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ABSTRACT

EFFECTS OF LEADERSHIP ON PERCEIVED JOB SATISFACTION 
AND INFLUENCE AMONG INTERMEDIATE SCHOOL DISTRICT 

SPECIAL EDUCATION PERSONNEL IN MICHIGAN

By

Megan Haupt Oberlin

This study examined the  e f f e c t s  of leadership and demographic 

information on perceived job s a t i s f a c t i o n  and influence in i n t e r ­

mediate school d i s t r i c t  special  education s t a f f s  in Michigan. 

Bas ica l ly ,  t h i s  study inves t iga ted :

1. The re l a t io n sh ip  between the perceived job s a t i s f a c t i o n  

and perceived influence as moderated by leadersh ip .

2. The p o s s ib i l i t y  of a p red ic t ive  model fo r  the  dependent 

va r iab le s .

The populat ion consis ted  of special  education employees in 

49 o f  the e x is t in g  58 in termediate  school d i s t r i c t s .  Survey i n s t r u ­

ments used were the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ) 

demographic quest ions ,  the Job Description Index (JDI),  and ques­

t ions  on influence taken from the Control Graphs by Tannenbaum. 

S t a t i s t i c a l  t reatment o f  Pearson product-moment c o r re la t io n s  and 

mult ip le  regress ion  analyses were used. Results showed pos i t iv e  

co r re la t io n s  between va r iab les  of leadersh ip ,  job s a t i s f a c t i o n  (except 

s a t i s f a c t i o n  with pay),  and influence.  Demographic information did



Megan Haupt Oberlin

not c o r r e l a t e  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  with any v a r iab le s .  The leadership  

var iab les  of  I n i t i a t i o n  of S t ruc tu re ,  Considerat ion, and In teg ra t ion  

provided the  most c o r r e la t io n s  on both the  dependent va r iab le s .  

Multiple regress ion  f indings suggested a cons idera te  leader  who main­

t a in s  an in te g ra te d ,  c lo s e ly - k n i t  o rgan iza t ion ,  who resolves con­

f l i c t s  and maintains cord ia l  r e l a t io n s  with super iors  and has i n f l u ­

ence with them, w i l l  be perceived by workers as exer t ing  influence 

and con tr ibu t ing  to  job s a t i s f a c t i o n .
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Background

Organizations have been the focus of research and i n t e r e s t  

fo r  t h e o r i s t s  since Wilbur's  f i r s t  w ri t ings  on bureaucracy in 1929. 

For the  past  two decades, in tens ive  and concentrated a t t e n t io n  has 

been paid to organizat ional  research in the behavioral sc iences .  

P r io r  research of " c l a s s i c a l "  t h e o r i s t s  Fayol, Urwich, Taylor, and 

o thers  discussed chain of command, with heavy emphasis placed on 

fac to r s  re la te d  to  organizat ional  s t r u c tu r e .  There was a general 

tendency to view the employee as an i n e r t  instrument performing the 

task assigned (March & Simon, 1958). The c l a s s i c a l  viewpoint was 

ap t ly  summed as "organizat ions without people" (Bennis, 1959, 

p. 259).

Modern organizat ional  theory developed by L ik e r t ,  Haire, 

McGregor, Argyris ,  and o thers  has recognized the importance of  the 

organizat ional  milieu with p a r t i c u l a r  respec t  to  i t s  input  on the 

o rgan iza t io n 's  members (Por te r ,  Lawler, & Hackman, 1975). Some 

dimensions within the mil ieu are  psychological ,  not physical or 

s t r u c t u r a l ,  e . g . ,  members' perceptions of  the  o rgan iza t ion ,  reac­

t ions  to the organiza t ion ,  and a t t i t u d e s  toward the organ iza t ion .

Consider the research l i t e r a t u r e  on supervisory behavior. 

T rad i t io n a l ly ,  t h i s  research has focused on the  e f f e c t s  of  various
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leader  p e r s o n a l i t i e s  or managerial s ty l e s  on individual  and group 

performance. Many s tud ies  have been done which examine how subor­

dinate  s a t i s f a c t i o n  d i f f e r s  fo r  supervisors  who have a "cons idera te ,"  

employee-centered s ty l e  from those who have a s t r u c tu r in g ,  ta sk -  

o r ien ted  s ty l e .  Much o f  the  l i t e r a t u r e  reviewed by House and F i l l e y  

(1968), Vroom (1964), and L ike r t  (1961) ind ica te s  a r e la t io n sh ip  

between supervisory  considera t ion  and job s a t i s f a c t i o n .  Considera­

t ion  is  a dimension of leadership  defined as one where the  leader  

"regards the comfort,  well being, s t a t u s ,  and con tr ibu t ions  of  the 

follower" (S to g d i l l ,  1963, p. 5) .  I n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c tu r e  of  the  leader-  

manager and job s a t i s f a c t i o n  a re  not as c l e a r - c u t ,  though c o r r e la ­

t iona l  s tud ies  tend to ind ica te  they a re  r e la te d  (Vroom, 1964). 

I n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c tu r e ,  another dimension of  leadersh ip ,  i s  defined as 

one where the  leader  " c lea r ly  defines own ro le  and l e t s  fol lowers 

know what is  expected" (S to g d i l l ,  1963, p. 5) .  A re l a t io n sh ip  between 

leadership  and influence may be supposed from the d e f in i t i o n  which 

equates leadership with the  d i f f e r e n t i a l  exer t ion  of in f luence .

"Indeed every a c t  of  influence on a matter  of organizat ional  r e l e ­

vance i s  in some degree an a c t  of  leadership" (Katz & Kahn, 1966, 

p. 303).

Research focusing on organizat ional  va r iab les  in school 

organizat ions i s  meager. According to Bidwell (1965), "To under­

stand what schools are  l ik e  as organizat ions  we must r e ly  on empiri­

cal work, much of which i s  not e x p l i c i t l y  d i rec ted  toward organizat ional  

quest ions .  . . .  As a r e s u l t  t h i s  empirical  l i t e r a t u r e  i s  fragmentary 

and discontinuous" (p. 72).
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Need fo r  the  Study 

The in te rmedia te  school d i s t r i c t  in  Michigan i s  an expanding 

organiza t ion .  Increased functions have resu l te d  in a g r e a t e r  respon­

s i b i l i t y  fo r  providing educational  se rv ices  within  the  s t a t e .  This
+  •

increased r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  i s  most evident  in  special  education programs 

and se rv ices  fo r  the  handicapped. With the changes in o rgan iza t ional  

r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  and c l im ate ,  there  i s  a need to  examine the interme­

d i a t e  school d i s t r i c t  as an organizat ion  and the  special  education 

component as a new, expanding suborganization.

In 1971, Public Act 198 or  Mandatory Special Education was 

passed by the Michigan l e g i s l a t u r e .  This comprehensive law required 

public  school d i s t r i c t s  to  provide programs and se rv ices  fo r  handi­

capped children  ages 0 to 25. This law and the  accompanying ru les  

and regu la t ions  have projec ted the in termediate  school d i s t r i c t  in to  

a powerful pos i t ion  as an intermediary between local  school d i s t r i c t s  

and the s t a t e  board of  education and s t a t e  department of education.

The l e g i s l a t i o n  has changed the provisions fo r  se rv ices  to  handi­

capped children  from permissive to  mandatory. Many of  the  pos i t ions  

in specia l  education created by t h i s  l e g i s l a t i o n  change are  new and 

did not e x i s t  s ix  years ago.

With change, leader  behavior and employee job s a t i s f a c t i o n  

with the  o rganizat ion  become areas of i n t e r e s t  fo r  study. Does l ead e r ­

sh ip  s t y l e  make a d i f fe rence  or  have on e f f e c t  on employee job s a t i s ­

fac t ion?  What, i f  any, i s  the  r e l a t io n sh ip  between leader  behavior 

and perceived influence? Is i t  poss ib le  to  p re d ic t  job s a t i s f a c t i o n  

of  employees by analyzing the leadership  s t y l e  of  t h e i r  super iors?
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Research Object ives

This study i s  an explora tory  c o r r e l a t io n a l - r e g re s s io n  inves­

t ig a t io n  of the  e f f e c t s  o f  leadersh ip  and demographic information on 

job s a t i s f a c t i o n  and influence as perceived by th ree  h ie ra rch ica l  

groups o f  special  education personnel in intermediate  school d i s t r i c t s  

in  Michigan. Special education d i r e c t o r s ,  supe rv iso rs ,  and i t i n e r a n t  

s t a f f  rep resen t  the  population f o r  study. Instruments fo r  research 

include the Leader Behavior Descrip tion Questionnaire ,  demographic 

information, the  Job Descrip tion Index, and influence questions based 

on Tannenbaum's Control Graph.

