesis has therefore been directed.towards blending theory and -

practice in the study of the athletic administrator.

Definition of Terms L .

The definition of terms necessary for the study we;e selected
from texts generally acggpted as rudimentary in the study of admin-
istrative theory . Golembiawski pointed,out there is:

a need to find a common -language in administrative theory

* ‘and to employ operatlﬁnal definitions which have relevance
for the practioners,

Hence, this study has emplqyed_gefi;;tions ﬁrovided by the literature
and has operationally defined others.

Administrator: the officlally ointed leader of the group
regardlea@ of leadership style. 15

Administration: may be. conceived structurally as a hierarchy

B 4
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of subordinate and snperior relé%ionships within a social system.

This hierarchy of relationships functionally is the rationale for
. "
- A -
assigning roles, personnel and facilities in order to achieve the -

-

goals of the social systcm.16 ' ' . \\

Athletig Administrator: that individual appointed to

administer the i tercollegiate afhletic program for men at the
- N .\

institution- .

_—Kuthority: the érea‘of freedom for decision and action

exhibited by an organizational member.17 Operationally, authorlty

wil};be &nsidered the\perceived level of action.18

~UEA
LY

(%‘\fuj ® Dalegation: i, Process whereby the leaaers give their
& .

/ authority to a subgfdinate to perform a task.19

#

Leadership: ay be defined as the contribution of a given
individual to group effectiveness, mediated through the direct efforts
of others rather than himself.20 '

Organization: an ensemble of individuals who perform distinct
L]

but inter-related and co-ordinated funetions-in order that one or more
tasks can be com{:leted.21

Perception: tha patterns of-how an individual interprets his
environment and copes with At by breaking it down and putting it into

22
meaningful patterns.

Responsibility: often called the functions of a position in
the organization.23 Operationally, responsibility will be considered
the perceived level of obligation.2h | , ”\&k"

Situation: the aggregate of'the biological, sychological

and socjocultural factors acting on an individual to condition

oL o



behaviour patterns within the organization.2

Structuro: defined in connection uiéh formal organization
chart and with toe-responsibility and autﬁority of leaders in
different positions.26 ' .

Subordinate: that member of the organization whose activities
in the area of athletics bring him or herlinto a position under the
athletic administrator within the organization structure.

/fbﬁb Superior: that individual who holds the positien of authority

directly above the athletic administrator within the organization

structure of the university. ‘
Organization of Thesis ' . 9
A
v This thesis is divided into five chapters. Chapter 1

" established a need for the study, consequently leading ihto the pur-
. “ 4 N

‘ . N\
pose of the study. Also included in the chapter were several defin-

itions used to limit the study.

Chapter 2 presentsladminiotnative theory relevant to the
study of leadership behaviour and responsibility, authoripy and
delegation in o;ganizations. From this review of literature the null
hypotheses are postulated. -

Chapter 3 outlines tha methodological procédures undertaken in
the stu@y, and comprises an explanation of the research instruments
and tﬁs anaiysis of data.

Throughout Chapter L findings are presented and ahalyzed.
Simplification of the presentation and explanation is realized by ‘the
use of several graphs and charts.

The conclusionslare discussed in Chapter 5. Recommendations
~ Y '

LA l‘ [N
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5

are suggested concernipg future research into the behaviouri of the -

athletic administrators.

N ~

Y

The appendices contain the RAD scales, a complete biblio-

graphv, and a list of the raw scores.
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Chapter 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE - N

Researchers and students of administration in physical

23

educationl have been examining the behaviour of the leader within

that particular field. Meanwhile, research into the administrétion of
athletics has been concerned with the ;echnical procedures such as
methods of purchasing and méintaining athletic equipment.lJ Neverthe-
less, since l9?1,_theoretically-based administrative researéh has
begun to replace the technical studies which have dominated investi-
gations concerning athletic administration.5 6789

Several approaches have been used to théoretically examine
administration in athletics., To focus on the perceptions of the
athletic administrator has been one technique. In studying the per-
ceptibns of the collegiate athletic administrater, Sprandel pointed
out..thats * |

. « . With no referent but his abstract notions about

what leader behaviour should be like, through trial and

error, he attempts to work toward [attaining the standards
of leadership]

-
-

Falusi proposed that lessening the misynderstanding concerning
leader behaviour must be achieved by more accurate perceptions which ‘ .ﬁésg\
would give a more reliable evaluation of the admiﬁisfrator‘s-behaviour.“
Sprandel also illustrated that:

¢+ « « combining with the lack of a%%bod referent for
role behaviour was a climate in each athletic department

8



which seemed to induce ‘Less than ag optimum press e
for exemplary leader performance.

Scott in his research correSpondlngly concluded that:

11} 1mportant factor in the succes; of organ-
jzation function is the degree to which members agree
in their perceptions of their reciprocal relationships
and responsibilities. ‘ . 3
=3

To clarify this problem of differlng perceptlons w1th1n th,p~
athletic department there would appear to be a need for a more b351c

level of research for administrative behaviour. Researchers in
% .

administratibn in physical education have emphasized this need in

1L 15 16 17 18
their field of administration.

Situational Nature of leader Behaviour TR
' N
Following the impetus of the Chio State Leadership Studiéa,

‘.r__‘_“

investigations have geﬁerally concentrated on obser;hd leader
behaviour rather than innate capabilities. Stogdill, who has been one
of the major contributors in the development 6f the study of leader-
ship, noted in his review of the literature that:
~ studles provide the strongest arguments for the

situational nature of leadership also supply the

strongest evidence that leadership patterns are 19

persistent and relatively stable in similar situnations.

Halpin used a paradigm to investigate leader behaviour in a
variety of situations and concluded that research should be centered
upon the behaviour of the officially designated administrator when

g
studying formal organizations.2 In support of this contention, Spaeth

concluded that the research completed in physical education and ath-

hypothesized that the focus of the behaviour of the administrator:

-----



~+ . should be used . . . to Btudy administration in
physical education and athletics |example, through
replication of studies involving leader behaviour . . J
in order to develop a morglspecific,basis for professional
preparation and practice.

-

Thompson emphasized the necessity of relating the administfatqr's
behaviour to specific situations by pointing out that:

The administrator usés theory as a basis for deriving
answers or approaches to specific situations: he seeks
principles capable of guiding tag applicatien of general
notions to specific situations.

Simon, in Admiﬁistrative Behaviour, strengthened this approach by

asserting: .

The first task of Administrative Theory is to develop
a set of concepts that will pgsmit the descriptibn . . .
of administrative situations. .

‘Gampbell, in support of- this need to study situations,

¢ L4
postulated that variables in one situation are often similar to

2l

. 'variables in other situations, Furthermore Stogdill stated that:

"' ... leadership is not a- unitary human trait but

is rather a function of a complex of indiv%gual, group
and organizational factors in interaction.=

Scott Supported the situational and behavioural nature of leadership
by pointing out:
The functional aspect of leadership requires researchers
. to investigate how leadership activities are distributed
in an organization. It requirag further, a probe of the _
organizations power structure. i
As one probes the power structure he is investigating the
'situation of the organization which is commonly interchanged with the
concept of environment, This is the variable which gives an organ-

ization its uniqueness, similar to a human being's personality,27 In

'studying a situation, such as an athletic depa;tment; investigating

e
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Jthf admiﬁistragér's behaviour in that departmpnt‘would'teqd to mini-
" mize the complicated nature of examining the entire deéartment. For
as research has shown, the behaviour of an administr;tor is often
' rélated to the interaction of his organizational situation and his .
personality. This relationship frequently mkes one organization
dit\@ent from another.

