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Three studies are presented in support of a parai110nioua interpretation 
of Fiedler'a LPC scale which has been related consistently to leader effectiveness. 
Two of the studies found that undergraduate psychology students who acored higher 
on the LPC scale expressed a 110re opti■iatic view of huaan nature. A field atudy 
then found that par.k e■ployees who scored higher on the LPC scale were more willing 
to endorse park policies permitting incre~sed personal freedom for youngsters in 
parks. Theae findings supported an interpretation 0£ LPC as a per,onality construct 
based upon confidence in hUllall nature. 
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00 IDE CE I 

Delb rt 

I 

ATUU AND LEADERSHI P STYLE1 

r and Rob rt O. Han on 

of Washington 

Th Leaat Preferred Coworker score (LPC) has be n shown to be related 
ayat atically to sup rvisor ffe ctiveness i n avider ng of settings 
(Fiedler, 1967, 1972). The consi st ncy of Fiedler' find i ngs has prcnpted 
review ra to consider hi• Contingency Model of le dership effectiveness to 
be the ■oat i portent development in leadership th ory in the past decade 
(Hinrichs, 1970) , and to hold promise of definition in a field ''heavy in 
re■earc , but lacking in theory [p. 363) '' (Shaw & Constanzo, 1970). 
Fi•dler'a theory seeks to explain group effectivene sin terms of a aodel 
which incorporates both leadership style and the favorabl e~a of the 
situation in which the leader is working (Fiedle, 1967). 

The LPC scale is a reliable Md easily administered series of bipolar 
semantic differential items on which the subje~t 1~ ~sked to·· .!S ..-~be the 
person with whom he has had the moat difficulty working. Someone who 
describes his least preferred coworker in relatively positive tems is 
considerecl a high LPC and one who describes his least preferred coworker 
in relatively negative terms is considered low LPC. 

However, a clear understanding of LPC as a personality variable has 
not been established (Fiedler, 1967, 1972). This ~as been an extremely 
perplexing problem, especially when one considers the consistency with which 

1
This research was supported by Contract NOOOJt-67-A-0103-0012, Office of Naval Research, Department of the Nav , and y Contract N00014-67-A-0103-0013, Advanced Research Projects Agency, Office of Naval Research (Fred E. Fiedler, Principal Investigator). 



2 bek r 

I.PC hu related to group perforaanc . 0V r the past 15 y are a nua-

ber of• b•tantial att pt• to xplain LPC hav be LPC ha• b en 

lained ao•t oft n as a aeur of the tuk and r la i nehip orientation 

of a leader (Fidler, 1967), alternati~ely as th cognitive complexity of 

the 1 ader (Mitchell, 1970) , ad o t recently•• an index of the motiva­

tional hierarchy of th le der (Fiedl ~, 1972). Many oth ~ po11ible 

explanation• have b en consider d and diecarded for lnck of support. 

Att pt tor late LPC to over 65 other personality and biographical 

variables have been almost totally unsucce11ful (Fiedler, 1967, 1972). 

Mitchell (1970) found a positive relatio ship between LPC and cognitive 

colll)lexity. It was, however, too small to support an extensive reinterpre­

tation of the meaning of leadership style as measured by LPC. 

It ie not the intention of this paper to offer a complete diecuasion 

of the three major interpretations of LPC listed above. Suffice it to 

say that the interpretation of the LPC score as measure of task­

relationship orientation (i.e., high-LPC subjects are relationship-oriented 

and low-LPC subjects are task-oriented) has received neither theoretical 

nor empirical support. It is theoretically impossible for a unidimensional 

scale score such as LPC to be related strongly to two orthogonally con­

structed factor scores of another scale. '!he interpretation of LPC as a 

task-relationship orientation would require such relationships. It was, 

in fact, evidence incons stent with this inte pretation which led to the 

develop11 nt or the moti tional hierarchy interpretation of LPC (Fiedler, 

1972). 

The mo■t recent interpretation of the LPC score as reflecting 

a aotivational hierarchy is an a posteriori explanation that was developed 
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to account for ata on l der 
ior and I.PC (Pi dler , 1972). Thi 

it rpretation 11 al o cong nt with Lar100'1 (19 2) data on 1 ad r 
behnior under 1tre11. Row ve, becauae of ita isolation fr011 th per-
1onality and i nterpersonal influence re1earch, and the intr•ctability of 
its constructa, thi1 interpreta ion to date hu not been directly tested 
and , therefore, bu not been validated . 