This study examines the  in termediate  specia l  education s t a f f  

as a component of  the  t o t a l  in termediate  school d i s t r i c t s  and attempts 

to add to  the  knowledge pe r ta in ing  to  the  re la t io n sh ip  o f  the  v a r i ­

ab les  o f  in f luence ,  job s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  leadersh ip ,  and demographic 

information in school o rgan iza t ions .  In t h i s  research i t  i s  hypothe­

sized  t h a t  member job  s a t i s f a c t i o n  and influence are  functions of 

leadership-management s t y l e .

The f i r s t  research ob jec t ive  i s  to  in v es t ig a te  the  r e l a t i o n ­

ship of the dependent va r iab le s  o f  perceived job s a t i s f a c t i o n  and 

perceived influence as a f fec ted  by the independent va r iab les  of  per­

ceived leadership  and demographic fac to r s  or va r iab les  among members 

of  specia l  education s t a f f s  in in termediate  school d i s t r i c t  organiza­

t io n s .  The second ob jec t ive  is  to  in v es t ig a te  the  p o s s i b i l i t y  of  a 

p red ic t ion  model fo r  the  dependent v a r ia b le s .  F ina l ly ,  knowledge of  

reported perceptions may provide a b e t t e r  p ic tu re  of  what i s  happen­

ing in in termediate  school d i s t r i c t  specia l  education suborganizations.
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Defin i t ion  of Terms

The following d e f in i t i o n s  were assumed fo r  t h i s  research.

Leadership i s  defined as the  process whereby one person 

exer ts  social  inf luence  over the  members o f  the  group. A leader ,  

then,  i s  a person with power over o th e r s ,  who exercises  t h i s  power 

f o r  the  purpose of inf luencing t h e i r  behavior.

Influence as a function of leadership  i s  defined as any pro­

cess whereby a person or group of  persons or organizat ion  determines, 

t h a t  i s ,  i n t e n t io n a l ly  a f f e c t s ,  the behavior o f  another person, group, 

or organizat ion .

Job s a t i s f a c t i o n  is  defined as the  a t t i t u d e  of workers toward 

the company, t h e i r  job ,  t h e i r  fel low workers, and o ther  psychological 

objec ts  in the work environment.

Intermediate  school d i s t r i c t s  are  defined as those d i s t r i c t s  

organized on a county or  mult i-county basis  as described in Michigan 

Public Act 190 of 1957.

Intermediate  special  education d i r e c to r  i s  defined as a 

person(s)  approved and reimbursed in the pos i t ion  as a fu l l - t im e  

adm in is t ra to r  by the  Michigan Department of Education.

Intermediate  special  education supervisor  i s  defined as a 

person(s) approved and reimbursed in the pos i t ion  by the Michigan 

Department o f  Education.

Intermediate  specia l  education s t a f f  i s  defined as approved 

i t i n e r a n t  s t a f f  housed a t  the intermediate  o f f i c e .
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Overview

The remainder of t h i s  th e s i s  i s  organized in the following

manner:

Chapter II  i s  a review o f  the  re levan t  l i t e r a t u r e  on leader­

sh ip ,  job s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  in f luence ,  demographic information,  and the 

instruments used.

Chapter I I I  contains  the  populat ion,  data c o l l e c t io n ,  method­

ology of  the  study,  and the schema fo r  the  c o r re la t io n s  o f  the  v a r i ­

ables of  i n t e r e s t .

Chapter IV presents  the r e s u l t s  of the  analyses o f  the 

re la t io n sh ip s  between the  va r iab les  of  leadersh ip ,  demographic in fo r ­

mation, job s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  and inf luence .

Chapter V i s  a summary of the  r e s u l t s  of  the study, conclu­

sions reached, and implica tions fo r  f u r th e r  study.



CHAPTER I I

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Leadership

Introduct ion

Leadership i s  one of  the most researched and perhaps l e a s t  

understood va r iab les  in organizat ional  research.  Studies of  lead e r ­

ship in organizat ions a re  confusing, i f  not  chao t ic .

Not much smaller  than the bibliography on leadersh ip  i s  the 
d iv e r s i ty  of views on the to p ic .  Many of  the  s tud ies  essen­
t i a l l y  ask: What do people mean when they speak of  a leader?
Other s tud ies  begin with a conceptual or  empirical d e f in i t io n  
of leadership  and then proceed to  determine c o r r e l a t e s  or 
consequences of leadership  so defined.  Even a cursory review 
of these inves t iga t ion s  shows th a t  leadership  means many d i f ­
f e re n t  things to  d i f f e r e n t  people (Janda, 1960, p. 345).

A simple d e f in i t io n  proposed by S togdi l l  (1974) ind ica te s  a 

leader  i s  the person whose behavior exerc ises  a determining e f f e c t  on 

the behavior of  group members. Bowers and Seashore (1966) i d e n t i f i e d  

ce r ta in  common-sense a t t r i b u t e s  of leadersh ip .  F i r s t ,  the  concept of 

leadership  i s  meaningful only in the  context  of  two or more people. 

Second, leadership  c o n s i s t s  of behavior: behavior by one member of

the group toward o ther  members of the group which advances some j o i n t  

aim. These d e f in i t io n s  are  s im p l i s t i c  and may not give in s ig h t  in to  

the process and s tud ies  of leadersh ip .  They do provide a basic con­

cep tua l iza t ion  of leadership .

7



Early research s tud ies  in leadership  are  predominantly of 

the  personal t r a i t s  or  ind iv idua l-cen tered  v a r ie ty .  Leaders are  

defined as persons holding an o f f i c e .  T r a i t  theory asse r ted  there  

i s  a f i n i t e  number of i d e n t i f i a b l e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  or t r a i t s  of 

successful  and e f f e c t iv e  leaders .  These t r a i t s  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  the  

successful  from the unsuccessful leaders  (F i l l e y  & House, 1969). 

S togdi l l  (1974) reviewed the l i t e r a t u r e  with respect  to these s tu d ie s .  

Personal f a c to r s  were c l a s s i f i e d  under f iv e  general headings:

(1) capaci ty  ( i n t e l l i g e n c e ,  a l e r tn e s s ,  judgment); (2) achievement 

(scho larsh ip ,  knowledge, a t h l e t i c  accomplishments); (3) r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  

(dependabi l i ty ,  i n i t i a t i v e ,  p e r s i s ten c e ,  aggress iveness) ;  (4) p a r t i c i ­

pation ( a c t i v i t y ,  s o c i a b i l i t y ,  cooperat ion,  a d a p ta b i l i t y ;  (5) s ta tus  

(socioeconomic s t a t u s ,  p o p u la r i ty ) .  Only t r a i t s  of  in t e l l i g e n c e ,  

scholarsh ip ,  dependabi l i ty ,  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y ,  social  p a r t i c ip a t io n ,  and 

socioeconomic s t a tu s  c o n s i s te n t ly  d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  leaders  from non­

leaders .

T ra i t  theory research to  t h i s  point  ignored the s i t u a t io n  in 

which leadership  takes p lace .  Ghise l l i  (1963) c o r re la ted  t r a i t s  of 

leadership  with management performance ra t in gs  and organizat ional  

l ev e ls .  The leadership  t r a i t s  th a t  co rre la ted  were i n te l l i g e n c e ,  supervi­

sory a b i l i t y ,  i n i t i a t i v e ,  se l f -a ssu ran ce ,  and in d iv id u a l i ty .  This research 

gives more dynamic and r ep l ica b le  r e s u l t s  than previous t r a i t  research.

The behavioral approach to the  study of  leadership  c h a rac te r ­

izes leaders by behavior pa t te rns  r a th e r  than inherent  or individual 

t r a i t s .  The behavioral "theory" began with Kurt Lewin of the Group 

Dynamics Center a t  M.I.T. Four s ty le s  o f  leadership  behavior have
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emerged from the research:  a u to c r a t i c ,  support ive ,  in s t rum enta l ,  and

grea t  man. F i l l ey  and House (1969) s ta te d  t h a t  the  a u to c ra t i c  leader  

commands and enforces by his  power to  reward and punish, and h is  d ec i ­

sions are  most of ten a r b i t r a r y .  The supportive leader  i s  democratic,  

employee o r ien ted ,  and considera te  of  employees (Argyle, 1957). The 

instrumental leader  i s  e f f e c t i v e ,  a c t i v e ,  ta sk  o r ien ted ,  and he may 

be a u to c ra t ic  or supportive  (Bass & Dunteman, 1963). The g rea t  man 

is  an e f f e c t iv e  leader  who i s  both supportive  and instrumental (Moore & 

Smith, 1952; Bales, Strodbach, M il ls ,  & Roseborough, 1951).