Educational administration has an uniqueness caused by the
intimacy of operations'and-the person-to-person contact in the func-

28 This uniqueness has cantributed to

tioning of the institution.
a "difference in purpose and structure from the military, entrepreneur
and bureaucratic organizations."29 Although this difference exists:
Research to date has revealed that human behaviour, .
. as a result of organizational life, manifests similarities
as one moves from_hospital, to school, to retail store,
to military unit.’
According to Litehfield, this research did not.achieve a level of gen-
eralization #llowing it to categprize.administrativé phenomena which
occur in related areas.31 Paton advanced this argument by stating
« . .as re;éarch'crosses the lines of disciplines,
the theories developed wi}l explain a broaderBEange of
phenomena and become more generally aacepted.
Therefore, even though athletic administration which may be a segment
of educational administfation because of their common goals relating
to the development of student, is considered unique; an attempt must’
be made to form generalizations that will aid in the development of
administrative theory.
In the past attempts/ 'were made to describe the relationship
between the athletic department and the physical education depart-
ment.33 3k 35 36 The basic assumption made after studying the athletic

and physical education departments was that the two were integrated

Q
o



since: ' - . , o
. \ ,
. A separate function between athletics and physical
' education 1s not economical because of the neces$ary
duplication of facilities, .staff and equipment.3

Dannehl, in his study of the organizational climate was able

v

to classify physical education administrative units into’ four categories:

1. The Phygical Education Department is within the College of
Education; )

-~y

2. The Physical Education Department is within the administrative
structure of the Faculty of Fine Arts; :

3. Physical Education forms its own school with a head of the
department; . '

L. There is a Faculty of Physical Education with a dean as the .
administrative head,3

As a result of this study and the other three to be cited, researchers
have achieved methods of categorizing the study of departments within

' o

aﬁ educational institution.
- From a survey of the pattern‘:} administration and organization
of physical education and athletics in forty selected American colleges,
"Woodbury concluded that ninety:one per cent of the sample utilized one
of five categoriesﬁ:;?hese classifications are as follows:
1. lThe athle;igﬁd;rector is over the ﬁhysical education depart-
ment; :

2. The head of physi£;I3education is over athletics;

3+ The dean of-ﬁhe College of Education is over athletics and

N physical edutation;
k. There is a j;pﬁfgzzfadministration for athletics;

. 9
5. There is separate administration for physical education.3
Employing Marshall's classification of the structural relation-
ship between athletics and physical education five hundred and seventy

respondgnts indicated no difficulty in describing their departments and

L]
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-sevep indicated some difficulty.ho The four types of relationships

are:

1. Athletics are a function of the Phy51cal Education Department
o Wlth the same person at the head of both;

2, The Athletic Department is a function of the Physical Educgation -
Department with a Director of Athletics responsible to the
Diregtor of Physical Educaticn. .

3., The Athletic Department is a’'separate and autonomous depart-
ment with a co-ordinated relationship with the Physical °
Education Department, such as staffing, facilities, and
equipment usage; . '

L. The Athletic Department is a separate and autonomous depart-
ment with ngy ties to any other department within the
university.

ke . "

Moriarty  grouped the athletic departments of the uUntario
Quebec Athletic Association (0OQAA) using substantially the same four
divisions as Marshall. His only change was in the last division where:
he considered universities having no physical education department but
with‘totally‘autonomous athletic departments. This, the author felt,
was a more accurate description of the Canadian situation. According
to his findings, all universities were able to describe themselves.

A

according to one of the four types. Due to the development of physical
education and athletics in the OQAA, Moriarty concluded,

The athletic directors of the OQAA reject Type 1 and

Type L, maintaining that the demands upon a single person’

serving as director of physical education and inter-

collegiate athleties 'makes too big the single position,’

and that the complete separation of . . . [the two . . .

leads to 'too much duplication in personnel, facilities

and equipment.' In addition several athletic directors

rejected Type L because it suggested divided interests L

and objectives betwsen physical education and athletics. 3

Generally these studies attempted to identify the variety of situations
in athletic administration. Accordingly, as a result of previous

inquiry, any effort to’'investigate the organizational situation of the |



athletic departments in Ontario universities must adopt.some'form of

continuums represented by complete integration of physical education

and athletics at one ‘end, and cbmplete segregation at the other extreme

fome focus on authority,

othorit <

r

Authority relationships aré an integral component of organ-
izaﬁ‘onal behaviour, for any organization has some structure of
u»hority.hll Authority seems to grow out o} a d&namic reciprocal
relationship between the leader and the subordinates, in which the
perceptions and skills of the followers play axcritical role in de-
fining and legitimating the authority_bf the superior'.hs For as
ewman pointed out, |

Administrative organiza£ion, by ﬁery nature, creates

superig -~subordinate relationships, and it also creatEB
a variéty of departments that are intimately related.

Merton contended that in accordance with these relatiohships, authority '
is also based upon hierarchial office. To be-épgpific,
' ' -

Authority is the power of control [over the actions
of subordinates] which derives from an acknowledged
status, inherent in the officE and not in the particular
person who performs the role.4! oo '

Consequently, once a person becomés:élméﬁﬁér of an organizatione
he predisposes to accept orders given him By perSéﬁs conceded as his
superiors by their position in the formal organihgtional chart. A;
March and Simon pointedlout, when.a person becdmés a subardinate with-

in an organization,

- + . he accepts an authority relationship . ..
he will accept as the premises of his behaviour, orﬂgrs
and instructions supplied to him by his superior. s
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. “ According to Prethus, recognit%oﬂ of this authority rests essentially

"

upon four interloéking bases:

« » » the techmcal expertlse of the leader, his.
formal position in the organization hierarchy, his
rapport with his subordinates . . . and the subordlnates
generalized deference toward author1ty.h9

-

Furthermore, Fiedler contended that these bases concerning the
leader-follower relationships can be lumped into two categories:
position power and task structure. An individual's position power

would be a result of his position in the hierarchy, while individuals

Y
performing a similar task will form their own hierarchial positions.5

In the stu&y of authority relationships, the position of the adminis-

trator within the organizational hierarchy must beknown in order to
allow comparisoné between different organizations,

-Persons who are an equal number of positions removed
from the top of the hierarchy will be said to occupy
the same level ‘of authority. Thus different giganizations
have a varying number of levels of authority. :

Hence to cdmpare individuals with the same level o{ authoriﬁy, they
must occupy a s%milar position in the hisrarchial order of: their
organization. Theorists put forth that the presence of several levels
of authority in an organization is a limitation on the number of
different items to which any one person can give his attention at cne

ime.52 53

.

w Oolembiewski, in his examination of authority, used overlays

to depict the authoritative relationships in an organization. The

-

classical theory of authority was the basis for his overlay employing

i .
the simplified formal st.ructure.5 This classic

\

e . . to control, one must provide/avenues through
which it can function easily anddirgctly. These avenues

heory of authority

. suggested that: .

-
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we speak of as paths of authority. They pass from the
administigtors who determine policy, to the executives
who are rFesponsible for performance of the policy, and c
then to the employees who perform the actual operations.
The central component of the overlay is the vertical relationships
of formal authority designed to tie the superior and subordinate
through an intermediate ipdividual. A simple diagram aids in com-

o
prehension of the model. (Fig. 1). Though these lines of the

authority hierarchy may be an impartant characteristic of a'busin;s%
organization, in institutions such as universities and golleges, they
do not follow established lines because of privileges exemplified by
academic freedom.énd tﬁgure. Even though the menmbers of one of the
horizontal organization classes can not be said to conforﬁ to a certain .
pattérn in every organization:
. + « they often have attitudes, valueé, and interests
in common with their fellows [such as coaches] which vary

from those of %gdividuals either above or below them in
the hierarchy. L

For in a university, altho;gh there are o@ten no lines of ihthority
because of privileges such as academic freedom and tenure, the indiv;d-
ugls may have interests in common with others (coaches) which would
place them similarly according to,Fiedler[s‘task structure, .The

1

lines of authority would then-beéome-lines of communication. \\\i

.
"y

e i
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Hierarchial . . : ‘
dimension e :

| Officer levels

<

*:%_ Power, Prastige
and privilege
levels : \/'

58
Figure 1. Dimensions of Organizational Structure

»

il
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- An explanatlon of the structures of the organlratlon as it JS
formally deflned has already been comnleted while the llnes joining
the superior - to the athletic admlnlsprator and his subordinate must be'
regarded as lines of authority. (Fig. 1) Therefore, this study will
attempt to illustrate differences in the position of the athletic
administrator within the university hierarch}, when classified accord-
\ing to the four organizational situaiions applied by MarShall‘ﬁnd.