The value of any th ory is, in part, determined by the ability of 
its conatructa to genera~ new hypotheses and to extend its explanatory 
value. If Piedler'a Contingency Model is to do this, the• ani~g of LPC 

l 

m be established empirically and related to t he larger body of reaearch 
in the reas of personality and interpersonal influence. Thia paper 
atteapta to 1upport an interpretation of LPC v ich is par1iaonious, 
related to a larger body of research, and which 1ugge1ta s011e new and 
interesting hypotheses. 

In trying to understand why soae people reliably describe their 
least preferred co~orker more favorably than others we asked, naively: 
"Could it be that some people ju1t have 110re positive, tru1ting, co fident, 
and optill11tic attitudes toward people in eneral, and that thi1 predi1-
po1ition is 1iaply reflected in th ir LPC scores?" Wrightnan 1964) bu 
1hown that people diff~r in their beliefs about basic human nature. Some 
belt ve it to be positive, soae negative, and others believe it to be 
neutral. IUuckhohn and Strodtbeck (1961) and McGrath (1962) found tha 
an individual's anbership in different cultural and aoci - religioua groups 
vu related to hia beliefs about basic haan nature. 

If one's LPC score is a reflection of one's confidence in huaan nature , 
it ahould be possible to relate LPC scores npLrically to a direct aeasure 
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of confid c iD ~ n tare and in predict le way• to relat d Muurea. 
e auch related •uure b Ubly to be th de1r of peraonal fr d011 

that individual in a poaition of relatiTe paver or infl ce would 
allov oth ra to eJu1.,·che. It •ay be uauaed that one who hH a 1reat 
deal of confidence 1 ft haaan nature (i.e., feel• that people are god, 
trutvorthy, aociall , ■otiTated, c011petent, etc.) will be ■ore willing to 
p r■it people greater peraonal fr ed011 and will be lea• likely to eek 
or exercise control oveT their activitiea. Thua, the t.PC •core •hould 
be related to measure• ai a person'• willingne•• to perait personal 
freed011 and to re1tr in t he exerciae of control. 
H7Potheae1 

B;,potheat• 1. LPC 11 po1itiTely aa1ociated with a direct Masure 
of confidence in human nature. 

Hyooth 111 2. LPC is positively associated with a willingness to 
endorae policies of personal fr edo■. 

Bnotheai• 3. LPC is negatively associat~d with a willingneea to 
endorse policies of control. 

Study I 

Method 

Twenty University of Washington students co■pleted Fiedler'• LPC 
scale and a ■eaaure of their confidence in huaan nature. Q>nfidence in 
huaan nature was •••ure by a aodified veraion of McGrath'• (1962) 1ix­
itea, "Buie Nature of Man" scale, revbed to eli■inate religious connota­
tion• (aee Appendix A). Scores on the acale indicate an!• poaition on 
a continuum of belieh frOll 'huaan nature 1s inherently ba.i and cannot be 
changed,' to 'huaan natare h inherently good and cannot be changed.' 
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Reaulu 

Th con-elation be n I.PC and belief in huaan nature vu .57 

(,2 < .005, ~ • 18). A chi-•quar• analy•ia vu alao perfoned. LPC va 

split into thr e level• on the bui• of Donative •core distribution• 

(Poathuaa, 1970). The huaan nature •cale vu alao divided into three lneb 

bued on the pos•ibility of scores being po•itive, zero, or negativ. Th 

resulting 3 • 3 contingency table visually di•plays the relationship b tve n 

LPC and confidence in hman nature. Even though the ••ple •ize vu nall, 

the chi-square was 1ignificant and there wu a oderat degree of associa­

tion between LPC and confidence in human natur& (see Ta le 1). The hypo­

the•i• that a person'• LPC i positively related to his level of confidence 

in hua nature was 1upported. 

Insert Table l about here 

Study It 

Method 

Study It vu a replication of Study I, using the sae instruments and 

procedures with 52 Univer•ity of Washington students a• respondents. 

Results 

The con-elation bet"~een LPC and confidence in human nature was not 

significant. However, the mean LPC in S udy II wa• found to be 1ignifi­

cantly higher than the mean of the established non(!_• 4.45, .2. < .001) 

suggesting that an overrepreaentation of high LPC and high confidence in 

huaan nature ratings could be re•ponsible for an attenuation of the 

correlation coefficient. Support for thi• conclusion wa1 found when the 
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AILI 1 

x2 Analysis f~r LPC • Haan Nature Ratin 

Haan 
Natur 
Ratin s 

LPC Categorie■ 

Righ M d. Lav 

Positi'VI 4 3 0 

Neutral 5 3 1 

egative 0 l 3 

Column 
Sums 9 7 4 

Positive 17 6 4 

Ne ':ral 9 8 1 

Negative 4 0 3 

Cohnn 
Sums 31') 14 8 

":!_ C .025 

ltow 
s 

Study l 

7 

9 

4 

Study 2 

27 

18 

7 

x2 

11.52* 
(df•4) 

36.00** 
(df•4) 

be r 

phi 

.54 

.56 
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cbi-aquare t t perforaad th data. Seo • re cat ori d in 

th a criteria • in t y I. Th cbi-aq r va •1 nific t and, 

ain , a aod ra e d re of a aociati v found b nd confi-

d nee inn an nature<•~• Tabl 1). Th ae re ul • alao offer aupport 

for the firat hypoth aia. 

