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Abstract 

This paper reviews some of what is known about leadership, 
focusing on the data collected about the nature of mana- 
gerial work.  These findings point to the unrelenting pace 
and capricious, fragmented, and oral nature of the job. 

If it is accepted that Mintzberg and others have des- 
cribed the managerial job accurately, what would contri- 
bute to effectiveness under such conditions? 

Three dimensions are presented as useful in under- 
standing managerial performance:  complexity/simplicity, 
use of structures, and use of power. 

A way to study leaders is to simulate the variety of 
stimuli confronting them and observe how their activities 
relate to effectiveness in the use of these dimensions. 
A typology is suggested for doing this. 



LOOKING AT LEADERSHIP:  SOME NEGLECTED ISSUES 

Michael M. Lombardo 

Introduction 

Recent leadership research, and its offshoot, leader- 
ship training, has traditionally focused on leader-group 
relationships (e.g., Fiedler, 1967; House, 1971).  The 
implicit assumption is that group productivity, group sat- 
isfaction, group turnover—these are what leadership is all 
about. 

But are they? Do leaders really have that much in- 
fluence over their immediate group? Even if they do, is 
this the stuff of which organizational outcomes are forged? 

The evidence is equivocal.  Overwhelming external 
factors such as the economy, regulatory agencies, politics, 
competition, and labor unions can influence organizational 
outcomes more than organizational leadership (Lieberson & 
O'Connor, 1972; Pfeffer & Salancik, 1975; Salancik & 
Pfeffer, 1975).  Within the organization, the usual clusters 
of leadership behavior which are studied—consideration and 
initiating structure for the group—bear little consistent 
relationship to leadership effectiveness, even at a group 
outcome level (e.g., Korman, 1966).  Overall, the evidence 
of leadership effects is sketchy; the evidence of the mag- 
nitude of these effects, nonexistent (Hall, 1972). 

In Stogdill's (1974) review and analysis of more 
than 3,000 books and articles on leadership, he concludes: 

Four decades of research on leadership 
have produced a bewildering mass of findings. 
Numerous surveys of special problems have 
been published, but they seldom include all 
the studies available on a topic.  It is diffi- 
cult to know what, if anything, has been con- 
vincingly demonstrated by replicated research. 
The endless accumulation of empirical data has 
not produced an integrated understanding of 
leadership.  (p. vii) (italics added) 



The subordinate group focus of leadership research 
has also led to training programs which focus on human 
relations, attitudinal, internal sorts of changes.  Atti- 
tudes such as "consideration" or employee-centeredness are 
taught, but there is little consistent evidence that such 
attitudes are related to performance (Campbell, Dunnette, 
Lawler, & Weick, 1970; Korman, 1966)-  Even if they are, 
the causal arrow could point either way.  It makes as 
much sense to say that performance leads to considerate 
attitudes (actually self-report behavior) as that consider- 
ate attitudes lead to performance.  Recent studies (Porter & 
Lawler, 1968; Schwab & Cummings, 1970; Sheridan & Slocum, 
1975) indicate that under different conditions the arrow 
does point both ways. 

This example points up the central dilemma in apply- 
ing leadership research to leadership in organizations. 
It is fantasy to expect a simple, linear relationship be- 
tween attitudes and performance (Fisher, 1959, said the 
relationship looked like "a twisted pear"); it is even more 
fanciful to expect that other internal and external cri- 
teria relate in some simple fashion—job attitudes and 
turnover, for example (Kraut, 1975). 

The relatively few studies (e.g., Dubin, 1962; Mintz- 
berg, 1973) which describe what leaders actually do also 
question the leader-group focus of leadership research. 
Leaders generally spend as much of their time with non- 
subordinates (peers, colleagues, etc.) as with subordinates. 
Indeed, at the highest levels of organizations, they often 
spend much of their time with outsiders. 

The nature of the managerial job is a reactive one. 
Managers spend their days assimilating, sifting, and 
responding to fragmented, varied, and brief inputs.  They 
suffer a constant overload of information of which they 
retain perhaps l/100th.  There is little time for the calm, 
rational decision making or the cozy group techniques 
recommended by researchers and trainers.  Managers operate 
in an atmosphere which can best be described as frenetic; 
the unexpected is ordinary, ill-structured problems pre- 
dominate, and subordinates are simply one of many critical 
factors contributing to or detracting from their effective- 
ness. 

Atomistic, leader-group research has focused on 
apparent relationships and passed over the context of 
organizations—the intricate, fuzzy demands of the economy, 
peers, government, and the organization itself. 

Leaders and their groups are embedded in complex, often 
contradictory, organizational systems, and to examine them 



outside of this context ignores the richness of reality. 
Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek, and Rosenthal (1964) present 
this argument at length.  How subordinates feel about 
themselves and their leader is influenced by the context 
of the tasks they are performing and by the varied de- 
mands of the organization. 

Leader-group-system relationships are not easy to 
tackle.  Systems are both rational and irrational, subjec- 
tive and objective, random and purposive, cognitive and 
affective.  If leaders face an infinite variety of ill- 
structured situations, catching this phenomenon and study- 
ing it is difficult. 

One mechanism for studying organizations and their 
leaders is the organizational simulation.  Simulations 
offer several advantages.  They order the events of the 
real world into a vehicle which allows for systematic study. 
They allow control over the important variables to be 
studied.  Inputs can be varied, time compressed, and the 
pace quickened or slowed to simulate the conditions 
managers face.  Simulation paradigms allow detailed ex- 
amination of the complex forces impacting on organizations 
from without and within.  In short, simulation can bring 
the richness and complexity of ongoing organizations into 
the laboratory for systematic study. 

This paper is an attempt to provide some conceptual 
underpinnings for understanding the complexity of the leader- 
ship role.  First, what do we know about leadership in 
organizations?  What have decades of research revealed? 
Second, what are some other ways of looking at leadership? 
What other variables might tell us something about leader- 
ship effectiveness?  Third, what hypotheses should be 
included for study in an organizational simulation?  Other 
papers in this series will explore the organizational/ 
environmental context leaders work in and the use of 
simulations to study leadership in organizations. 

What Do We Know About Leadership? 

What kind of variable is leadership?  Sometimes inde- 
pendent, when leaders act upon the organization or en- 
vironment; sometimes dependent, when adapting to the or- 
ganization or subordinates or peers or the environment; 
sometimes a moderator, when modifying the impacts of other 
variables. 

Given this horrendous complexity, it is no surprise 
that Vaill (in press) has questioned whether it makes much 
sense to talk of cause and effect in leadership. 



The measures of effectiveness are so fragmented that 
to speak of effectiveness can connote many possible inter- 
pretations.  Effectiveness has been defined as group pro- 
ductivity, climate, absenteeism, or turnover.  It has been 
defined individually as receiving promotion, solving 
laboratory tasks or puzzles, or perceived effectiveness. 
At the organizational level (rarely measured), effectiveness 
usually involves some number of dollars or completed pro- 
jects as a criterion. 

Any discussion of effectiveness is, therefore, limited 
to whatever the researcher has defined it to be. 

After decades of research, what is known about leader- 
ship? Actually, a fair amount, but not enough for a complete 
picture to emerge. 

1. Consideration and initiating structure bear no 
simple relationship to leadership effectiveness (Kerr & 
Schriesheim, 1974; Korman, 1966). 

2.  Leadership is related to many behaviors, but only 
in specific situations (Campbell, Dunnette, Lawler, & 
Weick, 1970; Gibb, 1969). 

3.  Typical findings from the leadership research 
comprise laundry lists of traits, personality and behavioral 
variables.  The findings also contain distinctions between 
leaders and nonleaders and between effective leaders and 
less effective leaders.  A sampling (from Stogdill, 1974) 
of conclusions about leaders: 

—Strong drive for responsibility and task 
completion 

—Persistence in pursuit of goals 
—Originality in problem solving 
—Drive to exercise initiative in social situ- 

ations 
--Self-confidence and sense of personal identity 
—Willingness to accept consequences of decision 

and action 
—Readiness to absorb interpersonal stress 
—Willingness to tolerate frustration and delay 
--Ability to influence other persons' behaviors 
—Capacity to structure social interaction 

systems to the purpose at hand 



—Exceed followers in factual knowledge about 
persons and events 

—Display behaviors which are valued 
—Valued because spontaneity is contagious and 

stimulates spontaneity in others 
—Widens the field of participation for others 
—Protects the weak and underchosen 
—Encourages participation of less capable 
members of work group 

--Tolerant of the deviate 
--Accepts rather than rejects a wide range of 
member personalities 

—Psychologically distant 
--Effective leaders identify with superiors and 

the organization; less effective identify 
with subordinates 

--Structuring expectations is critical 
—Top managers don't experience as much role 

ambiguity 
--Followers value leaders with influence with 

superiors 

In one study, the author even mentioned that leaders 
drink a lot of coffee.  What does that indicate?  Reaction 
to stress?  High energy level?  Dislike of tea? 

The hodgepodge of findings simply proves again that 
leadership is, well, complex. 

4.  Some of the most intriguing findings in the litera- 
ture deal with what managers/leaders do all day. 

McCall (1977) organizes these findings into three 
categories: 

The Pace of Managerial Work.  Studies of higher level 
managers confirm the unrelenting pace and capricious nature 
of managerial work.  One study of a Swedish top executive 
found that he was undisturbed for 23 minutes or more only 
12 times in 35 days (Carlson, 1951).  Mintzberg (1973), 
in a study of five top executives, found that half of 
their activities lasted nine minutes or less, and only 
one-tenth lasted more than one hour. 

Managers have little control over their activities. 
Mintzberg (1975) found that the managers in his study 
initiated only 32 percent of their contacts and that 93 
percent of the contacts were arranged on an "ad hoc" 
basis. 



Because managers participate in so many activities, 
their job never ends.  They are often guessing, reacting, 
never sure of success, and never able to say there is noth- 
ing else to be done.  Their heavy work load mandates that 
they be proficient at superficiality (Mintzberg, 1973). 
They have neither the time nor the specialized knowledge 
to engage in in-depth activities.  Their work is character- 
ized by brevity, variety, and fragmentation. 

Time with the Work Group.  Mintzberg1s (1973) execu- 
tives spent an average of only 48 percent of their contact 
time with subordinates, even though the subordinate groups 
contained most of their respective organizational member- 
ships.  This and other studies indicate that managers spend 
between 40 and 66 percent of their time with nonsubordinates-' 
a group including superiors, peers, professional colleagues, 
members of other departments and units, and outsiders. 

Most of their time is actually spent in meetings dis- 
cussing strategy, negotiating, and performing ceremonial 
functions (Mintzberg, 1973).  Although time spent with the 
work group is critical, it is only one of the criticalities 
in the often harried manager's existence. 