Moriarty.

Responsibility.

Every echelon in a formal organization has p051t10n responsi-

59

billtles, which Barnard referred to as the functions of that

60
capacity. In the field of athletics, the practical responsibilities

of the administraﬁor were examined;61 62 63 6l but apparently, no
research was undertaken at a more theoretical level.

Theorlsts in other area; of adminlstratiah\Foncluded that
although a p;:son can delegate authority, he is not able to deleg?te
responsibility. The individual at the top of the hierarchy can give
a subordinate authority to attempt a task b;;rlt is the former's
responsibility that it be completed. Despite this fact being ﬁone of
the most recognized principl%s in organization,* it was found that in
accepting the authority to do a task, a subordinate will often intrin-
' sicly accept partial responsibilit;y.65 Cogsequently, due to the admln-
istrator's position in the hierarchy the varlables of authority and of

responsibility would appear as important measures in the explanation

of the behaviour of the athletic administrator. ~-
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Delepation | ' .

Traditionally, delegation has been seen as a means of rel:eving
admlnistrators of prosalc details and as a means of developlng subordi-
nates for hlgher level p031t.3.ons.66 Organizatiors must employ dele-

/
.gation because the activity that is required exceeds ""the physical and
mental capabilities of any one individual.“67 Decisions are ;@rb
likely to'be made at the appropriéte time, more work will be coﬁé}eted,
and subordinatg;s will be given the opportunity to advance in the-:-uczrgan-
ization if the superior is willing to assume the practice of delegation.

Even though mést administrators consider delegation a signif-
icant factor for Fffective administration, many do not completely
comprehend the concept.68 Several surveys suggested ineffective dele-
gation ranks among the most common manaéement problems.6

Although there are only a few studies concerning the effects
of delegation, some observations can be made.‘ Shartle's research
disco;ered the person at the top of the hierarchy to be the most im-
portant aﬁd.influential inlestablishing aﬂd maintaiﬁing delegation.To
Reillé supported this for the ratings of the superior were significant
in the system's entire delegation patterns.71

Another general area of thought believes the efficient leader
delegates as much as he ean to his subordinates., Campbell72 and
Stogdill and Scott73 revealed the subordinates pefceiving superiors
who delegate freely to be better leaders than those who do not. Kahn
and Katz, in their studies of managers, fouAd those managers judged
most effective by their superiors spent more time on Planning and

organizing, and delegated more nonﬁanagerigl jobs to their subordi-

Th
nates, That subordinatqp tend to avoid superiors who do not delegate
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" and to seek interaction with those who do was indicated by Stogdill
and Hause's research.75

Traylor, in his investigation of junior college chief adminis-
trators, found organizational size does not effect the delegatory
patterns.76 Mawdsley, on the other hand, found larger schools facil-
itated more deleéation than a small séhool.77 Another researcher, -
Jordan, illustrated that in an organization with a high deg;ee of dele;
gation, there was greater knowledge , of the organization's str‘ucture.78
Thus it would appear that delegation is related to the organiiational
structure in some manner.

.The rélationship in authority and delegation in an organization
is the connection between superior and subordinate. For'although dele~
gation reqﬁires a willingness upon the part of the superior to grant
power to someone else but to still remain largely accoﬁntable for the
outcome, it élso requires the inclination and ability of the subordi-
nate to accept autonomy and accountability.80 .

On the whole, studies in delegation have been theoretical and
experimental in nature.81 Clearly an.effort should be made to expli-
-cate some of the generalizations to the practical world.

The.complaint‘that certain members have too much

(or too little) authority in relation to their
responsibilities is not confined to amy cne typs of
organization. The source of this complaint can be
usually traced to the division of responsibility and
authority-by superiors. When superiors assign responsi-
bilities but fail to delegate sufficient authority to act,

subordégates are likely to complain that their 'hands are
tied.! :
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Responsibility Authority Delegation (RAD) Scales .

Stogdill and his colleagues hypothesized that the behaviour of i

a leader can be related to many variables, one of which is the re-

83

sponsibility--authority structure of the organization.

studies, they have concentrated upon the task of developing methods

In their

for determining what leaders do, and for measuring the relevant dimen-
sions of organizations. As a.result, a battery of research procedures
has been developed for studies of leadership in the United States Navy.
Oné of the major techniques now adopted has been the examination of
RAD behaviour measured by the RAD scales.

In the scrutimy of:RAD behaviour, there have been no studie;
performing RAD research in athletics or in examining each’ facet gf
this type of behaviour: The investigations that have been reported
generally focus on school principals, the military and industry.

In these other areas of administration, theorists have been?
able to conclude that authority is a link beéween superior and sub-
ordinate,eh inherent in all'organizations.85 The'stﬁdy of delegation
is even more empirical. There has been a complete lack of uniformity
in the collection of data. Reéearchers vwho used an interview pro-
cedure included Riellé,86 Jordanl,87 and Mawdsley.BB Traylor used a
questionnaire for the collection oi his data,Bg and Riellé also
employed a questionnaire to check on the validity and reliability of
his data.9o

In order to contribute to an expanﬁing body of Enouledge con-
cerning administrative theory, the study of behaviour such as authﬁ;itj,-

. : 1
responsibility and delegation must "become pragmatic in character.“9
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‘Within the field of athletic adminiétration; thefe ‘have been numerous
episodic disconnected studies in th past, as cited above. A more
practicgl study of authority, responsibility and delegation would blend
the theoretical studies of other.fields with the pragmatic studies of
@thletics to advance the §ystematic accumilation of fesearch findings.92
" To satisfy this néeé, the RAD scales were chosen to enable the °
‘study of the athletiq administratorts RAD behaviour to supplement the
knowledge already amassed in other areas. As Browne pointed out,
+ « » the factors measured by RAD scales'are
particularly important at the executive level and
quantitative methods such as these should aid in the

analysis and und%rstanding of executive functioning
and leadership.9 g

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY .
¥

-~

£

The behaviour of tﬁe administrator often varies in different
situations. ﬁos£ studies attempting to identify the variety of situ-
ations of administratiqn_in athletics have related the athletic depart-
ment to the physical education department within the university. The
‘rationale behind this relationship is to eliminate duplicatiom of
facility and personnel.

By studying the behaviour of the leader within an organization,
researchers contended that the probing of the power structure is
essential. When inquiring into the power structure or authority rela-
tionships of an organiza@ion, people occupying equal positions of power
should be similar. Within the university, however, there would be
little position power because of the relative freedom of the individual,

but the task structure would be much stronger due to common interests,

L
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such as coaching., Therefore, the study of lines of authority would be
informative eveﬁ though they would in fact be lines of commuhication.,
In a situation where tﬁére would be little position powef, there would
have to be much delegation of aptﬁority.

Based.upon the review ofH;he literature just completéd, the
purpose of this study is to demonstrate that the behaviour of the
athletic administrator is influenced by the organiz;tional situnation
of his department. More specifically, this study will illustrate the
differences in the perception of the RAD behaviour of the ath¥etic
administrator from three levels of the organizations’ personnel, in the

four different organizational situations of the Ontario University Ath-

letic Association (QUAA).

HY POTHESIS

» .
The hypotheses, Tormulated following the review of the relevant

literature, deal with the dependent variables, the perceptions of the
responsibility, authority and delegation behaviour by the superior, the
subordinate and the athletic.administrator against the independent
variable, the organizational sjtuation.