Study Ill 

Method 

All a teat of the n ralizabili y of th finding• of tudiea I and II, 

a field atudy was conducted on a diff rent population uain a diff r nt 

instr\Dllent. Porty-two 1U111111er plo in a county p rk depart nt 

(lif guard•, 1vimaing in tructore, play rom.td leader•) co ete~ Piedl r't 

LPC cale and an a priori scale designed to uaesa th l ev 1 of th ir 

to penit youngatera raonal fr edom 1n p rka. 

It wa USU111ed that park e ploy • who h d a hi h 1 v 1 of confidenc 

in human natur would be 110re willin~ to tnaat yc,ung park us re with per onal 

freedo under moat circm1tance . Conaequ ntly, this ac le cont ined 10 

hypothetical policy atateaenta regardin how young tera should b tr at d 

while at park facilities (a Ap ndix B). Th policy stat nt1 rang d 

from a po ition of advocating 1tron contro of yowgatera, for example: 

"Pt1rka should be plac where youngat ra will be w aed and kept 

out o trouble"; to a position of advocating c0111pl t p rsonal fr edo 

for youngster,, for ex•ple: "Park 1houl b place vh re youn atera will 

hav a chance to explor fri dahipa and activitie which ■ay not be 

permittfld at h01M. 11 Pi of the policy stat nta advocated• de ree of 

personal freedom, aud fi adwcat d aOIN degre of ontrol. Sub~ecta vere 

asked to indica eon five-point acale how strongly th agr ed or diaagre d 
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vith ach of th 10 hy,,ot t · cal policy ■tat t1 cone ni 

to which yo gatera ahould be co trolled or raitted per■on 1 f OIi 

while at park f ilitiea. 

e five it ... ad ocating • d gree of co trol o r yo 1t re 

in parka were • d to produce a "control" eco , nd th fiv it 

advocatin p raonal fr ed ver e..-d to produc a" raonal fr doa" 

acor. On the bui• of the di ■core on each of th• ■cal•,!• 

were divid d into high and 1 "f doa" ecor r■, d ht h d low 

"control " ■corer■• 

A two-vay analyai■ of vari c v coeput d to det t"ain th 

relation■hip between a per on'• "control" d" r■onal 1cor • 

and his LPC ■cor. Tabl 2 •--ri1 • thie alT■ia of varianc. 

Ina rt Table 2 th r 

A lignificant aain ffect for " eraonal .. r oa" econ• vu o tain d 

CJ?.< .01). However, contrary to our ctation , o aain eff ct vu 

found f O't S1 ' "con rol" 1core1 d t re va1 - . interacti ff C 

between th "c trol" ad "fre oa" 1cor •· 

Th relationahipe bet 

th ir LPC acor • are pr• 

the four condition■ v u 

_a' "control" d "fr doa" ■co • 

1. Tb M LPC ■co i each of 

low : low f 
55.30 •10); 

high free oa-high cont ol, b .20 ( •10); lo 

(N•13); high freedoa-1 control, 72.33 ( •9). 

In• rt Figure l about re 

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



TABLE 2 

al ala of V lane : t dy 111 

Control Score (A) 

Fr edoa Score (d) 

AxB 

*.t < .01 

df 

l 

l 

l 

M 

87 .69 

2054.30 

S0.65 

p 

.38 

.96* 

.22 
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Our failure to eetablish a relationahip between LPC and a person'• 

villingne•• to endorae policies of rigid control--vhen am in effect for 
the f ~eedom ecale was found--could indicate one of tvo posaible explana-
tions. It wu xpected that freedoa and control would be the opposite 
poles of th •• diaension, and that Sa who scored high on one acale 
would core l~w on th other. It may be, however, th ta basic trust 
or confidence in ople permits an easily generalizable application to 
real-life settinga, whereas the application of rigid control is more 
influenced by th characteristics and practical par811leters of a given 
situation. However, it should alao be acknowledged that the acale waa 
constructed on a rational--and not eapirical--basis, and was d signed for 
the population on which it was used. The failure to find a relationahip 
between LPC and a willingness to end rae policies of rigid control, therefore, 
may have resulted from the scale ccnatruction and not froa the lack of such 
a relationship. 