The study o f  leadersh ip  has become increas ing ly  in te r e s t i n g  

when viewed as an in te r a c t io n  process between the l e a d e r ,  the  group, 

and individual  group members. In o ther  words, the  leader  influences 

his  followers in the  i n te r a c t io n  process and the group 's  reac t ions  

have an impact on leader  behavior.

In an experiment demonstrating t h a t  s a t i s f a c t i o n  of  group 

members with the leadership  they receive  i s  a f fe c te d  to  a large 

extent  by a t t r i b u t e s  of  the  person providing the leadersh ip ,  Bell and 

French (1950) have shown i t  i s  poss ib le  to p red ic t  with some accuracy 

the a t t i t u d e s  of  members of  a group toward the  q u a l i ty  of individual 

leadership  a b i l i t y .  In t h e i r  experiment each sub jec t  p a r t i c ip a te d  

in s ix  discussion groups. In each group his fel low p a r t i c ip a n ts  were 

four d i f f e r e n t  s tudents with whom he was unacquainted. At the end of 

the discussion sess ion ,  the  f iv e  group members were asked ind iv idua l ly  

to rank o ther  group members on t h e i r  a b i l i t y  to  lead the  discussion 

for  an expected next meeting. The rankings fo r  a given person by the 

o ther  four members were averaged and co rre la ted  with the  leadership



10

rankings th a t  the same person received in the  o th e r  f i v e  groups.

The c o r re l a t io n  c o e f f i c i e n t s  between leadership  rankings in d i f f e r e n t  

groups ranged from .03 to  .96,  with a mean o f  .75.

The attempt by several Ohio S ta te  Univers i ty  psychologis ts  to

find a few general behavior dimensions which apply to  a l l  types of  

leaders  i s  s i g n i f i c a n t .  Hemphill and Coon (1957) and Halpin and 

Winer (1957) performed f a c to r  analyses of leadersh ip  behavior and 

produced two orthogonal f a c to r s .  The f a c to r s  a re  considera t ion  and 

i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c tu r e .  "Consideration i s  the  degree to  which a leader  

a c t s  in a warm and supportive manner and shows concern and respec t  fo r

his subordinates .  I n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c tu r e  re f e r s  to  the  degree to  which

a leader  defines and s t ru c tu re s  his  own ro le  and those  of his  subor­

d inates  toward goal a ttainment" (Yukl, 1971, p. 414). Many years  of

experimentation and manipulation of  the f ac to r s  of  cons idera t ion  and 

i n i t i a t i n g  s t ru c tu re  have found them p o s i t iv e ly  r e l a t e d  to  various 

measures of group cohesiveness and harmony. I n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c tu r e  i s

re la te d  to group cohesiveness,  whereas considera t ion  is  r e l a te d  to

low absenteeism, tu rnover ,  bureaucracy,  and s a t i s f a c t i o n .

I t  would appear the  s ign i f ican ce  o f  considera t ion  and s t r u c ­
tu re  i s  to  be explained,  not in terms of l eadersh ip ,  but in
terms o f  fo l lowership .  The two behavior p a t te rn s  emerge as
important but not because they a re  exhib i ted  by the  lea d e r ,  
but because they produce d i f f e r e n t  e f f e c t s  on the behavior
expectat ions of followers (S to g d i l l ,  1974, p. 147).

Studies of Consideration and 
I n i t i a t i n g  S t ruc ture

Hemphill (1955), using the Leader Behavior Descrip tion Ques­

t io n n a i re  (LBDQ) to study the leadersh ip  of academic department heads
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in a u n iv e r s i ty ,  reported considera t ion  and adm in is t ra t ive  competence 

co rre la ted  a t  .36 and i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c tu r e  and adm in is t ra t ive  compe­

tence co rre la ted  a t  .48. H i l l s  (1963), in a study of school p r inc ipal  

behavior,  reported considera t ion  and s t r u c tu r e  a re  highly co r re la ted  

with two r e p re se n ta t iv e  funct ions:  (1) represent ing  the i n t e r e s t s  of

teachers  to  higher leve ls  of  the  organizat ion and (2) representing 

tea ch e rs '  i n t e r e s t s  to  the school c l i e n t e l e .  Addi t iona l ly  in t h i s  

s tudy,  cons idera t ion  and i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c tu r e  a re  not only concerned 

with in te rna l  leadersh ip  but r e f l e c t  the  manner in which the leader  

deals  with ou ts ide rs  and higher leve ls  of a u th o r i ty .  Another educa­

t iona l  study using p r in c ip a ls  as respondents to describe the leader  

behavior of  superintendents and a s s i s t a n t  superintendents  found th a t  

those p r in c ip a l s  who descr ibe  t h e i r  super iors  as high in considera tion 

but not high in s t r u c tu r e  perceive themselves as exerc is ing  high degrees 

of  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y ,  a u th o r i ty ,  and as delegat ing ex tens ive ly .  In a 

study of  the  s t a f f  pos i t ion  of d i r e c to r  of i n s t r u c t io n ,  Luckie (1963) 

surveyed 434 super in tendents ,  d i r e c to r s  of i n s t r u c t io n ,  and teachers  

fo r  desc r ip t ions  o f  53 d i r e c to r s  of in s t r u c t io n .  Using the ideal 

model as portrayed by the LBDQ, d i r e c to r s  are  reported as lower in 

considera t ion  and s t r u c tu r e  than a l l  groups would consider  id e a l .  An 

experiment by Bailey (1966) using four p r inc ipa ls  and four teachers  

described as higher in considera tion and four o ther  p r in c ip a l s  described 

as higher in s t r u c tu r e  involved a decision-making game. Neither p r in ­

c ip a l s '  considera t ion  nor s t ru c tu re  scores were s ig n i f i c a n t l y  r e la te d  

to the group's  decis ion .  However, p r incipal  considera t ion  i s  s i g n i f i ­

can t ly  r e la te d  to  the  teachers '  s a t i s f a c t i o n  with the decision and
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t h e i r  support o f  i t .  Flocco (1969), in a study o f  1,200 school 

business managers, reported considera t ion  and i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c tu r e  

are  unrela ted  to  pe rsona l i ty  t e s t  scores o r  dogmatism.

In s tud ies  of  cons idera t ion ,  s t r u c tu r e ,  and school s i z e ,  

Hunter (1959) s t a te d  teachers  and board members descr ibe  super in ten­

dents  of la rge  schools higher  in considera t ion  and i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c ­

tu re  than those in small schools.  Charters (1964) ind ica ted  s ize  of 

school was unrela ted  to  teache rs '  d e sc r ip t io n  of  leader  behavior;  

however, adm in is t ra to rs  rated superintendents  of  la rge  schools higher 

in considera t ion  and i n i t i a t i n g  s t ru c tu re  than those  in small schools.

House, F i l l e y ,  and Kerr (1970), in a study of three  companies 

as a t e s t  of the  Fleischman and Harris  (1962) hypothesis ,  discovered 

th a t  s t r u c tu r e  ac ts  as a mediator of the re l a t io n sh ip  between consid­

e ra t io n  and job s a t i s f a c t i o n .  S t ruc tu re  r e l a te d  p o s i t iv e ly  and s ig ­

n i f i c a n t l y  with s a t i s f a c t i o n  with company and freedom of ac t ion  in 

a l l  th ree  o rgan iza t ions .  Although data did not support the  mediating 

hypothesis ,  s t ru c tu re  was p o s i t iv e ly  r a th e r  than negat ive ly  r e la te d  

to employee s a t i s f a c t i o n .  S togdil l  (1965) a lso  found in a study of 

27 organizat ions th a t  leader  s t r u c tu r e  i s  r e l a te d  to follower s a t i s ­

fac t ion  with the  o rgan iza t ion ,  whereas considera t ion  i s  assoc ia ted  

with s a t i s f a c t i o n  and freedom of  ac t ion .

Leadership and S a t is fac t io n

Mann (1965), in a study of community h o sp i ta l s  involving three 

employee groups and a t r i l o g y  of  leadersh ip  s k i l l s ,  found the s a t i s ­

fac t ion  of  nurses i s  re la te d  to human r e l a t i o n s  s k i l l s  of supervisors .
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S a t i s f a c t io n  o f  supervisor  i s  re la te d  to  ad m in is t ra t ive  s k i l l s  of 

t h e i r  super io rs .  In s tud ies  of two firms using considera t ion  and 

i n i t i a t i n g  s t ru c tu re  as leadership  v a r ia b le s ,  House, F i l l e y ,  and 

Gujart i  (1971) reported c o n f l i c t in g  r e s u l t s .  Both leader  considera­

t ion and i n i t i a t i n g  s t ru c tu re  acted as moderators o f  employee s a t i s f a c ­

t io n  with freedom on the  job ,  job s e c u r i ty ,  and family a t t i t u d e s  in 

one firm but not the  o ther .  Nahabetian (1969) s ta ted  group members 

a re  b e t t e r  s a t i s f i e d  with leaders  who ra te  high in inf luence  ra th e r  

than those low in influence with supe r io rs .  Yukl (1971) s ta ted  t h a t  

in f iv e  s tu d ie s  using the leadership  dimension of  considera t ion  and 

subordinate s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  a st rong p o s i t iv e  re la t io n sh ip  i s  present  

between these  two f a c to r s .  In an experiment Lowen, Hrapchak, and 

Kavanagh (1969) found a s i g n i f i c a n t  pos i t iv e  re l a t io n  between subor­

d ina te  s a t i s f a c t i o n  and t h e i r  r a t in g s  of leader  cons idera t ion .