More specifically, the following null hypotheseé are:

1. There will be no significant difference in the perceived
responsibility, authority, and delegation behaviour of

. athletic administrators when classified according to
organizational situation;

2. There will be no-significant difference in the perceived
responsibility, authority, and delegation behaviour of
a the athletic administrator whether classified by his superlor,
himself or his subordinates;
.s'
3. There will be no significant difference in the ‘perceived
responsibility, authority, and delegation behaviour of
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. the athletic administrator within each organizational
situation. . N

Hypothesis one, concerning the situational nature of RAD

L

L]
behaviour was derived from Stogdill's review of the literature dealing

b

‘with leadership prior to 1949. Shartle also shared this conclusion95

and in amending Morris' and Seaman's medel for the study of leadership,96
he'cited situation patterns of an organization as an independent )
variable and leader behaviour dimensions-®as a dependent variable.
Oslund's work found that delegation could be positively or
negatively affected by the_authority structure of an organization.g?

'
Conversely, Mawdsley concluded that organization structure did not

affect the delegation patterns of the lea.der.98

In hié investigation
of physical education department chairmen of universities and junior
colleges, Olafson discovered that the perceivéd leader behaviour
differed in the two organizational types.99 Schroeder too cited organ-

100
ization structure as affecting the leader's behaviour.

Scott, in his work on leadership and perception of organiz;tions,
gave impetus for the second hypothesis, since he hypothesized the
impediate superior tended to be a reference point for the identification
of.organizational relationships (responsibility, authofity, delegation).
He thus concluded'that perceptions of the leader's behaviour follow the
lines of authoriiy and responsibility unique to his organization.101
Jaynes, however, deduced £here was very few differences between the
perceptibns of a leader by others in his organization.102 His work
also related to the first hypothesis as his conclusions found Qariance'
in performanee by the leader to be closely related to the type of organ-

ization in which his position was located.
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The third hypothesis was formulated from many studies pertain-
ing to the perceptions of superiors and subordinates. Scott in the
| 103 . 10k 105 106
military, Browne in industry, and Qlafson and Bondy ~ in
physical education were able to conclude that the perceptions of a

leader's behaviour by his subordinates differed from those of his

superior.
\ LIMITATIONS

The study employed a field survey research method resulting in

-

the recognition of several limitations. The study was confined to an

analysis of perceived RAD behaviour of athletic directors, as described

by themselves, their immediate superior and by staff members within

their department. The descripitions were limited to a particular situ-
ation, at a certain point in time. The study attempted to control for
the frankness of the respohdents by appealing for honest responses,

. 4
assuring the anonymity of the respondents, and by emphasizing the im-

" portance and usefulness of the research.

The fact that there are sixteen universities in Ontarlo was
also a limitation (Brock University, Carleton University, University

of Guelph, Lakehead University, Laurentian University, McHaster Uni-

versity, University of Cttawa, Queens University, Royal Military Col-

lege, University of Toronto, Trent University, University of Waterloo,
University of Western Ontario, Wilfred Laurier University, University
of Windgor, York University). Even fhough this could be seen as an
advantage, Stogdill ;Sserted that any study containing an "N" of less
than twenty-five must be considered inconééquential. According to his

rationale, a researcher truhcates his range of scores bf using an

AL g e st A b e
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iﬁstrument such as a scale and utilizing a small sample further re-

- . 107
~ stricts the scores, giving a non-representative survey. - However,

. 4n this Tiia%_e the population of sixteen institutions is not a sample

-
P

bu‘.t.is rat{)er the entire population.,

-

-~
X
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Chapter 3
METHODOLOGY

The Pesponsibility, Authority and Deleg;tion (RAD) scales
constitute one segment of a body of procedures develéped by the
Bureau of Business Research at Ohio State Universit;,r.:L The RAD
scales were de;igned to measure the phenomena as perceived by the
person being evaluated, or as perceived by another who knows him well
enough in an.o;cupational setting, such_as an immediate superior or
subordinate. _The instrument consists of six scales, each contain{ng
eight stateménts. Scales I and IV are used to measure the perceived
level of responsibility; scales Il ané V are for the measurement of
perceived level of authgrity; and scales JII and VI measure the per-
ceived level of delegation. See Appendix A for the instrument. -

A synopsis.of the development and historical background of
the instrument can be found in Appendix K. With research instruments
guch as the RAD scales, no claim can be made for validity because the
responses to 'the scales merely represent what the subject is willing
to declare about the behaviouﬁ being measured, One way of ensuring
this honesty of response is by making all responses anonymous. Even
if some.perceptionﬁ are distortions of the actual situation, they are
at least a measure of the preception as the individual expects it

2
should be.

3l
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Survey Procedure

\

At the annual meeting of the Ontario University Athletic
Association(OUAA) Athletic Directors held in April of 1973, each ath-
letic administrator was given the following: a research prospectus
(Appendix B); a Request-Return Form (Appendix C); an Ofganizational-
Situational Form (Appendix D); and a Superior-Subordinate Form
{Appendix E) together with a stamped self-addressed envelope. Any
;dministrator who faileddig retur; the material after two weeks wés
sent a second letter inquiring about his intentions. (Appendix F),

Usinﬁ the Superior-SubordinatevForm, the individuals listed
as coaches, including the athletic administrator, were sent a letter
(Appendix @); a prospectus (Appendix H); a copy of the RAD scales
(Appendix A); and a self-addressed stamped envelope. This material
was then returned to a confederaté who had'agfeed to act as an anon-

ymous recorder. If the scales were. not received :fﬁgr three‘weeks,

a postcard (Appendix I) was sent as a reminder, by the anonymous re-

corder,

Classification of the Universities

Using the Organizational-Situational Form (Appéndix D), each
[ ]
athletic department was categorized according to its relationship with
the physicgl education department within the university. This class- -

ification was completed by the athletic adminiStraior (Table II).

.4



Organizafional Situation:

Lo

TABLE II

the relationshlp between

Athletics and Physical Education as percelved
by the Athletic Administrator

%

Name of University

Organizational Situation (0S)

- r

05T O5II OsIII 051V
Brock University X
Carleton University ¥
‘Univers_ity of Guelph * X
Lakehead l.lnive rsity X
Laurentian University X
McMaster University_ X
University of Ottawa X
Queens University .- X
Royal Military College ‘ X=
University of Toronto X .
Trent University X".
University of Waterl‘loo X
University of Western Ontario X
Wilfred Laurier University X
University of Windsor X
YTork University X
Total 0 8 5 3
Pel:‘centage 50,0 31.3 18.7
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Selection of Respondents '

The individual on tﬁe Superior—Subordinate Form {Appendix E)
identified by the athletic administrator asbeing directly above hinm
was considered the superio; fgr the purpose of the study.

L Initially, the head coaches .of the hockey, basketball, footb;ll,’
swimming, and track and field teamslwere to Se considered as the sub-
ordinates. However, in many of the member in¥titutions ofﬁ@he ouAA

some of these sports were not part ¢f the athlétic program. Upon con-

sulting the Blue Book of College Athletic53 all the_intercollegiatéﬁk

sports played by men at each institution were assigned numbers, and
then five numbers #ere selected from a table ¢f random numbers. The.
* coaches of the sports corresponding to these numbers were considered
the subordinates for the purpose of the study.

In the research completed in the Okio State Leadership Studies,
the experimenters have been able to conclude that the subordinate's« 'y
perceptions of a leader's behaviour are more relisble than those of
his superior.ll They were able to hypothesize this on the assumption
that a subordinate would bé more directly invelved with the behaviour
of the leader, It is for this reason that tﬁe respondents consisted
of one superior, plus five subordinate perceptions, and a self-perception
of the RAD behavicur of tho administrator. The setting of the number
of suﬁordinates at five was not a random choice, but was felt to be a
sample size large enough to give standard findings.S 6 A total of 106

respondents completed the information (Table III).7
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ANALYSIS OF DATA

Scoring the Instrument

The scoring key .was the same for each of the six RAD scales.
. The scores for each item can be found in Appendix L. The score for

responsibility was the sum of the four items checked in Scales I and

IV and divided by four. An example being:

| . .
‘Scale I (2 items) + Scale IV (2 items)

R = L

The same prbcedure was used to compute the A and D scores.

