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ABSTRACT

PATTERNS OF LEADERSHIP STYLE
AND WORKER SATISFACTION

By

John Stephen Heinen

During the last decade volumes of data have been
collected to establish relationships between leadership
styles and subordinate satisfaction. Most of this re=-
search has attempted to demonstrate that consideration
of employees or participation in decision making has a
beneficial effect upon subordinate satisfaction
(MacGregor, 1960; Likert, 1961, 1967; Argyris, 1964). To
date, most psychologists have had difficulty establishing
consistent relationships between the supervisor's leader-
ship style and subordinate satisfaction., Even less has
been accomplished in determining the dynamics of these
relationships.

Two methodological variations in this study have
made several substantial additions to a role theory
analysis of the supervisor-subordinate relationship. In
this study 25 supervisory employees and 147 nonsupervisory
employees from a medium-sized insurance company filled
out separate forms of a questionnaire. The questionnaires
for both groups were identical except for a set of leader-

ship questions. Complementary data was obtained from both
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supervisory employees and the subordinates of each supervisor
on the supervisor'!s leadership role behavior., Superviscrs
completed an adapted form of the Nelson Leadership Inventary
(1949) on their own behavior, while the employees answered a
parallel set of questions (Trumbo, 1958) concerning their

own supervisor.

Second, in categorizing the perceived leadership styles,
the employeetls pattern of responses to the leadership index
were used rather than his modal response in a particular
category. Thus a supervisor could not only be considered
as a bureaucratic or a democratic leader, but also he could
be categorized as a bureaucratic-autocratic leader, The
data revealed that most people reported their supervisors
as using some "mixed" leadership style rather than any
"pure" leadership style.

Several important findings emerged from this investiga-
tion, First, subordinates seldom reported their supervisors
to be using the leadership style that he reported. Super-~
visors tended to report themselves as being idiocratic or
democratic leaders; whereas, subordinates reported the super-
visors to be more autocratic, This discrepancy was so con-
sistent throughout to suggest that there existed a set of
norms within each group concerning supervisory behavior,

Employee Jjob satisfaction and satisfaction with the
supervisor were correlated with both the supervisory and the
subordinate perceptions of the supervisor'!s leadership style.

None of the measures of subordinate satisfaction were fouw-:d



John Stephen Heinen

to be related to the supervisor's perceptions of leadership
style; but all were strongly related to the subordinate's
perceptions of leadership style. When the subordinate per=
ceived the democratic or idiocratic leadership styles, his
satisfaction was the highest. When the subordinate perceived
the autocratic or bureaucratic leadership styles, his satis-
faction was the lowest. The degree of satisfaction asso-
ciated with the "mixed" leadership styles was almest as high
as that associated with the demccratic or idiocratic leader-
ship styles.

The amount of agreement between the report of the super-
visor and the report of the non-supervisory employee about
the supervisor's leadership style has ho significant rela-
tionship to employee satisfaction.

From this investigation it appears that the role rela=-
tionship established between the superviscr and the subor-
dinate is related to subordinate satisfaction. The role
expectations and perceptions of supervisors and subordinates
beth contribute to subordinate satisfaction. A model is
presented for extending this analysis by more explicitly
identifying how the role relationship of supervisor-

subordinate contributes to subordinate satisfaction.
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CHAPTER I

History of the Psychological Study of Leadership

Leadership has long been a nmajor interest area cf
psycnclogists. From the beginning of time, people have
existed in various types of leader-~follower or superior-
subordinate relationships., The research in this area has
progressed through many devélopmental stages. Yet even
today there is little understanding about what makes a
leader and how he operates effectively.

The initial efforts of psychologists concentrated on
determining what traits identified a leader. Very few of
these studies conclusively established a trait descripti-=
of a leader as distinguished from a follower (Stogdill,
19,8; Gibb, 1954). Stogdill (1948) in his review of these
studies concluded that:

A person does not become a leader by virtre of the

possession of some combination of traits, but the

pattern of personal characteristics of the leader
must bear some relevant relationships to the char-
acteristics, activities, and goals of the followers.,

After the trait theory approacn failed to establish
the traits needed to characterize a leader, many people
began to espouse an interactional approach to the under=-
standing of leadership. This theory claimed that several
inputs have to be included: (1) the personality of the

leader; (2) the followers with their attitudes, needs, and

1



problems; (3) the group itself both as regards to the
structure of interpersonal relations and its syntality
characteristics; and (l) the situation as determined by

the physical setting, nature of the task, etc. (Gibb, 1954;
1969)., Seldom are all these relevant variables included in
a single study. Most often leadership research takes the
form of identifying the leadership behaviors or leadership
style, i.e., the pattern of leadership behaviors, and their
subsequent effects upon certain follower variables or char-
acteristics. In order to comprehend the present approach
to leadership, a brief history of different theoretical

treatments of leadership style is in order,

Leadership Style

The classic contemporary social psychological study
of leadership style was the original Lewin, Lippitt, and
White (1939) study of boys' groups led by adults. They
employed three leadership roles: authoritarian, demo-
cratic, and laissez-faire, The authoritarian leader de-
termined all work policies, dictated work tasks and w:»k
groups, directed the work one step at a time, kept his
criterion for praise and criticism to himself, and remained
aloof from the group. The democratic leader, on the other
hand, set up all policies, work tasks, and work companicns
by group decisions, described the overall work process in
the initial meeting, was objective in praise and criti:ism,
and tried to become a regular member of the group. The

laissez=falre leader was relatively passive and actually



offered little leadership. The results showed that the b:ys
under authoritarian leaders were dependent on the leader
and often responded aggressively to each other; whereas
the democratic groups were friendly and freer in their sug-
gestions, In the democratic groups there was no change in
productivity when the leader left the room; whereas, there
was a sharp drop=-off in productivity after the authoritar-
ian leader left the room.

This study gave impetus to future studies of leader-
ship style and to investigations of how different leader-
ship styles lead to differential effects upon the group

members.,

Ohio State Leadership Studies

In 1945, the Bureau of Business Research at Ohic State
University developed the Leader Behavior Description Ques-
tionnaire (Gibb, 1954). In this questionnaire, Herphill
defines nine dimensions of leadership behavior: (1) initi-
ation, (2) membership, (3) representation, (l) integratisn,
(5) organization, (6) domination, (7) cormunicatica, !8)
recognition, and (9) production.

Later, Halpin and Winer (1952) using data from studies
of air crews, extracted four orthogonal factors from these
nine which account for a large amount of the variance.

(1) Consideration = extent to which the leader, while

carrying out his leader functions, is considerate

of the men who are his followers.
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(2) Initiating Structure - extent to which the leader

organizes and defines the relation between himself

and his subordinates or fellow group members,

(3) Production Emphasis - extent to which the leader

stresses getting the job done.

(4) Sensitivity or Social Awareness - extent that the

leader stresses being a socially acceptable indi-
vidual in his interactions with other group members.
Most of the present researchers in the Ohio State group
(Fleishman, 1953; Stogdill, 1965) only include the first
two factors in their analyses since these factors account
for some 804 of the variance. This then has become their

basis for describing leader behavior,

Unlversity of Michigan Leadership Studies

Early Survey Research Center = The early studies done

at the University of Michigan Survey Research Center
developed two basic concepts of leadership style: Produc-
tion-centered supervision and employee-centered supervisinon,
Production-centered supervisors see that the workers are
using the proper methods, are sticking to their work, and
aré getting a satisfactory volume of work done. Employee-
centered supervisors, however, emphasize the human problems
of their workers. The supervisor endeavors io build a team
of people who cooperate and work well together (Katz et al.,
1950; 1951).

Katz and Kahn (1966) elaborated this into four dimen-

sions of leadership:
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(1) Differentiation of Supervisory Role = behavior

reflects a greater emphasis upon activities of
planmning and performing specialized skilled tasks.

(2) Closeness of Supervision = degree to which the

supervisor is checking and monitoring work of
employee.

(3) Employee Orientation = degree tc which the super-

visor is personally involved with employees.

(l4) Group Rzlationships = behavior the leader exerts

in developing the group process.
This conceptualization has many parallels to the dimensiomns
of leadership described by Hemphill (1966).
Likert (1961, 1967) - Likert has probably been one of

the most active contributors in this area. He talks about
management in fcour styles ranging from authoritarian to
participative. The systems are: (1) exploitive suthorits-
tive, (2) benevolent authoritative, (3) consultative. and
(L) participative group. These four systems represent a
scheme for classifying organizations on what Likert calls
the human dimension of management.

The four systems are based upon five leadership con-
ditions: (1) the use by the manager of the principle cf
supportive relationships, (2) his use of group decision
meking and group methods of supervision,(3) his high per-~
formance goals for the organization, (l) his technical
knowledge, and (5) his coordinating, scheduling and plan-

ning.



Likert considers the first principle by far the most
important for effective supervision. From his viewpoint it
is absclutely essential that the leader be supportive and
ego building. He sees the relationship developed between
the leader and follower as crucial. There is much research
supporting his contentions and it will be referred to later.

Cartwright and Zander (1953) = Cartwright and Zander

view leadership as the performance of behaviors which help
the group to achieve 1its desired outcomes, i.e., the leader
fulfills group functions. The functions are described in
two ways: (1) the achievement of some specific group goal,
and/or (2) the maintenance or strengthening of the grcup
itself. This analysis of the leadership situation is much
more general than the other descriptive approaches presented
in this thesis.

Bowers and Seashors « In their article Bowers and Sea-~

shore (1966) have subsumed the previous theoretical stylesg
mentioned into four dimensions.
(1) Support = Behavior that enhances someone else!'s
feeling of personal worth and importance.

(2) Interaction facil:tatior - Behavior that encourages

members of the group to develop close, mutually
satisfying relationships.

(3) Goal emphasis « Behavior that stimulates an en-

thusiasm for meeting the group'!s goal or achieving

excellent performance.



(L) Work facilitation - Behavior that helps achieve

goal attainment by such activities as scheduling,
coordinating, planning, and by providing resources
such as tools, materials, and technical knowledge.

All the previous authorst! formulations overlap with this one.

Fiedler

Fiedler (1967) makes a distinction in style similar to
the original Survey Research Center formulation. He talks
about a task oriented style and a relations oriented style.
However, he mainly is trying to achieve a reconciliation
between trait theory and the situation. Style for him is
a function of the situation and the leader'!s ability to

exert his influence.

Nelson
Nelson (1949) developed a system for classifying

leadership style in terms of the way the leader defines
his role based upon his internalized attitudes. He views
the styles according to this type of classification:

(1) Dependent (Bureaucratic) Type = leader seeks

security and avoids responsibillty by following

management!s rules and regulations literally and

routinely. He avoids Iinteraction with workers

by withdrawal 'into office activities and only
infrequent impersonal contacts with his men.

(2) Self-sufficient (Autocratic) Type - leader seeks

power and responsibility through his own industry,

initiative, ability, and technical knowledge. He



makes his workers dependent upon him by his rather

limited, critical, detailed one-way communication

which does not develop their initiative.

(3) Manipulative (Idiocratic) Type - leader seeks

personal advancement by his ability to handle

individuals effectively and get out high produc-

tion. He has a superficial two~way interaction

with the workers through his rather frequent,
friendly contacts to stimulate interests and
activity.

(L) Integrative (Democratic) Type - leader seeks recog~

nition and participation for himself and his group

in the control of his department. He maintains
frequent, frank and informal, sincere, two-way

interaction with the workers in developing grcup

c>des, standards, and gcals.

Comparison

Several aspects shculd be considered in comparing these
different apprcaches tc the classification of leadership
style. One characterization cen be made on the basis cf
the distinction previously made between leadership behaviors
and leadership style. Leadership style was defined as a
pattern of leadership behaviors., The formulations of the
Ohio State group, Katz and Kahn, Cartwright and Zander, and
Bowers and Seashore, discriminate between leaders on the
basis of separate and distinct classes of behavicr,.

Fiedler's conceptualization begins to move in the dire:timn



of patterns of leadership behavior. His attempts to inte-
grate supervisory behaviors with situational demands are
commendable., However, this system relies strongly upon
his measure of the leader's evaluation of the Least Pre-
ferred Co-worker (LPC score). The meaning of this measure,
especially in behavioral terms, is ambiguous. Thus this
formulatlion has not wen wide acclaim among other theorists
investigating leadership style.

Only Likert and Nelson attempt to talk about leader-
ship style in the manner in which it is defined in this
theslis. Both theorists offer a classification which
describes different patterns of behavior. Underlying each
of their leadership style categories is a set of conditions
or classes of behaviors. Rather than discriminate between
leaders on the basis of specific behaviors, they consider
each class of behavior and assess the degree to which the
leader performs that behavior. The combination of be-
haviors accross all these conditions defines each of the
four leadership styles or patterns which ILikert and Nelson
employ.

Although bcth classification systems are nominal
schemata, they begin to establish a basis for the ordering
of leaders and leadership style. With respect to any one
class of behaviors, the patterns of leadership can be
arranged in a definite order. For example, on the dimensiocn
of communication the leadership styles can be arranged
from the bureaucratic leader who avoids communication with

his employees, to the autocratic leader who develops one~way
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communication with his employees, to the idiocratic leader
who develops a superficisl two-way communication with each
person, to the democratic leader who develops a sincere
three-way communication with the members of the work group
and between workers. The degree to which a leader possesses
certain characteristics or performs some set of behaviors
can be described, rather than a simple all or none classi-
figation of behaviors. The demonstration of the group-

ing of different behaviors intc a single style and a glimpse
at how these separate behaviors interact with cne another
becomes possible.

In order to consider adequately the numerous variables
necessary to develop an interactional approach to the study
of leadership, it is necessary to propose a formulation
which allows one both to order leadership behaviors and to
combine leadership behaviors to evaluate their interactional
effects. Formulations which only describe different classes
of behavior which the leader performs can make no statements
about how the different classes of behavior join together°
Yo statements can be made as to why certain combinations
of behaviors exist nor the resulting effects of them. Only
the Likert and Nelson formulations allow for comparisons
across and discriminations between leaders, and the estab~
lishment of referents for leader interactions with subor-
dinates.

The Likert system suggests one important theoreti:zal
problem. Inherent in his theory is the idea that there

exists one best leadership style for all situations.
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Given the complexities discussed previously, this idea
seems too oversimplified. This seems analogous to the error
committed by the early psychologists who tried to establish
a specific set of characteristics to define a leader. It
assumes that the personality of the leader, the attitudes,
needs, and problems of the followers, the structure of
interpersonal relationships of the group, and the situation
itself are responsive to only one style of leadership.

In Likertts eyes the most effective way to run an
organization is from a participative management viewpoint.
This parallels our political beliefs about democracy and
thus has won wide acclaim.

However, this formulation does not seem to work in
every situation. It seems to oversimplify the relation-
ships among people and present only negative aspects of all
other styles.

Albrook (1966) in a review of several studies found
that participative management does not seem to work with
all people and in all situations. Participative management
would not be the most effective means of handling situations
in which: (1) interaction is restricted; (2) the tasks are
complex; (3) permissiveness is in some way restricted by
higher authorities; (L) maximum productivity is demanded;
(5) the expectations of the subordinates differ; (6) the
personalities and abilities of the subordinates interfere;
(7) the personality and expectations of would be permis-
sive leaders is contradictory; and (8) emergencies (Bass,

1965). Especially important are points 5, 6, and 7 because
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they deal with the relationships between the superior and
subordinate. It seems inconceivable to expect that these
differing expectations, personalities, and abilities of
the leader and the follower can always be accomodated best
by a single style of behavior. This type of evidence has
led William Eddy (1962) to comment:

It is erident from all the evidence brought to bear

on the problem that no one method of control can be

shown to be totally effective. The evidence is that

individual variability, individual differences in
personality traits, group characteristics, kind of

task being carried out, situational demands, and

other factors interact with the characteristics of

management'!s methods to determine effectiveness of

performance.

These considerations of the complexity of leadership
situations and the multitude of variables in the inter-
action of several people make it difficult for one to accept
a single best style approach to leadership style. There-
fore, an approach which is not systematically biased in
favor of one style over another should be used in constructe
ing a theoretical schema.