Other Studies of  Leadership

Hel ler  and Yukl (1969) defined another leader  behavior dimen­

sion encompassing leader  behavior procedures and group p a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  

which they ca l l  d e c i s io n -c e n t r a l i z a t io n .  This i s  an average of the 

degree of p a r t i c ip a t io n  the  leader  allows in to  any s e t  of  typical  

decis ions .  This dimension emphasizes the  behavior of the leader  

r a th e r  than behavior of subordinates .  Yukl (1971) maintained decis ion-  

c e n t r a l i z a t i o n  is  independent or oblique from considera t ion  and 

i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c tu r e .  In a study of  67 second-l ine supervisors  in 

th ree  companies, r e s u l t s  showed a low s ig n i f i c a n t  c o r re l a t io n  of 

r  -  .24, p < .05 between considera t ion  and d e c i s io n -c e n t r a l i z a t io n .
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No s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e la t io n  was present  between d e c i s io n -c e n t r a l i z a t io n  

and i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c tu r e .  The instrument used was the Decision Pro­

cedure Quest ionnaire (Form C) described in Hel ler  and Yukl (1969).

Yukl fu r th e r  developed his premises in to  a m ult ip le - l inkage  model of  

leader  e f fe c t iv en e ss .  The cen tra l  fea tu re  of the  model i s  a s e t  o f  

intermediate  va r iab le s  such as subordinate  task  motivation ,  subordi­

nate task  s k i l l s ,  and t a s k - ro le  organizat ion fo r  the group. A leader  

can do l i t t l e  to  improve group p roduc t iv i ty  unless he a l t e r s  one or 

more of these  v a r iab le s .

In the  research on the r e la t io n sh ip  between organizat ional  

performance and leader  a t t i t u d e s ,  F ied le r  (1971) and asso c ia te s  

sought to  determine whether the  leader  who i s  very len ien t  in ev a lu a t ­

ing his  a s so c ia te s  i s  more or  l e s s  l ik e ly  to lead an e f f e c t i v e ,  high- 

producing group than the leader  who i s  highly demanding or d i sc r im i ­

nating in evaluat ing h is  a s so c ia te s .  Two perception fac to r s  were 

considered.  One, "assumed s i m i l a r i t y  between opposi tes" (ASO), 

measures the  degree to which a leader  i s  perceived as very s im i la r  to 

his most and l e a s t  p refe r red  co-workers. A perception of  c lose  simi­

l a r i t y  suggests  the  leader  i s  not d iscr iminat ing  in his preferences 

about co-workers. The second f a c to r  i s  the  " l e a s t  p refe r red  co-worker" 

(LPC). This measures the degree to which the leader  sees the poor 

co-worker in a favorable manner. LPC is  a measure o f  leniency or 

to le rance  or an inverse  measure o f  the degree to which he d isc r im ina tes  

in evaluat ing  o thers .  The ASO and LPC scores are highly c o rre la ted  

and so are  used interchangeably.  Groups are  described as in te r a c t in g  

(members work cooperat ively  and in terdependently on a task)  or coacting
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(members perform t h e i r  tasks  in r e l a t i v e  independence from one ano the r ) .  

The v a r ia b le  t h a t  moderates the  r e l a t io n s h ip  between LPC and group per­

formance is  s i t u a t io n a l  favor i t ism .  This i s  defined as the degree to  

which the s i t u a t i o n  i t s e l f  provides the  leader  with po ten t ia l  power 

and influence over the group 's  behavior. S i tua t iona l  f ac to r s  include 

leader-member r e l a t i o n s ,  task  s t r u c tu r e s ,  and pos i t ion  power. These 

ra t ing  sca le s  were described by F ied le r  (1967). Group s i t u a t i o n s  are  

c l a s s i f i e d  on these th ree  dimensions. The r e s u l t a n t  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  

system i s  an e igh t - s ided  cube. Each oc tan t  could be scaled in learning 

how much power and inf luence  a leader  might have in a s i t u a t i o n .

Meuwese and F ied le r  (1965), in a study using the LBDQ, reported 

leaders who are  high and low on the LPC measures tend to  d i f f e r  s i g ­

n i f i c a n t l y  on sp e c i f ic  items of  the  LBDQ but not in to ta l  scores fo r  

consideration and s t r u c tu r e .  Graham (1968) found high-LPC leaders  

were described as being higher in considera t ion  and s t r u c tu r e  than 

low-LPC leaders .  Yukl (1968), in a study of leader  pe rsona l i ty  and 

s i tu a t io n a l  va r iab les  as determinants in leader  behavior,  found task-  

or ien ted  leaders  tend to be described as high in s t ru c tu re  and low in 

considera t ion .  F ied le r  analyzed e a r l i e r  s tud ies  in which ASO and LPC 

were developed and added the  s i tu a t io n a l  f a c to r s .  New labora tory  and 

f i e l d  s tud ies  were conducted to v a l ida te  the  model. Shima (1968) 

t e s ted  the contingency model in Japan using students and two of  

G u i l fo rd 's  t e s t s :  the Unusual Uses t e s t ,  considered to  be moderately

s t ru c tu re d ,  and an in teg ra t ion  task requir ing  groups to  invent a s to ry  

using ten unrela ted  words. All leaders  were e lec ted  by the group mem­

bers .  The corresponding c o r r e la t e s  were - .26  (n * 16) and .71 (n = 16),
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p < .05, thus supporting the  model. In the  analyses and reanalyses 

s tu d ie s ,  F ied le r  found a d isc r im ina t ing  leader  a t t i t u d e  was a sso c ia ted  

with high group performance when the  s i t u a t io n  was highly favorable  

or unfavorable.  A l e n i e n t ,  cons idera te  leader  a t t i t u d e  was a ssoc ia ted  

with high group performance when the  s i t u a t io n  was moderately favor­

able or unfavorable.  Under a very unfavorable cond i t ion ,  however, the  

group would f a l l  a p a r t  unless the  l e a d e r ' s  a c t ive  in te rven t ion  and 

control could keep the  members on the job.

Conclusion

Research on dimensions of  leadership  has progressed from 

encompassing th eo r ie s  to  empirical experimentation. Leadership 

involves the leader ,  his  p e rson a l i ty  and behavior, the group members' 

behavior and in te r a c t io n s  of the lead e r ,  the  tasks  and goals to  be 

accomplished, and the s i t u a t i o n s  or context  within  which the  lea d e r ,  

group, and task  a re  opera t ing .  T h isw asbes t  s t a te d  by Hollander and 

Ju l in  (1969):

One overr id ing  impression conveyed by surveying the  l i t e r a t u r e  
of the  1960's , in c o n t r a s t  to  the  preceding two decades, i s  
the  reduction of i n t e r e s t  in leadership  toward processes such 
as power and a u th o r i ty  r e l a t io n s h ip .  . . . The tendency i s  to  
a t tach  f a r  g r e a te r  s ig n i f ican ce  to  the  in te r r e l a t i o n s h ip  
between the lead e r ,  the fol lowers and the s i t u a t i o n .  . . .  In 
consequence, the  problem of studying leadersh ip  and understand­
ing these  r e la t io n sh ip s  i s  recognized as more formidable than 
was e a r l i e r  supposed (p. 395).

Job S a t i s fac t io n  

Def in i t ions  o f  Job S a t i s fa c t io n

Since Hoppock's monograph on job s a t i s f a c t i o n  in 1935, a 

su b s tan t ia l  amount of research has been conducted on t h i s  top ic .
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Variables such as job  s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  employee a t t i t u d e s ,  and morale 

acquired an important place in the  l i t e r a t u r e  of i n d u s t r i a l ,  voca­

t i o n a l ,  and social  psychology. The terms job s a t i s f a c t i o n  and job 

a t t i t u d e s  were t y p ic a l ly  used interchangeably. Both r e f e r  to  a f f e c ­

t i v e  o r i e n ta t io n s  on the p a r t  of ind iv idua ls  toward work ro le s  which 

they were p resen t ly  occupying. Beer (1964) defined job s a t i s f a c t i o n  

as the  a t t i t u d e  o f  workers toward the company, t h e i r  job ,  t h e i r  fellow 

workers, and other  psychological ob jec ts  in the work environment.