- '



TABLE III

‘Number and Percentage of Respondents
.Who completed RAD Scales

39

TYPE TOTAL NUMBER NUMBER OF
OF orF RESPONDENTS PERCEHTAGE
" RESPONDENT RESPONDFNTS POSSIBLE EMPLOYED
IN STUDY
Subordinates 8o 75 93.7
Athletic Administrator 16 16 100.0
Superior 16 15 93.7
Total of respondents 112 106 9.1
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" Transposition of Data

Once all the tabulated scores were compute&, they were manually
punched ontc IBM computer cards. The identification of the respondents
and the total number of scores for each scale were also transposed onto
a set of IBM computer cards and fed into an IBM 360-75 computer. A

complete record of the raw scores can be found in Appendix J.'

Statistical Analysis

A tvo-way analysis of variance, which accounted for the unequal
number of obsérvations in each cell, was employed to test for main
effects.g To determine whether a least square or unweighted main
effect solution was to be carried ocut a test for nonadditivity was
performed in the analysis of variance.9 The Scheffé multiple com-
parison testlo was utilized to locate the source of variance when
significant F ratios were determined.

Conventionally, the alpha level has been set at .05 and ,01
level, based on the notion that the Type 1 error is undesirable and
should be avoided. However, in the "behavioural sciences both types
of error may be equally important in exploratory work."12 For example,
concluding that an eﬁperimental eff?ct is not significant may result
in an experimenter discdntipuing a promising line of research, whereas
a Type 1 error would méaq further exploration down a futile patﬁ,
Usually this has been solved by falling back on ﬁccepted conventions
<= .05 or .0l) instead of decision rules which best fit the purpose
of the study.13 lFofithese reasons the alpha level for this study -
could be set tentati;ely much higher (®<= llgl than convention because

the beta error is more: important here due to the exploratory nature of
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the study. hﬁbther aspect that must.be considered whén eslablishing
the alpha le?el is the size of the samplé, which in this case is

quite small (N = 16) although it is In fact the entire populaticn.
Thus, the alpha level will be set at .05. Although the RAD Scales
have been checked for reliabiliﬁy, areas of studies such as educational
institutions are not pnre scientific research laboratories and tﬂe
significance of data should not be rejected because it does not fit

the norms of the laboratery.
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Chapter |
RESULTS:

As previously mentioned, the sample consisted of one hundred
and six respondents. Six subjects failed to complete the scales; one
superior from‘organizational situation (0S) IT and five subordinates,

two each from (0S) II and (0S) III and one from (0S) IV: ALl sixteen

institutions which have playing privileges in the QUAA were included

-"in the research analysis, The analysis involved détermining signifi-

cant differences caused by the independent variab%e, the organizational
situation, on the dependent variable the RAD behaviour of the adminis-
traior. The presentation will be divided into two sections éorres-'
ponding to the hypotheses postu;ated for the study. The results will

be Summarized at the end of the chapter.

RAD Behaviour and Organizational Situation

-

An analysis of variance (ANOVA) with a (3x3) design was em-
p;oyed to determine if significant differences existed in the overall
p;rceptions of RAD behaviour when the athletic administr;tors were
groupgd for analysis according ta organizational situétion. The
Authority Scale was found to be significantly different among each ‘tof
the organizational Situations at the .05 level of significance (TABLE Iv)

The Scheffé multiple comparison test ident&iigg\:?e fourth organizational

E'situation as the major source of variance for the authority variable

(TABLE V). The perceptions of the RAD behaviour of the athletic admin- ..

istrater for each of the different situations are represented in Figure 2.

43



RAD Behaviour Scales Analysis of

(Type of Organizational Situation of University)

- -’1 L3 *
v TABLE IV
\ ~
Varidnce:

o~

Ly

SCALES DF MEAN SQUARES FRATIO F LESS THAi

: "
Responsibility ? .898 1.263 287
Authority 2 3.208 , 5.654% .00
Delegation 2 J’l.hho.' « 1.138 .325

)

* o '
. Significant at less .than .05 level



TABLE V

Scheffé Multiple Comparison Test:
Signific;Lt Differences in Organilzational Situation
of Athletic Dgparﬁment in the University
\
(1) Organizational Situatidn 11
(2) Organizational Situation III

-

(3) Organizational Situation v

SCALES SOURCE F RATIO PROBABILITY
Responsibility 1.2 0.5L8 0.9ﬁ
| -3 0.329 o,?gi
-3 1.216 0.301
Authority -2 0.252 0,778
1-3 5.593% 0.005
2-3 3.099% 0.049
Delegation 1-2 8.191 0.921
1-3 0.788 0.L57 -
2-3 1.079 0.3Lk

¥ significant at less than»05 level
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Self; Subordihate, and Superior Perceptions of RAD Behaviour

In the second part of the analysis, significant F ratios were
determined among the superior (SS), the 'athletic administrator (AA),
and the subordinates (ss) in each of the RAD scales (TABLE VI}. The

' ' Scheffé multiple comparison test located a source of significant
variance between the self-perceptions of AA and the perceptions of hi;5 '
S5 and ss. The test also ldentified differences between the per-
ceptions of the SS and ss on all aspects of the scale (TABLE VII}.
Figure 3 presents the pefbeppions Sf_;pé RAD behaviour of the phrec
levels of investigation; athletic admi;istrator; superior and sub-
ordinate. The perceptions of each level of the organizational

ierarchy as they vary in the different organizational situations are

presentad in Figuresfh, 5 and 6.

The self-perception of ihe athlegic administrators, and the
perceptions of the éuperior, and stbordinate groups within each tjpe

of organizational situation are represented in Figures 7, 8 and 9.



TARLE VI =

RAD Behaviour Scales Analysis of Variance:

48

Athletic Administrator, Superior, Subordinate v
SCALES DF F MEAN SQUARES F RATIO P LESS THAN
Responsibility 2 20.5h1 28.875% 0,000
Authority 2 2L, 117 12,5067 0.000
Delegation 2 28,602 22,772% 0.002

*Significa.nt at less than .05 level °

PN I |

T vt



TABLE VII

Scheffé Multiple Comparison Test:
Perceptions of Athletic Administrdtor (AA),
Superior (8S) and Subordinate (ss) for each

Organizational Situation

L9

[~]
SCALES " SOURCE F RATIO'  PROBABILITY
Responsibility SS-AA T 3.670% 029
85-55 27.828% .000
AA-SS 7.222% .001
Authority s5=AA 3.987* 022 )
55-5S hl.698'* .000
AA-SS 12.6L7 % .0UG0LS
Delegation S5-AA | 3.571 % .032
$5-83 21.6L6 * .000001
' AA-SS L.969 # .009

'WSignificant at less than .05 level
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Hypothesis #1: The analysis of the organizatiohal';ituational
differences determined a significant F ratio on the authority variable
(TABLE IV). The source of variance located by the Scheffé test was
the third organizational situation where the athletic department is
separate and autonomous department with co-ordinated relationships
with the physical education depart@ent. These findings supported tne
partial rejection of the Null Hypotﬁgsis.

‘ Hypothesis #2: In the analysis éf the differences of the rAD
behaviour as perceived by the three levels of the organizational
hierarchy, significant F ratios were found for each of the three RAD
gcales. Scheffé‘s test found all the contrasts to be significant and
thus the Null Hypothesis was rejected.