Through comparison of the various conceptualizations
certain theoretical requirements have been established. In
order to recognize the complexities of the leadership situa-
tion, an interaction approach to the study of leadership is
essential, This approach should attempt to distinguish
between patterns of behavior rather than simply to identify
the presence of a behavior. For only in this way can:one

progress toward the ordering of leadership behaviors and

establishing the referents of the interpersonal relations
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between leader and followers, In addition this approach
should allow for an unbiased reflection of the inter.
action components rather than favor one style over
another. Of all the systems compared, only Nelson's
formulation satisfies them all.,

Implicit in all these statements are several addi-
tional important considerations that recommend Nelson's
system. Given the arguments in favor of a truly inter-
actional approach and those opposed to a single best style
approach, it follows that (1) different people can employ
different styles of supervision in any given situation,
and (2) the same person can employ different styles of
supervision in different situations. Nelson (19L49)
demonstrated that use of the different supervisory styles
was not a function of the supervisor'!s age, education,
length of time with the company, his experience or ranlk,
nor was it a function of the age, sex, race, educaticr. or
skill of his work group. Therefore, it seems that the style
of leadership employed is not specific to particular types
of people with certain characteristics.

Fiedler (1967) attempts to establish through several
of his studies how the 1eader.can analyse the situation snd
match his strengths and weaknesses to the demands of that
situation. With this type of approach and allowance for
certain of the cormplexities of the leadership situation in
specific terms, additional advances in theory building can

be attempted.



CHAPTER II

Application of Role Theory to Organizations

Using the different schemes for classifying leader-
ship style, investigators have attempted to show the
effects of leadership upon supervisors and subordinates.
Very few studies of leadership style actually look at the
interrelationship of supervisor with subordinate. Almost
all investigators of leadership behavior have relied upon
the reports of the employees to describe their supervisors:
behavior (Likert, 1961, 1967; Stogdill, 1965). Several
have used measures of the supervisor-employee relationship
to determine its effects upon the supervisors (Nelson, 199;
Vroom, 1960), but seldom the reciprocal effects upcn both
the supervisor and the employee.

Katz and Kahn (1966) state: "Leadership is a rela-
tional concept implying two terms: the influencing agent
and the persons influenced." This definition suggests that
the reports of supervisory behavior and the associated
attitudes and characteristics of both the supervisors and
subordinates should be included in any study of leadership
style. In order to understand this double influencing rzla-
tionship, complementary data from both supervisors and en-

ployees are required.

1l
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Gibb (1954) in commenting on the interactional theory,
notes that very few recognize the importance of the leader's
perception, the follover's perception, and the group‘s per-
ception of themselves and others in relation to the vari-
ables of leadership style. At that time he recognized ro

theory capable of filling this void.

Role Theory Model

Within the last few years there has been an increase
in the application of role theory to the study of orzaniza-
tions. These efforts have been stimulated by Katz and Kahn

(1966) The Social Psychology of Organizations and by Kahn

et al. (196L) Organizational Stress. Both of these works

build upon the efforts of Linton (1936), Newcomb (1950),
Parsons (1951), and Rommetveit (1954). Linton (1936)
linked role to the definition of status. He defined status
as a position in a social system occupied by designated
individuals and role as the behavioral enacting of the rat-
terned expectations attributed to that position. In 1950,
lewcomb used these terms 1in elaborating the framewcriz of
social psychological theory. He was interested in roles
and role relationships. Role relationships are based upon
the behavioral and attitudinal relationships amcng the
occupants of particular roles. Finally Rommetveit (195l)
elaborated a model of role relationships which served as
the basis for both the Katz and Kahn and the Kahn et al.
approach. This model will also serve as the basis of thils

investigation and will be discussed later.
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Katz and Kahn (1966) have defined organizations as
open soclal systems. At the social psychological base of
these systems are the role behaviors of the members;, the
norms prescribing and sanctioning these behaviors and the
values in which the norms are embedded. Their application
of this theoretical perspective to the analysis of organi-
zations and the application of the model to the study of
role conflict within organizations suggests a fruitful
approach to the study of leadership style. With further
investigation and elaboration this model may serve as an
integrative force in organizational theory.

Rormmetveit (1954) developed his model of interpersonal
relations based upon the expectations of the role sender
and role receiver. Each behavioral activity forms a com-
plete vnit or role episode (see Fig. 1) and is broken down
into four parts: role evaluation, sent role, reczeived role,

and role behavior.

Rcle Sender Focal Person
Expectations | Sent Rolsg Received Role| Role Behavior
Perception Informa=- Perception of | Compliance;
of Focal tion Role and Per-| Resistance;

- Person's Attempts | 1 ception of "side B
Behavior: at Influ- ’RRole Sending | effects"
ence
Evaluation
I IT III Iv
2

Fig. 1 A Model of the Role Episode (adapted from Katz and
Kahn, 1966).
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Role evaluations - are the evaluative standards applied

to the behavior of any person who occupies a given
organizational office or position.

Sent role - consists of the communications stemming

from role expectations and sent by a member of the
role set as he attempts to influence the focsl person.

Received role - the focal person's perception of' the

rcle sendings addressed to him, including those he

"sends" to himself.

Role behavior - the response of the focal perscn to

the complex of information and influence he has received

With this model in mind, one proceeds to a more spe=-
cific look at the relationship between the leader and the
follower., DNelson (1949) was concerned primarily with the
way the leader defined his institutional role. He developed
his styles of leadership upon the assumption that any
established leadership process will develop a pattern cf
social interaction based upon a cormon set of expectations.
These patterns of interaction result in the expectation or
behavioral tendency developed in the leader as a prcduzt of
experience with his group. Jacobson (1967) views these
styles of leadership as training situations and the leaders
in a constant training role. They train the subordirsate
in what to expect in the superior-subordinate relationship
and how to behave. At the same time Katz and Kahn (1966)
assert that each individual responds to the organization in

terms of his perceptions of organizational activitiss,
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which may not correspond to the actual organizational be=-
haviors. Accordingly, every individual will respond to
the training of his supervisor in terms of his own percep=-
tions of the supervisor's behavior, which may not accur-
ately reflect that training.

This study applies role concepts to an analysis of
leadership style. Contemporary role theory is based on
exploration of the different ways in which members of an
interacting group perceive each othert!s performance and
influence each other through expectations about the other's
performance. The interaction theory of leadership style,
discussed previously, deals with a specific type of inter-
acting role relationships. The supervisor in his role of
leader influences the subordinate in particular ways. The
Rommetveit model is concerned with the transmission of
expectations for role behavior. In that model the super=-
visor as role sender has a set of prescriptions and pro-
scriptions for the subordinate role, while the subordinate,
as role receiver, perceives what the supervisor expects of
him, This thesis will focus more upon the supervisory role
and role behaviors and only implicitly on expectations for
the employee role. The supervisor's leadership style is a
means of defining the supervisor!s own role vis-a-vis the
employee. His behavior serves as a cue to the subordinate
as to what is expected of him in certain situations. 1In
most organizations the proper role behavior for a subordi-

nate is usually learned on the basis of inference from
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others' behaviors rather than through any direct attempts
at trapsmitting expectations to him. This study will look
at how the different cues provided by the supervisor!s role
behavior are perceived in supervisor-subordinate relation~
ships.

Supervisory role behavior acts as the means by which
the leader communicates or trains each of his followers in
relation to the "do!'s and don'ts" associated with his
office. From the Jacobson viewpoint of leadership style,
the supervisor uses particular styles in order to communie-
cate role expectations for the subordinate role. A super-
visor's leadership style indicates the type of relation-
ship he is attempting to establish with his subordinates.
The manner in which he perceives his own leadership style
defines the role relationship he is trying to establish
with his subordinate.

On the other hand, the subordinate has certain percep-
tions and cognitions of the cues he receives from the super-
visor's role behavior. His perceptions of these cues give
him implicit directives as to what his relationship to the
supervisor should be. A subordinate!s perceptions of the
supervisor's leadership style serves as a basis for his
response to his role relationship with the supervisor.

Focusing upon the supervisor'!s role will allow an
analysis of certain types bf responses to the role behavior
cues furnished by the supervisor. The directives of a super-
visor that are received by subordinates can be studied

through an analysis of subordinate reports., Two aspects of
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subordinates! reports associated with the supervisocris role
behavior will be investigated in this thesis. First, the
degree of agreement between the perceptions of the super-
visor and the perceptions of the subordinate about the
supervisor!s leadership style will be determined. Then the
relationship between the supervisor!s behavior and the sub-
ordinate's report of satisfaction with a number of job
aspects will be studied., The supervisor's behavicr will be
indexed both from the reports of the supervisor and the re-

ports of the subordinates,

Agreement Between Supervisor and Subordinate

There is little research on the degree of agreement be=
tween supervisors! and employees! perceptions of leadership
styles. Vroom (196l ) suggests that employee reports sabout
thelr supervisor's behavior are subject to blas based upon
their liking for the supervisor., He feels it is necessary to
establish a certain degree of agreement between the subordie
nate's report and other reports of the supervisorfs behavior
from different sources in order to control the potential bias
in these reports.

In evaluating the leadership abilities of a foreman,
Besco and Lawshe (1959) found that the perceptions of the sub-
ordinates of a foreman in no way correlated with the percep-
tions of a foremant!s superiors. A glaring discrepancy has
also been demonstrated between what the supervisor thinks he
does and what his subordinates say he does in the area of

giving recognition (Likert, 1958),
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Vroom (196C}, in his dissertation, attempted to distin-
guish between psychological participation and objestive pare
ticipation for a group of supervisors. He used s2lf-repcrts
of the supervisors as measures of psychological participation.
He used reports from peers of the supervisor, subordinatas of
the supervisor, and superiors of the supervisor as measures
of objective participation. Much to his dismay he found no
relationship between his measures of objective participstion
and psychological participation. In fact he found a minor
negative correlation between his measu£e_of subordinzte re~
ported participation and his ﬁeasure of the supervisorfs
psychological participation. He attributes this lack of
agreement mostly to the fact that his measures of objective
participation are only one item indexes, but this ls:k of
agreement is worth investigation on & larger scale.

The most thorough investigation into the area of agree-
ment between supervisors and employees concerning sup=arviscry
behavior is that of Gross (1956). Using time sampling
methods, he had observers establish the amount ¢f tims eg-h
supervisor spent in various activities. Also he had super-
visors fill out a checklist denoting the amount of time they
spent in each activity. Employees filled out a similer form
describing the amount of time their supervisor spent in each
of these activities. Gross found no consistent relationship
between the observations of the supervisort!s behsvicr aad
either the supervisor's perception of his own behavior -~r

the employees! perception of the suvervisort!s behavior,
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Also no consistent relationship could be established between
the superviscr's perceptions of his own behavior and the
employees! perception of the supervisor's behavicr.

The Gross study is similar to the study to be reported
here with the exception that Gross examined the amount of
time spent in various activities rather than the leadership
style involved. The first hypothesis to be tested is de-
rived from the findings described in the paragraphs above,

Hypothesis I. There will be a lack of agreement

between the supervisor'!s perception of his own

leadership style and his employees! perception
of the supervisor's leadership style.

The supervisor has been described by Jacobson (1967)
to be in a training role, The training of the employee in
the expectations and behavior of his supervisor is a learn-
ing situation, and thus follows learning principles. The
employee will know the expectations of his supervisor only
after repeated contacts with the supervisor, His learning
qf these expectations should proceed according to the
standard curves of learning performance. Increasing the
length of time a person is with the company and increasing
the length of time a person works with a particular supervi-
sor should increase the probability of agreement between
the supervisor!s and employeet!s perception of the supervisor's
leadership style.

As the length of time he has been with the company
increases, the subordinate!s ablility to perceive correctly
the supervissor's style of leadership should be facilitated

by the subordinate'!s increased knowledge of company
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policies, both formal and informal. This information should
allow the employee to understand some of the expectations
and pressures operacing on the supervisor in his dealing
with the employees.

In addition, working with a particular supervisor for
a long time affords the employee the opportunity to inter-
act with the supervisor in different situvations a number
of times. These interactions more clearly establish the
specific expectations the supervisor holds. The more
chances an employee has to experience and verify the super-
visoris expectations and behavioral patterns, the more
accurate he will be in his perceptions of the supervisor’'s
leadership style.

Hypothesis II. The longer a subordinate works with

a company, the greater will be the agreement between

the supervisor's perception of his leadership style

and the employee'!s perception of the supervisor's
leadership style.

Hypothesis III. The longer a subordinate works with
a particular supervisor the greater will be the
agreement between the supervisorfs perception of his
leadership style and the employee's perception cf the
supervisoris leadership style.

Hypothesis IV. The agreement between the supervisor:s

and employee'!s perception of the supervisor‘s leader-
ship style will be greater for employees with the
supervisor a long time than for those with the company
a long time.

Different Styles of Supervicion

Not all persons have the same expectations abocut a
given role position. The role involves a rante of differ-
ent behaviors. Similarly for the leadership role there 1is

not a single set of expectations for all role occupants,
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Nor does each role occupant have the same set of expecta-~
tions for each sitiation. These points are often over~
looked in the analyses of leadership style. Generally.
leaders are groupsd into categories of leadership style
on the basis of their modal responses to questions about
leadership behavior. This practice ignores the complexi-
ties of the leadership situation. In this study, each
supervisor will be identified on the basis of his tctal
pattern of responses across the entire Nelson Index, i.=s.,
the set of questions based upon Nelson'‘s theory of leader-
ship style. In this study en adaptation of the Nelsocn
Index devised by Trumbo (1958) was used. One of the
questions used was:

When hiring a new employee, the supervisor should

select a man who is:

1. 1intelligent and has a good deal of drive.

2, a.hgrd worker and who doesni!t need much super-

vision.

2, open-minded end willing to share reopon31blliti

L. agreeable and willing to follow the regulations.

In defining their leadership role, some supervisors
report only a limited range of expectations and behsviors
that consistently reflect a specific pattern. Other super
visors chocse a broad ranze of expectations and behavicrs
to match different situaticns. The former group 1s labecled
as using a uniform leadership style because they report
only a limited range of the total supervisory behaviors;
the latter 1s labeled as using a mix=d leadership style
because they extend their range of behaviors across the

spectrun of supervisory behaviors. If the set cf expectu-

tions and tehaviors that the supervisor uses 1s limited,
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then the expectation and behavior patterns that the employee
has to learn are limited also. In those cases, employees
should find it easier to generalize expectations about the
supervisors from one supervisory situation to another.
Hypothesis V. The more uniform is the supervisor?s
reported leadership style, the greater will be the
agreement between his perceptions of his leadership

style esnd the employee's perceptions of the super-
visor!s leadership style.

Satisfaction

One cf the major reasons for investigating role rela-
tionships is to determine the impact of differential role
expectations. A basic concern has been to establish ths
relationship between differential role expectations and
differential attitudes. The primary purpose of studies in
leadership style is to see how various role relationships
affect work related attitudes. In almost all studies of
leadership style, job satisfaction and satisfaction with
the supervisor have been used as dependent measures of the
differential effects of leadership style.

A bureaucratic leader!s relationships with employees
are formal, infrequent, and impersonal. The supervisor®s
rule-centered approach may lead to apathetic workers who
identify neither with the company nor the supervisor.

The authoritarian leader directs the employees in a
very detailed and critical manner. They are completely
subservient to the leader and may be negative and antag-
onistic to all his suggestions and actions or may give

unquestioning obedience.
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Employee relationships under an idiocratic leader are
informal. This type of supervisor deals with each person
individually. However, the ambition and competition he
builds between the workers may modify somewhat their satis-
faction with him and the job.

The democratic leader develops a very close relation-
ship with Lis employees. Through his involvement in the
work group, he fosters cooperation and satisfaction among
the members.

Recent literature on leadership styles and satisz-
faction have proposed similar relationships. Most of the
studies have attempted to establish a positive relationcship
between human relations or employee-centered leadership
styles and both Jjob satisfaction and satisfaction with the
supervisor. Likert and his colleagues at the Survey
Research Center (1961) have provided the most abundant
evidence in favor of such an interpretation. However,
Vroom (196l1) has stated that the evidence is not conclusive
enough at this point to definitely affirm such a propcsi-
tion.

Hypothesls VI. There will be more employee job satis=

faction for those employees under democratic and ici-

ocratic supervisors then for those under bureaucratic
and autocratic supervisors.

Hypothesis VII. There will be mcre employee satisfac-
tlon with the supervisor for employees under democratic
and idiocratic supervisors than for those under bureau-~
cratic and autocratic supervisors.

