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2075>The stated purpose of this study was to determine whether or not:

1) Subordinates perceived leaders altering style to meet different situations.
2) leaders varied leadership style with the nature of the problem, 3)
perceived style flexibility was related to performance evaluations of
subordinates by superiors, 4) perceived flexibility was related to subordinates |
satisfaction with superiors, and 5) perceived leadership style flexibility
was related to Least-Preferred-Coworker (LPC) scores. Implementation of

the methodology took the form of administering to two groups of managers

a questionnaire that would provide: 1) Their perceptions of the leadership
styles used by their superiors, 2),tﬁé1r satisfaction with leadership
received, 3) their opinion of their Least-Preferred-Coworker, and 4) their
performance evaluations of subordinate managers. The study was based on

a group of 149 first-level and middle managers located at a Navy laboratory.
Questionnaires were mailed to all 149 managerial personnel. The response
rate on this mailing was 86 per cent. Non-response did no pear to be
related to the types of information sought, but appeared t e due instead
to vacations, ilfness, and so forth. Additionally, by employing a large
sample and because of the high rate of return, the effects of any bias

are small enough to be considered insignificant. The findings showed that

a considerable degree of style flexibility was perceived by subordinate
managers to be exercised by superiors at both managerial levels. Also,

a majority of respondents did not perceive that their superiors, at either
managerial level, treated problems as dichotomous pairs (i. e., used one
style for simple problems and another style for complex problems, or that
they used one style for interpersonal and another style for technical
problems). From this finding it was inferred that subordinates did not

feel that superiors had a '"programmed response" to problems. Perceived
leadership style flexibility was not found, however, to be related to
performance evaluations of subordinates by superiors. The majority of
respondents were also found to have satisfaction scores in the high and
middle rating intervals; this indicated widespread satisfaction with superiors.
This pattern of satisfaction was duplicated for all leadership flexibility
styles except for the zero flexibility style. For this style, approximately
one-half of the respondents indicated low levels of satisfaction with their
superiors. In addition, perceived flexibility was not related to leadership
style as measured by the LPC instrument. Very few respondents had low LPC
scores, more than one-third of the respondents had high LPC scores, while
nearly two-thirds were in the interval between high- and low-LPC. A possible
explanation for the existence of this large middle LPC group might be that
many of these managers were not solely task or relationship-oriented, but
rather chose a style appropriate to the demands of the situation. This
interpretation is confirmed by the large proportion of respondents with high
style flexibility found in this middle LPC group. It appears that it is
possible for both kinds of role behavior (high- and low-LPC) to be combined
in the person of a single leader, a statement supported by the finding

that a considerable degree of style flexibility was perceived at both
managerial levels by subordinate managers.
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PREFACE

Strategic considerations dictate the deployment of Fleet Ballistic
Missile (FBM) submarines; each submarine is an element in a strategic
system, and each has a unique and vital role in the defense posture of
the United States. The effectiveness of this strategic system requires
that crews be programmed through a recurring cycle of being on-patrol
and off-patrol. Exigencies of the service dictate both the work cycle
and the overall life cyvcle of crew members and their families.

While on-pa;rol, the submarine's company constitutes a self-
contained, semi-autonomous unit consisting of over 100 men; communication
with the rest of the world is limited to inbound messages. There are
organizational groupings (officers, CPO's, and so forth), and there
are groupings such as those based on education, service school attendance,
seniority, age, watch schedule, and duty specialty. The nature of the
mission dictates the use of an authoritative (task-oriented) organizational
structure in an artificial, constrained, highly-programmed, physical
environment which also provides a stable, predictable social environment
during the on-patrol period.

The off-patrol period, in contrast, is relatively less stable, less
structured, and less predictable. During the off-patrol period, submarines
undergo repair, refit, or retrofit. Crew members are required to spend
many hours on board attending to duties such as qualifying in the use
of newly installed equipment, undergoing formal training, and attending
to medical matters, all of which are aimed toward assuring that the
submarine (and crew) are fully prepared for the next patrol. This
period becomes particularly stressful because dependents must reconcile

the continued absence of husband/father after a long period at sea;
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a situation which may well lead to conflict within the family and
creation of emotional pressures on the crew-member.