The term "morale" has been given a v a r ie ty  of meanings, some 

of  which correspond qu i te  c lo se ly  to the  concepts of  a t t i t u d e  and 

s a t i s f a c t i o n .  For example, L iker t  and W il l i t s  (1940) defined job 

morale as an i n d iv id u a l ' s  "mental a t t i t u d e  toward a l l  f ea tu res  of his 

work and toward a l l  of  the  people with whom he works" (p. 27). Simi­

l a r l y ,  Guion (1958) defined morale as " the ex ten t  to  which the  in d i ­

v id u a l ' s  needs a re  s a t i s f i e d  and the ex ten t  to  which the individual 

perceives th a t  s a t i s f a c t i o n  as stemming from his t o t a l  job s i tu a t io n "

(p. 62).

Job s a t i s f a c t i o n  and motivation seem to represen t  two d i f f e r ­

ent  cons t ruc ts  and may be only t a n g e n t i a l ly  r e l a t e d .  For example, a 

sa les  manager who expended enough e f f o r t  to  meet minimum job req u i re ­

ments may have demonstrated low job motivation;  however, the  poorly 

motivated manager may have prefe r red  not to  work hard. He may have 

apprecia ted the opportunity  to coast  along in his  ca ree r .  Although 

his  job motivation was low, his job s a t i s f a c t i o n  was high (Dubrin, 

1974). Research on motivation had involved many d i s c i p l i n e s ,  including 

developmental learning and o ther  areas  o f  psychology. Research on job
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s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  on the  o th e r  hand, had come from e f f o r t s  of  in d u s t r i a l  

psychologis ts  i n te r e s te d  in work o rgan iza t ions .  No encompassing 

theo r ies  s t a t i n g  causal r e l a t io n sh ip s  have been developed fo r  job 

s a t i s f a c t i o n .  Most research has c o n s i s t e n t ly  looked simply fo r  

r e la t io n sh ip s  among va r iab les  (P o r te r ,  Lawler, & Hackman, 1975).

Lawler (1975) charac te r ized  job s a t i s f a c t i o n  as (1) global 

in na ture ,  (2) a s ing le  v a r i a b le ,  and (3) s p e c i f i c  f ac to r s  which are  

reac t ions  to p a r t i c u l a r  aspec ts  o f  jo b s .  Global s a t i s f a c t i o n  has been 

defined as a person 's  a f f e c t iv e  reac t io n s  to  his  t o t a l  work ro le .  

Campbell, Dunnette, Lawler, and Weick (1970) c i t e d  the  d i s t in c t io n  

between general job s a t i s f a c t i o n  and s p e c i f i c  job s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  

t i e d  to sp e c i f ic  r e f e r e n t s ,  as an important  one. A number o f  i n v e s t i ­

gators have t r i e d  to  break down the notion of general job s a t i s f a c t i o n  

in to  r e l a t i v e l y  independent components ( e . g . ,  Ash, 1954; P. C. Smith, 

1967; Weiss, Davis, England, & Lofquis t ,  1967).

Although the s t ru c tu re  of job s a t i s f a c t i o n  thus conceptualized 

varied somewhat across s tu d i e s ,  the  s i m i l a r i t i e s  were more apparent 

than the  d i f fe ren c e s .  The re fe re n t s  which commonly appeared were such 

th ings as pay, working condi t ions ,  supervisory  p r a c t i c e s ,  company 

pol icy ,  co-workers, oppor tun i t ies  fo r  advancement, s e c u r i t y ,  and the 

l ik e .  Vroom (1964), in h is  review of  j o b - s a t i s f a c t i o n  l i t e r a t u r e ,  

indicated  t h a t  most s tud ies  dealing with the determinants of  job 

s a t i s f a c t i o n  used sp e c i f ic  measures, whereas those dealing with the 

re la t io n sh ip  of job s a t i s f a c t i o n  to  job behavior tended to  use more 

general measures. There were problems when fac to r s  of s a t i s f a c t i o n  

were combined to form a global measure. Nezzer (1971) found in her
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search fo r  determinants o f  global s a t i s f a c t i o n  for  managers th a t  

determinants varied from company to  company even when they were mem­

bers o f  the  same corpora t ion .  Blocker and Richardson (1963), in t h e i r  

25-year review o f  morale research in education,  noted a t rend  from 

global to  component ( f a c e t  or  f a c to r )  j o b - s a t i s f a c t i o n  measures.

Wanous and Lawler (1972) reviewed nine operat ional  d e f in i t i o n s  

of job s a t i s f a c t i o n .  Data were reported on the  re l a t io n sh ip  between 

each of these  d e f in i t io n s  and two t r a d i t i o n a l  measures o f  overa l l  job 

s a t i s f a c t i o n .  The r e s u l t s  showed a l l  the  operat ional  d e f in i t io n s  of 

job s a t i s f a c t i o n  did not y i e ld  em pir ica l ly  comparable measures of  s a t i s ­

f ac t io n .  The authors  suggested theory and research were needed which 

mapped in d e ta i l  the  r e la t io n sh ip s  among d i f f e r e n t  ways of measuring 

global s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  fac e t  s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  and a number of independent 

and dependent v a r iab le s .

Factors Associated With 
Job S a t i s f a c t io n

Many fac to r s  have been assoc ia ted  with job s a t i s f a c t i o n .

General environmental fac to rs  in teacher  s a t i s f a c t i o n  were i n v e s t i ­

gated byMcCluskeyand Strayer  (1940) based on work by Hoppock (1935). 

Garrison (1945), build ing on McCluskey and S t ray e r ,  concluded nearly 

every aspect  of  the t e a c h e r ' s  environment was involved in adjustment 

to  the  job s i t u a t i o n .  Rela t ionships  between s a t i s f a c t i o n  and super­

vis ion in public  schools were inves t iga ted  by Bidwell (1955). He 

concluded t h a t  teachers who perceived adm in is t ra t ive  procedure as 

being c o n s is ten t  with t h e i r  expecta tions tended to  be s a t i s f i e d  with
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the teaching s i t u a t i o n ;  teachers whose perceptions were not cons is ­

t e n t  with expectat ions were d i s s a t i s f i e d .

There has been some experimental evidence th a t  extensive 

changes in s a t i s f a c t i o n  may follow changes in supervis ion .  Jackson 

(1953) used an a t t i t u d e  quest ionnaire  to  measure the  a t t i t u d e s  of 

members of nine work groups, each concerned with the  i n s t a l l a t i o n  or 

r ep a i r  of telephone equipment. Subsequent to  t h i s  measurement, th ree  

foremen whose men had r e l a t i v e ly  p o s i t ive  a t t i t u d e s  toward t h e i r  

leadership  were exchanged with three  foremen whose men had r e l a t i v e l y  

negative a t t i t u d e s  toward t h e i r  leadersh ip .  The remaining th ree  fo re ­

men remained with t h e i r  o r ig ina l  sec t ions  and served as co n tro ls .  

Approximately four months a f t e r  the o r ig ina l  a t t i t u d e  measurement, the 

same ques t ionnaire  was readministered. The th ree  work groups who 

i n i t i a l l y  had p o s i t iv e  a t t i t u d e s  toward t h e i r  foreman changed in a 

negative d i r e c t io n .  In two o f  these groups the  d i f fe rences  were 

s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .  S im i la r ly ,  the th ree  work groups who 

i n i t i a l l y  had more negative a t t i t u d e s  toward t h e i r  foreman changed in 

a p o s i t iv e  d i r e c t io n .  In two of these groups the d i f fe rences  were 

s ig n i f i c a n t ,  while the  s ign i f icance  of  the  th i rd  was not  te s ted  

because the  newly acquired foreman had become i l l  and had to  be 

replaced.  The a t t i t u d e s  of  the  th ree  work groups who had served as 

con tro ls  remained unchanged.

Many of  the ea r ly  Ohio S ta te  Univers i ty  s tud ies  reported a 

s ig n i f i c a n t  r e la t io n sh ip  between l e a d e r ' s  behavior and s a t i s f a c t i o n .  

Vroom (1964) c i t e d  Baumgartel in a study of  s c i e n t i s t s  which in d i ­

cated d i r e c t iv e  or p a r t i c ip a t iv e  leadersh ip  a ffec ted  job s a t i s f a c t i o n .
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Locke, in Steers  and Por te r  (1975) d iscussed ,  but d i d n ' t  empir ica l ly  

t e s t ,  how a supervisor  could con tr ibu te  to an i n d iv id u a l ' s  job s a t i s ­

fac t io n  but could not  "motivate" an employee. The su p e rv i so r ' s  i n f l u ­

ence was l im i ted .  What he accomplished depended on the va lues ,  

knowledge, and goals of his  subordinates.