Vroom (196l) feels that only those aspects of the super-
visor'!s behavior that are perceived by the subordinsastes are

related to job satisfaction. In his analysis of the amount
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of time supervisors spent in various activities, Gross
(1956) found that the employees' satisfaction with the
amount of time spent in these activities was not related
to actual observations of the supervisoris benavior, but
was related to employees?! perception of the supervisor'!s
behavior,

These studies seem to indicate that employee satisfac-
tion scores reflect employee perception of the supervisor's
style and not necessarily responses to any sent role. The
manner in which the supervisor describes his leadership
style may not affect employee satisfaction. What the super-
visor does has an effect upcn the employe='s szatisfaction.
At this point it i3 not clear whether the effe:t upn
employee satisfaction stems from what a supervissr does
in his relaticxnship with the employee or merz2ly uron what

ves thsz superyvisor dcing. In either

e

the empicys2 perce
case the mcrs agreemert that exists betwsern th:s superviscris
and the emplcyee®s rep.rts of the supervisor-: role ce-
havicr, the more 21lssely empl-oyese satisfacti i siiuld

relate t. bcth.

Several factors ccould als> determire an employee's
perception of the supervisor's behavicr besides the behavior
itself, The norms develcped among emplcye2 work groups as
to how superviscrs act, cculd predispocse the employee tc
perceive the supervisor's behavior in en.ther way. Many
people often have prezcnceived noticns <f supervissre

before they enter a jcb or even take their first jcb., Both

D
(0]
a

of these fsstcere are comuen in affecting the erploye
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percepticn of a supervisor'!s behavior. Generally these
cther conceptions of the supervisor's behavior interfere
with the employee's correct percesption of the supervisor's
behavizr,

The supervisor's role behavior is employed as cues for
emplcyee behavicr, The emplsyee who agrees with the super-
vizyr on the percepticia of the supervisor?!s behavior per-
c¢eives the correct cues. Operating on those cues the em-
plcyee establishes the rcle relationship the supervisor
intended and is rewarded aczordingly. With the repeated
occurrence cf these behaviors and rewards the employee
begins to internalize this pattern of role behavior. Inter-
nalization of the role behavior is a determinant of the
employee satisfaction. In the case in which the employee
agrees with the supervisor cn the perception of the super-
viscrts role behavior, he will internalize role behavior
for which h2 will be rewarded consistently. Those employees
who do n:t agree with their supervisors on the supervisortis
rcle behavior use a different set of cues for their role
behavizr, This rcle behavior will not be rewarded as much
as the r:-le behavior ¢f the employees who agree because 1t
will nct always be consistent with the expectations of the
supervizor, Therefcre, the following hypotheses are pro-
posed:

Hypothesis VIII. There is no relationship between the

leadership style reported by the supervisor and the

employee's job satisfaction,

Hypothesis IX. There is no relationship between the

leadership style repcrted by the supervisor and the
employee'!s satisfaction with his supervisor.
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Hypcthesis X. There is a relationship between the
leadershlp style perceived by the employee and the
employeeis jcb satisfaction.

Hypothesis XI. There is a relationship between the
leadershlp style perceived by the employee and the
employee's satisfaction with his supervisor.

Hypothesis XII. The greater the degree of agreement
between the supervisor:s report of leadership style
and the employee'!s perception of the supervisorts
leadership style, the greater the employee'!s job
satisfaction.

Hyp-theais XIII. The greater the degree of agreement
between the supervisorfs report of leadership style
and ths employee'!s percsaption ¢f the supervisor!s
leadership style, the greater the employee's satis-
faction with his supervisor.




CHAPTER III
Research Site and Data Gathering

Companies
Under the auspices of the School of Labor and Indus-

trial Relations at Michigan State University, a team of
researchers led by Eugene Jacobson, Professor of Psy-
chology; William Faunce, Professor of Sociology; and Einar
Hardin, Professor of Economics, investigated the relation-
ships between automation and attitudes toward change.

Two medium sized insurance companies were surveyed to
determine the relationships of supervisory practices, com=-
munication, employee personality, and employee work history
to employee response to change. The change process ana-
lysed was the introduction of the companies first IBM 650
electronic data processing machine.

The first study involved a company employing about 500
persons, 300 of them housed in the central home office
building. Questionnaires were administered to both super-
visory and nonsupervisory personnel in February, 1957,
approximately three months after the computer had been in
use.

A second study, in another insurance company, with

approximately 40O persons, investigated the same problems.

30
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Here the questionnaire was administered to supervisory and

nonsupervisory personnel in November, 1957.

Studies Using These Data

A general overall view of the results of this research
can be found in two articles: (1) Jacobson, Trumbo, Cheek,
and Nangle (1959); and (2) Faunce, Hardin, and Jacobson
(1962). Jacobson, Trumbo, Cheek, and Nangle describe the
study and report four facets of nonsupervisory employees!
responses to change. Faunce, Hardin, and Jacobson (1962)
summarize research findings on employee response to tech-
nological change.

The most detailed reports of the two insurance company
studies are found in the doctoral dissertations of Don
Trumbo (1958), John Nangle (1961), and Gloria Cheek
Kamenske (1965). Trumbo reported on a number of factors
related to attitudes toward change. He described a change
scale index, and reported relationships between favorable
attitudes toward change and other employee characteristics.
Nangle investigated the effects of intra-organizational
communications and the response to them on attitudes to-
ward change. Gloria Cheek Kamenske'!s main concern was with
the personality variables involved in attitudes toward
change. Specifically she dealt with anxiety and dogmatism
measures as they related to chanze factors.

Several other investigations of aspects of employee

response to change were reported by one or more of the
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research team members. Included in Appendix A is a bib-
liography of the research articles originating from this

data,

Sample

This study will use only the data from the investi-
gation of the second insurance company. Supervisors who
have three or more employees reporting to them are in-
cluded in the analysis., The study population consists or
twenty=~five supervisors and 154 employees. Work groups
of employees reporting to one supervisor have from three

to sixteem members.,

Definition of Leadership Style

Index of Leadership Style

In the survey of the insurance companies the ques-
tionnaires for both supervisory and nonsupervisory person=
nel were identical except for the set of questions on
supervisory style. This set of questions was matched
with the supervisors reporting about their own way of hand-
ling different situations, and the employees reporting
on how their supervisor handled the same type of situa-
tion. The fcur basic styles which Nelson describes are
the bureaucratic, the autocratic, the idiocratic, and the
democratic. According to Nelson the basic dimension
underlying these leadership styles is the communication
pattern which the supervisor develops with his subordinates.

The bureaucratic leader attempts to avoid all communication
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and contact with his subordinates. He 1s rule-centered and
develops only official relationships, eriphasizing loyalty
to himself and the company.

The autocratic leader has one-way communication with
his subordinates based upon his own technical knowledge and
skills. His self-centeredness is expressed through his
repetitious, detailed criticisms of the subordinates and
his expectaticns for their blind obedience to his every
directive.

A two-way communication exists between the idiocratic
supervisor and his subordinates, but only in so far as it
allows the superviscor to manipulate erpployee interest and
motivation. This type of supervisor tries to develop
ambition within the individual worker and competition among
the workers through a diplomatic distribution of individual
rewards and punishments.

The development of the group 1s the prime consideration
of a democratic supervisor. He integrates his subordinates
into a cooperative team through close, frequent, and sincere
two-way communication.

Nelson's Leadership Inventory was converted into a

multiple choice format to measure the supervisor's percep-
tions of their own supervisory style. The employees! per-
ceptions of their supervisor'!s leadership style was measured
by a scale which is complementary to the supervisor scale.
Both were constructed by Trumbo (1958).

. The original survey instrument contained twenty-five

Nelson type leadership questions for the supervisors and



34

twenty questions for the employees. In order to make com-
parative statements about the supervisors! leadership style
from the point of view of both the supervisor and the subor-
dinate, only those items with identical stems for both
groups were used in this analysis. This reduced the set of
questions to ten. Each item was designed to produce infore
mation about characteristic ways of dealing with a different
situation or problem in leadership practice. The situations
included problems of getting out the production, supervisor
development, type of employee to hire, method of reorganiz-
ing departmental work, maintenence of discipline, basis for
ratings and promotion of an employee, handling of employee
suggestions, training a new employee, means of disseminate
ing orders and information, and selection of supervisors.
For each of the ten questions the supervisor or employee

was presented with four alternatives, each alternative
representing one of Nelson's four styles (see Appendix B).
Responses in each category were tallied and a distribution
of the sums of the ten responses across the four alterna-
tives was defined as the index of leadership style. For
instance, supervisor number two listed no bureaucratic
responses, two autocratic, and four idiocratic and demo-
cratic responses each. Supervisor number eleven gave three
bureaucratic responses, two autocratic, two idiocratic, and

three democratic responses.
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Length of Time With The Company

This was a single item index. Each respondent was
asked, "when were you hired by (name of company)?"
The year in which they were hired was used as the measure of
the length of time that each person had been employed by

the compeany.

Length of Time With The Supervisor

A single item was used to determine the length of time
anyone worked under a particular supervisor. The specific
question asked was "how long has this person been your
supervisor?" 1In the question preceding this one the re-
spondent was asked to name the person to whom they reported

directly.

General Job Satisfaction

This was one of two measures of job satisfaction.
General job satisfaction is a measure of a person's overall
satisfaction with the job. The index is based on the answer
to the question "Taking everything into account, how satis-

fied are you with your job?"

Specific Job Satisfaction

The second measure of job satisfaction was obtained
through the summation of answers to questions about four-
teen aspects of job satisfaction., Aspects of the job in-

cluded in this index are listed in Table I.
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TABLE I

Specific Job Satisfaction Index

. —— ——————————
Attitude Object Specific Aspects
Job 1. Variety in the work.

2. Degree of interest of job,.
3. Amount of work.

L. Accuracy demanded.

5. Control over work pace.

60 Skill needed.

7. Planning necessary.

8. Responsibility demanded.
9. Judgment needed.
10. Importance to the company.

Supervision 1l1. Amount of supervision.
Security 12. Security felt in the job.
Reward 13, Amount of pay.

1. Chance for promotion.

Satisfaction With The Supervisor

Satisfaction with the supervisor is a two item index
based on the questions "How do you feel about the relation-
ship between you and your supervisor?" and "How do you feel
about the way your supervisor handles his (her) job?" Re=-
sponses to both questions are summed as an indicator of
satisfaction with supervisor.

All of the satisfaction items used in this study were
Likert style items with alternatives ranging from "come
pletely satisfied" to "not satisfied." The entire set of
items described in this chapter from the questionnaire used
in the second insurance company study can be found in Appen=-

dix B.



CHAPTER IV
Comparison of Supervisors and Employees

on Leadership Style Index

The Nelson Index of leadership style is a measure of
four ways in which an industrial supervisor can interact
with his subordinates. A brief summary of each of these
styles is that the bureaucratic leader relies upon the
rules and formal structure of the organization to lead his
work group; the autocratic leader directs the situation on
the basis of his own ability and technical knowledge; the
idiocratic leader manipulates the workers through his own
pleasant personality and knowledge of people; and the demo-
cratic leader attempts to develop the workers into a cohe=-
sive and participative unit. Characteristics of the Index
itself and the response patterns of the supervisors and the
employees are described in this chapter,

Two methods have been used for scoring this Index,
Nelson (1949) administered his Index to a group of foremen
in the form of paried comparisons. Each item could be
scored from O to 3, since each was compared three times,
There were twenty-one prosblem areas, giving a highest pos-
sible score of sixty-three. The range of scores obtained

in the study from a possible O to 63 are shown in Table II.

37
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TABLE II

Range of Scores (Nelson)

(N = 220)
=== o ——— ———— ——
Bureaucratic 9 - 38
Autocratic 18 - 50
Idiocratic 19 -« 52
Democratic 18 = 52

Trumbo (1958) did not use the same format in his adap-
tation of the Nelson Index for use in a medium sized insur=-
ance company. Instead of paried comparisons, he presented
the four styles as multiple choice alternatives in a set
of twenty-five hypothetical leadership situations, and asked
a group of supervisors to select preferred alternatives.
Trumbo constructed a similar twenty item scale to measure
employee percepticns of their own supervisorts style. On
both scales Trumbo'!s scoring system assigned one point for
each item., His theoretical range of scores was O to 25 for
supervisors, and 0 to 20 for the employees. The range of
scores for each style appears in Table III.

The Trumbo adaptation of the Nelson Index was used in
1958 in a study of a second insurance company conducted
by Hardin, Trumbo, Nangle, and Cheek, It is reported in
this monograph, but only those questions with identical

stems for both superviscrs and employees were tabulated for
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TABLE III

Range of Sceres (Trumbo)

s ———
— ———

Superviscrs (N = Lj6) Employees (N =223)

(0=-25) (0-20)
Bureaucratic 0=10 0=12
Autocratic 1-12 0-15
Idiocratic 3-16 0= 9
Democratic 2=15 0=-1l

this analysis. This author found a range of responses in
the second insurance company that is similar to the range

Trumbo found in his study (see Table IV).

TABLE IV

Range of Sccres (Heinen)

as—

Supervisors (N =25) Employee (N =15l)

(0-10) (0=10)
Bureaucratic 0=3 0=5
Autocratic O0=5 0-8
Idiocratic 1-7 0=6
Democratic 1-6 0=7

The distribution of responses, as evidenced by the
mean number of responses per category (see Tables V and

VI), across all three studies are basically the same for
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the three supervisory grcups and also for the two employee
groups. There are twe minor differences. First, Nelson's
supervisors did not give as much weight proportionately

to the idiccratic category as did Trumbo's and Heinent's
group of supervisors. There are also some differences in
the propcrtisnate weighting of the categcries by the em=-

playee grcups.

TABLE V

Ilean Superviscr's Recponse to Each Leadership Category

e — — ———— ——e—
— ————

Nelson (N = 220) Trumbo (N = L6) Heinen (N = 25)

B 23.72 lL. 0L 1.16

A 3.28 .78 1.96

I 33.49 7.65 3.56

D 3.5l 8.52 3.12
TABLE VI

lean Emplcyee's Response to Each Leadership Category

e e e e e e~ " T TR

Trumbo (N = 223) Heinen (N = 15l)

B .70 2.07
A 5.68 2.55
I 2.92 2.15

D 6.39 3.01
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In examining the difference between the mean response
of the supervisors and employees (Table VII) both the
Trumbo and Heinen studies show that the supervisors give a
higher mean response for the idiocratic and democratic
categories than do the employees; whereas, the employees
give a higher mean response for the bureaucratic and

autccratic categories than dc¢ the supervisors.

TABLE VII

Difference in Mean Responses of Supervisors
and Employees to Each Leadership Category

_— o — _— _— _———

Trumbo Heinen
Sup Emp Dif Sup Emp Dif
‘N =46 N = 223 N =25 N = 154

IOl L.70  =.66 1,16  2.07  =.91
l.78 5.68 -.90  1.96  2.55  =.59
7.65 2.92 L.73 3.56 2.15 l.41
8.52 6.39 1.13  3.12  3.01 11

o H P2 W

The three studies indicate that a similar pattern of
supervisory style, as perceived by the supervisor and by
the employees, can be obtained using two forms of the
Nelson Index in three different wcrk settings.

Two other kinds of information are offered by Nelson
and Trumbo about the characteristics of this index. Nelson
computed test-retest coefficients on his data and found
correlations of .83 for the bureaucratic category, .67 for

the autocratic category, .61 for the idiocratic category
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and .69 for the demoecratic category. Trumbo, on the other
hand, correlated item scores with total scores., For the
supervisors, he divided the sample at the median on the
basis of scores on a particular scale, and compared propor-
tions of upper and lower groups selecting scale alterna-
tives to each item., Within the supervisor's index the items
were consistent with each of the subscales with three
exceptions, Fror the employee groupsmethods and tables
developed by Flanagen (1939) and Kelley (1939) were em-
ployed to obtain an estimate of the item-total score cor-
relation. This method uses respondents in the upper 27%
and lower 27% of the total score distribution and compares
the proportion of correct responses to each item. Again,
three items failed to correlate positively with the total
score. From these analyses Trumbo concludes that there is
evidence that for most items, the alternatives are mean-
ingfully related to the leadership patterns which they
were designed to reflect.