Managers and Media.  Managerial work is primarily 
oral.  They spent 60 to 80 percent of their time in conver- 
sation (Dubin, 1962).  Brewer and Tomlinson (1963-64), 
Burns (1954), Dubin and Spray (1964), and Mintzberg (1973) 
cite evidence emphasizing the high percentage of managerial 
time spent talking.  Much of this talk is directed at ex- 
changing information (Home & Lupton, 1965; Mintzberg, 1973), 
and very little of it is spent giving orders or issuing 
instructions (Home & Lupton, 1965) . 

Managers are not reflective planners.  Their decisions 
are usually based on orally-acquired information and intui- 
tion.  They value current, specific, well-defined, and non- 
routine activities.  They place less value in long memos, 
mail, and routine reports.  Much of managerial power de- 
rives from the amount of information which is the manager's 
alone.  This data base is primarily acquired orally and, 
lacking the means to disseminate all of it to others, 
managers are often unable to delegate decision-making 
responsibility.  Because of this, most of their decisions 
are based on rational faith rather than rational judgment 
(e.g., Cyert & March, 1963; Katz & Kahn, 1966; March & 
Simon, 1958; Pettigrew, 1973). 

To check the accuracy of the various studies on mana- 
gerial work, the investigators on this project conducted 



a series of interviews with middle-level managers and 
corporation presidents and vice-presidents.  Their acti- 
vities were clustered into 12 tentative categories (see 
Table 1, page 8). 

Our interviews confirmed much of what has appeared 
in this review.  The activity clusters derived are simi- 
lar to those of Mintzberg (1973).  As the research pro- 
gresses, these activity clusters will be modified.  At 
present, they represent a working model. 

We know enough about leadership to conclude the 
following: 

—Leadership is a complex set of behaviors. 
--The nature of managerial work is frenetic and 

capricious. 
--Leadership involves making decisions with less- 

than-complete information, etc. 
--The "situation" leaders work in extends far beyond 

the work group to organizational and environmental de- 
mands.  To further foul up our analysis, this "situation" 
is constantly changing. 

Looking at Leadership 

In looking at leadership, a reasonable place to jump 
off from is the descriptions of what leaders do all day. 
The question to be considered here is, "If Mintzberg and 
others have described the managerial job accurately, what 
would contribute to effectiveness under such conditions?" 
This paper will suggest three possible components of 
effectiveness--complexity, use of structure, and use of 
power—along with one caution about leadership effectiveness, 

Leadership and Complexity 

Weick (in press) has commented that a leader must be 
as complex as the system he or she is up against.  A 
leader must have the "requisite variety" to cope with the 
complexity of organizations.  If this is so, what is this 
ability to cope with ambiguous, ill-structured situations? 

Complexity usually goes under the names of conceptual 
complexity or cognitive complexity.  It is characterized 
by "flexible and open cognitive systems; the use of many 



Table 1 

What Managers Do 

oo 

Activity 

Symbolic 

Staff develop- 
ment and 
education 

Monitor 

Disseminator 

5.  Entrepreneur 

Definition 

Activities in which the manager represents 
symbolically or ceremonially the unit or 
organization 

Deciding on and arranging for educational 
and developmental activities for oneself, 
one's staff, or the organization; also 
performing mentor roles 

Gathering information on the progress of 
work; looking for deviations 

Informing others of unit or organizational 
activities; basic information sharing 

Find or create opportunities to improve 
work activities 

Examples 

Going to anniversary dinners, attend- 
ing retirement parties, making 
speeches, joining civic organizations 

Requesting 0D help; picking university 
courses; detecting lack of financial 
education in the organization; meet- 
ing with consultants or taking personal 
time to help staff 

Visiting production sites; reviewing 
engineering strategies, subordinate 
performance, financial and production 
statements 

Budget reports; informing other divi- 
sions of activities; distributing 
statistical summaries on departmental 
issues; explaining sensitive issues 
to those concerned 

Examine requests for new products, 
proposals to diversify product lines, 
new advertising campaigns; prepare 
competitive bids; invest in land or 
other corporations; take greater ad- 
vantage of tax credits 



6.  Resource 
Allocation 

7.  Hip Shots 

8.  Persuasion 

9.  Structuring 
and Design 

Using available resources (human, technical, 
mechanical, physical, financial) for work 
accomplishment 

Taking immediate action in response to a 
serious problem 

Using influence to gain some control over 
forces which are not directly controllable 

Changing organizational structure to 
improve work processes 

10.  Routine Taking care of formal requirements 
Administration 

11. Network 
Construction 

12. Nuisances 

Joining or participating in activities to 
create potentially useful contacts 

Time-consuming events not directly related 
to organizational goals 

Project planning; arranging loans; 
interview job candidates; staffing 
arrangements after transfers or 
promotions; sub-contracting 

Cost over-runs; change in sales or 
production forecast; pollution or 
affirmative action problems; 
emergencies (strikes, fires, etc.) 

Choosing Board nominees; testifying 
at trade associations; selling new 
products internally; negotiating 
contracts; requesting major expendi- 
tures; negotiating with government 
officials; finding adequate housing 
for employees; getting community 
improvements 

Reorganize divisions; set up depre- 
ciation or budgeting procedures; 
set up reporting relationships, 
staff meetings, etc. 

Reviewing applications; in-basket 
materials; MBO reviews; coordinate 
paperwork; estimate cost and issue 
purchase orders on routine matters 

Serving on external boards and in 
community groups 

Customer complaints; phones out of 
order; interruptions 

UD 
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dimensions in an integrated, combinatorial fashion; a 
search for novelty and further information; and the ability 
to consider multiple points of view simultaneously" 
(Suedfeld & Rank, 1976). 

Harvey (1966), Schroder (1971), and Suedfeld (1968) 
argue that complexity is not a personality trait.  Rather, 
it seems to be a flexible, situation-specific response 
style (Suedfeld & Rank, 1976).  In Schroder, Driver, and 
Streufert's (1967) terms, it is the ability to generate 
large numbers of dimensions, discriminate among these 
dimensions, and integrate these dimensions into novel and 
flexible configurations. 

Cognitive simplicity, on the other hand, is character- 
ized by concrete responses—overgeneralization; hierarchical; 
absolute; little conflict or diversity; no viewing of 
situations from another point of view; and fast closure 
(Schroder, Driver, & Streufert, 1967). 

As complexity is not a trait, most people are simple 
about some things ("I like movies") and complex about 
others ("I approve and disapprove of wars").  Cognitive 
simplicity/complexity is also content-free, totally unbiased 
toward any belief.  "I love violence" and "I abhor violence" 
or "Everyone should be free" and "Everyone should submit 
to authority" are equally simple.  Political conservatives 
and third-world guerrillas can be equally complex (or 
simple).  The construct is a structural one. 

Although we know what complexity is conceptually, 
empirically we know little.  The relationships among the 
various complexity measures are shaky (Seaman & Koenig, 
1974; Suedfeld, Tomkins, & Tucker, 1969; Vannoy, 1965). 
Like many other aspects of human behavior, complexity is 
easy to muse about and hard to measure. 

In his excellent book. The Psychology of Consciousness 
(1972), Ornstein likens our guesses about the human brain 
to three blind men examining an elephant.  One says it is 
long and tubular; one, rough and scaly; one, thin and 
flappy.  Ornstein also cites an EEC expert who says that 
measuring what goes on in the brain is like putting a 
stethoscope to the hood of a car.  We can tell if it's on 
and maybe how much. 

When we've put our stethoscope to work on complexity, 
what sort of tubes and scales and flaps have we found? 

Complexity has been related in some fashion to in- 
telligence (Schroder, Driver, & Streufert, 1967), to field 



11 

independence (Wardell & Royce, 1975), and to creativity1 

(Hare & Gaier, 1971; Schroder, Driver, & Streufert, 
1967; similar descriptions in MacKinnon, 1975, and Arieti, 
1976).  Complexity is also conceptually similar to internal- 
external locus of control as defined by Rotter (1966). 

Although not identical, many of the same processes 
are evident in these constructs—the abilities to analyze, 
break set, eliminate distractions, experiment with dif- 
ferent categories, generate categories internally, etc. 

Complexity is also not solely cognitive in the sense 
of making linear judgments.  It apparently involves both 
halves of the brain (as does creativity), the linear, 
verbal, logical left side and the holistic, spatial, non- 
verbal right side (Ornstein, 1972; Mintzberg, 1976). 

The importance of these research findings is that 
they confirm that complexity is vital to both creativity 
and effective information processing.  The process by which 
thoughts take place is not understood, and is certainly 
not amenable to rational dissection.  Again, our attempts 
to ascertain what creative thoughts (or rational thoughts) 
are can be likened to the blind men circling the elephant. 

Looking at complexity as a construct which has 
aspects similar to creativity suggests some other ways of 
looking at leadership. 

The importance of humor (Arieti, 1976; Freud, 1916; 
Koestler, 1964) in creativity is well-documented, and the 
characteristics of humor have much in common with what we 
know about complexity.  Humor involves seeing problems 
and incongruities where others don't; simultaneous cate- 
gorization, unique associations, breaking set.  McCall 
(1977) has used the analogy of humor in recognizing or- 
ganizational incongruities. 

Other aspects of creativity, such as Janusian think- 
ing2 (Rothenberg, 1971) and tolerance of stress, have mean- 
ing in a leadership context.  Janusian thinking has been 

1Field independence and creativity are also positively 
related (Bottenberg, Finster, & Wehner, 1974).  Gruenfeld 
(1970) found field independence to be positively related to 
judging both creativity and competence. 

''Ability to conceive and utilize two or more opposite 
or contradictory ideas, concepts, or images simultaneously. 
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correlated with creativity in a group of successful 
executives (Rothenberg, 1973) and there is some evidence 
as well as common sense behind the claim that top managers 
handle stress well (Kiev, 1974). 

One cannot look at studies of leadership effective- 
ness without seeing obvious similarities with studies of 
creative persons.  Risk-taking, complexity, internal 
control, the ability to deal with opposites and contra- 
dictions—all these to some extent describe both the 
creative person and the effective leader. 

Schroder, Driver, and Streufert's (1967) description 
of the complex individual and Mintzberg's (1973) list of 
managerial skills contain elements from both the literature 
of creativity and the literature of leadership. 

MacKinnon (1975) mentions two blocks to creativity: 
fear of making mistakes and social disapproval (high 
exposure jobs—those where leaders routinely run the risk 
of making major mistakes—would be particularly vulnerable 
to these blocks (Stewart, 1976)). 

This brings us to the essential oppositeness of 
creative leadership.  Jobs which require the most creativity 
are the most exposed and most likely to have pressures for 
being rational and cautious.  As stress and playfulness 
are keys to creative endeavor, the creative leader is an 
opposite—a playful logician, a risk-taking stop sign. 

This ability to use opposites and contradictions--often 
called creative leaps—may be an important component of 
leadership effectiveness. 