This explanation has SOile support, as can be seen in Figure 1. Ss 
in the high fr edom-low control condition had the highest mean LPC , whereas 
Sa in the low freed011-high control condit on had he lowest mean LPC. This 
uggests that the control itema begin to tap the expected relationship, 

but that the scale is not yet sufficiently r ?fined. Reference to the actual 
scale iteu (see Appendix B) suggests that a lack of control items of the 
same extreaity a■ the fre doa itea may account for the failure of the 
control scale to differentiat between Sa. An effort• st now be made to 
construct and validate a scale which reliably diecr inatea between LPC 
acor • on the basis of one'• e doraeaent of both personal freedom and 
rigid personal control policies. 
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Di•cue•ion 

It hd been ■tabliahed that th I.PC score ia conaiatently related 

to a p non'• leadership effectiTen•••· However, failure to empirically 

interpr t the LPC scale itaelf hu limited its generalizability, as w 11 

aa its pow r to explain the leadership process. The value of LPC in 

predicting leader effectivene•• aaltes it ess ntial to interpret and 

\D\d ratand the nature of thia diaen ion. 

The pres nt studies show the LPC score to be positively associated 

with a direct ac ure of confidence in hUlllan nature and to a deriv d 

asure of willingness to permit personal freedom. By replicating Study I 

and by the use of the tolerance-for-personal-freedom measure in a field 

setting, some support for an interpretation of LPC as a measure of a 

person's confidence in human nature was obtained. The authors view ~hese 

findings as the beginnings of a nomological net, interpreting LPC as 

a person lity construct organized aro\D\d a basically positive-negative 

interpersonal bias. The present findings do not enable us to determine 

the relative merits of this interpretation of LPC as compared to the 

motivation hierarchy interpretation. It would appear that interpreting 

I.PC as confidence in h\ftan nature would provide a more parsimonious 

personality construct. A itical teat between the two interpretations 

would be highly desirable. 

Implications for Future Research 

The i111plications of interpreting LPC as a measure of confidence in 

human nat~re lie in two major areas: (.!,) understanding the leadership 

process within the Contingency Model, and (b) relating leadership style 

to tbe broader literature of interpersonal influence. 
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The Contingency Model holds that low I.PC ieadere are 110re effective 

in •ituation• in which they have either very high, or very lov control or 
influ nee, while high I.PC leaders are more ffective in situations in 
which they have only -,derate control or influence. The Conti ngency Model, 
then, eete forth the interaction between leadership style and the situation 
involwd in leader effectiveness. 

Assuming that a leader 1• moat likely to choose a course of action 
which he feels has the greatest chance of auc~eaa, and that the appropriate­
ness of his course of action will detemine perfomance, what happens in 
the Contingency Model may be explained as a cogniti e decision process with 
both the situation and the leader's confidence in h1.11an nature determining 
which course of action the leader chooses. For example, a leader who has 
little confidence in huaan nature might, when working in a difficult 
situation, be more inclined to adopt a safer strategy of employing a high 
degree of control over the activities of his subordinates than would 
a leader who has a high level o confidence and trust in human nature. 
In order to teat this hypoth •sia, it is suggested that research be done to 
determine whether high- and low-LPC leaders haw different management 
strategies and whether these strategies change across situations. It is 
also a distinct possibility that the ao•t iaportant leader behaviors uaetul 
in understanding the Contingency Model are behaviors related to the type 
and amount of control a leader attnpts to use with his subordinate«. 
Research is also needed to clarify this possibility. 

Interpreting I.PC as a measure of confidence in human nature has one 
furt er, wry important iaplication for research on leadership style as it 
is defined within the Contingency Model. Such an interpretation of LPC 
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prc>Tidea a link betv en Fiedler'• fi~dings on leadership effecti-.eness, 
and a nlaber of other theories with iaplicatiou for the leadership pro­
cess, in particular, McGregor'• (1960) Theory ' " and Theory ''Y," and 
Machiavellianiaa (Chriatie & Geis, 1970). McGregor di1cus1ed two 
theorie1 of aanageaent: Theory "X" and Theory ''Y." The usuaptions of 
Theory "X" included having very little confidence in huaan being1, 
resulti ng in the r quireaent that their activities on th job be 
1tructured, controlled and checked frequently. Conver1ely, Theory ''Y" 
as1uaed a high degree of confidence in huaan being1, requiring -.ery 
little structure or control over their activitie1, and alloving them to 
use their own judgMnt. 