As mentioned in the theoretical section of this mono-
graph, leadership style is not static. It is assumed that
the style of supervision a person employs can vary fron
situation to situation. When Trumbo adapted the Nelson
Index to allow the respondent to choose from among four
alternative responses to leadership situations, he con-
structed a set of items that were intended to illustrate a
wide variety of situations. For instance, in the employee

questionnaire, two of the items are:
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l. If I suggested an improvement in the section, my
supervisor would be most apt to
l. TUrge me to send it directly to the Operating
Cormittee.
2. Urge me to talk it over with the cthers for
their comments.
3. Ask to have time to go over it before he
makes any comments.
L. Go over it with me; point out that this is the
wey to get ahead,
On this item a choice of "1" response would be coded
as indicating a preference for the bureaucratic style, a
choice of "2" would indicate a preference for the demo-
cratic style, a choice of "3" would indicate a preference
for the autocratic style, and a choice of "™ would indicate
a preference for the idiocratic style.
2. My supervisor attempts to maintain discipline by
l., Letting each employee be responsible for his
own conduct once he knows the rules.
2. Helping employees work out a cormon standard
of action based on the rules.
3. Taking direct personal action against serious
violators of the rules.
. Treating all employees alike and according to
the rules.
On this item a choice of "1" would be coded as indicat=-
ing a preference for the idiocratic style, a checice of "2"
would indicate a preference for the democratic style, a
choice of "3" a preference for the autocratic style, and a
choice of "I" a preference for the bureaucratic style.
Similarly, each of the items suggests to the respon-
dent a different situational context in which the four
styles of leadership might be used.
When the respondent is presented with tem items like
these, one possibility is that the respondent will be con-

sistent from item Lo item, in the sense that he will choose
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that alternative that always refers to one style. A re-
spondent, fcr instance, could <zonsistently check the alter-
native czded "bursaucrati:" orn all ten items.

Table VIII indicates the extent to which the respon-
dents were consistent from situation to situation, that is
from item to item. A Kuder=Richardson correlation coef-
ficient estimate cf reliability was used to determine the
internal ccmsistency. The low czrrelation coefficients
indiczate that each item is measuring separate aspects of
leadership style. The Kuder-Richardson estimate would
approach 1.0 if an employee who selected a bureaucratic
response on one item would consistently choose a bureau-
cratic response on the other items and if another employee
who did not select a bureaucratic response on one item
would nct chcocose a bureaucratic response on the other.

If, on the cther hand, an employee who selected a bureau-
sratic response osn cne item wculd be equally likely to
chcose any ¢f the fcur leadership style responses on the
other items, the Kuder-Richardson ccefficient value would
approach a value of ,00, The latter is what appears to be
the case, Table VIII shcws no strong tendency for supervi-
sors or employees to be consistent in selecting one kind of
alternative as they considered the ten hypothetical leader-
ship situatioms,.

However, bcth the surerviscry group and the employee
group are consistent in their response of leadership style

to any single situation. The Kuder-Richardson ccrrelation
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coefficients of subject consistency (Table IX) reveal that
each superviscr or employee has a strcng tendercy to re-
spond in the same way tc a particular situaticn as every
other supervisor or every cther employes., A common pattern
of responding tc each situaticn is established within these

two groupse.

TABLE VIIT

Kuder~Richardson Ccrxrelatizn Ccefficients ¢f
the Consistency ¢f the Ten Items

B A I D
Superviscr (N = 25) -.05 .09 .19 <30
Employees (N = 15)) .09 o3 =.07 39

TABLE IX

Kuder~Richardson Ccrrelation Ccefficients of the
Consistenzy ¢f Subjzcts in Each Situaticn

B A I D
Supervisor (N = 25) JTT% B7%  ,58% .83
Employees (N = 15l) 030 296%  ,95% 91

gp < .01

These three sets cf data demonstrate the feasibility
of using the pattern of responses to the Nelson Irdex tc
describe the supervisor's and employee's perceptisns of

leadership style. First, the similarity among ths thrse
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studies ir the distribution of responses across the total
index indicates the consistency of respcnse that has been
obtained at separate times in different populations and
with different forms of the Nelson Index,

Secondly, the large test-retest coefficients that
Nelson obtained and the large item to total score corre-
lations that Trumbo obtained, when combined with the first
set of data, give additional crsderce to the nction that
the Nelson Index is intermally consistent.

The third set of data suggest that it is theoretically
sound to describe leadership style in terms ¢f the total
pattern of responses to the entire Nelson Index, The Kuder-
Richardson correlation ccefficients of Table VIII show that
each person describes leadership style as a composite of
several characteristic responses to different situations.,
The Kuder-Richardson correlation coefficients of Table IX
show that most of the supervisors and most ¢f the employees
respond to any one situation in the same waye.

These three analyses provide evidence about the con-
sistency and complexity of the data derived frcm using the
Nelson Index. All thrse forms of evidence suggest the use=-
fulness of further analyses c¢f leadership style based on
the Nelson Index and in particular, analyses of agreement
between the percepti:ns of thse supervisor and the employees
who report to him,

In terms of leadership style it has already been stated

that the respcnse pattern of the supervisors is different
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from that c¢f the employees. The supcervisors seem to prefer
the idiocratic and demc:xratic categories over the autocratic
and bureaucratic. The employees seem to prefer the auto-
cratic and democratic categories, although it is in the
autocratic and bureaucratic categories that they give a
higher number of responses than do the supervisors., (See
Tables V, VI, and VII.) The emplcyse's mean number of
respcnses in the demoiratic categery is 3.01 and in the
autocratic zateg:ry it is 2.55, whereas, their mean rnumber
of respcnses in the idiccratic category is 2.15 and in the
bureaucratic category it is 2.07., But their mesn number

of responses in the bureaucratic category is .91 higher
than the supervis:rst! 1,16 mean bureaucratic response.

The employees! mean autccratic response is .59 higher than
the superviscrs'! mean autocratic response of 1,96,

When a supervisorfs respcnses on the leadership style
index are sompared with the responses on the leadership
style index c¢f enpl: yees whe rerort to him, a different
pattern of consistency is revealed, By correlating the
supervisorts number of responses in each of the categoriles
of leadership style with the average number ¢f respcnses in
each of the categories for the supervisoris entirse work
group, a measure ¢f the dsgree of correspondenze is obtained
(see Table X). Fcr example, cne superviscrts bureaucratic
score 1s 0 end his wcork grcup'!s average bureaucratic score
is 2, His autocratic sccre is 2 and his work group's aver-

age score is L.71. The supervisor?s idiocratic score and
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and democratic sccre are bcth L, while his work group's
1diccratic score is 1.29 and the group's democratic score
is 1,86, There is not a significant degree of correspon-
dence or agreement between the supervisor and the employees
in their descripticn of the supervisor'!s leadership style.
However, within the supervisory group and within the em-
ployee group, the responses are highly consistent. Certain
normative within group patterns sbout supervisory role
behavior appear to have developed in this organizationm,
There also seems to be a difference in these normative
patterns for supervisory personnel and nonesupervisory

personnel,

TFABLE X

Correlation® Between the Supervisor and His Employee
Work Group on Nelson Leadership Style Index.

— — —— —— —ee—————
N = 25
Bureaucratic -.22
Autocratic «13
Idiocratic .06
Democratic .08

#Fearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient

The preceding data suggested further analysis of both
leadership style and the agreement of the supervisor and
employee on their perceptions of leadership style., First,
an attempt was made to classify the respondents on the

basis of preferred styles of leadership. Most research to
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date has classified supervisors can the basis of "pure"
types of the basic styles described by Nelson. In this
study, supervis-rs will be classified according to the
distribution of their responses to the Nelson Index,
resulting in ®"mixed® as well as "pure® types. Two separate
clagssificaticn schemes were devised, cne based upon the
supervisor’s percepti-n cf his cwn leadership style and

the other based upon the emplcyee!s perception of the
superviscrs styls.

- Supervisort's responses were classified into five
types. Two are '"pure'" types, idlocratic and democratic,
each of which contains five cr more responses in the
identifying category and three or less in every other
category. For example, supervisor OllL would be a demo-
cratic supervisocr because he hes five responses in the
democratic categcry, two in the idizcratic; three in the
autocratic, and zero in the bureaucratic. The two "mixed"
styles, democratic-idiocratic and idiocratic-autocratic,
contain a four/four distribution or a four/three distribu-
tion in the two major categories with two or less in the
other two. The fifth style of supervision is a combination
of all four, or a "thoroughly mixed" style in which the
supervisor reports two and three responses in each cate-

gory. The number of supervisors assigned to each cate-

gory 1is:
Style Number of Supervisors
Idiocratic (I) 7
Democratic=Idiocratic (D&I) 6

Democratic (D) 5
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Bureaucratic-Autocratic-
Idiocratic~Democratic (BAID)
Idiocratic~Autocratic (I&A)

R
Vil Wi

TOTAL
See Appendix E for a listing of the superviscrs in each
category and their response patterns.

Since there were more employees, the classification
scheme fcr the employees was more elaborate, although the
same basic ocperations were followed to assigr employees to
the types of leadership siyle. For the demccratic, auto-
cratic, and bureaucratic "pure" types, the identifying
categories have four or more responses and at least two
more than the cther categories. Among the employees there
existed no "pure" type of the idiocratic style. Six styles
mix two or more categories: Dbureaucratic-autocratic,
bureaucratic-idiosratic, bureaucratic-~democratic,
sutocratic-idiocratic, autocratic-democraticz, and
idiocratic=demceratic, Each of these styles contains at
least three or fcur responses in the identifying categories
and two or less in the other two. Two styles have responses
equally distributed in three categories and ncne in the
fourth. These are the bureaucratic~autocratic-democratic
style and the bureaucratic-idiozratic~demccratic style.

The remaining style is the combination of all four or
thoroughly mixed style in which responses are distributed
equally across all four categories. The number of employees

in each style grouping is:



Democratic (D)
Autocratic (4)

Bureaucratic
Bureaucratiz
Bureaucratic
Bureaucratic
Autocratic &
Autocratic &
Idiocratic &
Bureaucratic
Bureaucratic
Bureaucratic

51

Democratic (BAID)

Style Number of Employees
30
21
(B) 9
& Autocratic ﬁBA 11
& Idiocratic (BI 7
& Democratic (BD) 7
Idiocratic (AI) L
Democratic (AD) 8
Democratic (ID) 1l
Autocratic Demccratic (BAD) L
Idiccratic Democratic (BID) 6
Autocratic Idiccratic
26
TOTAL 147

See Appendix F for a listing of the employees in each

category and their response patterns.

measure his agreement with his supervisor.

A difference score was computed for each employee to

The score was

obtained through the following formula:

lee

lee

Bs =

As =

Is =

Ds -

-
[+

Be

Ae

Ie

De

Difference

Difference
supervisor
the number

VZ.ES - Bel2lAs - Aelles - Ie|2|Ds - Del2

cm—

score of employee.

between the number of responses the
lists in the bureaucratic category and
of responses the employee lists in the

bureaucratic category.

Difference
supervisor
‘the number
autocratic

Difference
supervisor
the number
idiocratic

Difference
supervisor
the number

between the number of responses the
lists in the autocratic category and
of responses the employee lists in the
category.

between the number of responses the
lists in the idiocratic category and
of respcnses the employee lists in the
categorye.

between the number of responses the
lists in the democratic category and
of responses the employee lists in

the democratic category.

This score for each employee was correlated with the length

of time the employee had been with the company and the



52

length cf time he had worked under his present supervisor,
The correlation between the employee's difference score and
his length of time with the compeany was .00, and the cor-
relation between the employee'!s difference score and his
length of time with the supervisor was .Ol.

Within the total group cf supervisors and emplcyees
there 1s little agreement on perceptions cf leadership
style. This is related to the distinstly different pat-
terns of responding to questions about leadership style
that the superviscrs and employees use. With the differ-
ence score, one can order employees on the amount of agree-
ment that does exist between the employee and his own
supervisor., Three different methcds of indexing agreement
have been used, First, employees were matched with their
own supervisors and a degree of agreement was obtained for
each actual wcrk group (AWG). Then these groups were com-
pared, Second, the supervisors were grouped on the basis
of their reported leadership styles (Supper LS) and the
employees under each grcup cf supervisors were compared.
Third, employees were grouped on the basis of their per-
ceptions of leadership style (Empper LS) and the groups
were compared. Fcr all three indices of agreement a one-
way analysis of variance was performed cn the data.

Even though the total set cf employees showed little
agreement between supervisors and employees, the analysis
of the difference scores in the actual work groups did

show a range of agreement between supervisors and employees.
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Table XI shows the mean and variances for each of the actual
work groups and Table XII is the analysis of variance table,
The significant F test indicates that there were some actual
work groups with a high degree of agreement between the sup=-
ervisor and employees and others with little agreement. By
inspecting Table XI one observes that there is high agreement
in work groups 31 and 63, but very little agreement in work"
group 5. This table also shows differences in variance
among the groups as well as mean differences. Snedecor
(1958) has devised a correction formula for a one-way analy-
sis of variance test with unequal variances., In this case
the Snedecor correction shows that the corrected F value
would actually be much larger. We will therefore report

the more conservative value.

TABLE XI

Means and Variances of Difference Scores of
Employees in Actual Work Groups

Group N Mean Variance Group N Mean  Variance
002 7 .51 «0027 026 3 .38 0242
003 3 ° 31 .OBO’-I- 027 12 o).IJ.I. 00255 '
ool 13 45 «0169 031 3 17 .0153

- 005 T 70 « 0066 032 12 032 0142
006 5 2 .0287 051 3 «30 .0012
008 3 56 .0068 052 15 ol .0166
010 S ol .0098 053 10 149 .0095
011 7 ¢35 .0128 056 Ly ¢33 .0051
01l Ly 033 «0210 059 5 oLy «0191
020 7 L6 021 063 6 020 »0040
022 3 5l «016 06l 3 «32 .0118
025 5 39 .0101
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TABLE XII

One-way Analysis of Variance of Difference Scores
of Employees in Actual Work Groups

Source SS df MS F P

Treatment 1.79 2l 074l L.20 < .001
(Work Groups)

Error 2.29 129 0177

Both the Supperyg and Empperyg analysis of agreement
indicates that the style of leadership perceived has a
definite relationship to the degree of agreement between
the supervisor and his subordinate., Table XIII shows the
mean and variance difference scores in the groups of em-
ployees under the different leadership styles perceived by
the supervisors.

TABLE XIII
Means and Variances of Difference Scores of Employees in

Groups Based Upon Supervisors! Perception of
Leadership Style

Style N Mean Variance
D 20 3475 .0298
I&A 22 . 3609 .0170
BAID 26 « 3907 .0252
I&D 33 11287 .0215

I 51 L1776 .02,48
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A significant difference between the means (Table XIV)

was obtained through the use of analysis of variance.

TABLE XIV

One-way Analysis of Variance of Difference Scores of
Employees in Groups Based cn Supervisorst Perception
of Leadersnip Style

Source SS af MS F P
Treatment 37 L .0938 3.84 .01
Supperrs

Error 3.59 147 .02l

Under each basic leadership style group there are
several supervisors and their respective work groups. In
examining the difference between the means reported one
must note that there were also significant differences
among the different employee groups reporting to those
supervissr3 who perceived themselves as a BAID type or an
I types

For the groups based upon the employee'!s perception of
leadership style, large differences in the difference scores
were obtained (see Tables XV and XVI). In examining Table
XV, based on employee responses, one discovers three aspects
of the data that account for the relationship between dif=-
ference scores and style grcups. Those style: that fall in
the tcp third cn agreement are the styles in which the em-
ployee perceives his supervisor to have scme idiocratic

characteristics. The styles in the middle third do not
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contain any idiocratic characteristics, but do contain
democratic properties, The bottom third of the styles

contain neither demccratic nor idiocratic features.

TABLE XV

Means and Variances of Difference Scores of Employees
Perceiving Themselves Under Various Leadership Styles

Style N Mean Variance
A&I I 21 «0003
BAID 26 « 30 .012
I&D 1l ¢33 0140
B&I 7 .36 .,00L8
A&D 7 « 39 .026l
BID 6 L1 .0052
D 30 L2 .0263
B &D 7 45 .0139
BAD i .52 .0285
B & A 11 53 .0085
A 22 .5 .0185
B 9 5 .0130
TABLE XVI

fne-way Anslysis of Variance of Differsnce Scores of
Imployees in Groups Based on Employees!
Perception of Leadership Style

Source SS af MS F P
Treatment 1.4l 11 .1306 T.38 <Z.001
EmPperLs

Error 2.0 135 0177
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The evidence in this chapter suggests that the super-
visor!s role behavior is perceived quite differently by
supervisors and by subordinates. The three methods of
analysing agreement indicate there are some groups which
have very high agreement between supervisor and subordi-
nate and others with very low agreement between supervisor

and subordinate.



CHAPTER V
Relation of Satisfaction Measures to Leadership Style

and to Agreement between Supervisor and Subordinate

The effect of supervisory role behavior on employee
satisfaction has often been an interest of psyzhologists.
It has been proposed here that the supervisor's role te-
havior serves as cues for the employee as to how.he is to
act. The use of these leadership styles or cues may have
an effect on an employee'!s satisfaction with the job and
especially satisfaction with his supervisor. However, it
has previously been shown that the supervisor'!s role be=-
havior is reported differently by supervisors and subor-
dinates. An initial attempt to evaluate the influences of
the supervisor'!s reported role behavior on employee satis-
faction as opposed to the effects of the employee's per-
ception of that role behavior on employee satisfaction will
be examined ir. this chapter.