Job performance was a t  one time believed to be caused by 

s a t i s f a c t i o n .  Vroom (1964) showed s tud ies  which found weak r e l a t i o n ­

ships between performance and s a t i s f a c t i o n .  Recent research has i n d i ­

cated the s l i g h t  r e la t io n sh ip  may be due to good performance causing 

s a t i s f a c t i o n  (Lawler & Por te r ,  1967). I f  we assume rewards caused 

s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  and in some cases performance produced rewards, then i t  

was poss ib le  the r e la t io n sh ip  found between s a t i s f a c t i o n  and perform­

ance came about through the ac t ion  of a t h i r d  v a r ia b le —rewards. 

B r ie f ly  s t a t e d ,  good performance led to rewards, which in turn led to  

s a t i s f a c t i o n ;  t h i s  formulation then would say th a t  s a t i s f a c t i o n  was 

caused by performance.

Katze l l ,  B a r re t t  and Porter  (1961), in a study of wholesale 

warehousing d iv is ions  of  pharmaceutical companies where var iab les  of 

performance, s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  and s i tu a t io n a l  inputs were manipulated, 

found a p o s i t iv e  r e l a t io n sh ip  between measures of  s a t i s f a c t i o n  and 

performance i f  the  s i tu a t io n a l  va r iab le s  were c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of  small 

towns, i . e . ,  fewer employees and more evenly proportioned s t a f f s  based 

on sex.

The evidence which re la te d  wage leve ls  to  s a t i s f a c t i o n  is  

c o n f l i c t in g  and confusing. Mathis (1959) and Chandler (1959) reported 

on s tud ies  of the  re la t io n sh ip  between types of  sa la ry  schedules and
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teacher morale. Using ten systems, f iv e  which had m eri t  r a t in g  systems 

and f iv e  which did no t ,  they administered an instrument to  r a t e  morale. 

The conclusions were the instrument did d i f f e r e n t i a t e  morale but type 

o f  pay plan and amount of  pay did not s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a f f e c t  morale. 

However, Harap (1959), in f i e l d  s tud ies  conducted by George Peabody 

College fo r  teachers  (1949 and 1957) found sa la ry  improvement as the 

most suggested improvement for  morale by teachers  in the  20 d i s t r i c t s  

s tud ied .  Results of Harap's s tud ies  must be put in a proper frame of 

reference.  Sa la r ies  in education were low r e l a t i v e  to s a l a r i e s  in 

o ther  occupational groups in the  1949-1957 e ra ,  according to  the  

United S ta tes  Department of  Labor S t a t i s t i c s .

Summary. —Summarizing the authors reviewed suggests  t h a t  

understanding o f  what determines job s a t i s f a c t i o n  has not substan­

t i a l l y  increased. Much of t h i s  may have been due to  a lack of  cohesive 

theory and consistency of r e s u l t s  across research s tu d ie s .

Other Theories

Theoretical  work on job s a t i s f a c t i o n  includes f u l f i l lm e n t  

theory,  discrepancy theory,  and the  "Smith e t  a l . "  theory.  These 

theo r ies  wil l  be b r i e f l y  discussed.

Fulf i l lment  theory . —Schaffer  (1953) s t a t e d ,  "job s a t i s f a c t i o n  

wil l  vary d i r e c t l y  with the ex ten t  to which those needs of an in d i ­

vidual can be s a t i s f i e d  are  a c tu a l ly  s a t i s f i e d "  (p. 3). Using a 

ques t ionna ire ,  he measured the s t reng th  of 12 needs of  each of  72 

employed persons. In the  same ques t ionnaire  he measured the  ex ten t  

to  which each need was being s a t i s f i e d  in the  work s i t u a t i o n  and the
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i n d iv id u a l ' s  overal l  job s a t i s f a c t i o n .  In genera l ,  the  g r e a te r  the  

r e l a t i v e  s t reng th  of  the need, the g re a te r  the  p o s i t iv e  c o r r e l a t io n  

between the measure o f  the degree to which the need was described as 

being s a t i s f i e d  and overa l l  job s a t i s f a c t i o n .

Discrepancy theo ry . —The discrepancy approach was based on 

the conceptua l iza t ion  t h a t  s a t i s f a c t i o n  may be determined by the d i f ­

ferences between the actual  outcomes a person receives and some o ther  

expected outcome. When received outcome i s  below the expected outcome 

le v e l ,  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  r e s u l t s .  Por te r  (1961) presented a discrepancy 

approach which saw s a t i s f a c t i o n  influenced not by how much a person 

wanted but by how much he f e l t  he should receive .  To measure s a t i s ­

fac t io n  he asked respondents how much of a given outcome there  should 

be fo r  a job ( id ea l )  and how much of  a given outcome there  a c tu a l ly  

was ( r e a l ) .  Locke (1969) emphasized th a t  perceived discrepancy, not 

actual  discrepancy, was important. S a t i s fa c t io n  was determined by 

the d i f fe rence  between what one wanted and what one perceived he 

received. Both discrepancy measures did y ie ld  d i f f e r e n t  r e s u l t s .  For 

example, a person may feel his present  pay i s  appropr ia te  fo r  his  

presen t  job and be s a t i s f i e d ;  however, he may feel  his  present  pay is  

below what he wants and be d i s s a t i s f i e d .

"Smith e t  a l . "  theo ry .--The inclusion of a l t e r n a t iv e s  within

the job s i t u a t i o n  was hypothesized by Smith e t  a l .  (1969):

Feelings of s a t i s f a c t i o n  are  assoc ia ted  with a perceived d i f ­
ference between what i s  expected as a f a i r  and reasonable 
re tu rn  (or when the evaluat ion o f  fu tu re  prospects i s  involved, 
what i s  asp ired  to)  and what i s  experienced, in r e l a t i o n  to  the 
a l t e r n a t iv e s  a v a i lab le  in a given s i t u a t io n .  Their  r e l a t i o n  to
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behavior depends upon the way in which the individual  expects 
th a t  form of  behavior to  help him achieve the  goals he accepted 
(p. 50).

Smith e t  a l . ' s  hypothesis expanded job s a t i s f a c t i o n  to  include envi­

ronmental or  s i t u a t io n a l  v a r iab le s .  This led to theo r ies  o f  soc ia l  

comparison and p red ic t ions  o f  employee behavior which a re  beyond the 

scope o f  the  present  review.

Summary. —Summarizing the  research on s a t i s f a c t i o n  i s  d i f f i ­

c u l t  as strong conclusions cannot be made. Confl ic t ing f indings  have 

suggested presen t  th eo r ie s  and models a re  inadequate as frameworks fo r  

an exhaust ive in v es t ig a t io n  of the  sub jec t .

Influence in Organizations

In troduct ion

The l i t e r a t u r e  on influence i s  f i l l e d  with diverse  d e f i n i ­

t ions  and approaches. The words in f luence ,  power, c o n t ro l ,  and 

au th o r i ty  a re  redefined across  academic d i s c ip l i n e s .  Soc io log is ts  

have been concerned with power both as a dependent and an independent 

v a r ia b le .  Students o f  business organizat ions  have examined causes and 

consequences of  management control  v i s - a -v i s  owners and c e n t r a l i z a t i o n  

and d e ce n t ra l i z a t io n  as aspects  o f  the  d i s t r ib u t io n  of power. P o l i t i ­

cal s c i e n t i s t s  have examined the influence of external  p ressure  groups 

on pol icy  making and adminis t ra t ion  in governmental agencies as 

redefined by each researcher  to f i t  his  p a r t i c u l a r  s i t u a t io n  (Zald, 

1969). Dahl (1957), in his  comments on the study o f  power, s a id ,  "A 

th ing to which people a t tach  many labe ls  with subt ly  or g ross ly  d i f f e r ­

en t  meanings in many d i f f e r e n t  cu l tu res  and i s  probably not a thing a t
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a l l  but many th ings some researchers  think the study o f  power i s  a 

bottomless swamp" (p. 206).

The word inf luence  has been defined as any behavior which pro­

duces an e f f e c t  whether in behaviora l ,  psychological s t a t e  or  any 

o ther  condit ion .  Other words connoting inf luence  were c o n t ro l ,  

a u th o r i ty ,  and power. For the  purposes of t h i s  research ,  a l l  the  

above-named concepts were viewed as d i f f e r e n t i a l  ac ts  o f  inf luence  

and were t r e a te d  as inf luence .