In vien of the present fi1dings, th~re exists & strong, 1aibility 
that there is a very rich conceptual relationGhip between LPC and Theory 
"X" and Theory ''f" 11anageaent. Thia is an e1pecially intereatin~ 
hypQthesis which needs to be explored empirically. Michaelsen (1971) 
has already shown that supervisors who score high on a Theory "X" 
orientation scale toward their aubo~dinates, under varying d~grees of 
situational favorableness, behave siailarly to low-LPC leaders in 
Fiedler's data. He also found that supervisors low on the Theory "X" 
orientation behaved similarly to high-LPC leaders under those conditions. 
Rela 1ng McGregor's theory conceptually to the Contingency Model would be 
an important step in the integration of leadership theory into the 
broader literature of management and organization theory, and would 
certainly appear to jw:.tify definitive research on the queation. 

The final suggestion for research coae1 from recent research on 
Machiavellianis11. Christie and Geta (1970) report that(_!) Machiavellianis■ 
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is n gatively related to one'• philoaophy of huaan n•ture, (,!) ~achia­
velliani•• ia n gatively related to one's ••tee• for hi• coworkers,(£) 
Machiavelliani• 1• poaitively related to one'• aanipulativeness in 
interpereonal aituationa, and(.!!,) that high Mach!• tend to oublanipulate 
low Mach's in laboratory situations. n, _se reported findings 1ugge1t 
that LPC should also be r lated to Machiavellianism and its correlates. 
Research is needed to explore more fully the bounda and extent of this 
relationahip and would ae vital in view of the extensive experiaental 
literature concerned with the tactic• and effectiveness of high Mach's 
in interpersonal situations. 

The authors believe that interpreting LPC as a aeaaure of a person's 
confidence !n huaan nature proaiaea to tie together a rather diverse 
collection of research efforts into an integrated network of constructs, 
greatly increasing their explanatory value. 
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APPENDIX A 

Human Nature 

What is the basic nature of man? Is he inherent! good or bad, both of these, or neither? Whatever his basic nature, can it be changed by human efforts, or is it unchangeable? 

Please indicate the degre~ to which you a~ree with each of the follov ng 
statements by circling the appropriate number on each of the followiug scales. 

1. Human nature is inherently bad and cannot be changed. 

Strongly agree 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Strong!v dis agree 

2. Human nature is inherently bad, but can be changed. 

Strongly agree 6 5 4 3 2 1 Strongly disagree 

3. Human nature is inherently neither good nor bad: man becomes good or bad by the way he leads his life. 

Strongly agree 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Strongly disagree 

4. Human nature is neither good nor bad--the concepts of good and bad 
are not applicable for describing human nature. 

Strongly agree 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Strongly disa~ree 

5. Human nature is inherently gooc, but can be changed. 

Strongly agree 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Strongly disagree 

6. Human nature is inherently good and cannot be changed. 

Strongly agree 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Strongly disagree 
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APPENDIX B 

Please indicate the degree to which you agr e with the following stat ents by circling the appropriate n1111ber on each of the following cales. 

To the extent that young people ■pend their free tiae i n par:a and recr~­ational areas, it ie important to aake theee areas a place : 

1. Where youngster■ will be taught to get •long together in a civilized 
manner. 

Strongly agree 5 4 3 2 l Strongly disagree 

2. Where youngsters let off steam in some appropriate activity. 

Strongly agree 5 4 3 2 1 Strongly disagree 

3. Where youngster■ will be taught ■portamanship. 

Strongly agree 5 4 3 2 1 Strongly dieagr e 

4. Where youngsters will be well supervised and kept out of trouble. 

Strongly agree 5 4 3 2 1 Strongl_ disagree 

S. Where youngster will be taught our society ' s social values (e.~., 
good from bad, right from wrong, fair from unfair, etc.). 

Strongly agree 5 4 3 2 1 Strongly di agree 

6. Where youngsters will have a chance to explore friendships and 
activities which ■ay not be offered at home. 

Strongly agree 5 4 3 2 1 Strongly disagree 

7. Where youngsters will have a chance to explore fr i endships and 
activttiee which aay not be permitted at home. 

Strongly agree 5 4 3 2 1 Strongly disagree 

6. Where youngsters will meet all kinda of people. 

Strongly agree 5 4 3 2 1 Strongly disagree 

9. Where youngster.a will be free to experiment with life and decide which of society's values they feel they should accept and which they should reject. 

Strcngly agree 5 4 3 2 1 Strongly disagree 

10. Where youngsters will be free to learn what kind of person they want to be. 

Strongly agree 5 4 3 2 1 Strongly disagree 
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