Three measures of satisfaction are being used in this

study. Job satisfaction is measured in two ways. The first

is a measure of the overall feeling of satisfaction that the

iniividual has with his job. The second, is a composite

index of responses to fourteen specific aspects of the job.,

Satisfaction witl the supervisor is the third type of satis-

faction measured. Each of these three types of satisfacticn

58
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will be analysed in terms of relationships with leadership

style and the difference score, For all three measures of

satisfaction and the difference score, a low score reflects

a positive statement and a high score reflects a less posi=-

tive statement., The relationships to be investigated are

diagrammed in Figure 2. An explanation of each relationship

appears below.

Fig. 2.

Supper

Diagram of Relationship Between Leadership Style,
Agreement, and Satisfaction.

The relationships are correlations between:

(1)

(2)

(3)

The supervisor'!s perception of his own leadership
style, and the employee'!s job satisfaction, and
satisfaction with his supervisor.

The employee'!s perception of his own supervisor's
leadership style and the employeet!s job satisfac-
tion and satisfaction with his supervisor. The
relationship in (2) should be much stronger than
the relationship in (1).

The degree of agreement between the supervisor and
the employee on their percepticns of the super-
visor's leadership style and employee!s job satis-

faction and satisfaction with his supervisor.
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Althcugh the arrows within the diagram indicate direction
of the effects, this study will attempt to establish only

the existence or non-existence of the relationship.

Emgloyee Satisfaction as a Function
o' Leadershlp Style as Perceived by
the Supervisor

The employee's general job satisfaction and his spe=
cific job satisfaction appear to be related to the leader-

ship style perceived by the supervisor (see Tables XVII and
XVIII).

TABLE XVII

Employee's General Job Satisfaction as a Function of the
Leadership Style as Perceived by the Supervisor

One-way Analysis of Variance

Source SS af MS F P

Treatment 14.37 I 3.59 2.79 <.05
SUPperrg

Error 191.89 149 1.29

TABLE XVIII

Frimloyee's Specific Job Satisfaction as a Function of the
Leadership Style as Perceived by the Supervisor

—— ——

|

One-way Analysis of Variance

Source SS af MS F P
Treatment 1136.22 N 248.06 2.4,8 <.05
Supperr,g

Error 16809.98 147 11L.35
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However, in examining Table XIX of means and variances
for both measures of job satisfaction, one again discovers
a lack of homogeneity of variance. Applying Snedecor’s
(1958) formula to these data, the F value depreciates
slightly. It appears that employee job satisfaction is
only somewhat related to the leadership style that the svp=-

ervisor perceives.,

TABLE XIX

Means and Variances of Job Satisfaction as a Function of
the Leadership Style Perceived by the Supervisork

General Job Satisfaction Specific Job Satisfaction

Group N Mean Variance Group N Mean Variance

D 20 2.05 .75 I-A 22 32,91 171.81
I-A 22 2.1 1.03 D 20 33,40 126.0L4
I-D 33 2.33 1.43 I-D 33 37.91 98.03

I 53  2.57 1.34 BAID 25  38.12 81.63
BAID 26 3.00 1.38 I 52 40.00 100.65

#In this table and all subsequent tables of satisfaction
scores, a low score represents high satisfaction and a high
score represents low satisfaction.

The leadership style that a supervisor perceives does
seem to be related to the exteat to which an employee is
satisfied with his supervisor (see Tables XX and XXI). In
this case, the correction for the heterogeneity of variances

dees not change the interpretation of the relationship.
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TABLE XX

Means and Variances of Employee Satisfaction with the
Supervisor as a Function of the Leadership
Style Perceived by the Supervisor

|
|

Group N Mean Variance
I-A 22 3.59 l4.51
D 20 .10 5.09
I-D 33 4.51 .92
I 53 5.45 6.78
BAID 26 5.61 .62
TABLE XXI

Employee Satisfaction with the Supervisor as a Function of
the Style of Supervision Perceived by the Supervisor

One-way Analysis of Variance

Source SS ar MS F P
Treatment 8l.29 L 21.07 3.73 <.o01
SuPperLS

Error 842.65 149 5.65

However, a note of caution must be extended to the
reader in interpreting the differences between the means of
the various groups. Within groups of supervisors who per-
ceive their leadership style as either I or I-D, there are
significant differences in employee satisfaction with the

supervisor.,
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Both Tables XIX and XX indicate that employee satis-
faction across all measures is highest when the supervisor
perceives his leadership style to be idiocratic-autocratic
or democratic. Employee satisfaction is lowest when the
supervisor perceives his leadership style to be
bureaucratic-autocratic-idiocratic-democratic or simply
idiocratic. Idiocratic-democratic style is associated

with intermediate levels of employee satisfaction.

Leadership Style Perceived by the Employee

When the employees are grouped on the basis of the
leadership style that they perceive in their supervisor
there are significant differences among the perceived
leadership styles and employee's general job satisfaction
(Table XXIII), the employee's specific job satisfaction
(Table XXIV), and the employee's satisfaction with the
supervisor (Table XXV). In Table XXII the mean, variance,
end rank of the means is presented for all theee measures
of satisfaction. In order to compare the effects of the
leadership style perceived by the employees on all three
measures of employee satisfaction, a Spearman rank order
correlation was computed among the three ranks of mean
satisfaction. The Spearman correlation between general
job satisfaction and specific job satisfaction is .93,
the correlation betWween general job satisfaction and satis-~
faction with the supervisor is .91, and the correlation

between specific job satisfaction and satisfaction with the
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gapervisor is .90. All three rank order corrslaticns arve
gignificantly different from zerc at the .01 lsvel,
TABLE XXII
Means, Variances, and Ranks of llears of Emplcyee

Satisfaction for Groups based upcn Leadership
Style Percesived by the Employee

General Specific Saticfaction
Job Jcb wiith
Satisfaztion Satisfacticn Supervis »

Rank Rank Rank
Group N cf Mean Var. cf Mear Ve», =f Mean Var,

Mean Mean Mean
D 30 1 1,83 .87 3 34,07 95.33 L 3,40 L.OL
I-D 1L 5 2.36 1.09 4 34.36 108,23 2,5 3,50 3.39
BAD Iy 3 2,00 .50 5 34,50 65,25 I 3475 2.19
BID 6 3 2,00 .80 1 25.83 57.81 2.5 3.50 2.58
BAID 26 7 2.5 1.02 8 39.20 118,04 7 192 L.8l
BBI 7 3 2900 086 2 28.71 133007 5 }.LQZB 2.77
A-I }.l. 6 2.50 2o25 6 35.50 3?075 805 5000 ].050
B"'D 7 8 2371 .LL9 7 38086 96912 6 }.'.057 )_L.ZL‘.
A-D 7 10 3,00 1.lh 9 41.71 122.78 8.5 5.00 L.Rh
B=A 11 11 3.18 1.42 12 L)1o18 55,24 11 6.5l LS8
A 22 9 2.77 1.63 10 2,19 6hLo35 10 6036 6432
B 9 12 3,33 1.55 11 L2.33 108,45 12  6.67 8.67

TABLE XXIII

Emplovee Genevral Job Satisfacti:n as a Purzti n of
the Supervisor's Leadership Style Terceivad
by the Employee

One-way Analysis of Varianae

Source SS ar MS F P
Treatment 32,6671 11 2.0497 200 < .025
Empper; g

Errcr 165.7713 13l 1.2370
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Table XXIV

Employee Specific Job Satisfaction as a Function of
the Supervisor!s Leadership Style Perceived
by the Employee

One-way Analysis of Variarce

Sourcs SS af MS F P
Treatment 3273.7312 11 237.612 2.94 <.005
EmpperLs
Error 13440.5033 133 101.056
TABLE XXV

Employee's Satisfaction with Their Supervisor as a
Function of the Supervisor's Leadership Style
Perceived by the Employee

One=~way Analysis of Variance

Source SS arf MS F P
Treatment 218,70 11 19.88 3,95 <.001
EmPperLS

Error 679.76 135 5.03

The groups used in the snalyses represented in Tables
XXII to XXV do not exist together as actual grcups in the
organization. For these analyses, employees were pooled

together on the basis of their individual perceptions.
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Spearman rank order correlations were also computed for
the twenty=five actual work groups for comparison with the
correlations of the contrived groups. The Spearman correla-
tion between general job satisfaction and specific Job sat-
isfaction for the actual work groups was .82; the correla-
tion between general Job satisfaction and satisfaction with
the supervisor was .71l; and the correlation between specific
jcb satisfaction and satisfaction with the supervisor was
«60. All three of these rank order correlations for the
actual work groups are significant at the .01 level. How~
ever, the magnitude of the correlations for the actual work
groups on each satisfaction measure is not as large as the
magnitude of the correlations for the group based upon the
employee'!s perception of their supervisort!s leadership style.

The leadership styles percelved by the employees that
rank the highest on the different measures of satisfactica
are the demcoratic or the combination idiocratic-democratic,
After these types, it appears that the more thoroughly mixed
styles, such as the BID, BAD, and the BAID, follow. Those
combinations of two styles involving half from either idic=-
cratic or democratic styles and the other half from the bur-
eaucratic or autocratic styles show slightly less relation-
ship with employee satisfaction., Leadership styles perceived
by the employees ts be autocratic or bureaucratic or the com;
bination of the two are most likely to be associated with

lower employee satisfaction. (See Table XXVI.)
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TABLE XXVI

Mean Ranks for Satisfaction of Employee Groups based on the
Leadership Style Perceived by the Employees

G General Job Specific Job Satisfaction with
roup Satisfaction Satisfaction the Supervisor
D A
I&D 3,00 3.50 1.75
BAD
BID Le33 .66 .50
BAID
B&I
A&I
B & D 6.25 6,00 7.00
A& D
B
A 10.66 11,00 11.00
B & A

Leadership style does seem to have a significant role
in the satisfaction of the employee. However, it appears
that it is the leadership style that the employee perceives
in his superviscr rather than the leadership style the super-
visor perceives in himself that is related more strongly to
employee'!s satisfaction, 1In terms of job satisfaction, the
F values were just approaching the .05 level among the gr-ups
based upon the supervisort!s perception of leadership style;
while the F values surpassed the critical .05 level for thuse
groups based upon the employees perception of leadership style.,
Sirse satisfacticn with the supervisor was related to both
the superviscr's perception of his own leadership style and
the employeet's perception of the supervisor's leadership style
and eta squared was computed to compare the strength of the

relationships., The eta squared for employee satisfacticn with
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the supervisor and the superviscr'!s perception of his leader
ship style is .,09; the eta squared for employee satisfaction
with the supervisor and the employee's perception of the
supervisort!s leadership style is .2L.

Employee Satisfaction as a Function

of the Agreement Between Supervisor
Employee ca Leadership Style

In crder to examine the relation of satisfaction to
the differerce between supervisor and employee perzeption,
a mean difference scors for each work group was computed.
Then the mean sccres were listed from lowest to highest and
the groups divided into quartiles. A one-way analysis of
variance for each of the satisfaction measures was computed
between the quartiles of the work group difference scores.
For both the general Job satisfaction and the specific Job
satisfaction of the employee there is no significant differ-
en:o between the quartiles (see Tables XXVII and XXVIII).
However, fcr the employeels satisfaction with his supervisor,
thers was a significzant difference between the quartiles
(see Tables XXIX and XXX). The mean satisfaztion score for
each quartile inzreased as the quartiles increased in
degree of agreement, There are some problems in the inter-
pretaticn cf these mean differences in satisfacticn with
the superviscor. Each quartile includes several achtual work
groups. Within the first quartile and within the thi:d

quartile, significant
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TABLE XXVII

General Job Satisfaction of Employees as a Furction of the
Quartiles of Work Group Difference Scores

—
—

h

s

One-way Analysis of Variance

Source SS ar MS F P

Treatment 6.52 3 2.17 1.63 <.20
(Work Groups)

Error 199.75 150 1.33

TABLE XXVIII

Specific Job Satisfaction of Employees as a Function of
Quartiles of Work Group Difference Scorszs

No

One=way Analysis of Variance

Source SS ar MS F P
Treatment 901,42 3 300.47  2.61 << .10
(Work Groups)
Error 1704.78 1,8 115,18
TABLE XXIX

Means and Variances of Satisfaction with the Supervisor for
Quartiles of Work Group Difference Scores

Quartiles N Mean Variance
1st (High Agree) 30 3.90 L} .69
ond 26 .19 5.25
3rd 55 5.01 6.39
Lth (Low Agree) L3 5.65 5.8
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TABLE XXX

Satisfaction with the Supervisor of Employees as a Function
of Quartiles of the Work Group Difference Scores

One~way Analysis of Variance

Source SS af MS F P

Treatment 67.45 3 22.49 3.92 .Z.025
(Work Groups)

Error 859.49 150 5.73

differences exist among the actual work groups in the amount
of satisfaction with the supervisor., Consequently, the
quartiles in this analysis are not strictly comparable.

Each employee's difference score was also listed from
lowest to highest, and the total group of employees was
divided into quartiles on the basis of their difference
score, Table XXXI shows a trend toward significant dif-
ferences between the quartiles in the employee's general
job satisfaction.

TABLE XXXI

General Job Satisfaction of Employees as a Function of the
Difference Score of the Employees

One=way Analysis of Variance

Source SS arf MS F jo)

Treatment 9.27 3 3.09 2.37 .10
Emp. Dif. Score

Error 195,07 150 1,30
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However, Tables XXXII and XXXIII do show significant
differences between the quartiles in relation to the em-
ployee's specific job satisfaction and also his satisfac-

tion with his supervisor.

TABLE XXXII

Specific Job Satisfaction of Employees as a .unction of the
Difference Score of the Employees

- ]

One-way Analysis of Variance

yope

Source SS ar MS F P
Treatment 1839.48 3 613.16  5.69 < .005
Emp. Dif. Score
Error 1595h.28 148 107.80
TABLE XXXIII

Satisfaction with the Supervisor as a Function of the
Difference Score of the Employees

One=way Analysis of Variance

Source SS af MS F P

Treatment 62.08 3 20.69 3.7 <.025
Emp. Dif. Score

Error 892,86 150 5.95

When the mean satisfaction scores for each of the
quartiles is examined, an unexpected relationship is dis=-

covered, For all three measures of satisfaction the least
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satisfaction occurs in the fourth or low agreement quartile,
but the most satisfaction occurs in the third quartile
(Table XXXIV). On all three measures of employee satisfac-
tion, the patternm of the means is the same. There is a
large difference between quartile three and quartile four
in specific Jjob satisfaction and satisfaction with the sup-
ervisor. Perhaps there exists within an organization a
certain level of disagreement within the supervisor-employee
relationship that can be tolerated without much consequence.,
However, if that level is exceeded it may have serious

effect upon employee satisfaction,

TABLE XXXIV

Means of Satisfaction Scores for Each Quartile
of Employee Difference Scores

—— e — e e e —
Quartiles N GJS SJS SS
1st (High Agreement) 39 2.43 35.16 h.%é
2nd L1 2.6 38.46 h.83
3rd 35 2,11 33.32 o1l
Lith (Low Agreement) 39 2,82 L42.56 5.85

Employee Satisfaction as a Function
of Both Leadership Style and Degree
of Agreement

Since the leadership style the employee perceives and
the degree of agreement between the employee and supervisor
are both related to satisfaction, the two variables were
combined in a three by two analysis of variance to see

whether there are any interaction effects between the two.
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For this analysis employees were placed in three groups.
The first group contained employees who perceived a democra-
tic style or the idioecratic-democratic combination; the
second contained those who perceived a bureaucratic, or
autocratic, or bureaucratic-autocratic combination; the
third group contained any combination of two styles of which
half was either democratic or idiocratic and the other half
either bureaucratic or autocratic,.

In terms of the degree of agreement, employee's dif-
ference scores were dichotomized at the median and those
below the median were considered high agreers and those
above the median, low agreers. The individual cell sizes
are of some interest in themselves., Among those employees
who perceived their supervisors to be democratic, there
were twenty-four who had high agreement with their supervi-
Sor and twenty who had low agreement. Sixteen of the em-
ployees who perceived thelr supervisors to have a mixed
style of supervision were high agreers and ten were low
agreers, Among the employees who perceived some bureau-
cratic or autocratic style, there were only five who were
high agreers, while thirty-six were low in agreement.,

A main effect of leadership style was found for the
measure of general Job satisfaction, bu% neither the main
effect of agreement nor the interaction effect of leader-
ship style and agreement were significant (see Table XXXV).