Complexity and stress.  It is often said that leaders 
like to take risks and there is some evidence that they 
do (Kiev, 1974).  In some respects, saying that leaders 
are risk-takers is a so-what-else-is-new declaration. 
People hopefully don't rise to the top by doing nothing 
or by playing it safe.  But if this is so, leaders must 
either like certain types of stress or deal with it well 
since stress is their daily diet.  By stress we mean the 
person's assessment of his or her capability to handle a 
situation and the importance of handling the situation. 
The first part involves capacity; the second involves need. 
If a person feels capable of handling a situation, yet 
considers the consequences irrelevant (doesn't want the 
reward or doesn't see failure as a severe blow), little 
stress is perceived.  However, if the chance of success is 
low and the importance of that success is high, severe 
stress can be perceived. 
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The type of stress which is appealing to leaders 
seems to be moderate stress, where leaders can take cal- 
culated risks.  This is where performance is highest and 
interest is usually greatest (Anderson, 1976; Schroder, 
Driver, & Streufert, 1967). 

There is disagreement on what risk-taking is.  Some 
researchers consider it a situation-specific response. 
Kogan and Wallach (1967) and Slovic (1972) say that the 
best predictor of risk-taking behavior is having taken 
risks in similar situations.  By this argument, one who is 
willing to take risks on the job may be a cautious driver 
or vice versa. 

Other evidence (Knowles, Cutter, Walsh, & Casey, 
1973) indicates that risk-taking may be a general motiva- 
tional trait—a tendency to approach rather than avoid risk 
situations.  Regardless of what kind of attribute risk- 
taking is, who would prosper in risky, stressful, ambiguous 
situations?  The complex.  Schroder, Driver, and Streufert 
(1967) demonstrate this with a variety of findings: 

—Under stress, information processing becomes 
less complex (see also Drabek & Haas, 1969). 
Once maximal complexity is reached, perceptual 
systems first cut down on intake through 
filtering and omission, then on output. The 
quality of decisions goes down; the quantity 
usually increases. 

—Complex individuals can deal with more stress 
(information load, diversity, information 
change; severity of consequences), make more 
complex decisions, and last longer before 
their perceptual systems go into decline.3 
In high stress situations, they remain capable 
of producing high quality decisions.  High 
quality refers to generating new dimensions 
internally rather than accepting dimensions 
as given, using many sources of information 
over time, and integrating these dimensions 
into new configurations.  The complex are 
better at seeing problems where others don't 
and arriving at solutions which others don't 
see (see also Mitchell, Smyser, & Weed, 1975; 
Anderson, Hellriegel, & Slocum, 1977). 

3 
So-called stimulus addicts (Ogilvie, 1974) and 

people with high auditory thresholds (Sales, Guydosh, & 
lacono, 1974) also enjoy complex and often stressful 
situations. 
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—Internally-controlled managers perceive less 
stress in situations and act more effectively 
in coping with stressful situations than do 
the externally-controlled (Mitchell, Smyser, 
& Weed, 1975; Anderson, Hellriegel, & Slocum, 
1977). 

—Interpersonally, they also differ.  Cognitively 
simple individuals tend toward aggression and 
power plays in complex situations.  The complex, 
because they are flexible in their adoption 
of others' perspectives, have better interpersonal 
relations under conditions of disagreement 
(Schroder, Driver, & Streufert, 1967). 

An interesting footnote to this argument comes from 
the LPC research.  As stress increases, both high and low 
LPCs go with their predominant behaviors (Larson & Rowland, 
1973; Mitchell, 1970).  In stressful situations high LPCs 
(more complex according to some studies) attend more to 
interpersonal relations and handle them more effectively. 

The relationship of stress and complexity is not 
linear, however (Schroder, Driver, & Streufert, 1967).  It 
is an inverted U.  Complex individuals perform best under 
conditions of optimal stress (moderate).  At high and low 
levels they don't do as well as simple individuals.  This 
makes good common sense.  As Mitchell (1972, p. 41) commented, 
"In settings that are relatively simple or extremely stress- 
ful, the ability to make fine differentiations might lead to 
irrelevant behavior on the part of the leader." 

Stress, after all, is frustrating.  When frustrated, 
we can:  (1) use goal-directed behavior (define problem; 
specify job goals; set up structures for realizing goals, 
resource allocation); (2) fight (aggression, regression, 
fixation) (Behling & Schriesheim, 1976; Locke, 1975; 
Mintzberg, 1973; Wilkens & Haynes, 1974); (3) fail and 
withdraw.  (For similar typologies see Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, 
Snoek, & Rosenthal, 1964; Anderson, Hellriegel, & Slocum, 
1977.)  The complex gravitate toward alternative (1), the 
simple toward alternatives (2) and (3). 

Complexity and effectiveness.  Complex leaders are 
indeed more effective under certain conditions.  A summary 
of the major findings follows: 

1.  Suedfeld and Rank (1976) found that successful 
revolutionary leaders were those who were able to shift 
gears from the single-minded dedication needed to foment 
revolution to the subtle complexities of negotiation and 
tightrope-walking once power has been attained.  Examples 
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of leaders who successfully made the transition— 
Jefferson, Lenin, Washington; failures—Trotsky, Hamilton, 
Guevara. 

2. Mitchell (1972) found that complex leaders have 
higher performance on lab tasks than simple leaders. 
Simple leaders think they have more influence and control, 
the opposite of the way their subordinates see them. 
However, simple and complex leaders don't differ in their 
behaviors; this is more a function of the task (Hackman, 
1966).  What differentiates them is that the complex vary 
their behavior more.  It is not what the leader does 
(being considerate), rather his or her ability to change 
set. 

3. Psychologically distant leaders may do better 
because they individuate.4  A leader who individuates is 
able to differentiate sharply between more and less competent 
subordinates and between self and others.  Those who fail 
to individuate (make a lot of group decisions, diffuse 
responsibility widely) suffer a loss in group productivity 
(Fiedler, 1964).  Although research involving Fiedler's LPC 
is contradictory,5 Mitchell (1970) found that high LPCs 
were more complex and differentiated more sharply between 
task and interpersonal dimensions.  Overall, high LPCs 
make more discriminations between aspects of task situa- 
tions while low LPCs pay more attention to interpersonal 
situations.  This ties in with the often repeated observation 
that managers are task-oriented,6 primarily concerned with 
goals, production, and competence; concern for feelings is 
a minor emphasis (Campbell, Dunnette, Lawler, & Weick, 
1970).  Effective managers apparently make sharp distinctions 
between task and interpersonal characteristics of a 

There is a positive correlation between individuation 
and morale; between individuation and productivity (Ziller, 
1964).  Field independent managers have high variability 
in their ratings of others (Gruenfeld & Arbuthnot, 1969). 

5Hill (1969) and Mitchell (1970) relate the LPC to 
complexity.  Larson and Rowland (197 4) found the LPC un- 
related to complexity in the area of interpersonal relations; 
Evans and Dermen (1974) found that the low LPC was cog- 
nitively simple but that the high LPC was not necessarily 
complex. 

6Task-orientation means objectivity, persistence, 
confidence, tolerance of deviant opinions and conflict 
(Bass, 1969). 
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situation.  In other words, they don't make group decisions 
just to make their subordinates happy.  They make group 
decisions because they feel, in that instance, that a 
group decision would be more effective. 

4. Suggested by the author's interpretation of Kerr 
(1975)—Those who reward more productive behaviors will 
be more complex because they are better able to spot organi- 
zational incongruities.  Those who are more simple will 
reward A when hoping for B (MBO often rewards attainable 
goals while hoping for risky, creative ones). 

5. Schroder, Driver, and Streufert (1967) found 
dramatic differences between cognitively simple and complex 
individuals.  They found that the following characteristics 
differentiate complex from simple individuals.  Complex in- 
dividuals : 

a. give more information in decisions (see also 
Nydegger, 1975) 

b. qualify their decisions with remarks indicating 
doubt 

c. use more dimensions 

d. track information not immediately available 

e. spend more time processing information 

f. increase search and processing as uncertainty 
increases 

g. perform better in public 

h.  use more complex decision-making strategies 

i.  have less overgeneralized strategies 

j.  use less retaliation under stress 

k.  don't differ from simple if both environment 
and criterion are simple 

1.  persist in face of failure 

m.  are more open to attitude change 

n.  use instrumental (rational) aggression; con- 
crete are usually irrational and retaliatory 
if they are providence; totally nonaggressive 
if they are nonviolent (inflexible) 
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o.  formulate long-term strategies 

p.  show more understanding of the other side. 

In summary, complex individuals are more effective 
in many leadership situations because they are more ver- 
satile.  They shift gears better, are more flexible, and 
individuate more sharply than concrete individuals. 

Use of Structures 

Question:  "What do you enjoy most?" 

Manager:   "I love messes.  I've been sent to be plant 
manager at failing plants, been a chief 
engineer who couldn't read a blueprint. 
Wherever there's a mess, that's where I 
hope   sends me." 

Question:  "You were chief engineer and couldn't 
read a blueprint?" 

Manager:   "That doesn't matter.  The key to solving 
problems is setting things up right." 

Setting things up right involves the use of structures. 
No leader can attend to everything, and even if he or she 
could, there are too many unknowns for this to be an effec- 
tive strategy. 

Dealing with the complicated problems of organizations 
requires relying on others in a systematic fashion.  The 
question becomes one of dealing with the unknown, the 
fragmented and the capricious, through the use of structures. 

Although structuring in the sense of initiating structure 
has been studied intensely, the focus has been narrow— 
the work group and its goals.  Structuring involves far more 
than this.  Three examples where using structures is criti- 
cal follow. 

Leadership and stability/instability.  Leaders exist 
in organizations and environments which are part stable, 
part unstable; part simple, part complex; and which are 
subject to change without notice. 

Effective behavior clearly involves telling which is 
which and acting accordingly.  Stability and instability 
of organizations and their environments will be discussed 
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at length in Organization Structure and Environment: 
Implications for Managerial Work by Morgan McCall.  For the 
purposes of this paper, suffice it to say that different 
behaviors are called for in stable as opposed to unstable 
situations.  For example, in a stable environment, more ef- 
fective managers control and use their time constructively. 
In unstable environments, more effective managers flexibly 
accept problems and do less scheduling (Porter & Van Maanen, 
1969). 

Schroder, Driver, and Streufert (1967) present four 
levels of information processing structure.  These provide 
a model for effective response.  Level 1 strategies call 
for categorical thinking in responding to simple situations, 
while Level 4 calls for using many alternative processes 
which are flexible and unique. 

Leaders and judgment.  Human beings have very limited 
information processing systems (March & Simon, 1958; Slovic, 
1972).  Slovic noted certain characteristics of human 
judgment: 

a. Feeding more information increases confi- 
dence but not accuracy. 

b. We overestimate importance of minor cues. 

c. We underestimate importance of major cues. 

d. We are conservative processors--the shifts 
we note are smaller than they really are.  We have 
trouble integrating diverse information. 