The on-off patrol cycle serves to prescribe virtually the total
environment of each crew member. It imposes a life cycle which
alternates between simple and complex, high and low, (i. e. a variety
of activities). During this life cycle, crew members are pressured
to be task-oriented (by the work group) during both phases of the mission
cycle; and they are pressured to be interpersonally-oriented by the
family group (or its surrogate equivalent) during the off-patrol
phase of the mission cycle. It is to be expected that some personnel
are incapable of adapting themselves to such environmental changes,
particularly when faced by conflicts and recurring pressures from the
work and family groups. It is also expected that the great majority
of crew members, having survived the rigors ot achieving professional
competence, are well-adjusted, intelligent and capable of coping with
personal problems which stem from the dictates of the on-off patrol
mission cycle. However, even those most capable of coping with the prob-
lems associated with rotation are apt to succumb to the pressures of

overwork and continuously trying to resolve the conflicting demands of

professional and family life.

Those crew members who exercise leadership and command duties are
subject to special pressures for they, as individuals, not only experience
the problems prompted by the on-off mission patrol cycle, but also have
a responsibility for preserving the integrity of a combat-ready crew.
While responsibility and accountability for mission effectiveness rests
solely with the vessel commander, he is assisted in execution of his

responsibilities by a staff qualified in the many disciplines vital

ii




A ks Ui
e AR
4

P

to the mission. Adequacy of mission accomplishment is measured in terms
of both task-oriented factors (fulfilling operational requirements)

which are controllable by the vessel commander, and by interpersonally-
oriented factors (coping with the personal needs and problems of

crew members) which are less controllable and often subject only to

his influence. Accordingly, the effectiveness of submarine commanders

is assessed in terms of tactical knowledge and performance factors such
as shiphandling, crew qualification and retention, state of discipline,
meeting schedules and deadlines, making contacts and remaining undetected,
and other vessel-related matters. Achievement of effectiveness is

facilitated by the high level of position-power given the vessel

commander. This position-power is particularly useful in task-oriented
situations where its use expedites control of vessel-related, highly
structural problems for which performance standards are available.
However, position-power cannot be used to control interpersonal problems
and has limited significance in influencing interpersonal situations
because they are not highly structured (for example, by regulation or
procedure). Succinctly: the vessel commander has influence, but does

not necessarily have decisive influence. Yet the way a vessel commander

copes with interpersonal (particularly family) problems of the crew,

and how well he motivates personnel (for example, to attain and retain
full qualification) also may have significant impact upon the operational
effectiveness of the ship as reflected in performance factors such as
rates of absenteeism and retention. Thus vessel commanders are called
upon to employ both position-power and influence in varying degrees--

to display considerable leadership style-flexibility in dealing with

a spectrum of situations which range from being task-oriented to

iii
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being interpersonally-oriented.

This following study, conducted in a shore-based Navy organization,
examines a series of research questions concerned with whether leaders
can adjust their leadership style to meet situational needs. It was
found that individuals do exhibit style flexibility and that they alter
leadership style with the nature of the situation. It was also
concluded that the method employed in the study has potential for use
in the study of operational organizations such as crews of FBM

submarines.
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E . CHAPTER I
DESCRIPTION OF THE STUDY

! Introduction i
; Research over the last forty years has failed to demonstrate
unique leadership qualities that do not vary from situation to
situation. "How leaders can initially motivate their groups to accept
influence, the processes that underlie the continued exertion of

influence, and the ways in which leaders can make unique contributions

i to group goal attainment . . ."1 continue to absorb the efforts of
3 researchers in the field of leadership in the formal organization.

Considerable contemporary research, under the guidance of

sty o vux alelal ssiilanate,

Fred Fiedler, has concentrated on the personal need structure of the
leader and on the interaction between the leader and the group that
yields group effectiveness. The rationale for the research conducted
was that inner needs have impact on maximum use of the skills and
abilities required by group members to accomplish a particular task.2
Although his eari& findings were encouraging, no simple relationship
between leadership style and group performance emerged; therefore,

Fiedler concluded that more attention should be given to situational

lT. 0. Jacobs, Leadership and Exchange in Formal Organizations
(Alexandria, Virginia: Human Resources Research Organization, 1971),
p. 17,

(

N

2Ibid., p. 48.




to match the situation or the situation modified to match leader

2

variables. This led him to formulate a Contingency Model of leader-
ship effectiveness which ". . . postulates that leadership effective-

ness depends on the appropriate matching of the individual's leadership

style of interacting and the influence which the group situation
provides."’ But Fiedler found it impractical to identify ". . .
individuals who can . . « adapt . . . leadership style to the
particular situation;" rather, he found it meaningful to refer only
to a leader "who . . . tends to be effective in one situation and
ineffective in another."2 This interpretation posed a question of
the relative style flexibility of leaders which was examined by

Walter Hill and which is reexamined in the current study.3

Statement of the Problem

The acceptance of a contingency model of leadership leads to
the question of ". . . whether a leader can be sufficiently flexible

to cope with varied situations, or whether the leader need be changed

capabilities.“h Walter Hill set out to determine if subordinates
perceive that their leaders use the same style of leadership for all

problems, or if they perceive an alteration of leadership style as

lF, E. Fiedler, A Theory of Leadership Effectiveness (New York:
McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1967), p. 247.