When the leadership style perceived by the subordinate
is one of the democratic styles then his general job satise
faction is highest (mean 3.98; N = lLli)s The general job
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satisfaction associated with the mixed leadership styles
as perceived by the subordinate is somewhat lower (mean
5.0L; N = 26); whereas the general job satisfaction asso=-
ciated with the bureaucratic and autocratic leadership
styles perceived by the subordinate is lowest (mean 5.85;

N = L41).

TABLE XXXV

3 x 2 Analysis of Variance of General Job Satisfaction

—— p———

——
e—— m—

|
I

Source SS af MS F P
Leadership Styles (A) 11,00 2 5.50 L.10 %..05
Agreement (B) .00 1 .00 .00

AXB 625 2 312 23
Within Cell 140.76 105 1.34

Table XXXVI shows that neither the main effect of style,
azreement nor the interaction effect reached significance
for the measure of specific Job satlsfaction. There is,
however, a significant main effect of leadership style fcr
the employee's satisfaction with his supervisor, but not a
significant main effect of agreement nor a significant
interaction effect (see Table XXXVII).

The leadership styles perceived by the employee wWere
strongly related to satisfaction with the supervisor. The
democratic leadership style was associated with the most

satisfaction with the supervisor (mean 6.78; N = L)
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followed by the mixed leadership styles (mean 9.34; N = 26)
and then the bureaucratic and autocratic leadership style

(mean 11.92; N = }1).

TABLE XXXVI

3 x 2 Analysis of Variance of Specific Job Satisfaction

Source SS af MS F P
Leadership Style (A) 350.37 2 175.18 1.50 NS
Agreement (B) L 2.25 1 L2.25 «36 NS
A xB 2l.16 2 10.58 .09 NS
Within Cell 12255, 37 105 116.72

TABLE XXXVII

3 x 2 Analysis of Variance of Satisfaction with Supervisor

Scurce SS dar MS F P
Leadership Style (A) 82.50 2 L41.25 8,40 <Z.,001
Agreement (B) 0.00 1 0.00

AxB 21,12 2 10.56 2.15 <..20
Within Cell 515.65 105 1191

From the previous three analyses, it appears the leader-
ship style perceived by the employee has a strong effect on
employee satisfaction. However, the leadership style per-

celved appears to only have a global effect on their
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satisfaction with their job and only a specific effect in
relation to the satisfaction with their supervisor. Agree-
ment with the supervisor on the perceptions of leadership
style appear to have little effect on any aspects of

employee satisfaction.



CHAPTER VI

Discussion of Results

The leadership process within an organization is a
complex process involving many interrelationships. This
thesis investigates aspects of the leadership proégss that
have not been developed in previous research. A

One of the theoretical bases of this study is the
analysis of role relationships by Rommetveit (1954). How=-
ever, the focus here has been upon role behavior of the
supervisor rather than expectations for the subordinates!
role behavior. This approach, in part, was dictated by the
theoretical notion proposed by Jacobson (1967) that the
supervisor attempts to communicate through his leadership
style what the employee should expect in his relationship
to the supervisor and how he is to behave, Leadership
styles act as cues for employees to indicate how they should
respond,

Several questions were proposed:

1. How is the leadership style of the supervisor per-
ceived by the supervisor himself and by the em=-
ployees reporting to him?

2. To what extent does a supervisor and an employee

agree on the supervisor's leadership style?

T7
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3. Do the different leadership styles affect the

employee's satisfaction differentially?

. Is employee satisfaction related to:

(a) the supervisor's perception of his leader=-
ship style?

(b) the employee'!s perception of the supervisor's
leadership style?

(c) the agreement between the supervisor's per-
ception of his leadership style and the
employee's perception of the supervisor's
leadership style?

Most studies rely merely on the reports of the
employees to discuss the supervisor-employee relationship.
For the most par{, reports from both supervisors and em-
ployees have not been used together. A few psychologists
{Besco & Lawshe, 1959; Vroom, 196l ; Gross, 1956) have
pocinted out the discrepancies between these reports. The
evidence in this study supports the contention that the
supervisor's report of the leadership process is different
from the employee'!s report of the same process. Likert
(1958) concluded from the discrepancy between the super-
visor's and the employees! reports that the supervisor was
describing his own behavior inaccurately and that employee
reports should be accepted as more accurate evidence about
supervisory behavior,.

However, there is no reason to believe that the em=

ployees' reports are more accurate than the supervisor!'s,
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Both perceive the behavior of the supervisors in terms of
their own expectancies, attitudes, and personality charac-
teristi{s. Their roles cause them to examine any super-
visory behavior from a different aspect, but both the
supervisor and the employees may be and probably are dis-
torting to some degree the supervisor's behavior.

The data, in fact, are consistent in reference to this
point. Even though the correspondence between the super-
viscre?! perceptions and the employees'! perceptions of
leadership style is practically non-existant, the corres-
pondence among supervisors about supervisory style and the
correspondence among employees about supervisory style is
high. To speak of either the supervisors or the employees
reporting the actual behavior of the supervisors inaccur-
ately is to meglect a very important aspect of the data.

It appears that a different set of norms and expectations
are being used by supervisors and by employees in report-
ing of leadership style. Employees are more.likely than
supervisors to report the supervisors to be bureaucratic and
autocratic. Supervisors tend to report themselves as more
idiocratic and democratic than the subordinates tend to
report them. This type of discrepancy is common in any dis-
cussion with management and subordinates about leadership
practices, Often management will stress its interest in the
well-being of the employee and its constant efforts to treat
him fairly and to work with him, while on the other hand

subordinates paint the picture of the "money grubbing ogres"



80

who have no consideration for their subordinates. Both
caricatures involve some deviations from reality, but are
important in the behaviors of the two groups.

Further analysis of the data indicated that there were
some differences among the supervisors and among the em=
ployees in their reports of leadership style. Even though
the uniformity within these two groups in reporting about
the supervisor's leadership style was very high, it was not
perfect.

To sort out the various relationships within this com=

-

plex pattern of roles and role expectations, data were
examined from‘three perspectives.

(1) Employees were grouped on the basis of the

leadership style perceived by the supervisor.

(2) Employees were grouped on the basis of the

leadership style perceived by the employee.

(3) The work groups of employees and their super-

visors, as they existed within the company,
were used for analysis.

Using procedures one and two allowed comparison between
supervisory and non-supervisory perceptions. Using pro-
cedures two and three allowed comparisons between individual
and group responses., These comparisons provide the frame-
work for the examination of the hypotheses proposed in

Chapter II.

Hypothesis I. There will be a lack of agreement
between the supervisor's perception of his own
leadership style and his employee'!s perception
of the supervisor's leadership style.
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The comparisons demonstrated that there was little core
respondence between the supervisor!s perception of leader-
ship style and the employees! perception cf the supervisor's
leadership style. However, there were groups which did have
high agreement between supervisor and subordinate on reports
of the supervisor's leadership style. Actual work groups,
employee groups based upon the supervisor's perception of
his <wn leadership style, and employee groups based upon the
employeetls perception of the supervisor'!s leadership style
were ordered with respect to the amount of agreement be-
tween the supervisor'!s and the employee's report of leader-
ship style to allow testing of the following three hypeothe-
Sese

Hypcthesis II. The longer a subordinate works
wlith a company the greater will be the agree~
ment between the supervisor's perceptions of

his leadership style and the employee's per-
ception of his supervisor'!s style.

Hypothesis III., The longer a subcrdinate works
with a particular supervisor the greater will

the agreement between the supervisor'!s perception
of his leadership style and the employee!'s per-
ception of the supervisor!s leadership style.

Hypothesis IV, The agreement between the sup-

ervisor's and employee's perception of the sup-
ervisor's style will be greater for those with

the supervisor a long time than for those with

the nompany a long time.,

None cof these three hypotheses were supported by the
data., The correlation between the employeel!s length of
time with the company and the agreement with his super-
visor'!s perception of leadership style is .00, and the cor-

relation between length of time with the supervisor and
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agreement on leadership style is .0O4. Both relationships
demonstrate that agreement between a supervisor and an
employee is unrelated to amount of time together. In
reporting the supervisor's leadership style, the employees
seem to attend more closely to norms of the employee group
sbout supervisory behavior than they do to the cues of
their own supervisor.

Onne problem with using the measures cf length of time
with the company and with the supervisor to support this
proposition does exist, Neither measure indicates how
much or what kind of interaction actually took place between
the supervisor and the employee, only that the two were to-
gether in the formal structure of the organization., It is
possible that a person could be subordinate to a particular
supervisor for a long time, but have very little interaction
with hime. Another person could serve under a supervisor for
a shert time and have almost constant interaction with the
supervisor., Thus, the posibility that increased interaction
between supervisor and employee will lead to greater agree=
mexnt in their perceptions of the supervisort!s style can nct
be ruled out by this data.

Another important aspect of the data was discovered in
the examination of Hypothesis V., Neither supervisors nor
employees describe themselves as perceiving the same style
of supervis%qn in different situations., In fact, most =up=-
ervisors described themselves and also most employees des=

cribed their supervisor as using some combination of the
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four Nelson Styles in their leadership practices. Too often

supervisors are characterized as using only one of these

four styles when actually they use a combination of the
four. Hypothesis V addresses itself to the agreement on
these more complex stylese.

Hypothesis V. The more uniform is the super-
visorts leadership style, the greater will be
the agreement between his perceptions of his
leadership style and the employee'!s perceptlion
»f the supervisorts leadership styls.

In examining the leadership styles as perceived by the
supervisors, the hypothesis does not hold, There are dif-
ferences in agreement on perceptions of style as a function
of the leadership style that the supervisor perceives, but
agreement is not higher for the consistent or "pure" styles
than it is for the "mixed" styles. For both supervisor and
employee perception of leadership style, there are some
styles associated with high agreement between the persep-
tions of the supervisors and employees, and some associated
with low agreement. It appears that agreement\}s a function
of the style perceived rather than whether the étyle is the
fsame in every situation,

The opposite of Hypothesis V is supported by the analy=-
sis of the leadership styles perceived by the employeese.
Only the democzratic leadership style has a higher mean
agreement score than any of the mixed styles. The other
consistent or "pure" styles have a lower mean agreement
score., However, the largest amount of agreement is not

associlated with the most thoroughly mixed scores either.



8l

Again it appears that agreement between supervisors and
employees on leadership style is a function of the parti-
cular leadership style perceived rather than the degree of
uniformity within the style.,

Employee satisfaction was measured in three different
ways and from three different perspectives. The measures
were employee general Job satisfaction, employee specific
job satisfaction, and employee satisfaction with the super-
viscore. FEach satisfaction measure was evaluated in terms of
the supervisor's perception of his leadership style, the
employees! perception of the supervisor'!s leadership style,
and the agreement between the supervisor and employee on
their perceptions of the supervisor!s leadership style. The
remaining hypotheses are concerned with employee satisface
tion,

Hypothesis VI, There will be more employee job
satisfaction for employees under democratic and

idiocratic supervisors than for those under
bureaucratic and autocratic supervisors.

Hz;othesis VII. There will be more employee sate
isfaction Wl the supervisor for employees under
democratic and idiocratic supervisors than for

those under bureaucratic and autocratic supere
visors.

The hypotheses were not supported by the supervisor's
perception of his own style. First, since no supervisor
perceived himself to be an autocrat or a bureaucrat, the
crmparison could not be made., Second, when the supervisor
perceived himself to be a democrat, the employees had high
job satisfaction and high satisfaction with their super-

visor; but when the supervisor perceived himself to be an
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idiorcrat, the employee's job satisfaction and his satisfac-
ticn with the supervisor were low.

However, the hypotheses were strongly supported for all
three measures of satisfaction based upon the leadership
style of the supervisor that was perceived by the employee.
The most employee satisfaction occurred when the employee
percsived his supervisor to be either democratic or
idiocratic~democratic., The least employee satisfaction,
when the employee perceived his supervisor to be autocratic,
or bureaucratic or the combination of both. In addition the
thoroughly mixed (BID, BAD, ﬁAID) are ranked closely behind
the democratic or participative leadership styles in the
amount of employee satisfaction. The other mixed styles
(B=I, A=I, B=D, A=D) have almost the same amount of employee
satisfaction associated with them as the mocre thoroughly
mixed styles.

Likert (1961), McGregor (1960) and Argyris (196L) in-
sist that participative principles of supervision lead to
high satisfaction among employees, The results of this
study offer some support for their contentions. On the
cther hand, the importance of considering "mixed" styles
is demonstrated. The satisfaction scores for the "mixed"
styles are very high and approach those of the democratic
styles, and are considerably higher than the satisfaction
scores for the autocratic and bureaucratic styles. 1In
those cases in which the participative styles have been

fcund less sultable, perhaps one of these "mixed" styles
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would be more effective. However, this empirical question
is in need of further research. Another interesting ques-
ticn is concerned with the differences among the "mixed"
styles, At this point there 1s no basis for distinguishing
among them in terms of satisfaction.

The next four hypotheses were concerned with whether
employee satisfaction is related to the supervisort!s per-
ception of leadership style or the employee'!s perception of
the supervisor?s leadership style. Most of the previous
evidence suggests that employee satisfaction is related
to the employeet!s perception of leadership style.

Hypothesis VIII. There is no relationship between

The Teadership style reported by the supervisor and
the employee'!s job satisfaction.

Hypothesis IX. There is no relationship between
the leadership style reported by the supervisor
and the employee'!s satisfaction with his supervi-
SOr.

There was some relationship between the leadership
style reported by the supervisor and the employee'!s job
satisfaction but it was not very stronges A stronger rela-
tionship was found between the leadership style reported
by the supervisor and the employee'!s satisfaction with
the supervisor.

The leadership style perceived by the supervisor that
is most strongly related to employee satisfaction is the
autocratic-idiocratic style. For many supervisors, human
relations management means a complete abdication of manage-
mente, For this type of supervisor, human relations manage-

ment means "let the people do what they want,."
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Autocratic=idiocratic on the other hand represents a combi-
nation of directive management with a concern for people,
The other leadership styles perceived by the super-
visors were associated with employee satisfaction in des-
cending crder of sincere concern for people. Democratic
leadership style was followed by idiocratic-democratic,

idiocratic, and a mixed bureaucratic—autocratic-idiocratic-

democratic style.

Hypothesis X. There is a relationship between
the leadership style perceived by the employee
and the employee's job satisfaction.

Hypothesis XI. There is a relationship between
the leadership style perceived by the employee

and the employeet!s satisfaction with his super-
visor.

Both of these hypotheses are strongly supported. Each
measure of satisfaction (general and specific job satisfac-
tion, and satisfaction with the supervisor) is related to
the leadership style perceived by the employees,

In addition, it was found that the leadership styles
were consistently related to satisfaction. For all three
measures of satisfaction, certain styles were associated
with high satisfaction and certain styles with low satis=-
faction. When the twelve styles were rank ordered for each
of the three satisfaction measures, high rank order inter-
correlations were found, The rank order correlation between
the employee'!s general Jjob satisfaction and his specific job
satisfaction is .93; the rank order correlation between the
employee'!s general jJob satisfaction and his satisfaction

with his supervisor is .91; the rank order correlation
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between the employee'!s specific job satisfaction and his
satisfaction with the supervisor is .90.

These results corroborate previous research in that
employee satisfaction is more closely related to the leader-
ship styles perceived by the employees rather than the
leadership styles perceived by the supervisors.,

Since the groups composed on the basis of the . -
employees' perception of leadership style do not actually
exist, the same rank order correlations were ccmputed for
the actual work groups. The correlations based upon the
actual work groups are high, but not as high as those based
on the artificial groups. For the actual work groups, the
renk order correlation is .82 between general job satisfac-
tion and specific Job satisfaction; .71 between general job
setisfaction and satisfaction with the supervisor; and .60
between specific job satisfaction and satisfaction with the
supervisor.

The leadership styles perceived by the employee may be
grouped into three clusters on the basis of their relation-
ship to the measures of employee satisfaction.

The first cluster includes the leadership style com-
binations of democratic; bureaucratic-lidiocratic-democratic;
bureaucratic~idiocratic; idiocratic-democratic; and
bureaucraticemautocratic-democratic,s This cluster includes
human relations oriented supervisors and bureaucratic super-

visors with human relations orientations. The perceived ca=
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bureaucratic system with a human element seems to be a
strong factor in employee satisfaction. This cluster is
consistently highest on all three measures of satisfaction.