Many important decisions are made by nonrational, in- 
tuitive processes (see Abelson, 1976; Ajzen, 1977; Slovic, 
Fischhoff, & Lichtenstein, 1977; Tversky & Kahneman, 1974). 
Decisions are often made incrementally, without a final 
purpose in mind.  Mintzberg (Mintzberg, Raisinghani, & 
Theoret, 1976) found that managers handle ill-structured prob- 
lems by subdividing them into manageable bites.  The deci- 
sions he studied took up to 25 years in some cases and were 
characterized by novelty, complexity, and open-endedness. 
Most of the effort was expended in searching for solutions; 
evaluation of proposed solutions was relatively unimportant 
and only one custom-made solution was detailed in each case. 
Although much time was spent in gathering information, de- 
tailed development of solutions so they could be compared 
was too time consuming and expensive. 

Lord (1976) found that (1) on highly structured prob- 
lems, defining the problem as a group endeavor was un- 
necessary because people can usually work on tasks alone. 
An example of this might be the production of an annual 
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report.  Assignments are made, data collected, and work 
proceeds relatively independently until the final stages 
when the various sections must be integrated; (2) with 
problems which are less clear, when there are several solu- 
tions and several paths to them, defining the problem is 
critical (see also Ball-Rokeach, 1973), i.e., if there are 
several well-qualified candidates for a job, defining the 
problem (determining the criteria for job selection) is 
necessary; (3) on unstructured problems, the kinds leaders 
deal most often with (McCall & Lombardo, in press), de- 
fining the problem doesn't particularly help because of the 
infinite number of possibilities.  Solving ill-structured 
problems seems to be a process of generating a variety of 
solutions, then selecting (often through intuition) one 
detailed solution which is implemented through a succes- 
sion of sub-decisions.  A case in point might be McDonnell- 
Douglas's desire to compete favorably with Boeing resulting 
in its entry into the airbus race with the DC-10. 

The problem gets defined and redefined continuously 
down the line.  As Cohen, March, and Olsen (1972) and 
Cohen and March (1974) also note, decisions don't proceed 
from problem definition to solution in any rational se- 
quence--sometimes solutions float around looking for 
problems. 

At best, in Mintzberg's terms, "The designers may 
begin with a vague image of some ideal solution... 
they grope along, building their solution brick by brick 
without really knowing what it will look like until it 
is completed."  (Mintzberg, Raisinghani, & Theoret, 1976, 
p. 256) 

For leaders, groping and coping with ill-structured 
problems is a critical ability—what Weick (in press) has 
called requisite variety and what is referred to here as 
complexity.  In Mintzberg's (1973) observational study, 
four of his ten managerial roles reflect this ability. 

Leaders and feedback.  Human learning depends on feed- 
back on the results of one's behavior.  Given the fragmented, 
oral nature of managerial work, leaders often get vague and 
miscellaneous feedback.  Because they are generalists, 
superficially involved with many different projects, 
intimately involved with only a few, it is difficult for 
them to give feedback as well.  Both giving and receiving 
feedback, however, is critical to their effectiveness. 

Unfortunately, little research has been done on 
this critical process in organizations. 

Mintzberg (1973) describes three informational roles 
of the manager; McCall (1975) describes the sources and 
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types of information important to different functions and 
levels of the organization; and McCall (1976) provides a 
conceptual model of the feedback process in organizations. 

Building a network of contacts, extracting important 
information and passing it on, designing tasks to provide 
useful feedback, and simply exchanging information are how 
managers spend the majority of their time (Mintzberg, 1973). 

Setting up feedback systems, judgment systems, and 
systems for dealing with stability and instability may be 
a major factor in leadership effectiveness.  Such structures 
are the leader's method of chopping up reality and capturing 
vague intuitions and bits of information to see which 
actions need to be taken. 

Leadership and Power 

Power is another important, but little studied, vari- 
able in the leadership literature.  Mintzberg (1973) de- 
tails it in his interpersonal roles.  Stewart (1976) 
speaks of internal trading and negotiating as key behaviors 
in her interview studies.  The manner in which coalitions 
are formed (Lundberg, in press; Salancik & Pfeffer, 1977) is 
another important activity. 

The basis of power seems to be the ability to take 
or not to take actions that are desired by others 
(Salancik & Pfeffer, 1977). 

Conditions leading to the observation of power. 

I.  Scarcity of a resource 

II.  Ambiguity 

A. Clarity of standards 
B. Knowledge of cause and effects 

III.  Alternatives 

A. Availability 
B. Willingness to use 
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These conditions^ plus some comments by Porter (1976) 
and Jacobs (1974) suggest that we might observe the opera- 
tion of power in the following situations: 

a. reorganization due either to the development 
of a new product or acquisition of a company; 

b. reorganization necessitated by poor profits 
(dropping a product line, function, or company); 

c. personnel decisions relating to transfer. 

Based on the discussions of French and Raven (1959), 
Pettigrew (1973), and Salancik and Pfeffer (1977)8 

power is increased by: 

a. controlling critical resources--important 
events flow through you; 

b. structuring organizations to institution- 
alize a person or a function through the control of 
information, rewards, and punishment, etc.; 

c. ability to write and rewrite the history of 
the organization; 

d. having unique knowledge, particularly that 
which reaches higher-ups; 

e. position and status; 

f. having been successful in the past (track 
record); and 

g. having group support and/or support of those 
in authority. 

At a more specific level, several articles (Falbo & 
Gryskiewicz, 1976; Martin & Sims, 1956; Michener & 
Suchner, 1972; Strauss, 1962) discuss the types of be- 
haviors which enhance power. 

7NO clear-cut standards, restricted alternatives, 
and scarce resources (see Hinings, Hickson, Pennings, & 
Schneck, 1974; Jacobs, 1974; Pfeffer, Salancik, & 
Leblebici, 1976; Tushman, 1976). 

8See also Hinings, Hickson, Pennings, & Schneck, 
1974; Jacobs, 1974. 
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Power, at least for subunits of organizations, is 
increased by: 

a. ability to cope with an uncertain or problem 
area; 

b. possession of unique or special skills in 
the subunit; and 

c. responsibility for work or area on which 
others depend. 

If an organizational subunit"s power depends on its ability 
to deal with an area on which other units depend, one can 
determine the locations of power.  Greatest power should 
accrue to those subunits which can handle problems in an 
unstable environment or which handle integral, linking-pin 
functions. 

Political activity in the sense of getting things 
done through people is an important part of the leader's 
job.  It may be in this arena that many of the social 
aspects (persuasion, use of language) of leadership are 
most evident. 

A Caution:  Leadership as a Dependent Variable 

What affects leaders?  Given the reactive nature of 
their jobs, assuming that they have unilateral control over 
what they do (as many studies have) is erroneous.  Their 
job is actually characterized by a lack of control (Gamson & 
Scotch, 1964; Kelley, 1971; Lieberson & O'Connor, 1972; 
McCall & Lombardo, in press; Mintzberg, 1973; Schopler & 
Layton, 1972) . 

A series of studies has shown their behavior to also 
be a consequence of subordinate behaviors (Crowe, Bochner, 
& Clark, 1972; Farris & Lim, 1969; Lowin & Craig, 1968) 
and situational conditions (Hill & Hughes, 1974).  Pfeffer 
and Salancik (1975) show that the leader's superior has 
great influence on task behaviors while subordinates 
strongly influence social behaviors. 

Leaders are obviously influenced by many forces. 
How are they perceived?  What underlies a person being seen 
as a leader? 

Leaders are not seen as having one style of behaving 
(Hill, 1973) and leaders see their behavior in more 
participative terms than do their subordinates (Jago & 
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Vroora, 1976).  Many perceptions about leaders may have 
little to do with their performance.  Pfeffer (in press) 
explains much of our thinking about leadership as attri- 
bution—the tendency of human beings to attribute outcomes 
to persons rather than shadowy, environmental forces out- 
side their control.  Leadership perceptions may be more 
related to position or use of language or social power 
(see Lord, 1977) than to functional behavior. 

Eden and Leviatan (1975) found that they could repli- 
cate the factor structure found in the Ohio State studies 
even under absurd conditions.  Students were asked to 
describe managers in a fictitious plant using a well- 
known survey.  The students, even those with no experience 
in organizations, came up with the same factors— 
basically, consideration and initiating structure.  This 
raises some difficult questions concerning the qualities 
attributed to leaders.  Are they any more than cultural 
values—concern for goals and for the people who carry out 
those goals? 

Weick (in press) has argued that we punctuate events to 
define the truth in retrospect.  Staw (197 5) found that 
knowledge of performance may cause attribution of one set 
of characteristics to a high performing group and a differ- 
ent set to low performing group.  Mitchell, Larson, and 
Green (1977) came to a similar conclusion—that percep- 
tions of performance result in higher ratings of situational 
characteristics (task structure, group atmosphere, position 
power) and may also lead to higher ratings on leader be- 
havior. 

Attribution of characteristics confounds our inter- 
pretations of leadership effectiveness.  Care must be taken 
in deciding whether leader behaviors and/or situational 
characteristics lead to performance or whether causation 
may actually be reversed (or simply inferred). 

Simulating the Managerial Job 

The question which prompted this review was, "If 
we assume that Mintzberg and others have described the 
managerial job accurately, what would contribute to ef- 
fectiveness under such conditions?"  The points which have 
been surfaced in this review, then, were made in accordance 
with what is known about the nature of managerial work 
(hectic, stressful, fragmented, oral, etc.). 

In summary, a way to study leaders is to simulate the 
variety of stimuli confronting them and observe how their 
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activities relate to effectiveness in the use of certain 
dimensions. 

Rather than take a leader-group focus, this review 
presents a structural argument.  The nature of leadership 
in organizations is such that it is important to look at 
the processes by which the work gets done. 

We have defined leadership activities in terms of 
the 12 clusters presented on pages 8 and 9.  In the simu- 
lation, we will be examining how these clusters relate 
to effectiveness in the use of the three dimensions sur- 
faced in this review: 

1. Complexity/Simplicity.  Complexity--generating 
large numbers of problem dimensions, shifting gears as 
situations change, and forming novel viewpoints (which 
may be creative leaps).  Simplicity—having few dimensions 
which are not integrated; closure on problems is done 
quickly; rigid, almost yes/no method of problem solving- 

2. Use of Structures.  Setting up mechanisms for feed- 
back, judgment, and stable/unstable conditions to get a 
fix on organizational problems. 

3. Use of Power.  Using social skills, rewards and 
punishments to control organizational events. 

For example, we may hypothesize that handling nuisances 
may call for simplicity, network building for complexity, 
and resource allocation for the use of structures. 

It is suggested, then, that the nature of the job 
requires leaders to apply complexity/simplicity (certain 
types of mental functioning), set up structures (a certain 
kind of technical skill), and use power to get things 
done (a social skill). 

As one observer put it, "Executives just sort of dash 
around."  Capturing their dashing through an organiza- 
tional simulation and subjecting their actions to analysis 
may tell us something about leadership effectiveness in 
complex organizations. 



25 

Bibliography 

Abelson, R. P.  Script processing in attitude formation 
and decision-making.  In J. S. Carroll & J. W. Payne 
(Eds.), Cognition and social behavior.  New York: 
LEA-Wiley, 1976. 

Ajzen, I.  Intuitive theories of events and the effects 
of base-rate information on prediction.  Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 1977, 35.(5), 303-314. 