Hypothesis #3: The anal&gis.of the differences in perception
associated with tﬁe level of the organizational hierarchy found sig-

nificant F ratios between the perceptions of self, superior and sub-

ordinate, causing the rejection of the Null Hypothesis (TABLE VI).
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CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIUNS

The blending of the theoretical aspects of respohsibility;
anthority, and deleéation with itspapplied function in the workaday
world has been the focus of this re§earch into the administration of
athletics in Ontario universities. investigators have empir{cally
examined the administrative roles in education by employing the concept
of the perceived behaviogr of the leader; while scant research has been
completed dealing with behaviour at a more basie leével such as authority,
regponsibility and.delegation relationship. The present study has
attempted to examine the perceived RAD behaviour of the head of the
athletic department within varying educational hierarchies (i.e.
the varying types of relationships between physical education and ath-
letics) of the university, and thereby contribute to the body of know-
ledge, which is currently developing in thc area of administration in

]
physical education and athletics,

" CONCLUSIONS

The collected data, when analyzed, provided information which
emphasized contrasts associated with the role of the athletic adminis-
trator within the athletic department. Based on these findings, and
inarélaﬁion to the hypotheses posed for the study, the following con-
clusions have been postulated:

1. %ﬁe RAD behaviour,of the athletic administrator as perceived-

57 .

-
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by a superior,'a'subordinhte and himself differ significanily;
2. The perceived authority behaviour of the athletic adminis—

trator varies significantly with eécp'type.oh organizational
situation; ' .

H
-

3. The RAD behaviour of the athletic administrator variea signif-
icantly as perceived by each of the three levels of the
educational hierarchies studied. Y

DISCUSSION

In focusing on a more theoretical basis, administrative re-

@i, ¥ searchers in athletics have-r;coghized nineed for a more general
i W approach in the study of athletic ;&ministration. In'doing this,
| they have examined the methods of other related fields of .study, tho
,mést noteworthy being the ﬁtudy:of leadership. An understanding of
leadership or the behaviour of the leader in different arganizational
. situations is necessary to accumulate empirical knowledge in the scinnce
of admi@istration. |
In general, different situations require varying types of
laadership and authority behaviour; since they form an infiuence syn-
drome in organizat;ons'whiqh makes the'separation of the two %mpossiblé
in a real Iffe situaiionél The RAD behaviour was perccived to be dif- .
ferent in the'three different organizat%onal,situatioés (Figure 2).
}lthough only the autho;ity behaviour wa; found to be signifiéant,
similar tfends were observédtin the perceptions of responsibility and
Hu aelegation‘behaviour; and of céurse, an increase in the sige of‘the
. .populationgould improve the probability of finding more significant
results.. A more sophisticated procedure,- such as an organizational

audit or an indepth study, would. bebter compare the effects of situatiun

“on the perceived RAD behaviour,’
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A successful ieadeq is aware of the wide spectrum of relevant

variables and is able to help achieve the goals of the organization.2

. The officially appointed leader or adminisirator must form lines of

. authority with his subordinates in order to have control within the

L

3 . .
organization. An effective leader also realizes that once necessary

activity exceeds the capabilities of one individual the;e must be
cielegat.:i.on.LI As the athletic administrator delegates more authority

to his suboréinates, he must grant.ihem accountability and in Qurn‘they
mu;t accept autonomy and acq_ouhtabi‘lity.5

Tﬁe needs of the.athletic administré£or today include assist-
ance in estahlishihg a.professional frame of rerérence*dév%loped through
an undersﬂanding of the philosophies of his profession.6 He is often'
in a position bombarded by many viewpoints. "An example ;ould be_inter-
collcgiats football; expenses have in{lated rapidly,7 the professional
ranks are of a higher calibre, the.universitg's administrator set limits,
the CIAU has its restrictions and the alumni have their expectations.
Theoretically, some format should be established for the practical
resolution of these conflicts.

Examining the results of the study, it was found that the main.
source of variance on the authority variable was the third orpaniza-
tional setting in which the athletlc department was a separate and auto-
nomous department. In varying from the other situations which listed
the athletic department as a function of the physical, education depart-
mént or vice versa, the differences could be caused by one of many
reasons. In a situation such as an autonomous athletic department,

goals -such as winning could be so impgrtant that the organization

would tend toward a business type of organization (where profit lis Liie
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poal) réihénlﬁhan the mutual behéfit type of organization such as a
university vhere a service is provided. If this were the cabe, the
adminlstrator could possibly restrict his deleguation of horipy
because: of his fear of failure by his subordinates or Ggg:j;self whiqh
is supported by Osiund's co&clusions.8 In a situation where the "win
at all cost" attitude would prevail, an administrator would 'have dif-
ficulty attempting to meet the need satisfactions of hi§ subordinates
as far as delegation of authority were concerned. The necessity of
meeting the goals of the organization wouyg facilitate only a very
bureaucratic type of authority.

Effective leadership,is'said to exist when the members at all
levels of the organization are making the maximum contribution in

4

carrying out their tasks essential to the success of the enterprise.

In making this maximum contribution; suborginates must have an adequate
scope of action (authority) delegated by the superior.lo There were
significant differences in the perceived RAD behaviour among the three
levels of the educational hierarchy; administrator, Superior, and sub-
ordinate: The .superior and subordinate descriptions of the fAD

. behaviour were consistent with p;evious studias.%l 12 13 19 The
superior perceptions were much higher than those'SY subordinates on
each ofy the responsibility authority and delegation scales. The reason
for the contrast could be that the superior is not directly affected‘by
the RAD behaviour of the administrator and thus can not be expected to
present an accurate description of the Sehaviour. Howaver, the sub-

ordinates who are the focus of this behaViour would be expected to per-

celve the H#AD behaviour practices of the administrator more accurately

i
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because demographically they are much closer to the administrator than
the superior Qouid be.

. The'administrator's view of their actual RAD behaviour con-
sistently varied {rom the pérceptiuns of their subordinpteb indicating
gome lack of communication between the two levels of the organization.’
Another reason for this discrepancy in descriptiohs might be a misunden.
standing of the delegatory proces;es by the administrator. A general
rule seems to be the larger.the depqrtment the greater the possibllity
of delegatioﬁ due to the bhysical limitations of one person within the
organizatien. If the administrator didn't undérstand this, he would
reason he was effectively delegating his authority while in fact tne
perceptions of his subordinates would indicate an inefficient leader-
ship“style with@little delepgation of authority. By limiting this dele-
éation of authofity, the administrator is depriving his subordinate of
maximally contributing to the effectiveness of phe organizatioh.

One explanation for this could he a misunderstanding as to the

role of the subordinate. Many coaches within the universities of

Ontario are hired on a part-time basis. The athletic administrator
tries to limit their responsibilities to help them in their position as
a part-time employee but they expect to have more authority; thus there
15

is role coﬂflict.

~ This study has investigated the HAD behaviour within the uni-
o 16 17 18
versity athletic hierarchy. Morris, Dennis, and Sprandel”™ inves-
tigated leader behaviour in two types of educational hierarchy. There
is a need tofﬁﬁﬁzzg;e examining the role of the administrator and to

begin to research the behaviour at a more basic level; for the theory



derived from this research can then be used by the'administratop.qs a
basis for deriving answers or approache; to specific situétions.l

If this review of the literature is indicative of the needs of .
the desirable administrator, how caﬁ a high standard of leadership b;
advanced in athletics? ‘

L. The;e is a need to make practitioﬁers and students more aware;
of the theoretical processes of administrati;n. The lack df delegatory
beha#iour exemplifies this neea.

" 2. o redﬁce the conflict within the role of athlétic adm}nis£r§tor,

there is a necd to study and compare specifiq:éituations to aid;the |

administrator in dé:gioping-more‘accurate peréeptions of behaviour.

3. . The renewed public interest in collegiate athletics necessitagea
a study of the benefits of an integrated athletic and physidél education
prpgraﬁ versus a separate athletic and physical educabion program. .

L. There is a need to survey current_practices regarding the pro-
fessional preparation of an athletic administrator and provide the best
possible training.