The second cluster of leadership styles associated
with employee satisfaction includes the autocratgé-
idiocratic; bureaucratic-~democratic; bureaucratic-autocratic-
idiosratic~democratic; and the autocratic-democratic styles.
If it can be assumed that autocratic and bureaucratic styles
represent a perceived concern with work factors, and idio=-
cratic and democratic can be interpreted as a perceived
concern with human values, the combinations included in this
second cluster tend to represent more emphasis on work
factors than the first cluster. In a certain sense, this
cluster can be interpreted to represent a balance of work
and human concerns. The second cluster is consistently at
a medium level for all three measures of satisfaction.

The final cluster of leadership styles includes the
autccratic; bureaucratic-autocraticj and bureaucratic styles.
This cluster represents an absence of concern for people and
is consistently associated with a low level of satisfaction.

From this clustering of the rankings of different lead=-
ership styles perceived by the subordinates, it appears that
a concern for people in the supervisor is dominant in deter-
mining employee satisfaction. Although the bureaucratic
leadership style by itself may not promote employee satis=-
faction, it is supportive if it is associated with a concern

for people. This analysis is highly simplistic and
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speculative, but it demonstrates a need for more complete
understanding of the meaning and expression of these leader=
ship style combinations.,
The last two hypotheses deal with employee satisfaction
and sgreement with supervisors about leadership style.
Hypothesis XII., The greater the degree of agree=
ment between the supervisor!s report of his leader-
ship style and the employee!s perception of the

supervisor'!s leadership style, the greater the
employee'!s job satisfaction.

Hypothesis XIII. The greater the degree of agree=
ment between the supervisor!s report of his leader-
ship style and the employee'!s perception of the
supervisor's leadership style, the greater the
employee's satisfaction with his supervisor.

These hypotheses were approached in two ways. First,
the actual work groups were separated on the basis of their
group agreement scores and these groups were examined for
differences in satisfaction. Second, the employees were
grouped on the basis of their individual agreement scores
and then these artificial groups of employees were examined
for differences in satisfaction scores.

When the actual work groups were compared on the basis
of group agreement scores, they did not differ in job satise
faction., However, there was a relationship to satisfaction
with supervisor. This finding parallels the result obtained
when looking at satisfaction as a function of the style of
supervisiqp perceived by the supervisor. Only a weak rela-
tionship existed between the style of supervision perceived
by the supervisor and employee Job satisfaction, but there

was a stronger relationship to satisfaction with supervisor.
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In the analyses of individual agreement scores and sat-
isfaction, employees were grouped into quartiles on the
basis of their agreement scores, Employees in the first or
high agreement quartile were expeoted to have the most
satisfaction. Each succeeding quartile of employees was
expected to have less satisfaction, with the fourth or low
agreement quartile having the least satisfaction. However,
this correspondence between satisfaction scores and quar-
tiles of agreement was not found. The largest difference in
satisfaction scores appeared between the third and fourth
quartiles. The degree of satisfaction was approximately the
same in the first three quartiles. One interpretation
could be that there is an adverse effect on satisfaction
only when disagreement becomes quite large. The data do
not allow further clarification of this finding.

Several additional analyses were performed relating
employee perception of leadership style with agreement
and satisfaction to determine whether there were signifi-
cant interactions.

For all three satisfaction reasures, employees were
divided into high or low agreement groups. Employees were
also clustered into three leadership style groups that are
similar to the three clusters described in previous para-
graphs. However, the basis for the first cluster was
changed. Those employees who had been includsd in the first
cluster because they perceived their supervisors to be a

combination of human oriented and bureaucratic were
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eliminated from the analysis., The first cluster, then,
includes only employees who perceive their supervisors to
be human value oriented,

The first group are employees who perceive the demo-
cratic or idiocratic~democratic combination; the second
group are employees who perceive the "mixed" styles; and the
third group consists of the employees who perceive the
bureaucratic style or autocratic style or a combination of
the two.

Examination of relationships with all three satisfac=-
tion measures confirmed the finding that the employee's
perception of the supervisor'!'s leadership style is related
to the employee!s general job satisfaction and his satis=
faction with his supervisor but not his specific job satis=
faction. The perception of leadership style appears to
affect the interpersonal relationship directly and the job
in only a global way. Therefore, it seems only appropriate
that the leadership styles which are associated with the
most satisfaction stress interpersonal qualities. There
were no demonstrated interaction effects. Employee percep=-
tion is strongly related to employee satisfaction. Agree-
ment with the supervisor on the perception of leadership
style is neither a main effect nor an interaction effect in
employee satisfaction.

Previous studies have established the facts that per-
sons perceive others in terms of their own characteristics

and the behavior and role of the other person, and that they
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attribute characteristics to the other person and respond
to him on the basis of their perceptions, Excellent reviews
of these studies of person perception appear in Secord and
Backman (196l4) and Tagiuri (1969). Evidence in this study
suggests that the employee!s perception of his supervisor!s
leadership style 1s the best predictor of employee satis-
faction. The hypothesis of Vroom (196l) that only those
aspects of the supervisor's behavior that are perceived by
the subordinates are related to job satisfaction seems to
gain some support from this data. These hypotheses were
tested on the basis of three kinds of ordering of employees:
individual perceptions, supervisors! perceptions, and work
group. - The relationship between perception and satisface
tioﬂ was strongest in the analysis based on individual per-
ceptions, If the latter two groupings can be considered as
representing certain structural characteristics, both
employee Job satisfaction and employee satisfaction with
the supervisor can be considered more of a perceptual cor=-
relate rather than a structural correlate,

A note of caution must be introduced before accepting
this statement. Several theorists have pointed out the
pitfalls in such conclusions (Rotinson, 1950; Davis, Spaeth,
and Huson, 1961; Blau, 1960). Davis et al. (1961) state the
prcblem as: "Given data on individuals within specified
aggregates (groups, counties, nations) what inference can
one make about the nature of an effect at different levels

of aggregation." They refer to these effects as
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compositional, whereas Blau (1960) speaks of structural
effects. Robinson (1950), on the other hand, approaches
this problem from the opposite direction, and refers to the
fallacy of the ecological correlation. Both Davis et al.
(1961) and Blau (1960) along with Meltzer (1963) and
Tannenbaum and Bachman (196l.) have attempted to devise
statistical methods to independently analyse the individual
effects and the aggregate effects, This type of analysis
was beyond the scope of this study.

The relationships of the agreement data to both leadera
ship style and the satisfaction scores raise some additional
analysis questions. The measure of agreement is not mathe-
matically independent from the perceptions of style. Agree-
ment scores can be related either directly or indirectly to
the frequency distributions of the supervisors! perceptions
of leadership style and the employees! perception of leaderw
ship style. The computation of the score accounts for scme
of the agreement and prohibits a conceptualization of agree=
ment on a purely psychological rather than a stitistical
basis. Hastorf, Bender, and Weintraub (1955) reported a
similar problem in their attempts to construct an empathy
score. Tagiuri (1958) stressed that the problems and pit-
falls associated with agreement méasures can be avoided if
one concentrates on the conditions leading to agreement or
disagreement, rather than on who agrees and who does not.
Cronbach (1958) suggests a methodology that could be used in

thlis thesis. His method involves a definition of the
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perceivert's perceptual space and a separate analysis for
each of a series of components of the perceptual relation,.
Since the judgments in this study involve four variables
or styles rather than one variable for each person, this
analysis was not done,

Cronbach'!s methods suggest another refinement. As
originally stated, the sent role and the received role are
based upon the expectations and norms connected with the
leadership role. However, in this study only information
concerning the perceptions of the leadership role behavior
were available, Both types of information are important to
the understanding of the leadership process. Role expecta=
tions are proscriptions concerning behavior, and norms are
patterns of expectations., They serve as means for evaluate
ing and determining a persont's performance in a particular
role, The perceptions of a person can then act as a zheck
on the correspondence of the behaviors to those expecta-
tions. In all cases the expectations of the perceiver as
well as the expectations of the sender will influence the
person'é'ﬁ%rceptions. In future investigations a clear
distinction should be made between the expectations and
the perceptions of a person and there should be independent
measures of both,

Several aspects of this data point to a new approach
to future studies of leadership. The roles and expectations
of both the supervisor and the employee must be examined

together, Too much valuable information is lost and



96

misinterpreted by evaluating the relationship only in terms
of one side of this interaction. Only such a parallel
analysis can reveal the full complexity of this relation-
shipe.

In relation to leadership style, combinations of
various styles seem to be more prevalent than "pure" styles.
A closer examination of these combinations and the expecta-
tions on which they are based should lead to a more thorough
understanding of the leadership process. The expectations
and perceptions upon which a supervisor bases his choice of
leadership style needs to be explicated. At the same time,
the expectationsAépd perceptions upon which the employee
perceives and responds to the supervisor'!s leadership style
need to be determined. Both sets of data integrated within
the organizational structure will describe more adequately
the effects of leadership style. A model for such an

analysis will be presented in the next chapter.



CHAPTER VII
Role Theory of Leadership Style

The findings of ?his study point to the need for a more
complex model of the role relationship of the supervisor and
subordinate. This relationship exists within a socisl net-
work of interpersonal relationships.

Katz and Kahn (1966) have defined organizations as open
social systems consisting of the patterned activities of a
number of individuals. At the social psychological base of
these systems are the role behaviors of the members, the
normsvprescribing and sanctioning these behaviors and the
values in which the nroms are embedded. The patterned
activities are complementary or interdependent with respect
to some common outcome.

These interdependencies necessitate a systems approach
analyzing components of the managerial system in the organ-
izational performance. In order to follow such an approach
one must first describe the interaction network that under-
lies the social system of the organization and provides the
linkage fcr the components of the organizational system.

A theoretical and methodological base for systemati-
cally identifying work group interaction structure through

the use of quasi-sociometric procedures has been developed

97
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by Jacobson and Seashore (1951) and Weiss and Jacobson (1955).
The following structural concepts and operations are derived
from this procedure.

Work Group=~is the set of individuals whose rela-
tionships are with each other and not with
members of other work groups (except for
contacts with liason persons or between groups).

Liason Person==is an individual who works with at
least two individuals who are members of work
groups other than his own.

Contact Between Groups--is a single working rela-
tionship between members of sets of individ=-
uals who would otherwise be classified as
separate work groups.

The use of these concepts will allow an independent
definition of the structural boundaries within which a per-
son defines his role in the leadership process. No research
to date has attempted to establish how these different struce
tural configurations within an organization affect the lead=-
ership style employed by a supervisor and the employees!
response to that leadership style. Both the degree of con-
nectedness and the position of the supervisor within the net-
work should have a strong bearing on the supervisort!s leader-
ship style. Several other interesting questions can be an-
swered through this technique. The correspondence between
the formal organizational chart and the obtained sociometric
work group patterns can be determined. This comparison may
reveal several implications for. the performance of the organ-
ization. Secondly, the role of the supervisor includes ful=
filling a linking pin function within an organization (Likert,
1961). Any supervisor who fulfills such a role will occupy

a liason position in this structure.
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The individual remains the primary unit in the organiza-
tional system. It 1s necessary to integrate his personal
role behavior with the organizational system components,
With the network of interpersonal relationships within the
organization described, a model for the individual's defini-
tion of his own role in the network can be elaborated (see
Fige. 1). Both the role of the supervisor and the employee
are divided into cognitive and behavioral components, Four
determinants of the supérvisor's role behsaviocr are considered,
The first is the standards for his own role, These standards
comprise the ideal model he has established for himself in
the performance of his leadership role. The second com-
ponent 1s the standards for the employee'!s role, Each
supervisor has his own oconception of what the ideal employee
should be like, This definition i1s instrumental in orient-
ing how a supervisor deals with his employees. Correspond=-
ing to this ideal conception of the employee is the super-
visort!s perception of what the employees who report to him
actually are like. These perceptions are based in part upon
the responses of his work group to his previous attempts at
influence, A final component determining the supervisor's
role behavior 1s his perception of what his employees think
the ideal supervisor should be like, In every role relation-
ship each individual responds to experienced expectations
that others hold for his role behavior, These four come
ponents interact with other factors such as abllity, exper=-

ience, etec. to determine the supervisor!s perception of his
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own leadership style. All four factors in this relationship
have to be weighted by a factor of importance in order to
more accurately determine the leadership style of the sufera
visor. For any one supervisor a particular component may not
influence his use of a particular leadership style, One com-
mon example of this sort of behavior is the archetype of the
Theory X manager (McGregor, 1960). This type of supervisor
starts with certaln assumptions about the supervisory role
and the employee role and igneres empleoyee behaviors.

The role behavior of the supervisor can be considered
from two perspectives, The first is his role behavior as he
perceived it. The second is his role behavior as observed by
some other person, Self=perceived role behavior and role be-
havior as observed by another person may or may not corre=
spond, The degree of correspondence between the two depends
in part upon the ability of the supervisor to report his own
behavior accurately and the norms, values, and abilities of
the person observing the supervisor!s behaviors, The mors
nearly the norms and values of the observer correspond to
those of the supervisor, the greater the degree of correspon=
dence likely in their reports of the supervisor'!s behavior.

The employee!s role behavior is determinag by a similar
set of components. The standards the employee has for his
own role are one component determining his role behavior,
These standards are the basis for his conceptualization of
what his own role in the organization is. Another faztor is
his standards for the supervisor's role, These are expres=

sions of how the employee thinks a supervisor should act,
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Parallel to this component is the employee'!s perceptions of
what the supervisor!s leadership style actually is. These
perceptions serve as the employee's representation of the
supervisor!s leadership style. The final component is the
employee!s perceptions of what his supervisor thinks the
ideal employee should be like. This is the employee!s per-
ception of the supervisor's set of expectations for his
employee role., These four factors combine with other fac-
tors to produce the employee's behavioral response to the
supervisor'!s leadership style. Again each factor must be
weighted by its importance to the employee.

The role behavior of the employee may also be consid-
ered from two prospectives, The first is the employee!'s
role behavior as he himself perceives it and the second is
his role behavior as ¢bserved by some other person. The
degree of correspondence between the two is dependent in
part upon the ability of the employee to report his own
behavior accurately and the norms, values and abilities of
the person observing the employee's behavior. The more the
norms and values of the observer correspond to those of the
employee, the greater the degree of correspondence likely
in their reports of the employee'!s behavior,

Arrows 1 and 2 represent similar functions at different
points in the role relationship. Arrow 1 represents the
role sending process of the supervisory role. It is the
behavior of the supervisor directed toward the employez.
This arrow indicates an interaction of all three stiages cf

the supervisory role with the three stages of
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the employee role in the influence process. Arrow 2 is a
feedback loop. It is the employee'!s response to the super-
visor?!s sent role, This arrow also indicates an Interac-
tion of all three role aspects between both members of the
role relationshipe.

Blocks A and B are enduring states of the organization
and person which affect the leadership processz. Each one
can and dcss modify the process at different points in time,

Organizational factors have a major influencze on the
leadership process, Within each organization there exlsts
a set of expectations regarding the roles of both supervi-
sors and employees. The organizational structure, func-
tional specialization, and division of labor are other po-
tent factors. Arrows 3 and 5 represent similar effects
upon the leadership process., Arrow 3 reminds us that orgait=
jzational factors have an effect on the supervisorts deter-
minants of his role behavior. Arrow 5 rsrresern®s these
same effects on the employee's determinants of his rsle
behavior. The corganizational effects on the role psmsonts
cognitions are both direct and indirect. Fcr both the super-
visor and the employee there exist a set of expectations
held by the organization for their respestive roles., Also
their respective positions within the organizational struc-
ture can have explicit effect upon the manner in which they
integrate their four determinants of role behavior and tke
inportance they attach to them, Organizational norms and
structure may or may not be considered in the person's defi-

rnition of his role behavior.
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Arrow || represents the effect of the organizational
factors on the interaction between the supervisor and sube-
ordinate, Since the feedback process is the converse of
this relationship, Arrow li refers to this interaction also.
In both cases organizational norms and organizational
structure dictate the manner and form of these interactions,

Perscnality factors are the persont!s enduring predis-
peositions to respond in particular ways. Arrows 6 and 9
ref'er to ways in which personality affects a person's defie
nition of his own role and his perception of others! roles,
In both of these cases it is the persont's perception of his
own personality that is influencing his determinants of role
behavior, The person may be inaccurate in his estimation of
his personality, but it is this estimate which affects his
ideals &nd perceptions of his own and others role behavior.
Arrows 7 and 10, on the other hand, refer to the effects of
persorality on the irdividualt!s behavicr, In all cases the
person's percsived role behavior is molded or tempered by
the perscnality of the Individual., The more accurate a per-
scn 1s in estimating his personality in the determinatisn
of his role behavior the more likely his actual role behavior
will correspond to his selfwperceived rcle behavior. Fer
example, a high authoritarian supervisor whc insists he is
a democratic supervisor will not appear to elther an outside
cbserver or hils employees as a truly demccratic supervisor.
Arrow 8 represents the effect of the perscnality of the sug~
ervisor and that of the employee on the role sending and
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feedback prcz2ess. The interaction of the two different per-
scnalities affe:ts the way messages and behaviors are trans-
mitted by ths supervisor and by the employees,

This model is an initial attempt to integrate super-
visoresubordinate role relationship with the organizational
system. Each aspect of the model requires the development

5f well defined measurement procedures and every component

ne=ds t5 be tested empirically.
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APPENDIX B

(Questions nsed in the insurance company study that are
analyzed in this thesis, from questionnaire prepared by
Trumbo, Cheek, angle, and Jazobson.)