2Ibid., pp. 254, 261.

3walter A. Hill, "Leadership Style, Flexibility, Satisfaction,
and Performance," Current Developments in the Study of Leadership,
Ed. by Edwin A. Fleishman and James G. Hunt (Carbondale: Southern
Illinois University Press, 1973), p. 63.

“vid., p. 6h.
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situations change. Findings of his study indicated that, as perceived
by their subordinates, managers are capable of varying their style; and,
that high style flexibility is related to subordinates' satisfaction
with their superiors.1 The basis of the findings on style flexibility
was data collected using a sampling instrument he constructed, validated
and tested for reliability in a United Kingdom setting. Hill defined
leadership flexibility as subordinate managers' perceptions of the de-
gree to which their superiors would use different leadership styles on
different situations. The questionnaire he used described four possible
leadership styles which a superior could employ, and four typical, but
hypothetical, managerial problems. Combinations of four styles and four
problems permitted identification of five degrees of style flexibility
ranging from no variation in style to use of a different style for each
problem.2

Fiedler's approach contends that different leadership behaviors
are required in different situations to achieve effectiveness. His
model deals primarily with two types of leadership style. An individual
is identified as possessing a particular style by determining whether

his least-preferred-coworker (LPC) score is high (a relationship-oriented

Ypid., pp. 78-82.

2The five degrees of style flexibility occurred when respondents
perceived their superiors to use styles in the following combinations:
one style for four problems, one style for three problems and a second
fer the fourth problem, one style for twc problems and a second style
for the other pair, one style for twec problems and a second and a third
style for the other two problems, and, a separate style for each of the
problems. Style flexibility is elaborated in the Methodology section of
this chapter.




style) or low (a task-oriented style).1 Thus his model deals primarily
with two types of leadership indicated by high and low-LPC scores.
Little is known about individuals whose LPC falls in the range between

high-IPC and low-LPC. Fiedler states ". . . it is possible that there

is . . . more than one type of task and relationship orientation."1 His
model shows in what situations a given leadership style is more effective;
but there is a question as to whether a leader can be sufficiently flex-
ible to cope with varied situations, or whether the leader should be

changed to match the situation or the situation modified to match
3

leader capabilities.
It is the intent of this paper to utilize Hill's methodology

to replicate his leadership flexibility study in an American organiza-

tion and to determine if Fiedler's LPC scoring system for classification

of leadership style is related to the five degrees of style flexibility

identified by Hill.

;t Purpose of the Study

| This paper is addressed to a question that arises with accept- :
ance of a contingency model of leadership, i.e., can the leader be suf- 1
ficiently flexible to cope with varied situations? Contingency theories
of leadership effectiveness postulate that different leadership beha-
viors are required in different situations where situations are defined
* 1Least-Preferred—Coworker (LPC) scores are discussed further in ;
i the Methodology section of this chapter. 3
" 2Fiedler, Leadership Effectiveness, p. 26i.

{ 3Hill, "Leadership Style," p. 6L.




in terms of variables which influence the desirability of particular
types of leader behavior.1 Fred Fiedler's theoretical and empirical
work on his contingency model has provided considerable understanding
and insight into the area of leadership; his work has served as a path-
Tinder in the investigation of the contingencies which have impact upon
the effectiveness of particular leadership styles and behavior.2 The
model he developed, the Contingency Model of Leadership Effectiveness,
holds promise of systematizing, simplifying, and bringing coherence into
the search for an effective leadership theory.3 It identifies the
situations in which a particular leadership style would be most effec-
tive; i.e., it holds that effectiveness of a particular leadership
style is contingent upon the situation.h

The Contingency Model is based on the concept that the effec-
tiveness of a group, and therefore the leader, is dependent upon inter-
action of the leader's style of relating to group members and upon the

amount of his influence in the group situation.5 Fiedler holds that a

'Fiedler, Leadership Effectiveness, p. 151; Edwin P. Hollander,
"Style, Structure, and Setting in Organizational Leadership," Adminis-
trative Science Quarterly, Vol. 16, No. 1 (March, 1971), p. 2; and
Jo C. Wofford, "Managerial Behavior, Situaticnal Factors, and Preoduc-

tivity and Morale," Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 16, No. 1
(March, 1971), ». 10.