5. There is a Aeed to.sprvey and describe what is taking place in
the le;dership of athletics'at 81l levels of the educational .-hierarchy.
As an exploratory tool, the field survey method of research is ideal
as it can be used to generate information, ané in exposing the instru-
ment to the respondents it can be used to create an intserest and an
understanding of the administf;tive procesases, ) |

6. There is a need to link studies c mpleted in the paq} by at-
tempting a Jongitudinal examination of behaviour of the adm;nistrator

in his organizational situation.
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RECOHMENDATIONS

s "

As & result‘pf fhig inquiry the following recormendations
are offered for future research:

1. .A replication of this study in which a laréer sample of admin-,
istrators is obtained ﬁsing the fiVe'Canadiaq'lntercollegiate Athletic
Unions; .

2. A comparative study of the perceptions of the RAD behaviour of
Athletic Administrators between various levels of the éducationgl hier-
archy; l

3. A comparative study of the RAD behaviour of Athletic Adminis-
trators between institutions varying in cost expenditures (United
States ver;us Canadian Athletic Administrators);

L. A replication of this study in which a larger number of
‘variables are used (e.g. age, experience; size of department, expend-
P/fﬂ*’_ﬂ___pr_igures);

’ . 5. A replication of the study in which the perceptions of the RAD
" pehaviour of Athletic Administrators are compared in a longitudinal

time study.

L
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.  APPENDIX B
PROSPECTUS |

The‘proppsed research will pro;ide a description of the ath-
letic administrator's behaviour in the Ontario Universities' Athletic
Assoéiation (OUAA). This explication will‘involve the Responsibility,
Authority and Delegation (RAD) behaviour as perceived by respondent;
at three levels in the organization: the superior, the athletic admin-
istrator himself, and a group of.subordinutes. When the data is col-
lected, the results will be analyzed in an attempt to establish re-
lationships between RAD behaviour of the administrator and the organ-
izational structure of his departmant. Déta of this type does not

require right or wrong answers but attempts to establish trends from

the responses,

+

Research of overall leader behaviour or specific types of
bahaviour i; relatively new in physical education and athletics. Other
c areas such as business administration, educational adminis-
tration, and soclal psychology have amplgyed research of this type to
illustrate the effect of organizations sitﬁﬁtion on behaviour.

Several techq}gal aspects ?f the proposed research will be
prqu?ted. First, it should be noted that all the athletic departments
in the OUAA will be a;ked to participate in the study. To illustrate
the gensralized trends, a majority of the responses from the differenE

universities will be necessary. When consent to.the proposal is given,

19
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80 .
the administrator will be éskéd to mark the appropria£e iteﬁ on ﬂhe
onclased RMJUEST FORM. ;%e administrator is also asked to complété
the SUPERfOR-SUBuRDINATE FORM and the UHGANIZATIUNAL SITUATICNAL FORM, .

When these forms.are.returned, the sufveyuinstruhent; the
Responsibility, Authority gﬁd-Delegétion‘(RAD) Scales will be employed.
Each potential respondent will Béﬂmailed the RAD Scales which will bew

used to describe the perceived HAD behaviour of the administrator. An

unbiased recorder will be-used to ensure the anonymity of the inform-

—_— -

ation. _ ‘ . * e

At present the role df the administrator of an athletic program

requires a leader who has experience and understands the place of sport

and athiatics in the gducational institution. The p50posed research ¥
will provide informat may be used in the preparatioﬁ of these .
administrators. Thus, theé"Tesults will contribute to the develdpﬁeﬂ# :
of Administrative Theory in physical educhti;n and athleticqf

Thank yodt for the time you have spent considefing this f§§pest,

and' for completing\the enclosed forms,

*

Sincerely yours

' Wayme' P, MaéDonald
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. Nama of Administrator

Ti_tle

HEQUEST RETURN FORM%&'

Name of Institute

Address of Institution

WILL CONSENT

L

WILL NOT CONSENT
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ORGANIZATIONAL SITUATIONAL FORM

APPENDIX D- -

,.PLEASE CHECH THE MOST APPROPRIATE BOX (CHECK UNLY ONE TYPE )

TYPE I

TYPE 11

TYPE III

TYPE IV

etc.).

.

C
In this situation,.the Athletic Department
is considered a function of the Physical -
Education Department with one person at
the head of both.

The ‘Athletic Depariment is considered a
function of the Physical Edncation Depart~
ment with an Administrator of Athletics
responsible to the Director of Physical
Education. Co

‘ -

The Athletic Department is organized as a
separate and autonomous department with co-"
ordinated relatijonships with the Physical
Education Department (i:e. staff, facilities,.

N

. The Athletic Department is completely™~ . -
separate and autonomous with no adminisprative .

relationships to any other départment.

v ! i

-aw
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APPENDIX E

SUPERIOR~SUBURDINATE FORM

Name:

Position:

YOU ARE
HERE

This is the
person to whom
YOU are directly
responsible .
within the
structure of‘the
university.

HOCKEY COACH

VOLLEYBALL
COAGH

SWIMMING
COACH

WRESTLING
COACH

SASKETBALL
CUACH

These peéple are directly responsible to
YOU within the structure of your Depariment.
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APPENDIX F
FOLLOW-UP LBTTER TO ATHLETIC ADMINISTRATOR

i . *Wayne MacDonald
) Faculty of Physical
¢ . and Health Education
University of Windsor
Windsor 11, Ontario

Dear Sir:

I am a graduate student at the University of Windsor and
am working in the area of leader behaviour,

Dy. R. Moriarty, the Athletic Director at the University of
Windsof, circulated a prospectus of the proposed research and
several accompanying .forms at the O.U.A.A. meetings held in
April. ‘

The majority of the material was returned but some are still
outstanding.. Realizing that this is a busy-and hectic time of
year, I have enclosed another prospectus and Request Return Form,
Organizational Structure.Form, and Superior-Subordinate Form as
well as a self-addressed stampea eavelope.

Thank yod for your time in considering this request and
completing the material.

Sincerely yours,

Wayne P. MacDonald

L

- 8L
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APPENDIX G

INTRODUCTORY LETTER TO ALL RESPONDENTS

Dear Sir:

Apt. 1013, 5885 Cunard St.
Halifax

Nova Scotig\

B3K 1E3

?#ﬂ

I am a graduate ‘student at the University of Windsor and am
attempting to carry out survey research within the university

athletlc departments of Ontario.

-

In the accompanying material you will find: a) a prospectus
of the research I would-like to perform: b) a copy of the survey

instrument: and c¢) a self-addressed

stamped envelope.

Please read the

The prospectus will provide zdgzgzgal\outline of the purpose
e ch.

and methodology of the proposed

prospectus and complete the survey instrument. The Responsibility
Authority and Delepation Scales will be employed to describe the

behaviour of your Athletic Director.

The intent of the research

is to provide a description of the decision making and communicating
behaviour of the athletic adminlstrdtor. I would like to assure '

you at ghis time, that a precaution
which will not permit th& author to

4§41 be taken during the research,
identify your specific. university

or department., Please be assured that the information collected

will in no way discredit or injure the department head or the athletic =
program at your school. My thesis presentation will consider only the
generalizations which could be made about the athletic administrators

of the Ontario unlver51ties.

Thank you for the amount of time you have spent considering
this request and completing the questionnaire,

85

Sincerely yours,

Wayne P, MacDonald -




APPENDIX H

]

PROSPECTUS .

.The proposed research will prgvide a description of the ath-
letic administrator's behaviour in the Ontario Universities Athletic
Association (OQAA). This explication.will involve:the Responsibility,
Authority, and Delegation (HAD)Ibehaviour as pgrceéived by respondents
at three levels in the organization: the supgiZor, thg athletic admin-.
istrator himself, and a group of subordinates., Then tﬂe Aét& is col-
lected, the results will b; analyzed in an attempt to establish rela- "
tionébips between RAD behaviour of the administrator and the organ-
izational structure of his aepartment. Data of this type does not
require right or wWFong answers but attempts to esta%}ish trends from

the responses.

Research of overall leader Behaviour or ;becific types of
behaviour is relatively new i; physical educaticn and athlet;;s. " QOther
academic areas, such as business administration, educational adminis-
Jtration, and social psychology have employed research of this type to
illustrate the effect of organizational situation or behaviour.