(The first ten questions appeared only on the superviscrs!
questicnnaires.)

The purpose of the fecllowing questions is to get your idea
about the practical value of different supervisory practices
for this organization. We are not asking ycu which method
would be ideal nor which method is now actually being fol-
lowed in your department. Instead, we ars asking you to
tell us which method you consider the most effective super-
visory method 1n thils organizatlon.

Directions: Check the one answer which you feel would be
the most effective supervisory method for each situation.
Sometimes you may not see much difference between two or
more choices or may not like any of them. Always make a
choice even if you are fcrced to guess.

1l. The best way to get steady and dependable pr:duction is

a. praising employees when they deserve it, and appeal-
ing to their desires for self imprcvement.

b. zareful direction and disciplining of employees.

ce to establish a pay schedule based cn a job evalua-
tion.

d. through the employees! desires to be part of a
satisfying work team.

2. The average supervisor needs development most in

a. the prcper use of official channels and forms for
making reports, filing complaints, handling trans-
fers, requisitioning, etc.

b. hew to understand the employees? ideas, problems,
and standards.

c. the basic technical knowledge he'll need in the
department he'is supervising.

d. the ways to deal with individuals efficiently with-
out causing friction.

112
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When hiring a new employee, the superviscr shculd select
a man whe 1is

a, intelligent and has a good deal of drive.
P. a hard wcrker and who dcesn't need much supervision.
¢o Open-minded and willing to share respensibilities,

d. agreeable and willing to follow the regulations.

When a major reorganizaticn cf the employees' work is
necessary in his department, the superviscr shauld

a, ask the personnel department to reassign the em-
ployees impartially.

b. call the emplcyees together and get their sugges-
tioms about the reorganization.

c. use this opportunity to shift employees to jobs
where each ¢f them will feel happisst and thus
wirk best,

do. wuse his own judgment and assign each employee to
the kind ¢f werk the supervisor knows he does best,

To maintain departmentval discipline, the supervisor
shculd

a. help the emplnyees werk cut a common standard of
action based on the rules.

b. treat all employees alike and according to the
established rules,

¢o sSee to it that each employee learns company
rules and _an therefore be responsible for his
cwn conduct.,

d., take direct perscnal a~tion on anyone who commits
a serious vislaticn of company rules.

The rating cr promotion of an emplcyee shculd bte based
primarily on

a. the ambitisn and ability to learn that he has shown.

b. his technical kncwledge and ability, and his depart-
mental experience.

Coe oObJjective records showing the amcunt of experienze
he's had, his length of employment, and his job
skillso,

d, the recommendati-ns of a supervisor-employee merit-
rating committee,
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7. An emplsyee!s suggestion for an improvement ir the
department should be

Qe

t.
Co

do

passed up through the supervisor, whose knowledge
¢f the technical reeds of the department may enable
him to imprcve the suggestion,

encouraged by the supervisor, so that the emplcyees:?
initiative is developed and supported.

passed ar-und eming others in the department for
their comments and suggestions before it'!'s sent up.
sent direztly to the Operating Committes.

8, A superviscr anould train a new emplcyee by

Qo

b

[}
°

d.

shswing him rereatedly how to do the job, until the
supervisor sees that he's develcped efficient work
habits in it,.

making the job in*eresting to him by praising him
him when he does it well and correcting him tact-
fully when he shows his weak points,

giving him a completed written set of instructizns
to study, s5 that he can learn the right methcds
from the start.

explaining what the job requires, then allcwing
him t> develop his swn methods from the superviscr?!s
suggestions and his own experience and knowledge,

9. The supervisor can give out new orders and informaticn
most effectively by

Q.

bo

o
e

d,

discussing them with the employees and getting their
questicons and comments,

gending written notices to every employee conzer~-A,
explaining the crders or information to each em~-
rloyee c.ncerned,

telling each emplnyee about them informally at the
appropriste time and place.

10, When a men is rezommended for promction to supervis:r,
the mcst important thing to consider is his

8,
b,
Co

d,

ability to use practical psychrlogy in getting
things dcne,

techni-al ability, initiative, creativity, ard
experience in the department.

understanding cf. and respect for, cfficial
pclicies and pr:grams,

standing amcng the employees as a leader,

(The next thirteen questions appeared only o»n the empleyees:
questionnaires.,)

11, What is ycur supervisor!’s name?

12, How long has this pars¢m been ycur superviscr?

years? ~months?
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13. When were ycu hired by Years?
Mecnths? .

Scme superviscrs are more likely to handle certain situations
in one way than in ansther way. Check ths ~ne answer which
best describes the way ycur supervisor would handle each of
The following situaticns, Notice: “Supervisor® refers t3
the perszn t3» whom you report directly,

1te My suaperviscr would prefer to hire a persan who is

8. intelligent and has a gocod deal of drive.

b a hard wirker, who dsesn’t need much supervisicn.
ce rrenm-—minded and willing to share responsibilities,
d, agreeable and willing t> follow the regulaticas,

15. Ratings and promotions in this department seem to be
based on

a. & person’s records which show his job skills,
length of employment, etc.

b. &a person's technical knowledge and experiencs in
the department.

ce & person’s ambition and ability teo learn,

d, recommendations by both supervisors and employees.

16, My supervisor is most apt to give out new orders and
information by

a, discussing them with the group, getting the group's
comments and questions,

b. gsending a written ncotice to every employee concerned.

c. explaining the orders or informaticn to each em-
ployee ccncerned,

d. telling each employee about them informally at the
appropriate time and place.

17. My supervisor seems most interested in developing his
ability to

a. Dproperly make reparts, handle paperwork, etc.

b. handle any prcblems c¢f werk flcw, mazhine operation,
ete,

¢. understand employees! ideas, interests, and stand-
ards,

d. deal with individuals efficiently withcut causing
friction,
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19.

20,

21,

22,
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My superviscr'!s idea of training seems to be

8o
be
Ce

d.

to repeat instructions until he®s satisfied that the
perscn is really efficient.

to deveiop the persin's interest in the job by
praiging his prcgress.

tc make sure the perscn has a complets set of ine
structions and job requirements.,

to explain what the Job requires then let the
person develop his cwn methods.

If a major reorganization of the wirk in this depart-
ment were nezessary, my supervisor would pr:beblye.

Qo
b.
Co

d,

notify us that the personnel department wiuld
reassign us as fairly sas possible.

try to psrsuade certain employees to take the nsw
agsignmerits,

ask the work group for suggesticrna <n how the
reassignments should be made.

tell the emplcyees they were being reassigned in the
best way to get the work out.

My supervisor tries to get the work out by

Qe
b

Coe
d.

carefully directing and disciplirning emplcyees.
appealing to the individual's desirs feor self-
imprvement,

fellewing plars for scheduling work in detail.
trying to get empl:-yees to work tegether as a team.

If I suggested an improvement in the s= tion, my super-
viser wiuld be mrst apt t:

8o
b,
Co

d,

urge me to serd it direztly to the Operating Commit.
teeo

urge me to talk it cver with ths <thers for their
comments

ask t: have time to gc over i# be®:xs he (szhe)

makes any comments.

gn over it with ms; pcint cut that this is ths way
to get ahead.

My superviscr attempts to maintain diz:iplins by

Qo
b.
co

de

letting each employee be responsible for his own
conduct once he kncws the rules,

helping employees wcrk out a commen standard 2f
acticn based cn the rules,

taking direct personal acticn against sericus vic-
lators of the rules.

treating all empleoyees alike and a-.'vding t- toe
rulas,.
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23, Supervisors seem to be chosen around here on the basis
of '

a., how well they are liked by fellow employees.

b. their ability to influence people to get things
done,

Cs how well they lknow official policy.

d. how well they know the technical aspect c¢f the work.

2, How do you feel about the relationship between you'and
your supervisor?

a., completely satisfied,
b. very satisfied.

ce Qquite satisfied,

d. somewhat satisfied.
e. nct satisfied.

25, How do you feel about the way your supervisor handles
his job?

a. completely satisfied.
b very satisfied,

~o Qquite satisfied.,

d. somewhat satisfied.
e, not satisfied.

(Tﬁeérest of the questions appeared on bcth supervisors! and
employees! questionnaires.,)

26. Teking everything into sccount, how zatisfied are you
with your job?

a. completely satisfied.
bs very satisfied.

ce quite satisfied.,

de somewhat satisfied,
es not satisfied.

The following check list gives you an opportunity to express
how you feel about certain aspects oif your job., Consider the
first aspect listed in the column to the left. Place a check
mark under the statement in Column A which best describes
how satisfied you are with this aspect of your job. Com=-
pletely satisfied = CS, Very satisfied = VS, Quite satisfied
s QS, Somewhat satisfied = SS, Not satisfied = NS.

Job Aspect Column A
CS VS QS SS NS
27+ The amount of variety in
my work.

28. The amount of work re-
quired on mv job.



29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
3.
35.
36
37.
38.
39.
40.
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The degree of accuracy
demanded by my Jjob.

My control over the pace
of my work.

The importance of my Job
for the company.

The amount of supervision
I get on my job.

The amount of skill needed
on my job.

The amount of responsi-
bility demanded by my job.
The amount of planning I
have to do on my Jjob.

The amount of Judgment I
have to use on my Jjob.
The degree to which my
work is interesting.

The amount of security I
feel on my job.

My chances for promotion
to a better job.

The amount of pay I get
on my job.

CS

Vs

SS

NS
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Emp.
Nc.

002
076
106
111
117
178
186
188

003

1hh
169

o5
092
10l
121
139
151
16l
166
191
201
202
222
223

005
088
110
137
205
212
217
220

Leadership Style
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Emp.

No,

c0b
080
154
167
174
219

008
083
113
21y

010

13?
1

147
172

01l

096
098
107
168
199
208

o
ol
109
1,2

195
017

135
175
179
183
203

020

068

091
093
100
133
176

Leadership Style
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Difference
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NO. :

022

122

béadership Style Difference Satisfactiin Scores
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.68

.58

47
. 37
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.58
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37

Tl
37
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.55

.65
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.32
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o1l

.00
e
.28
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Emp. Leadership Style Diffarence Satisfaction Scoures

Neo. B A T D Scores GJs SJs S§
051 1 1 Iy I 3 Ly
203 2 2 1 5 .35 1 28 2
258 3 1 I 2 .28 1 17 L
295 3 1 I 2 .28 3 L6 2
052 2 2 5 1 3 36
A O O N A A
23 i 1 1 119 T

238 Iy L 2 c A2 3 38 6
2h2 1 0 6 3 .32 i 19 5
2L6 1 3 I 2 20 2 28 7
k8 o L 3 3 ;0 3 53 5
251 0 5 2 3 .51 1 - 2
256 2 2 1 5 57 Ly L2 3
282 1 3 I 2 .20 2 32 it
281 1 2 3 i « 37 3 39 2
288 I 1 2 2 10 I 6 10
292 2 0 2 5 .55 1 15 2
293 0 0 3 7 .69 1 18 2
297 L 3 2 1 .37 2 Ll, g
298 3 1 3 3 « 32 3 29 5
053 1 1 3 2 2 29
226 3 2 L 1 L0 3 38 6
2L 7 2 2 0 5 49 2 31 5
257 L 2 3 1 A5 2 22 6
260 2 5 0 3 .60 3 36 3
269 1 7 1 1 .71 I )8 8
a7 1 2 3 L .37 1 26 5
217 L 2 3 1 115 1 17 Ut
278 I 2 1 3 49 3 Lo 6
291y 3 I 1 2 .51 1 30 3
299 2 3 2 3 40 3 39 2
%%% 1 2 5 2 3 38

2. 1 2 3 2 .28 3 ulp 7
250 2 2 3 3 2l 2 Ll 2
275 3 3 2 2 .37 2 35 L
283 L 0 3 3 2 3 36 2
059 2 3 Iy 1 1 25

2 3 2 1 3 .40 3 L6 8
231 0 1 2 7 .69 3 L8 Iy
2L5 1 1 3 5 L7 1 31 2
254 0 2 L L 37 I 52 5
286 2 3 2 3 .28 1 2); 6
061 1 1 I Iy 2 37
278 Iy 3 2 1 .51 5 5L 2
261 Ly 2 1 3 U5 3 L5 5
280 2 2 3 3 .20 2 38 2
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Emg . Leadership Style Difference Satisfacti-n Sccras

No. B A T D Score GJS SJS 33
063 3 3 2 2 1 Lidy

227 2 I 3 1 .20 5 L2 Iy
21 3 3 2 1 .1 3 31 5
262 1 3 2 I o2 5 50 7
279 2 3 2 3 o1l 1 L1 5
285 3 2 2 3 o1 2 - 6
296 1 5 2 2 o2 I L6 8
%%% 2 2 1 5 1 31

‘ 1 2 0 7 2l 1 18 2
265 1 2 3 L o2 1 33 2
270 I 2 2 1 A7 2 31 6



APPENDIX E

Classification of Supervisors into Leadership Styles

(Refer to Appendix D for Response Patterns)

Leadership Style Supervisor Number No. in Work Group

Idiccratic 00 13
00 7
008
010
017
052 1
056

Demccratic & 002
Idiocratic 006
026

027 1
051
061

Demscratic 003
01l
020
031
06l

Blend 011
022
053
063

Idiccratic & 025
Autccratic 032
059

wWw~NF 1w wwhwul-d Foro\Vuiw -~

=

’_.I
il o~ ow =3
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APPENDIX F

Classificaticn of Employees According to Their
Perception of Supervisor!s Leadership Styles

Leadership Style Employee Number  Repcrt t: Superviscr F-.

Democratic 083 8
21l 8
136 20
107 11
109 1l
195 1l
105 17
179 17
079 25
207 25
141 26
196 26
158 27
210 27
173 31
181 31
185 31
12l 32
143 32
206 32
29 1
256 52
292 £
293 52
247 £3
231 59
aL5 59
096 11
199 1
225 3

Autocratic 076 2
106 2
111 2
178 2
186 2
188 2
166 L

q 2«
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Leadership Style Employee Number Report to Supervisor No.

093 20
11 22
112 26
081 27
1,8 27
215 27
251 52
260 53
269 53
296 63
137 5
219 6
069 22
131 25
108 27
Blend 1y 3
222 iy
075 10
162 10
168 11
12 1l
091 20
125 25
160 27
193 32
194 32
197 32
299 3
250 56
275 56
286 59
280 61
279 €3
285 63
2Ll 63
167 &
085 11
086 20
116 25
230 6
229 59
Bureaucratic 110 5
191 Iy
220 5
212 5
080 6
113 8
175 17
288 52

270 6L
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Leadership Style Employee Number Report to Supervisor No.

Bureaucratic & 169 3
Autocratic 121 i
16l L
115 22
236 52
238 52
297 52
228 61
183 17
294 53
139 L
Bureaucratic & 119 27
Idiocratic 257 53
277 53
226 53
082 i
258 51
295 51
Bureaucratic & 09l 1
Democratic 278 53
261 3
147 10
176 20
104 li
08l 0
Autccratic & 092 I
Idiozratic 227 63
2%6 52
202, 52
Autocratic & 145 27
Democratic 122 32
205 5
201 i
120 3
211 32
262 63
Idio~ratic & 223 n
Demccratic 172 10
098 11
208 11
090 32
235 52
25l 59
218 2
100 20
157 3¢

15l 6
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Leadership Style Employee Number Report to Supervisor Nc.

284 52

274 53

265 S

Bureaucratic, 117 2
Autocratic & 177 27

Democratic 217 5

132 27

Bureaucratiz, 298 52
Idiocratic & 17 6

Demozratic 200 32

283 56

180 32

203

=
V|
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