2Robert T. Justis, "leadership Effectiveness: A Contingency

Approach," Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 18, No. 1 (March, 1975),
p. 160.

3’.'lalter Hill, "The Validation and Extension of Fiedler's Theory

of Leadership Effectiveness," Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 12,
No. 1 (March, 1963), p. 34.

hFiedler, Leadership Effectiveness, p. 151.
5Ibid., p. 131.

...... wdta-
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leader may be effective in one situation but not another; and, that
effective leadership, as measured by group performance, is dependent
upon both leadership style and the situation. His model shows in what
situations a given style of leadership is more effective; however, as
indicated earlier, the question of style flexibility of the individual
leader remains. Accordingly, the two main purposes‘of the study are:

1. To apply the Hill methodology to a managerial situation in
the United States to determine the degree of leadership style variation
perceived by subordinates; and, to determine how such variations (if
any) are related to the nature of leadership problems, to superiors'
performance evaluations of subordinates, and to subordinates' satis-
faction with superiors.

2. To examine the relationship between Fiedler's Least-
Preferred-Coworker score and the degrees of leadership flexiblity

identified by the Hill methodology.

Need for the Study

This study stems from a number of general issues and from some
recognized gaps in the research supportive of the leadership literature.

Studies of leadership style changes in organizational settings
have not been sufficiently exploited so as to enable cne to understand
the situational variables that modify leadership req_uirements.1
Leadership influence consists not only of what the superior is able to

do himself or influence others to do directly, but more impertantly,

1Edwin A. Fleishman, "Cverview," Current Develovments in the

Study of Leadership, Ed. by Edwin A. Fleishman and James G. Hunt
(Carbondale: Soutnern Illinois University Press, 1373), p. 181.
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it centers on the indirect impact of organizational phenomena such as
delegation as a means of achieving decentralization. Satisfactory
performance on the part of the superior probably depends in part on
his possession of a cognitive map of what is good (effective) in his
organization along with the skills needed to implement his plan.1
Hence it is of value to relate exercise of leadership flexibility to
managerial effectiveness as observed in the organizational setting.

There is a trend away from the assumption of simple linear
relations to describe the data of leadership research. It is incomplete
to talk about "high and low" considerations for structure, e.g.,
McGregor's dichotomy of Theory X and Theory Y, or, Fiedler's high- and
low-LPC. Fiedler makes the point that he has dealt primarily with two
styles of leadership and that ". . . we know very little about individ-
uals . . . (in) the middle range."2 This situation lends importance to
the examination of the total spectrum of role behavior of effective
supervisors in order to obtain a better understanding of the relationship
between leadership and non-leadership in the supervisor's role and be-
tween leadership and group eft‘ectiveness.3 Consistent with this trend,
this study includes an examination of intermediate leadership styles,
i.e., those in the mid-range of Fiedler's IPC scores.

lT. 0. Jacobs, "Discussant Comments," Contingency Approaches
to Leadership, Ed. by James G, Hunt and Lars LI’TZEsgﬁ‘T%QFEEEEZIE?’
Southern Illinois University Press, 1974), p. 184.

2Fiedler, Leadership Effectiveness, pp. 261-264.

3I-‘].eishman, "Overview," p. 180; Jacobs, Leadership and Exchange,
p. 288; Abraham K. Korman, "Contingency Approaches to Leadership: An
Overview," Contingency Aoproaches to Leadership, Ed. by James G.Hunt
and lLars L. Larson (Carbondale: Southern Illinois University Press,
1974), p. 193.
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While there is a growing acceptance of what is termed a con-
tingency theory of leadership, a question raised by its acceptance is:
Can ". . . a leader behave flexibly enough to cope with varied situa-
tions or, is . . . it necessary to replace the leader as the situation
changes or to modify the situation to fit the leader's capabilities"?1
One answer, expressed by Tannenbaum and Schmidt, is that the successful
leader is one who determines the ™. . . most appropriate behavior at
any given time . . . and is . . . able to behave accordingly."2 A con-
trasting view expressed by Fiedler states that it is ". . . easier to
change almost anything in the job situation than a man's personality

&

and his leadership style."~ This difference of views prompted Hill to

examine the extent to which leaders vary behavior.h
The present study was addressed to producing additional research
on leadership in the organizational setting, on the examination of other-

than-the-extremes of the spectrum of leadership styles, and on further

clarification of the dilemma regarding leadership style flexibility.

Research Focus

The focus of the current study was two-fold. First, it sought
answers (in a United States Navy organization) to the series of research

questions that Hill studied, and it identified differences between the
9

lHill, "Leadership Style," p. éi4.