Anderson, C. R.  Coping behaviors as intervening mechan- 
isms in the inverted-U stress-performance relationship. 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 1976, 61(1), 30-34. 

Anderson, C. R., Hellriegel, D., & Slocum, J. W., Jr. 
Managerial response to environmentally-induced stress. 
Academy of Management Journal, 1977, 20^(2), 260-272. 

Arbuthnot, J., & Gruenfeld, L.  Field independence and 
educational-vocational interests.  Journal of Con- 
sulting and Clinical Psychology, 1969, 22(5)/ 631. 

Arieti, S. Creativity; The magic synthesis. New York: 
Basic Books, 1976. 

Ashour, A. S., & England, G.  Subordinate's assigned level 
of discretion as a function of leader's personality 
and situational variables.  Journal of Applied Psy- 
chology, 1972, 56(2), 120-123^ 

Ball-Rokeach, S. J.  From pervasive ambiguity to a defi- 
nition of the situation.  Sociometry, 1973, 36(3), 
378-389. 

Bass, B. M., Cooper, R., & Haas, J. A. (Eds.).  Managing 
for accomplishment.  Lexington, Mass.:  D. C. Heath and 
Company, 1969. 

Bass, B. M., Valenzi, E. R., Farrow, D. L., & Solomon, 
R. J.  Management styles associated with organizational, 
task, personal, and interpersonal contingencies. 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 1975, 60(6), 720-729. 

Bavelas, A. Leadership: Man and function. Administra- 
tive Science Quarterly, 1960, 4^, 491-498. 

Behling, 0., & Schriesheim, C. Organizational behavior: 
Theory, research and application. Boston: Allyn and 
Bacon, 1976. 



26 

Bloom, B. (Ed.)-  Taxonomy of educational objectives, Hand- 
book I;  Cognitive domain.  New York:  David McKay, 1956. 

Bottenberg, E. H., Finster, H., & Wehner, E. G.  On the 
complex characteristics of creativity under inclusion 
of personality characteristics, social position, cog- 
nitive style as well as educational conditions.  Psy- 
chologie und Praxis, 1974, 18(4), 133-140. 

Bowers, D. C., & Seashore, J. E.  Predicting organization- 
al effectiveness with a four-factor theory of leadership. 
Administrative Science Quarterly, 1966, 11, 238-263. 

Bray, D. W., Campbell, R. J., & Grant, D. L.  Formative 
years in business.  New York:  Wiley, 1974. 

Brewer, E., & Tomlinson, J. W. C.  The manager's working 
day.  The Journal of Industrial Economics, 1963-64, 12, 
191-197: 

Burke, R. J.  Methods of resolving superior-subordinate 
conflict:  The constructive use of subordinate differ- 
ences and disagreements.  Organizational Behavior & Human 
Performance, 1970, 5(4), 393-411. 

Burns, T. The directions of activity and communication in 
a departmental executive group. Human Relations, 1954, 
7, 73-97. 

Butler, R. P., & Jaffee, C. L.  Effects of incentive, feed- 
back and manner of presenting the feedback on leader 
behavior.  Journal of Applied Psychology, 1974, 59, 
332-336. 

Campbell, J. P., Dunnette, M. D., Lawler, E. E., Ill, & 
Weick, K. E., Jr.  Managerial behavior, performance, and 
effectiveness.  New York:  McGraw-Hill, 1970. 

Carlson, S.  Executive behavior, 
1951. 

Stockholm:  Strombergs, 

Carp, F. M., Vitola, B. M., & McLanathan, F. L.  Human re- 
lations knowledge and social distance set in super- 
visors.  Journal of Applied Psychology, 1963, 47, 
78-80. 

Cashman, J., Dansereau, F., Jr., Graen, G., & Haga, W. J. 
Organizational understructure and leadership:  A longi- 
tudinal investigation of the managerial role-making 
process.  Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 
1976, 15, 278-296. 



27 

Cohen, M. D., & March, J. G.  Leadership and ambiguity: 
The American college president.  New York:  McGraw-Hill, 
1974. 

Cohen, M. D., March, J. G., & Olsen, J. P.  A garbage 
can model of organizational choice.  Administrative 
Science Quarterly, 1972, 12(1), 1-25. 

Crowe, B. J., Bochner, S., & Clark, A. W.  The effects 
of subordinates' behavior on managerial style.  Human 
Relations, 1972, 2J>(3) , 215-237. 

Cyert, R. M., & March, J. G.  A behavioral theory of the 
firm.  Englewood Cliffs:  Prentice-Hall, 1963. 

Day, R. C., & Hamblin, R. L. Some effects of close and 
punitive styles of supervision. American Journal of 
Sociology, 1964, ^9, 490-510. 

Dermer, J. The interrelationship of intrinsic and ex- 
trinsic motivation. Academy of Management Journal, 
1975, 18(1), 125-129. 

Dornbusch, S. M., & Scott, W. R. Evaluation and the 
exercise of authority. Washington: Jossey-Bass, 
1975. 

Do successful executives have ESP?  Business Week, 
January 26, 1974, p. 76. 

Drabek, T. E., & Haas, J. E.  Laboratory simulation of 
organizational stress.  American Sociological Review, 
1969, 34(2), 223-238. 

Dubin, R.  Business behavior behaviorally viewed.  In 
G. Strother (Ed.), Social science approaches to 
business behavior.  Homewood, 111.:  Dorsey Press & 
Irwin, 1962. 

Dubin, R., & Spray, S. L.  Executive behavior and inter- 
action.  Industrial Relations, 1964, 3{2),   99-108. 

Eden, D., & Leviatan, U.  Implicit leadership theory as 
a determinant of the factor structure underlying 
supervisory behavior scales.  Journal of Applied Psy- 
chology, 1975, 60(6), 736-741. 

Evans, M.  The effects of supervisory behavior on the 
path-goal relationship.  Organizational Behavior and 
Human Performance, 1970, 5, 277-298. 



28 

Evans, M. G., & Dermen, J.  What does the Least Preferred 
Co-Worker Scale really measure?  A cognitive interpre- 
tation.  Journal of Applied Psychology, 1974, 59(2), 
202-206. 

Falbo, T. L., & Gryskiewicz, S. S.  An inductive approach 
to the study of power strategies.  Unpublished manu- 
script.  Center for Creative Leadership, Greensboro, 
N. C, 1976. 

Farris, G. F., & Lim, F., Jr.  Effects of performance on 
leadership, cohesiveness, influence, satisfaction, and 
subsequent performance.  Journal of Applied Psychology, 
1969, 53(6), 490-497. 

Fiedler, F. E.  A contingency model of leadership effective- 
ness.  In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in experimental 
social psychology. Vol. I.  New York:  Academic Press, 
1964. 

Fiedler, F. E.  A theory of leadership effectiveness. 
New York:  McGraw-Hill, 1967. 

Fiedler, F. E.  The effect of inter-group competition on 
group member adjustment.  Personnel Psychology, 1967b, 
20, 33-44. 

Fisher, J.  The twisted pear and the prediction of behavior. 
Journal of Consulting Psychology, 1959, 2_3, 400-405. 

French, J. R. P., Jr., & Raven, B.  The bases of social 
power. In D. Cartwright (Ed.), Studies in social power. 
Ann Arbor, Mich.: The University of Michigan, Institute 
of Social Research, 1959. 

Freud, S.  Wit and its relation to the unconscious.  New 
York:  Moffat, Yard, 1916. 

Gamson, W. A., & Scotch, N. A.  Scapegoating in baseball. 
American Journal of Sociology, 1964, 70, 69-72. 

Gibb, C. A.  Leadership.  In G. Lindzey & E. Aronson (Eds.), 
The handbook of social psychology (Vol. 4, 2nd ed.). 
Reading, Mass.:  Addison-Wesley, 1969, 205-282. 

Goodman, R. A.  Environmental knowledge and organizational 
time horizon:  Some functions and dysfunctions.  Human 
Relations, 1973, 26^, 215-226. 

Graen, G., & Cashman, J. F.  A role-making model of leader- 
ship in formal organizations:  A developmental approach. 
In J. G. Hunt & L. L. Larson (Eds.), Leadership frontiers, 
Kent, Ohio:  Kent State University Press, 1976. 



29 

Graen, G., Dansereau, F., & Minami, T.  Dysfunctional 
leadership styles.  Organizational Behavior and 
Human Performance, 1972, 1_,   216-236. 

Graen, G., Orris, J. B., & Alvares, K. M.  Contingency 
model of leadership effectiveness:  Some experimental 
results.  Journal of Applied Psychology, 1971, 55, 
196-201. 

Green, S. G., & Nebeker, D. M.  The effects of situational 
factors and leadership style on leader behavior.  Or- 
ganizational Behavior and Human Performance, 1977, 19, 
368-377. 

Greene, C. N.  The reciprocal nature of influence between 
leader and subordinate.  Journal of Applied Psychology, 
1975, 60, 187-193. 

Gruenfeld, L. W.  Cognitive style—Field dependence/ 
independence as a framework for the study of task and 
social orientations in organizational leadership.  In 
B. M. Bass, R. Cooper, & J. A. Haas (Eds.), Managing 
for accomplishment.  Lexington, Mass.:  Heath Lexington, 
1970. 

Gruenfeld, L., & Arbuthnot, J.  Field independence, achieve- 
ment values and the evaluation of a competency related 
dimension on the Least Preferred Co-Worker (LPC) 
measure.  Perceptual and Motor Skills, 1968, 27, 991- 
1002. 

Gruenfeld, L., & Arbuthnot, J.  Field independence as a 
conceptual framework for prediction of variability in 
ratings of others.  Perceptual and Motor Skills, 1969, 
28, 31-44. 

Gruenfeld, L. W., & MacEachron, A. E.  Relationship between 
age, socioeconomic status, and field independence. 
Perceptual and Motor Skills, 1975, _41, 449-450. 

Gruenfeld, L. W., & Weissenberg, P.  Field independence 
and articulation of sources of job satisfaction.  Journal 
of Applied Psychology, 1970, 5£(5), 424-426. 

Gruenfeld, L. W., & Weissenberg, P.  Relationship be- 
tween supervisory cognitive style and social orienta- 
tion.  Journal of Applied Psychology, 1974, 59(3), 
386-388. 

Guilford, J. P.  The nature of human intelligence.  New 
York:  McGraw-Hill, 1967. 

Hackman, J. R.  Effects of task characteristics on group 
products.  Mimeographed paper. Department of Psy- 
chology, University of Illinois, Urbana, 1966. 



30 

Hackman, J. R., & Lawler, E. E., III. Employee reactions 
to job characteristics. Journal of Applied Psychology 
Monograph, 1971, 5J3 (3) , 259-286. 

Hall, R. M.  Organizations:  Structure and process. 
Englewood Cliffs, N. J.:  Prentice-Hall, 1972. 

Halpin, A, W., & Winer, J.  A factorial study of the 
Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire.  In R. M. 
Stogdill & A. E. Coons (Eds.), Leader behavior;  Its 
description and measurement.  Columbus:  Ohio State 
University, Bureau of Business Research, 1957. 