Several technical aspects of the proposed research will now be
presentéd. First, it should be noted that all the athletic departments
in the QUAA will be asked to participate in the study Tollllustrate
the generalized trends, a majority of the reSponses from the different

universities will be necessary. The athletic adminlstrator has already

completed a Snperior-Subordinatc Form and an Grpanlzatlonal °t1JCuaze

s 86



87
Form. The individuals listed\ln t.he: latter will be. considéredlas
respondents for the survey. FEach potential respondent will be jnailed
the RAD Scales which will.be used to describe the perceived rAD

' behaviour of the administrator. «An unbiased recorder will be used to

v

ensure the anonymity of the information.

At present the role of the administrator of an athletic program

-

requirés a leader who has experience and understands the place of sport
and athletics in the educational institution. The proposed research

will provide information which may establish behaviour trends of the
. - .’:." . ] * _
A ' athletic“3dministrators. Thus, the results will contribute to the

development of Administrative Theory in physical educatioh and”athletics.

Thank you'for the time you have spaﬁﬁ considering this requést

and for comple%ing the scale,

- ' '. . “
4
Sincerely yours

g {

‘Wayne P. MacDonald

v




AFPPENDIX I : ’

v .
POSTCARD: REMINDER TU RESPONDEWTS

»

5885 Cunard Street,
Apt. 1013, -
Halifax, Nova Scotia.

\\ . A . . 1
Dear Sir: |

In February you received a proqpnctuu of proposed "
research to be attempted on leadershiv behaviour of athlptic
directors in the OQUAA. Accompanying this material was a
copy of the RAD Scalas: Most of this data has been returned

. but a few are still outstanding. Realizing that in ytur
, position you are very busy. I am sehding this as a brief
e reminder, '

Thank you again for your time and trouble.'

=

—— .
. Yours truly, t;
) <
. Wayne P. MacDonald
' :
ey
. ' \ -



APPENDIX J -

RAW SCORES

YO AR WA O WA %255552? 57?22%%%%555705%%

oOoWNMoWnNnoO OO WO OO O O Wi N

ooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo

1
MOWNMOWMNMOoONoOooOWnWNUNWnMoO oo o SWMQOoOo00C OO OSSO OWNnO
202%25255022220055%07% R m20

----------------------------------------

. QOQOoOWNMOOWNMO 00000 OWNO ‘nU.OOOOOOOS OoooWnwno wnwe
8 38 ]

CWHOMNPEFOWVME~OINIWOMNO O =W O OoWnWnmInIWBIN S~ O WM N A O =4

ooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo

89



..................

. O WO 00 O m OOOSEJWOO00505055550000050000055
Q . O v - [ TA 52 QWVMIWNI~-NO WO OWMMSWME-W -~ MNECINWNMWN O NG OWnmunanWne— o
- % & 8 & B 5 & ¢ & a ¥ " & e 2 &+ * & * 4 & » ¥ » 0 s B g S 4 = B *2 B s s & B F & » B® & 8 &8 & = 5 8
65556?761ﬂh|ﬂh777573675236577:|u553|..-31u36/05h|ulu6|u?|u526ld1u56

- q
l00000Oomssoogsoso000005050050055550005000500550.50000
- COWMmD O 27553752555555252557552222555255575525575550

[s8Y -

(&) OCOoOOWNMINO OO0 O00DQWN WmINMunmo oo o0 wmuwmwnwnaan win O MOoOoOWmoownmeunnno OO0

%.ﬁ./ .{;.555210550@55007 77750000%?272770%255355 .wnr..?.._.ﬂsfo._,ﬁ,
................................

(R el ol e B R AR VR T Nl ol el e AT A Ta g RV, RV R FUVa I R FARVe KFo VAR FARFARVa RV RV R VARV I EVo RV R T P N AV g W FaR FaR FaRVa U - o Ll o

t e A A~ A A A AAA A A A A~ A A AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAT

. rouovavnmemnevnAdAr-d~ArdAAAdA - AfAA A A A AAAAAAAAMN A A A A A AN A A NN




8. Items describing the lowest degree of the behauﬁfur

. APPENDIX K
- THE HISTORICAL DEVSLOPMENT OF THE RAD SCALESL
In the initial® construction of the RAD Scales, a large number °
of items were collected describing different degrees or levels of
responsibility (R). A second set of items descrlbed authorlty (A) and
a third set described delegauon (D) More tha.n twenty-six hundred
items were collected from staff members of the Personnel Research Boarg,

L4

bu51nessmen mllltary personnel and graduate students in Industrlal

.Psychology. After the ztems were edited, separate sets of items were

prepared for measuring RA and D. EBach item in these sets was then

rated on a O to 8 scale, with the item describing the highest, deg

a scale value of 0; ﬁith'all other itemsiassigned ntermediate scale
ualues, and L representing a'neutra; desé}iption (neither' high\nor low).
A modification of Thurstone's methiod of equal appearing inter-
vals was used to compute the average scale values. In, a Thurstone -type
scale, an arbitrarily selected extreme of the scale is assumed to rep-
resent a O point on the continuum. For the RAD scales$¥it cannot be

assumed that the zero p01nts of any two scales, even though they measure

the same continuum (that is, respon31b111ty), occupy the same point in

ltaken from RAD Scales Mannal.

i

) o 92
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The perceptions of a subordinate in 0S If

The self perceptions of an athletic administrator in 0S Tv (/""

The perceptions of a superior in 08 IV
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. "2 universé of such scales. Thus, a scale of 6.5 on one scale égn not

| ﬁéf;egafded as decéssarily equivalent to g score of 6.5 onithe other
scélé.‘ o ] ’

v By orderlng tha 1tems oh a contlnuum, the scallng method merely
separated them by somewhat less than one i‘ul'I scale step on the average.

‘The numbers 1 to 8" replaced the computed scale values of the 1tems in
- order to av01d the- aopearance of 2 degree of accuracy and refined whlch
uas not present in the scales. The correlation between scales obtained

" with the subst1tute scale values and scores obtaivfd with the ‘computed -

’

scale values was .99+ for two dlfferent samples,
’ ° The RAD séQ}Es were. revised nine different times in order to
improve rellabllity. In the final tpfms? the maximum possible range -
of scores was from 1.5 to 7.5. Sinq? higher scale values tend to be
checked by subjects, the range of scores is'further reduced; Witﬁ
scores so markedly attenuated, it is difficult to obtain high reliability
coeffecients., The-Reliﬁbility Coeffecients (corrected by the Spearman
Brown Formula) when the average of two items checked in Scale.I (R) is
cérrelated'with the average Qf the two items checked in Scalé IV (R),
and similarily for the A and D Scales, are shown in TABLE I,

Another source of evidence relative to the Scales' reliability
was provided by organizations which were studied on two separate

@th

hirty-two officers

occasions. A Naval Command Staff was studied twice,

o between tests. The test-retest correlations for the

who completed 2%3 scales on both occasions were .62 for R, .55 fom A
"and .73 fpr b. The researchers felt it was probablg that the cor;Llations

2
had beed' lowered by changes in the organization. -
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‘TABLE I

Reliability Coeffecients for RAD Stales®

.9

h-]

© TYPE NUMBER ‘ RELIABILITY COIFFICIEZENTS
oF or RESPONSTIRILITY AUTHORITY DELEGATION
ORGANIZATION SUBJECTS SCALES I vs, IV SCALES II vs, V SCALES
: : ’ "IIT wvs. VI
Air Station 39 N .83 .72 .73
Submarine 69 60 57 .83
Command Staff 22 +70 .75 79
District Staff I 3L «13. B2 .60
District Staff II 33 .70 .68 « 90
School Principals 73 .88 .82 .78

" _
Chart taken from RAD Scales Manual.

éﬁ



APPENDIX L

SCORING KEY
Item Number ' Scale Value

1 o ) : 8
2 7
3 6 °

\
L 5
5 ks
6 3
7 2
8 1

™
‘ 03
- "L‘Q?.
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