2R. Tannenbaum and W. He. Schmidt, "How to Choose a Leadership
Pattern," Harvard Business Review (March-April, 1958), p. 301.

3F. E. Fiedler, "Engineering the Job to Fit the Manager,"
Harvard Business Review (September-October, 1965), p. 115.

41111, "leadership Style," p. €L.




results of the two studies. Secondly, it examined (among middle and

first-line managers) the possibility of a relationship between leader-
ship style flexibility, as determined from the use of the instrument
developed by Hill, and Least-Preferred-Coworker scores, obtained from
the use of Fiedler's instrument.

A preliminary step in replication of Hill's research was to
establish the independence of observations, i.e., to determine whether
the observations made by Hill in his research affected the probability
that observations in the current study would be the same. This involved
answering the following research question:

1, Are/leadership flexibility observations in the current study
independeg}/éf/those observed by Hill?
sé//////aﬁe first objective of this study was to replicate Hill's re-

arch and compare the results of the two studies. This made it neces-
sary to seek answers to the following questions which were asked by Hill.,

2. Do subcrdinates perceive leaders using the same style of
leadership for a variety of problems, or do they perceive leaders
altering style to meet different situations?

3. Do leaders vary leadership style with the nature of the
problem? If so, is the change more pronounced for middle or for
first-line managers?

4. Is perceived flexibility related to perfecrmance evaluations
cf subordinates by superiors?

5. Is perceived flexibility related to subordinate's satis-

faction with superiors?

Sl " iy
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The second objective of this study was to examine the relation-
ship between leadership style flexibility, as measured by the Hill
methodology, and the Least—Preferred-dbworker (LPC) scores of Fiedler.
Fiedler postulated that “.~. . leadership effectiveness depends upon .. .
matching the individual's leadership style . . . and the influence which
the group situation provides."1 He viewed leadership style as ". . .
determined by the needs the individual (supervisor) seeks to satisfy in

the leadership situation", and developed the Least-Preferred-Coworker

(LPC) instrument to measure leadership styles.2 Fiedler dealt with only
! the two styles of leadership measured by high- and low-IPC scores while
Hill, in ccntrast, reported a range of five styles from high rigidity
to high flexibility. Since the range of styles reported by Hill and
Fiedler's LPC scores had not been compared, this study also answers the
following research gquestion:

6. 1Is perceived flexibility (as determined by the Hill method-
ology) related to Least~Preferred-Coworker (LPC) scores (as determined

by Fiedler's instrument)?

l Methodology
The replicative thrust of this study dictated use of the method-

ology employed by Hill, while the aspect concerning the relationship

‘ between leadership style flexibility and Least-Preferred-Cowcrker required

lFiedler, Leadership Effectiveness, p. 2L7.

“Ivid, p. 247.
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the use of an instrument developed by Fiedler.1 The instruments employed
are briefly identified below; each is discussed more fully in a later
section of this chapter.

1. The instruments used by Hill to gather data on leadership
flexibility, performance, and satisfaction were also employed in the
current study.

a. The instrument employed to collect leadership flexibil-
ity data was constructed by Hill, subjected by Hill to
pre-test, and finally modified into a usable instrument
as depicted in Figure 1.2

b. The performance evaluation instrument employed by Hill
was extended to include an additional effectiveness

report.3
c. Leadership satisfaction data were collected and measured

using the Job Descriptive Index of Smith, Kendall and
Hulin.”

2. The Least-Preferred-Coworker questionnaire, developed by
Fiedler to provide a relatively simple method for measuring inter-

5

personal perceptions, was used.

14411, "Leadership Style," pp. 62-83; Fiedler, Leadership
Effectiveness, pp. 40-41.

2The sequence of events leading to Hill's final instrument is
illustrated in Figure 1.

3y, S. Department of Air Force, Field Grade Officer Effective-
ness Report, A. F. Form 707, November, 1971.

“p. C. Smith, L. M. Kendall and C. L. Hulin, The Measure of Sat-
isfaction in Work and Retirement (Chicago: Rand McNally, 1969), p. €3.