Typologies

T heor is ts  and researchers  have had to c re a te  "maps" to guide 

them through the  "swamp" of influence l i t e r a t u r e  (Cartwright ,  1965). 

Typologies have been developed to define or  organize the theory and 

research  on in f luence .  French and Raven (1959) c reated  a typology 

of bases of  in te rpersonal  power. Their  approach was based on the 

nature  o f  the  r e l a t io n sh ip  between the power holder  and the  power 

r e c ip ie n t .

1. Reward power—used in those s i tu a t io n s  in which the reward 

i s  important to  the r e c ip ie n t .

2. Coercive power—based on the re c ip ie n t  perceptions of  the 

a b i l i t y  of  the power holder to d i s t r i b u t e  punishment.

3. Legitimate power—when the r e c ip ie n t  acknowledged the 

power holder had a r i g h t  to  inf luence .

4. Referent  power—when the r e c ip ie n t  i d e n t i f i e d  with the 

power holder and t r i e d  to emulate him.

5. Expert power—when the  re c ip ie n t  a t t r i b u t e d  specia l  knowl­

edge to  the  power holder .
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All of  these  forms of power were found in o rgan iza t ions .  Experimental 

s tud ies  by French, Morrison, and Levinger (1960) lend support to  the 

conception of bases of power.

Donald Warren (1968) u t i l i z e d  the French-Raven power typology 

in his ana lys is  of the manner in which school teachers  conformed to 

organizat ional  co n tro l s .  Warren was concerned with behavioral as 

opposed to a t t i t u d i n a l  conformity as the dependent va r iab le  in the 

power r e l a t io n sh ip .  Behavioral conformity was compliance "in overt  

behavior, but without in te r n a l i z a t io n  and norms" (p. 953). A t t i t u d i ­

nal conformity involved both compliance and in te r n a l i z a t i o n .  Warren 

a lso  d e a l t  with the v i s i b i l i t y  of  the power re c ip ie n t s .  He suggested 

those  r e c ip ie n t s  sub jec t  to  coercive and reward power must be highly 

v i s i b l e ,  s ince t h e i r  performance must be cons tan t ly  under su rv e i l lan ce  

by the power holder. On the o ther  hand, r e f e re n t  and expert  power 

re c ip ie n t s  were much le s s  v i s i b l e ,  s ince they shared the same soc ia l  

goals as the power holder.  In these l a t t e r  power forms, the r e c i p i ­

ents  were motivated to  conform and there  was le s s  need fo r  d i r e c t  

su rv e i l lan ce .  Warren found, in most of the school s tud ied ,  more than 

one form of  power was used. The combinations of pov/er forms were 

c o n s i s ten t  with what would be normally expected. Expert and re f e re n t  

power tended to  be found together  and were c lose ly  r e l a te d ,  while 

coercive and leg i t im ate  power had a minimal r e la t io n sh ip .  Coercive 

power was the type found alone most o f ten ,  while r e fe ren t  and expert  

power were most often combined with one of the o ther  forms. These 

combinations were important from a th e o re t i c a l  s tandpoin t ;  they sug­

gested in these  cases t h a t  power was not something th a t  i s  ava i lab le
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in a soc ia l  system in a f ixed amount (zero-sum game) but va r iab le  

within the system, as to both type and amount. Warren then added 

the professional ism of the teachers to his  an a ly s i s .  He found t h a t  

in highly pro fess iona l ized  s e t t in g s  coercive power was weak, whereas 

i t  was a s t ronger  base in le s s  p rofess ional ized  s e t t i n g s .  The addi­

t ion  o f  the professional  va r iab le  weakened the impact of  reward power, 

which apparent ly  was not a major basis  fo r  control  in these  school 

s e t t i n g s .  Legitimate,  exper t ,  and r e f e r e n t  power were a l l  linked to  

professional ism, with leg i t im ate  power having the s t ronges t  a sso c ia ­

t io n .  The control  system in a highly professional  school then appeared 

to be most e f f e c t iv e  when these  th ree  forms of power were present  and 

u t i l i z e d .  Control would tend to  be in e f f e c t iv e  when coercive or 

reward power was the major bas is  used.

Further in s ig h t  in to  the  sources and bases of power i s  pro­

vided in a study by F i l l ey  and Grimes (1967) conducted in a nonprof i t  

o rganizat ion .  T h ir ty -s ix  of the professional  organizat ion members 

were interviewed about e ig h t  hypothetical  inc iden ts  which required them 

to seek a decision from the d i r e c to r  or  a sso c ia te  d i r e c to r .  Respon­

dents were asked (1) to  whom they should go i f  they were to  seek a 

dec is ion ,  (2) to whom they would l ik e  to  go, and (3) to  whom they would 

in f a c t  go. Answers to the above questions were c l a s s i f i e d  according 

to the bases of power to  which the organizat ion members responded. The 

empir ica l ly  derived statements  of  organizat ional  bases of power 

included: formal a u th o r i ty ,  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  and func t ion ,  manipulat ion,

de fau l t  or  avoidance, autonomy, e x p e r t i s e ,  control  of  resources ,  bureau­

c r a t i c  r u l e s ,  t r a d i t i o n a l  r u l e s ,  co l leg ia l  f r ien d sh ip ,  and equ i ty .
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Patchen (1974) examined 33 sp e c i f ic  purchasing decisions in 

11 f i rms.  In each o rganizat ion ,  a person knowledgeable about the  

purchasing function was interviewed about a nonrepe t i t ive  purchase 

made in the  f irm, t y p ic a l ly  one where a product was bought fo r  the 

f i r s t  time or where i t  had been purchased only in f requen t ly .  For 

each dec is ion ,  t h i s  knowledgeable person was asked to supply the names 

and t i t l e s  of others  who were involved in the purchase. A to t a l  of  

180 interviews were conducted concerning the 33 cases;  these i n t e r ­

views were with those designated o r ig in a l ly  as being involved in the 

purchase and with o thers  whose importance to  the decision-making pro­

cess was revealed during the i n i t i a l  in terviews.  Individuals  involved 

in the  decision were asked (1) who brought the  problem to t h e i r  a t t e n ­

t io n  and with thorn they have discussed the problem, (2) t h e i r  ro le  in 

the decis ion ,  (3) who was involved during each stage o f  the  dec is ion ,  

(4) what d i f fe rence  of  opinion ex is ted  within the f irm, (5) how such 

d if ferences  were resolved ,  and (6) who they judged had the g r e a t e s t  

inf luence on the decision and why. One of  the most s t r i k in g  f indings  

in t h i s  study was the  lack o f  agreement among people interviewed as 

to who had had the most influence in making the decis ion .  Patchen 

suggested t h a t  only in a few cases was there  a s in g le ,  prime decision 

maker; his data show t h a t  most often the decision meetings, problem 

solving,  and ge t t ing  addit ional  information were much more f requent ly  

used to  resolve c o n f l i c t s  than were decis ions made by persons with 

higher au tho r i ty .  A v a r ie ty  of  answers were obtained in response to 

the quest ion ,  "Why did the  person named as most in f lu e n t i a l  in the 

decision have so much influence?" (p. 195). The major i ty  of the
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responses concerned c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  r e la te d  to  the  ex ten t  to  which the 

person would be a f fe c te d  by the decis ion .  Sometimes the  explanation 

was a general statement t h a t  someone would be a f fec ted .  For example, 

in a company which makes musical ins t ruments ,  the choice o f  a t r a c t o r  

truck was sa id  by one informant to have been influenced most by the 

t r a f f i c  superv isor .  Closely r e la te d  was the  somewhat more s p e c i f i c  

a s se r t io n  t h a t  a c e r ta in  person was in f lu e n t i a l  in the decis ion con­

cerning a purchase because the  product would be used by him or his 

department. In addit ion  to  being a ffe c te d  by v i r tue  of having to use 

the  product, a man may be a ffec ted  in o ther  ways by the decis ion .  A 

v a r i e ty  of  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s ,  the  meeting of which might be a f fec ted  

by the  d ec is ion ,  were mentioned as reasons fo r  g rea t  in f luence .  The 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  mentioned next most f requent ly  had to do with the  

ex p e r t i s e  o f  the  individual  with inf luence;  t h i s  experience sometimes 

took the form of sp e c i f i c  information, sometimes a more general kind of 

knowledge. Formal r e s p o n s ib i l i ty  of  the in f lu e n t i a l  individual to  play 

a key ro le  was a lso  mentioned as a frequent  basis  for  power, as was the 

f a c t  t h a t  the individual  had formal, leg i t im ate  a u th o r i ty .