Hare, F. G., & Gaier, E. L.  Perceptual characteristics 
in the creative process of artists, musicians, and poets. 
Sciences de 1'Art, 1971, 8^(1), 39-45. 

Harvey, 0. J.  System structure, flexibility and creativity. 
In 0. J. Harvey (Ed.), Experience, structure and adapt- 
ability.  New York:  Springer, 1966. 

Heller, F., & Yukl, G.  Participation, managerial decision- 
making, and situational variables.  Organizational 
Behavior and Human Performance, 1969, 4^, 227-241. 

Heraphill, J. K.  Dimensions of executive positions:  A 
study of the basic characteristics of the positions of 
ninety-three executives.  Columbus:  Ohio State Uni- 
versity, Bureau of Business Research (Monograph 98), 
1960. 

Hemphill, J. K., & Coons, A. E.  Development of the Leader 
Behavior Description Questionnaire.  In R. M. Stogdill 
& A. E. Coons (Eds.), Leader behavior:  Its description 
and measurement.  Columbus:  Ohio State University, 
Bureau of Business Research, 1957. 

Hickson, D. J., Hinings, C. R., Lee, C. A., Schneck, R. E., 
& Pennings, J. M.  A strategic contingencies' theory of 
intraorganizational power.  Administrative Science 
Quarterly, 1971, 19, 216-229. 

Hill, W.  Leadership style:  Rigid or flexible.  Organiza- 
tional Behavior and Human Performance, 1973, 9J1), 
35-47. 

Hill, W. The LPC leader: A cognitive twist. Academy of 
Management Proceedings, 1969, 291, 125-130. 

Hill, W. A., & Hughes, D.  Variations in leader behavior 
as a function of task type. Organizational Behavior and 
Human Performance, 1974, 11, 83-86. 



31 

Hinings, C. R., Hickson, D. J., Pennings, J. M., & Schneck, 
R. E.  Structural conditions of intraorganizational 
power.  Administrative Science Quarterly, 1974, 19, 
22-44. 

Hinman, S. L.  A predictive validity study of creative 
managerial performance.  The Creativity Research Insti- 
tute of the Richardson Foundation, Inc., 1967. 

Home, J. H. , & Lupton, T.  The work activities of 
"middle" managers—An exploratory study.  The Journal 
of Management Studies, 1965, 2/1), 14-33. 

House, R. J.  A path goal theory of leader effectiveness. 
Administrative Science Quarterly, 1971, 16^(3), 321-338. 

House, R. H., & Rizzo, J. R.  Role conflict and ambiguity 
as critical variables in a model of organizational 
behavior.  Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 
1972, 7(3), 467-505. 

House, R. J., Filley, A. C., & Kerr, S.  Relation of 
leader consideration and initiating structure to R & D 
subordinates' satisfaction.  Administrative Science 
Quarterly, 1971, .16, 19-30. 

Huber, G. P., O'Connell, M. J., & Cummings, L. L.  Per- 
ceived environmental uncertainty:  Effects of informa- 
tion and structure.  Academy of Management Journal, 
1975, 18(4), 725-740. 

Jacobs, D. Dependency and vulnerability: An exchange ap- 
proach to the control of organizations. Administrative 
Science Quarterly, 1974, 19, 45-49. 

Jaffee, C. L., & Lucas, R. L.  Effects of rates of talking 
and correctness of decisions on leader choice in small 
groups.  Journal of Social Psychology, 1969, 7_9, 247-254. 

Jago, A. G., & Vroom, V. H.  Perceptions of leadership 
style:  Superior and subordinate descriptions of 
decision-making behavior.  In J. G. Hunt & L. L. Larson 
(Eds.), Leadership frontiers.  Kent, Ohio:  Kent State 
University Press, 1976. 

Jaques, E.  Equitable payment.  New York:  Wiley, 1961. 

Jaynes, W. E.  Differences between jobs and between or- 
ganizations.  In R. M. Stogdill & C. L. Shartle (Eds.), 
Patterns of administrative performance.  Columbus: 
Ohio State University, Bureau of Business Research, 1956. 



32 

Kahn, R. L., Wolfe, D. M., Quinn, R. P., Snoek, J. D., 
& Rosenthal, R. A.  Organizational stress;  Studies in 
role conflict and ambiguity.  New York:  Wiley, 1964. 

Katz, D., & Kahn, R. L.  The social psychology of organi- 
zations.  New York:  Wiley, 1966. 

Kelley, H. H.  Attribution in social interaction.  Morris- 
town, N. J.:  General Learning Press, 1971. 

Kerr, S. On the folly of rewarding A, while hoping for 
B. Academy of Management Journal, 1975, 18^(4) , 769- 
783. 

Kerr, S,, & Schriesheim, C.  Consideration, initiating 
structure, and organizational criteria--An update of 
Korman's 1966 review.  Personnel Psychology, 1974, 27, 
555-568. 

Kiev, A.  A strategy for handling executive stress. 
Chicago:  Nelson-Hall, 1974. 

Kinsbourne, M.  Direction of gaze and distribution of 
cerebral thought processes.  Neuropsychologia, 1974, 
12(2), 279-281. 

Kirton, M. J., & Mulligan, G.  Correlates of managers1 

attitudes toward change.  Journal of Applied Psychology, 
1973, 58(1), 101-107. 

Knowles, E. S.  Searching for motivations in risk taking 
and gambling.  In W. Eadington (Ed.), Gambling and 
society.  Springfield, 111.:  Charles C. Thomas, 1976. 

Knowles, E. S., Cutter, H. S. G., Walsh, D. H., & Casey, 
N. A.  Risk-taking as a personality trait.  Social 
Behavior and Personality, 1973, 1(2), 123-36. 

Kochan, T. A., Schmidt, S. S., & DeCotiis, T. A.  Superior- 
subordinate relations:  Leadership and headship.  Human 
Relations, 1975, 28, 279-294. 

Koestler, A.  The act of creation.  New York:  MacMillan, 
1964. 

Kogan, N., & Wallach, M. A.  Risk taking as a function of 
the situation, the person, and the group.  In New Direc- 
tions in Psychology III.  New York:  Holt, Rinehart, 
and Winston, 1967. 

Korman, A. K.  Consideration, initiating structure, and 
organizational criteria—A review.  Personnel Psychology, 
1966, 19, 349-362. 



33 

Kraut, A. Predicting turnover of employees from measured 
job attitudes. Organizational Behavior and Human Per- 
formance, 1975, 13^, 233-244. 

Krueger, L. E.  Familiarity effects in visual informa- 
tion processing.  Psychological Bulletin, 1975, 82(6) , 
949-974. 

Kusyszyn, I., Steinberg, P., & Elliott, B.  Arousal seek- 
ing, physical risk taking, and personality.  Mimeo- 
graphed paper.  Toronto:  York University. 

Larson, L. L., & Rowland, K. M.  Leadership style and 
cognitive complexity.  Academy of Management Journal, 
1974, 17(1), 37-45. 

Larson, L. L., & Rowland, K. M.  Leadership style, stress, 
and behavior in task performance.  Organizational Be- 
havior and Human Performance, 1973, 9^, 407-420. 

Lewin, K., Lippitt, R., & White, R. K.  Patterns of 
aggressive behavior in experimentally created "social 
climates."  Journal of Social Psychology, 1939, 10, 
271-299. 

Lieberson, S., & O'Connor, J. F.  Leadership and organiza- 
tional performance:  A study of large corporations. 
American Sociological Review, 1972, 3_7' 117-130. 

Lipowski, Z. J.  Sensory overloads, information overloads 
and behavior.  Psychotherapy & Psychosomatics, 1974, 
23(1-6), 264-270. 

Litwin, G. H., & Stringer, R.  The influence of organiza- 
tional climate on human motivation.  Paper presented 
at a conference on organizational climate.  Ann 
Arbor, Mich.:  Foundation for Research on Human Be- 
havior, 1966. 

Locke, E. A. Personnel attitudes and motivation. Annual 
Review of Psychology, 1975, 2_6, 457-480. 

Lord, R. G.  Functional leadership behavior:  Measurement 
and relation to social power and leadership perceptions. 
Administrative Science Quarterly, 1977, 2_2, 114-133. 

Lord, R. G.  Group performance as a function of leadership 
behavior and task structure:  Toward an explanatory 
theory.  Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 
1976, 17, 76-96. 

Lowin, A.  Participative decision-making:  A model, litera- 
ture critique, and prescriptions for research. 
Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 1968, 
3, 68-106. 



34 

Lowin, A., & Craig, J. R.  The influence of level of per- 
formance on managerial style:  An experimental object- 
lesson in the ambiguity of correlational data.  Organi- 
zational Behavior and Human Performance r 1968, 3^,   440-458 

Lundberg, C.  The unreported research of Dr. Hypothetical: 
Six variables in need of recognition.  In M. W. McCall, 
Jr., & M. M. Lombardo (Eds.), Leadership:  Where else 
can we go?  Durham, N. C.:  Duke University Press, in 
press. 

MacKinnon, D. W.  The assessment and development of mana- 
gerial creativity.  Paper presented at the Third Inter- 
national Congress on the Assessment Center Method. 
Quebec City, Quebec, 1975. 

March, J. G., & Simon, H. A.  Organizations.  New York: 
Wiley, 1958. 

Martin, N. H., & Sims, J. H.  Thinking ahead.  Harvard 
Business Review, 1956, 34(4), 25-26, 28, 30, 32, 34, 
140. 

McCall, M. W.  From subways to feedback:  Inching toward a 
conceptual framework.  Unpublished paper.  Greensboro, 
N. C:  Center for Creative Leadership, 1976. 

McCall, M. W., Jr.  Leadership research:  Choosing gods and 
devils on the run.  Journal of Occupational Psychology, 
1976, 49, 139-153. 

McCall, M. W., Jr. Making sense with nonsense: Helping 
frames of reference clash. In P. C. Nystrom & W. H. 
Starbuck (Eds.), Perspective models of organizations. 
Vol. 5. North Holland/TIMS Studies in the Management 
Sciences. Amsterdam, the Netherlands: North Holland 
Publishing, 1977. 

McCall, M. W., Jr.  The perceived informational environment 
of formal leaders (Doctoral dissertation, Cornell Uni- 
versity, 1974).  Dissertation Abstracts International, 
1975, 35(8), 4244-B (University Microfilms No. 75-4259, 
182) . 

McCall, M. W., Jr., & Lombardo, M. M. (Eds.).  Leadership: 
Where else can we go?  Durham, N. C.:  Duke University 
Press, in press. 

Meertens, R. W., & Wilke, H. Risk-taking by individuals 
and groups: Stock-taking and appraisal of investiga- 
tions. Nederlands Tijdschrift voor de Psychologie en 
haar Grensgebieden, 1971, 26(7), 403-453. 



35 

Michener, H. A., & Suchner, R. W.  The tactical use of 
power.  In J. T. Tedeschi (Ed.), The social influence 
processes.  Chicago:  Aldine, 1972. 