5

Fiedler, Leadership Effectiveness, p. 38.
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Construct
Initial Final
Sampling Instrument
Instrument
Modified
First ) Improved Second = Improved Third
& Pretest Instrument Pretest Instrument retest
) T T
’ Selected 35 Post-Experience /////1\\\:;\£he 15
‘ . [Managers Students | 15 Managers| | Managers
Comment on Comment on Realism, Comment on Individual
Realism and Ambiguities and Validity Personal
| Understand- Understandability Interview
, ability to
k. ) Validate |

Figure 1. Development of Hill's Leadership Flexibility
Instrument

1This is a summary based on an analysis of Hill's report in
"Leadership Style", pp. 65-66.
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Sources of Data

There were two sources of data for this investigation: 1) Re-
sults of the research conducted by Walter Hill, and 2) a field study.
The data in the research report of Walter A. Hill were used as the basis
for comparing the results of the two studies.1 The remaining data uti-
lized in this study stemmed from a field study conducted with a group of
129 managers in the Naval Training Equipment Center located in Orlando,
Florida. The choice of a United States Navy organization was made with-
in the framework of an agreement between Provost Robert M. Johnson,
Florida State University and the Chief of Naval Education and Training
Support. This agreement, selection of the field research site, and
selection of managers for participation in the study are discussed in

Chapter III.

Research Instruments

The questionnaire technique was used as the primary means of data
collection. This choice stemmed from consideration of three factors:
The requirement to replicate the method used by Hill, the desirability
of uniformity from one measurement situation to another, and the hope that
respondents would have greater confidence in their anonymity and thus
feel freer to express views about their superiors. The interview tech-
nique was employed only to the extent necessary to avoid misinterpreta-
tion, to clarify and to avoid recording baffling responses by the
respondent.

Separate instruments were used to measure the study variables.

1Hill, "Leadership Style," pp. 62-85. This report is discussed
as part of the literature review in Chapter I], and the results reported
by Hill are presented in Appendix B.
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Each of the four instruments employed is discussed in the following

section. Figure 2 depicts the relationship among the four instruments.

Leadership Flexibility Instrument

The Leadership Flexibility Instrument (developed by Hill and
presented in Appendix A) describes four leadership styles available
for use by a manager to solve four different problenf®.

The four leadership styles were designated A, B, C, and D. Styles
A and B were directive in character. The style A manager placed major
emphasis on getting the job done, expected subordinates to accept and
follow directions, and was not overly concerned with feelings and atti-
tudes of subordinates. The style B manager, while still directive,
recognized that good human relations were helpful in encouraging subordi-
nates to effectively implement the tasks prescribed and directed by him.
Styles C and D were both non-directive and participatory in character.
The style C manager recognized his primary concern as the development
and maintenance of positive attitude among subordinates, but also placed
emphasis on getting the job done by taking charge and insuring that a
solution was developed‘and put into action by subordinates. The style
D manager gave major emphasis to building and maintaining good human
relations and to getting subordinates involved in problems so they
would develop and implement good solutions without direction.

The four different problems (situations) were designated as 1,
2, 3, and 4. The first problem reflected a complex interpersonal situa-
tion in which the manager was faced not only with many potentially con-

flicting criteria but also had no immediate way to prove that a decision
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Leadership Flexibility:
Respondent indicated superior's
leadership style flexibility using
leadership style flexibility instrument

Flexibility
related to

Leader Effectiveness: Satisfaction:
¢ Superiors evaluated Respondent indicated
subordinate using satisfaction using
subjective perform- Job Descriptive Index
__ance instrument

Leadership Style:
Respondent indicated leadership
style orientation using Least-
' Preferred-Coworker Instrument

Figure 2. Relationship Among Research Instruments
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taken was correct, The second problem, also made complex by potentially

conflicting criteria and no early way to determine correctness of a deci-

sion, reflected a technical Ssituation. The third problem reflected a
sigple interpersonal situation, and the fourth problem reflected a simple
technical situation. In both of these latter problems there were few
alternatives, and it was relatively €asy to determine quickly the
correctness of 3 decision,

The styles and problems (situations) are summarized in Table 1.
Respondents were asked to indicate which of the four styles their imme-~
diate supervisor would use to solve each of the four different problems.
The degree of leadership style flexibility that respondents ascribed to
their superiors was determined by applying the criteria summarized in
Table 2 to respondents' choices, Application of these criteria per-
mitted a determination of the proportions of managers perceived to be

in each of the five leadership style-flexibility groups.

LEADERSHIP STYLE FLEXTBILITY, CRITERTA
Leadership
Style-Flexibility (sF) Criteria Employed by Hill

Group Notation

Subordinate perceives superior using:

SF-0 The same style for each of four situa-
tions.

SF-1 One style in three of the situations and
a different style in the fourth,

SF-2 Two different styles with each style
employed in two situations,

SF=3 Three different styles with one style

used twice and the other two styles
used once,

SF-4 Four different styles with a different
Style used for each of the situations.