Mihalasky, J.  ESP in decision-making.  Management Review, 
April 1975, 32-37. 

Mindock, R.  Risk taking as a function of an individual's 
impression of the power situation.  Psychological Re- 
ports, 1972, 31(2), 471-474. 

Mintzberg, H.  Planning on the left side and managing on 
the right.  Harvard Business Review, July-August, 1976, 
49-58. 

Mintzberg, H.  The manager's job:  Folklore and fact. 
Harvard Business Review, 1975, J^3(4), 49-61. 

Mintzberg, H.  The nature of managerial work.  New York: 
Harper & Row, 1973. 

Mintzberg, H., Raisinghani, D., & Theoret, A.  The struc- 
ture of "unstructured" decision processes.  Administra- 
tive Science Quarterly, 1976, 2jL, 246-275. 

Mitchell, T. R.  Cognitive complexity and group performance, 
Journal of Social Psychology, 1972, 86(1), 35-43. 

Mitchell, T. R.  Leader complexity and leadership style. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 1970, 
16(1), 166-174. 

Mitchell, T. R., Larson, J. R., Jr., & Green, S. G. 
Leader behavior, situational moderators, and group per- 
formance:  An attributional analysis.  Organizational 
Behavior and Human Performance, 1977, _18, 254-268. 

Mitchell, T. R., Smyser, CM., & Weed, S. E.  Locus of 
control:  Supervision and work satisfaction.  Academy 
of Management Journal, 1975, 1_8, 623-630. 

Mowday, R. T.  The exercise of influence in educational 
organizations.  Technical Report No. 4, University of 
Nebraska, June 1976. 

Newell, A., & Simon, H. A.  Human problem solving. 
Englewood Cliffs, N. J.:  Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1972. 

Nydegger, R. V.  Information processing complexity and 
leadership status.  Journal of Experimental Social 
Psychology, 1975, 11, 317-328. 

Ogilvie, B. C.  Stimulus addiction:  The sweet psychic 
jolt of danger.  Psychology Today, 1974, £(5), 88-94. 



36 

Olmstead, J. A., Cleary, F. K., Lackey, L. L., & Salter, 
J. A.  Development of leadership assessment simulations 
(HumRRO Technical Report 73-21).  Alexandria, VA: 
Human Resources Research Organization, September 1973. 

Ornstein, R.  The psychology of consciousness.  San Fran- 
cisco:  W. H. Freeman, 1972. 

Pettigrew, A. M.  The politics of organizational decision- 
making.  London:  Tavistock, 1973. 

Pfeffer, J.  The ambiguity of leadership.  In M. W. McCall, 
Jr., & M. M. Lombardo (Eds.), Leadership:  Where else 
can we go?  Durham, N. C.:  Duke University Press, in 
press. 

Pfeffer, J. , & Salancik, G. R.  Determinants of supervisory 
behavior:  A role set analysis.  Human Relations, 1975, 
28, 139-154. 

Pfeffer, J., Salancik, G. R., & Leblebici, H.  The effect 
of uncertainty on the use of social influence in organi- 
zational decision making.  Administrative Science 
Quarterly, 1976, 21, 227-244. 

Porter, L. W.  Organizations as political animals.  Address 
delivered at the 84th Annual Meeting of American Psy- 
chological Association, Washington, D. C, September 4, 
1976. 

Porter, L. W., & Lawler, E. E.  Managerial attitudes and 
performance.  Homewood, 111.;  Irwin, 1968. 

Porter, L. W., Lawler, E. E., & Hackman, J. R.  Behavior in 
organizations.  New York:  McGraw-Hill, 1975. 

Porter, L. W., & Van Maanen, J.  Task accomplishment and 
the management of time.  In B. M. Bass, et al. (Eds.), 
Managing for accomplishment.  Lexington, Mass.:  D. C. 
Heath, 1969. 

Preece, P. F. W.  Mapping cognitive structure:  A comparison 
of methods.  Journal of Educational Psychology, 1976, 
68(1), 1-8. 

Pritchard, R. D., DeLeo, P. J., & Von Bergen, C. W., Jr. 
A field experimental test of expectancy-valence incen- 
tive motivation techniques.  Organizational Behavior 
and Human Performance, 1976, LS, 355-406. 

Rice, R. W., & Chemers, M. M.  Personality and situational 
determinants of leader behavior.  Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 1975, 6_0, 20-27. 



37 

Rizzo, J. R., House, R. J., & Lirtzman, S. I.  Role con- 
flict and ambiguity in complex organizations.  Ad- 
ministrative Science Quarterly, 1970, _15(2), 150-163. 

Rosen, N.  Leadership change and work group dynamics. 
London:  Staples Press, 1970. 

Rosen, S., Grandison, R. J., & Stewart, J. E.  Discri- 
minatory buckpassing: Delegating transmission of bad 
news.  Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 
1974, 12(2), 249-263. 

Rothenberg, A.  The process of Janusian thinking.  Ar- 
chives of General Psychiatry, 1971, 24^, 195-205. 

Rothenberg, A.  Opposite respondency as a measure of 
creativity.  Psychological Reports, 1973, 33,   15-18. 

Rothenberg, A.  Word association and creativity.  Psycho- 
logical Reports, 1973, 33, 3-17. 

Rotter, J. B.  Generalized expectancies for internal vs. 
external control of reinforcement.  Psychological 
Monographs, 1966, 8_0  (Whole No. 609). 

Rouff, L. L.  Openness, creativity and complexity.  Psy- 
chological Reports, 1975, 37^(3, pt. 1), 1009-1010^ 

Rubin, I. M., & Goldman, M.  An open system model of leader- 
ship performance.  Organizational Behavior and Human 
Performance, 1968, 2' 143-156. 

Russell, G. W., & Sandilands, M. L. Some correlates of 
conceptual complexity. Psychological Reports, 1973, 
33, 587-593. 

Salancik, G. R., & Pfeffer, J.  Constraints on administra- 
tor discretion:  The limited influence of mayors on 
city budgets.  Unpublished manuscript.  Urbana: 
University of Illinois, Department of Business Adminis- 
tration, 1975. 

Salancik, G. R., & Pfeffer, J.  Who gets power—and how 
they hold on to it:  A strategic-contingency model of 
power.  Organizational Dynamics, Winter 1977, 3-21. 

Sales, S. M.  Supervisory style and productivity:  Review 
and theory.  Personnel Psychology, 1966, 19, 275-286. 

Sales, S. M., Guydosh, R. M., & lacono, W.  Relationship 
between "strength of the nervous system" and the 
need for stimulation.  Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 1974, 29(1), 16-22.    ~ 



l'    ' 

38 

Sashkin, M., & Maier, N. R. Sex effects in delegation. 
Personnel Psychology, 1971, 2A{3)r   471-476. 

Schneider, B., & Bartlett, C. J.  Individual differences 
and organizational climate.  Personnel Psychology, 
1968, 21, 323-334. 

Schopler, J., & Layton, B. D.  Attribution of interpersonal 
power and influence.  Morristown, N. J.:  General 
Learning Press, 1972. 

Schroder, H. M.  Conceptual complexity and personality 
organization.  In H. M. Schroder & P. Suedfeld (Eds.), 
Personality theory and information processing.  New 
York:  Ronald, 1971. 

Schroder, H. M., Driver, M. J., & Streufert, S.  Human in- 
formation processing.  New York:  Holt, Rinehart & 
Winston, 1967. 

Schwab, D. P., & Cummings, L. L.  Theories of performance 
and satisfaction.  Industrial Relations, 1970, 10, 
408-430. 

Seaman, J. M., & Koenig, F.  A comparison of measures of 
cognitive complexity.  Sociometry, 1974, 3_7 ^ ' 375- 
390. 

Shaw, M. E.  Scaling group tasks:  A method for dimensional 
analysis.  Office of Naval Research, Contract NR 170- 
266, Nonr-580-11, Technical Report No. 1, MS. NO. 294. 

Sheridan, J. E., & Slocum, J. W., Jr. The direction of 
the causal relationship between job satisfaction and 
work performance. Organizational Behavior and Human 
Performance, 1975, L4, 159-173. 

Sherif, M., & Harvey, 0. J.  A study in ego functioning: 
Elimination of stable anchorages in individual and 
group situations.  Sociometry, 1952, 1J5, 272-305. 

Slovic, P.  Psychological study of human judgment:  Impli- 
cations for investment decision making.  Journal of 
Finance, 1972, 27^, 779-799. 

Slovic, P., Fischhoff, B., & Lichtenstein, S.  Behavioral 
decision theory.  Annual Review of Psychology, 1977, 
2_8, 1-39. 

Smith, E. E.  Wit and leadership in management personnel. 
Personnel Administration, 1960, 23, 27-35. 



39 

Solem, A. R.  The effect of situational vs. behavioral 
problem statements on solution quality.  Human Relations, 
1976, _29(3) , 249-255. 

Staw, B, M.  Attribution of the "causes" of performance: 
A general alternative interpretation of cross-sectional 
research on organizations.  Organizational Behavior and 
Human Performance, 1975, 13^, 414-432. 

Stern, L. W., Sternthal, B., & Craig, C. S.  Strategies 
for managing interorganizational conflict:  A laboratory 
paradigm.  Journal of Applied Psychology, 1975, 6_0(4) , 
472-482. 

Sternberg, S.  Memory scanning:  New findings and current 
controversies.  Quarterly Journal of Experimental 
Psychology, 1975, 27(1), 1-32. 

Stewart, R.  Contrasts in management.  London:  McGraw- 
Hill, 1976. 

Stogdill, R. M.  Handbook of leadership.  New York:  Free 
Press, 1974. 

Stogdill, R. M., Shartle, C. L., Wherry, R. J., & Jaynes, 
W. E.  A factorial study of administrative behavior. 
Personnel Psychology, 1955, 8^, 165-180. 

Strauss, G.  Tactics of lateral relationship:  The pur- 
chasing agent.  Administrative Science Quarterly, 1962, 
7, 161-168.     ~ ~~ 

Streufert, S., Streufert, S. C., & Castore, C. H.  Leader- 
ship in negotiations and the complexity of conceptual 
structure.  Journal of Applied Psychology, 1968, 52(3), 
218-223. 

Suedfeld, P. Verbal indices of conceptual complexity: 
Manipulation by instructions. Psychonomic Science, 
1968, 12, 377. 

Suedfeld, P., & Rank, A. D.  Revolutionary leaders:  Long- 
term success as a function of changes in conceptual 
complexity.  Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 
1976, 34(2), 169-178. 

Suedfeld, P., Tomkins, S. S., & Tucker, W. A.  On rela- 
tions among perceptual and cognitive measures of informa- 
tion processing.  Perception and Psychophysics, 1969, 
6, 45-46. 



-• 

40 

Taguiri, R.  Comments on organizational climate.  Paper 
presented at a conference on organizational climate, 
Foundation for Research on Human Behavior.  Ann Arbor, 
Michigan, March 1966. 