SOURCE: Hili, "Leadership Style," pp. 67-4e,

e
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Leadership Performance Instruments

Two instruments were employed at the Naval Training Equipment
Center for performance evaluation of subordinate managers by their
superiors. These instruments are illustrated in Appendix A as Part

One and Part Two of the Performance Evaluation Questionnaire.

The First Instrument (Part A)

The first instrument is the same as Hill used to obtain an

evaluation of the performance of each respondent by his superior.
The instrument provided the evaluator with a 1list of ". . . six
criteria generally considered important to managerial effectiveness;
for example, how well . . . he plan(ned) his work."1 Instructions
directed the evaluator first to consider the specific assignment of
the subordinate and rank the six criteria in order of importance of
the criteria to the assignment of the individual. Secondly, the eval-
uator was asked to render an evaluation of how well the subordinate
performed with respect to each of the criteria, i.e., to rate the
individual by placing an (X) in the box the evaluator deemed most
appropriate. The score was determined by multiplying the rank
(criteria) number by the rate (performance) number for each of the

six combinations and then taking the sum of the six products.

The Second Instrument
The second instrument used only in the current study is an

abridgment of the Field Grade Officers Effectiveness Report, Air

14111, "Leadership Style," p. 62.
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Force Form 70’7.l It is abridged in the sense that it deletes items

such as identification data, description of present duty, and provisions
for overall evaluation of the individual being rated. It i; similar to
Hill's instrument in that it uses a ". . . six-point scale which ranges
from 'superior, should be promoted' to 'unsatisfactory, should be
replaced'".2 It differs from Hill's instrument in that for each rating
factor (criterion) the evaluator is presented with a series of five
brief descriptions, each indicative of a changing degree of satisfaction
with how well the subordinate is performing his job with respect to the
criterion under consideration.

Instructions directed the evaluator to select that description
which best fitted the individual being rated (by placing an (X) in the
appropriate box). Calculation of the performance score required that
the columns be numbered 1 through 5, starting from the left. The
number of (X) marks in each column was multiplied by th§ number at the

top of the columm. In row 7, 'read' and 'write' were treated aS‘" e

\
separate rows. The score was determined by taking the sum of the

products in all columns.

Leadership Satisfqption Instrument ——— -
" The Job Descriptive Index, developed by Smith, Kendall, and

Hulen as part of the Cornell Studies of Satisfactions, was used to

1U. S. Department of Air Force, Field Grade Officer Effective-
ness Report, A. F. Form 707, 1971.

2Hill, "Leadership Style," p. €i.
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determine a leadership satisfaction score.1 The instrument is pre-
sented in Appendix A.

The Job Descriptive Index (JDI)was job rather than self
referent. It did not ask the respondent directly how satisfied he
was with his superior but rather it required the respondent to indicate
if the item on the instrument described the particular aspect of the
supervision he received. The descriptive format was used by Smith et al.,
because describing some specific aspect of a jobwas easier for the
respondent than trying to describe internal states of feeling.

Procedurally, each respondent in the current study was provided
with a list of adjectives and short phrases and instructed to indicate
whether each word or phrase applied toc the supervision he received on
his job. If a word or phrase applied to his supervisor, he was asked
to indicate "yes" beside that word or phrase. If the word or phrase
did not apply he was asked to indicate "no". If the respondent could

not decide, he was asked to enter a question mark. Each of the

eighteen items in the Job Descriptive Index Instrument was assigned
a value using the weighting information contained in Table 3.2 The
satisfaction score was determined by taking the sum of the weighted

responses.

" lmith, Kendall, and Hulin, The Measure of Satisfaction in
Work and Retirement, pp. 69-85.

“Ibide, Pe 79
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TABLE 3
INFORMATION FOR WEIGHTING ANSWERS

Response Weight
Yes (to positive item) 3
No (to negative item) 3
? (to any item) 1
Yes (to negative item) 0
No (to positive item) 0

SOURCE: Smith, The Measure of Satisfaction in Work and
Retirement, p. 79.

Style of leadership Instrument

The Least-Preferred-Coworker Instrument was used to determine
leadership styles. This instrument was developed by Fiedler as part
of his leadership effectiveness program in which he theorized that the
performance of a group ". . . depends on both the leader's style of
interacting with his group members and the nature of the group situation
in which he and his group found themselves."1

The instrument asked the respondent to describe the person in
his working life with whom he had been able to cooperate least well,

that is, his Least~Preferred Coworker (I.PC).2 The instrument is

1F‘iedler, Leadership Effectiveness, p. 36.

2bide, pe 37.
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presented in Appendix A.l

The lLeast-Preferred-Coworker instrument is a semantic differ-
ential device containing sixteen bipolar adjective items. Each
respondent was asked to describe his least-preferred coworker by
considering each pair of adjectives in turn and by placing an (X) in
one of the eight spaces between the pairs. The most favorable position
on the scale for each adjective was assigned a weight of eighé‘points,
and each intermediate position a lesser score down to a single point
for the least favorable response. The Least-Preferred-Coworker (LPC)
score was generated as the average of the sum of the sixteen individual
item scores.

Fiedler interpreted high-IPC scores as representative of a
relationship (interpersonal) orientation and low-LPC scores as
representative of task (technical) orientation of the respondent. He

reported low-LPC scores as being in the region of 1.2 to 2.2 and high-

IPC scores in the region of L.1 to 5.7.2

Analysis of Research Questions
The following sections provide a discussion of each of the six
research questions identified earlier in the Research Focus section of
tnis chapter. Since these research questionswere not testable directly,
the substantive content of each research question was tested through
the use of statistical hypotheses, each of which expressed an aspect of

a particular research question. The null hypothesis, that is a

YMoid., p. 41.

2Ibid¢ ) p- Ll‘.o
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statistical proposition that there is no relation between variables of

the problem, was employed in each instance.

The procedure for either accepting or rejecting the hypotheses

(and thus answering the research questions) involved the six steps

identified below.’

1.

2.

The
lected as a
measurement

resulted in

A statement of the null hypothesis (Ho).

Choice of a statistical test.

Specification of a significance level (X).

Definition of a region of rejection.

Computation of the value of the statistic.

Application of following decision rule:

a. If value of statistic is in the region of rejecticn,
th‘e decision is to reject the null hypothesis.

b. If the value of the statistic is outside the region
of rejection, the decision is that Ho can not be
rejected at the specified level of significance.

operations allowable on the set of numerical scores col-

result of field research were dependent upon the level of

involved.2 The instruments employed in the field test

scores which have the strength of ranks$ e.g., some

responses indicate greater job satisfaction, greater leadership style

flexibility, or better job performance than other resvonses. These

scales did not meet the requirements of higher levels of measurement,

1Sidney Siegel, Non-Parametric Statistics (New York: McGraw-
Hill Book Company, 1956), pp. 7-1i.

2Ibldo' ppo 2"&"25' 30.
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i.e., interval or ratio, and are viewed as ordinal. Considering
ordinal scaling, hypotheses were tested using non-parametric statis-
tical tests; correlation coefficients were based on rankings (e.g.,
Spearman Y 5 % and the median was used as the statistic mést appro-
priate for describing central tendency.

Hypotheses and statistical tests used in the analyses of each
of the research questions are discussed below. Hypothesis One and Two
are associated with Research Question Onej Hypotheses Three and Four
with Question Two; Hypotheses Five through Eleven with Question Three}
Hypotheses Twelve and Thirteen with Question Four$ Hypothesis Fourteen

with Question Five; and Hypothesis Fifteen with Question Six.

Research Question One

The first research question asked: Are the leadership
flexibility data observed in the current study independent of those
observed by Hill? The answer to this question involved a determination,
first, of whether the response was different from that expected by
chance and, then, whether the response was different from that observed

by Hill. The answer is based on a test of the following two hypotheses:1

Hypothesis One
HO: The distribution of style flexibility groups observed in
the current study is a uniform distribution.
H_: The distribution of style flexibility groups observed in

the current study is not a uniform distribution.

1Data of research consisted of frequencies in discrete categories.
The chi-square tests for significance referred to in this section were
conducted as described by Siegel, Non-Parametric Statistics, pp. 104-111.
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If each of the five style-flexibility classes was perceived
by respondents in equal numbers, the pattern of expected response
would be a uniform distribution. Test of this hypothesis determined
whether the difference between the actual data and the expected data
was one that could be observed if the universe were uniformly distrib-
uted. "Two observations are considered to be independent when infor-
mation about one of them provides no clue whatever as to the other.
Two observations are considered to be dependent if it is possible to
make a better guess about one of them when you know what the other

< 1
one is."

Hypothesis Two
HO: The incidence of subordinates perceiving superiors to be
in each of the five style-flexibility groups is indepen-
dent of (i.e., not dependent upon) the study in which
the observations were made.
H_: The incidence of subordinates perceiving superiors to be

in each of the five style-flexibility groups; is dependent

upon the study in which the observations were made.

Research Question Two

This research question asked: Do subordinates perceive leaders
using the same style of leadership for a variety of problems, or do
they perceive leaders altering style to meet different situations?

The response to this questicn involved an analysis of the overall

lielen Walker and Joseph Lev, Statistical Inference (New Yorks:
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