Taylor, R. N.  Risk-taking, dogmatism and demographic 
characteristics of managers as correlates of information 
processing and decision-making behaviors.  Proceedings 
of the Annual Convention of the American Psychological 
Association, 1972, 7 (pt. 1), 443-444. 

Taylor, R. N., & Dunnette, M. D.  Relative contribution 
of decision-maker attributes to decision processes. 
Organizational Behavior & Human Performance, 1974, 
12^(2) , 286-298. 

Thompson, J. D.  Organizations in action.  New York: 
McGraw-Hill, 1967. 

Tornow, W., & Pinto, P.  The development of a managerial 
job taxonomy:  A system for describing, classifying, 
and evaluating executive positions.  Journal of Applied 
Psychology, forthcoming. 

Tosi, H. Organization stress as a moderator of the rela- 
tionship between influence and role response. Academy 
of Management Journal, 1971, 14_(1) , 7-20. 

Tushman, N.  A political approach to organizations:  A 
review, rationale, and some implications (Research 
Paper No. 114).  New York:  Columbia University, School 
of Business, January 1976. 

Tversky, A., & Kahneman, D.  Judgment under uncertainty: 
Heuristics and biases.  Science, 1974, 185, 1124-1131. 

Vaill, P. B.  Towards a behavioral description of high 
performing systems.  In M. W. McCall, Jr., & M. M. 
Lombardo (Eds.), Leadership:  Where else can we go? 
Durham, N. C:  Duke University Press, in press. 

Vannoy, J. S.  Generality of cognitive complexity-simplicity 
as a personality construct.  Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 1965, 2^, 385-396. 

Vernon, M., & Miller, W. G.  Language and nonverbal com- 
munication in cognitive and affective processes.  Psy- 
choanalysis and Contemporary Science, 1973, 2^ 124-135. 

Vroom, V. H.  Some personality determinants of the effects 
of participation.  Journal of Abnormal and Social 
Psychology, 1959, 5_9, 322-327. 

i 



41 

Vroom, V. H., & Yetton, P. W.  Leadership and decision- 
making.  Pittsburgh:  University of Pittsburgh Press, 
1973. 

Wager, L. W, Organizational "linking pins:" Hierarchi- 
cal status and communicative roles in interlevel con- 
ference.  Human Relations, 1972, 25J4), 307-326. 

Walton, R. E., Dutton, J. M., & Cafferty, T. P.  Organi- 
zational context and interdepartmental conflict. 
Administrative Science Quarterly, 1969, 14(4), 522- 
542. 

Wardell, D., & Royce, J. R.  Relationships between cognitive 
and temperament traits and the concept of "style." 
Journal of Multivariate Experimental Personality and 
Clinical Psychology, 1975, 1(4), 244-266. 

Weick, K. E.  The spines of leaders.  In M, W. McCall, 
Jr., & M. M. Lombardo (Eds.), Leadership:  Where else 
can we go?  Durham, N. C.:  Duke University Press, 
in press. 

Weick, K. E.  Middle range theories of social systems. 
Behavior Science, 1974, 19, 357-367. 

Weick, K. E.  The social psychology of organizing. 
Reading, Mass.:  Addison-Wesley, 1969. 

Weick, K. E.  Trans-level experimentation.  Paper presented 
at conference "People, groups and organizations:  An 
effective integration."  Rutgers University, October 
1966. 

Wilkens, P. L., & Haynes, J. B.  Understanding frustration- 
instigated behavior.  Personnel Journal, 1974, 53(10), 
770-774. 

Zajonc, R. B.  The process of cognitive tuning in communi- 
cation.  Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 
1960, 61(2), 159-167. 

Ziller, R. C.  Individuation and socialization:  A theory 
of assimilation in large organizations.  Human Rela- 
tions, 1964, 17, 341-360. 



«» 

** LIST 1 - MANDATORY ** 

Office of Naval Research 
(Code 452) 
800 North Quincy Street 
Arlington VA 22217 

(3 copies) 

Director 
U.S. Naval Research Laboratory 
Washington DC 20390 
ATTN: Technical Information Div, 

(6 copies) 

Defense Documentation Center 
Building 5 
Cameron Station 
Alexandria VA 22314 

(12 copies) 

Library, Code 2029 
U.S. Naval Research Laboratory 
Washington DC 20390 

(6 copies) 

Science & Technology Division 
Library of Congress 
Washington DC 20540 

** LIST 2 - ONR FIELD ** 

Psychologist 
ONR Branch Office 
495 Summer Street 
Boston MA 02210 

Psychologist 
ONR Branch Office 
1030 East Green Street 
Pasadena CA 91106 

Research Psychologist 
ONR Branch Office 
536 South Clark Street 
Chicago IL 60605 

** LIST 3 - 
PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATORS ** 

Dr. Earl A. Alluisi 
Old Dominion University Research 

Foundation 
Norfolk VA 23508 

Dr. H. Russell Bernard 
Dept. of Sociology and Anthropology 
West Virginia University 
Morgantown WV 26506 

Dr. Arthur Blaiwes 
Naval Training Equipment Center 
Orlando FL 32813 

Dr. Milton R. Blood 
School of Business 
Georgia Institute of Technology 
Atlanta GA 30332 

Dr. David G. Bowers . 
Institute for Social Research 
University of Michigan 
Ann Arbor MI 48106 

Dr. John J. Collins 
Vice President 
Essex Corporation 
201 North Fairfax Street 
Alexandria VA 22314 

Dr. C. Brooklyn Derr 
Associate Professor, Code 55 
Naval Post Graduate School 
Monterey CA 93940 

Dr. William E. Gaymon 
Richard A. Gibboney Assoc, Inc. 
10605 Concord Street 
Kensington MD 20795 

Dr. Edwin Hollander 
Department of Psychology 
State University of New York 

at Buffalo 
4230 Ridge Lea Road 
Buffalo NY 14226 

Dr. Arie Y. Lewin 
Duke University 
Duke Station 
Durham NC 27706 



«f 

Dr. Terence R. Mitchell 
School of Business Administration 
University of Washington 
Seattle WA 98195 

Dr. William H. Mobley 
College of Business Administration 
University of South Carolina 
Columbia SC 29208 

Dr. Manuel Ramire? 
Systems and Evaluations 
232 Swanton Boulevard 
Santa Cruz CA 95060 

Dr. S. B. Sells 
Texas Christian University 
Fort Worth TX 76129 

Dr. Richard Steers 
Graduate School of Management and 

Business 
University of Oregon 
Eugene OR 97403 

Dr. Victor H. Vroom 
School of Organizational Management 
Yale University 
56 Hi 11 house Avenue 
New Haven CT 06520 

Army 

Army Research Institute 
5001 Eisenhower Avenue 
Alexandria VA 22333 

(2 copies) 

ARI Field Unit - Leavenworth 
P. 0. Box 3122 
Fort Leavenworth KS 66027 

Marine Corps 

Dr. A. L. Slafkosky 
Code RD-1 
HQ US Marine Corps 
Washington DC 20380 

Commandant of the Marine Corps 
(Code MPI-20) 
Washington DC 20380 

Coast Guard 

Chief, Psychological Research Branch 
US Coast Guard (G-P-l/62) 
400 Seventh Street SW 
Washington DC 20590 

** LIST 4 - MISCELLANEOUS ** 

Air Force 

AF0SR/NL 
Bldg. 410 
Boiling AFB 
Washington DC 20332 

Military Asst. for Human Resources 
0AD (E&LS) 0DDR&E 
Pentagon 3D129 
Washington DC 20301 

Air University Library/LSE 76-443 
Maxwell AFB, AL 36112 

Navy 

Chief of Naval Personnel 
Asst. for Research Liaison (Pers-Or) 
Washington DC 20370 

Bureau of Naval Personnel (Pers 6) 
Asst. Chief of Naval Personnel for 

Human Resource Management 
Washington DC 20370 

Capt. Paul D. Nelson, MSC, USN 
Director of Manpower & Facilities 
(Code 604) 
Navy Medical R&D Command 
Bethesda MD 20014 

ATTN: Library (Code 2124) 
Naval Postgraduate School 
Monterey CA 93940 

-2- 



V 

Professor John Senger 
Operations Research & Administration 

Sciences 
Naval Postgraduate School 
Monterey CA 93940 

Training Officer 
Human Resource Management Center 
San Diego CA 92133 NIC 

Scientific Director 
Naval Health Research Center 
San Diego CA 92152 

Navy Personnel R&D Center 
San Diego CA 92152 

Commanding Officer 
Naval Submarine Medical Research Lab. 
Naval Submarine Base New London 
Box 900 
Groton CT 06340 

Commanding Officer 
Naval Training Equipment Center 
Technical Library 
Orlando FL 32813 

Naval Aerospace Medical Research Lab. 
Naval Aerospace Medical Center 
Pensacola FL 32512 

Dr. C. Brooklyn Derr 
Associate Professor, Code 55 
Naval Postgraduate School 
Monterey CA 93940 

Human Resource Management Center 
Box 23 
FP0 New York 09510 

Human Resource Management Center 
Building 304 
Naval Training Center 
San Diego CA 92133 

Human Resource Management School 
Naval Air Station Memphis (96) 
Millington TN 38054 

Other 

Dr. Robert B. Tebbs 
Eckerd College 
Behavioral Science Collegium 
St. Petersburg FL 33733 

HumRRO 
(ATTN: Library) 
300 North Washington Street 
Alexandria VA 22314 

Office of the Air Attache 
Embassy of Australia 
1601 Massachusetts Avenue NW 
Washington DC 20036 

Scientific Information Officer 
British Embassy 
3100 Massachusetts Avenue NW 
Washington DC 20008 

Canadian Defense Liaison Staff 
ATTN: Chief, Defense Research 
2450 Massachusetts Avenue NW 
Washington DC 20008 

Mr. Luigi Petrullo 
2431 North Edgewood Street 
Arlington VA 22207 

Commanding Officer 
1 Psychological Research Unit 
Chancery House 
485 Bourke Street 
Melbourne vie 3000 
AUSTRALIA 

Head, Research & Analysis Branch 
Navy Recruiting Command (Code 434^ 
4015 Wilson Boulevard 
Arlington VA 20795 

Dr. Meredith Crawford 
5605 Montgomery Street 
Chevy Chase MD 20015 

CDR Donald F. Parker, USN 
Management Department 
U.S. Naval War College 
Newport RI 02840 

-3- 



i- lilili 
58011 

Dr. Diane C. Ryan 
McBer and Company 
137 Newbury Street 
Boston MA 02116 

Dr. William S. Maynard 
Department of Leadership & Law 
U.S. Naval Academy 
Annapolis MD 21402 

Dr. Myron M. Zajkowski 
Director 
Training Analysis & Evaluation Group 
Orlando FL 32813 

** LIST 5 - ARPA ** 

Director 
Cybernetics Technology Office 
ARPA, Room 625 
1400 Wilson Boulevard 
Arlington VA 22209 

S! 

12/77 
-4- 