While many responses re fe r red  to individual c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  

as ind ica ted  above, o ther  respondents suggested t h a t  the a c t i v i t i e s  

of c e r t a in  persons were the reason fo r  t h e i r  inf luence .  The two most 

commonly mentioned a c t i v i t i e s  were "prodding others  to ac t"  ( t h a t  i s ,  

bringing the need fo r  the new product to  o th e r s '  a t t e n t io n )  and those 

connected with information gathering and technical  mat ters .
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Patchen concluded by examining his data with p a r t i c u la r  r e f e r ­

ence to the French and Raven c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  of power, described e a r l i e r  

in t h i s  chapter:

The data ind ica te  f i r s t  the coercive power and reward power 
are  not iceable  c h ie f ly  by t h e i r  absence. Influence was never 
a t t r ib u te d  to the  c h a r a c te r i s t i c s  of control  over material 
sanct ions ,  nor to a c t i v i t i e s  involving use of  such sanctions 
( e . g . ,  t h r e a t ,  promise, punishment, reward). I t  i s  possible  
th a t  some respondents were r e lu c ta n t  to  t a l k  about such modes 
of  influence. I t  may be, too,  t h a t  the possible  use of sanc­
t ions  lurks behind other  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  or  a c t i v i t i e s  which 
were some-referent  power. . . . Influence did appear to be due 
often to expert power. A man's exper t ise  was frequently  men­
tioned as the reason he was in f lu e n t ia l  in a decis ion.  . . .
A second basis of power which was present was leg i t im ate  power.
The r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s ,  d u t ie s ,  fo r  formal au thor i ty  which a man 
made, the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  someone with leg i t im ate  power, were 
given with some frequency as reasons fo r  influence (pp. 216-17).

Etzioni (1961) attempted to develop a typology and an a n a ly t i ­

cal scheme for  organizational  analysis  in his three  forms of power: 

coercive, remunerative, and normative. Coercive and remunerative 

power were almost iden t ica l  to  French and Raven's coercive and reward 

power. Normative power was s im i la r  to re fe ren t  power.

Yet another typology of influence was suggested by Cartwright 

(1965). Theory and empirical s tudies  were organized into  three  c a te ­

gories:  (1) the agent exert ing influence (0) ,  (2) the method of

exert ing inf luence ,  and (3) the agent subject  to influence (P). When 

an agent 0 performed an ac t  resu l t ing  in some change in another agent P, 

0 had influenced P. I f  0 had the capa b i l i ty  of  influencing P, 0 had 

power over P. Research findings were included on persuasion, confor­

mity, supervision,  decision making, and exercise  of economic, p o l i t i ­

c a l ,  and m i l i ta ry  power.
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Perception o f  Influence

The measurement of  members* perceptions of  organizat ional  

influence was s tudied ex tens ively  in many types o f  organizat ions  by 

Tannenbaum (1968). Tannenbaum and Georgopolos (1957) used an i n s t r u ­

ment ca l led  the  control  graph. In summarizing a s e r i e s  of  s tud ies  on 

the amount of power in o rgan iza t ions ,  Tannenbaum noted the expansion 

o f  power may occur under e i t h e r  of two c la sses  o f  condit ions .  The 

f i r s t  was th a t  of an external  expansion of  power in to  the  organiza­

t i o n ' s  environment. At the  same time, increased oppor tun i t ie s  to  

exerc ise  control  within  the  organizat ion  may have contr ibu ted  to  the  

members' involvement in and id e n t i f i c a t i o n  with the  organ izat ion  and 

hence increased t h e i r  i n t e r e s t  in exerc is ing  control  and t h e i r  amena­

b i l i t y  to being c o n tro l led .  Members, then,  as poss ib le  control  agen ts ,  

engaged in more frequent  inf luence  a t tem pts ,  and as poss ib le  ob jec ts  

of  co n t ro l ,  provided new o ppor tun i t ie s  to  one another to  exerc ise  

c o n t r o l .

Hickson, Hinings, Lee, Schnech, and Pennings (1973) theorized 

th a t  control within organizat ions  was not exclus ively  v e r t i c a l ;  ho r i ­

zontal control  and coordination were necessary. Furthermore, quest ions 

of  organizat ional  control  should focus on un i t s  or departments within  

an organizat ion  r a th e r  than on individual  r e l a t i o n s  exc lus ive ly .  They 

argued d i f f e r e n t i a l  power among organizat ion un i ts  was cen t ra l  to  the  

quest ion of  organizat ional  control  and d i r e c t io n .  Thompson (1967) and 

Lawrence and Lorsch (1967) s t a te d  a l l  organizat ional  un i t s  faced con­

t ingencies  and c o n s t ra in ts  which l imited  t h e i r  a b i l i t y  to  control  

themselves, and t h a t  a l l  u n i t s  face interdependence with o ther  u n i t s .
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Power became a question of  unequal dependencies among u n i t s .  In 

order to  maintain c o n t ro l ,  an organizat ional  subunit  sought power r e l a ­

t i v e  to o ther  un i ts  by (1) absorbing or coping with some of the  uncer­

t a in ty  faced by the o ther  u n i t ,  (2) reducing i t s  s u b s t i t u t a b i l i t y  

r e l a t i v e  to  o ther  u n i t s ,  o r  (3) increasing i t s  c e n t r a l i t y  to  the  work 

flow of the  organ iza t ion .

Influence in Education

Additional research on influence in education organizat ions  

was Funk's study (1964) as reported by Briner and Iannaccone (1966).

The research d e a l t  with two adm in is t ra t ive  r o l e s —the high school 

pr inc ipal  and in s t ru c t io n a l  supervisor  in a la rge  school d i s t r i c t -  

using a v a r ie ty  of  measures including documents and survey ques t ions .  

Funk found t h a t  the  p r in c ip a l s - su p e rv i so r s  followed a typ ica l  l in e  

and s t a f f  configura t ion  explored by Browne (1949). Following t h i s ,  

the power of p r in c ip a l s  was most c o n s i s te n t  with French and Raven's 

leg i t im ate  power while supervisors  tend to  use expert  power.

Conclusion

The above survey of the l i t e r a t u r e  on influence has indica ted  

influence r e la t io n sh ip s  in organizat ions  a re  t y p ic a l ly  thought to be 

in te rp e rson a l .  I t  has a lso  been pointed out  t h a t  power d i f f e r e n t i a l s  

between organizat ional  u n i t s  usual ly  take place along the l a t e r a l  or  

horizontal  ax is  in the  organ iza t ion .  Vertical  or  h ie ra rch ica l  arrange­

ments by d e f in i t i o n  involve in influence component. There was evidence 

t h a t  inf luence  in organizat ions  does not take j u s t  one form. The 

empirical research reviewed provided addit ional  in s ig h ts  in to  these
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r e l a t io n sh ip s .  In a broader look a t  in f luence ,  i t  was emphasized 

th a t  inf luence was not a f ixed sum in o rgan iza t ions .  The amount of  

power in the system could increase  or decrease.

Instruments and Related Research

Leader Behavior Description 
Questionnaire (LBPOT

The or ig ina l  LBDQ was developed by John Hemphill and Oliver  

Coons in 1957, as was pa r t  of  the Ohio S ta te  Univers i ty  leadership 

research.  In subsequent research Halpin and Winer (1957) i d e n t i f i e d  

two fac to rs  of leader  behavior,  named considera t ion  and i n i t i a t i o n  of 

s t r u c tu r e .  Stogdil l  (1959) developed a theory of  leader  ro le  d i f f e r ­

e n t i a t io n  and group achievement which suggested ten addit ional  f a c to r s .  

Items were developed fo r  the  newly posi ted fac to rs  and successively 

item analyzed, rev ised ,  readministered,  reanalyzed,  and revised with 

various groups. At various s tages in the  development of the  i n s t r u ­

ment, S to g d i l l ,  Goode, and Day (1962) conducted research pro jec ts  

u t i l i z i n g  the  LBDQ and described the  leadership  behavior of community 

development leaders ,  United S ta tes  sena to rs ,  corpora t ion p res id en ts ,  

and pres idents  of labor unions.

The LBDQ, Form XII, i s  a measure to  obtain desc r ip t ions  of a 

supervisor  by the group members he supervises .  I t  can be used to 

describe the  behavior of the  leader  or leaders in any type of  group or 

organizat ion  (S to g d i l l ,  1963). I t  includes 12 subscales based on 

hypothesized dimensions of leader  behavior.

1. Representat ion:  speaks and a c t s  as the rep re sen ta t ive

of  the group ( f iv e  i tems).
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2. Demand r e c o n c i l i a t io n :  reconci les  c o n f l i c t in g  demands 

and reduces d iso rder  to  system.

3. Tolerance o f  uncer ta in ty :  i s  ab le  to  t o l e r a t e  uncer ta in ty

and postponement without anxie ty  or  upset.

4. Persuasiveness: uses persuasion and argument e f f e c t i v e ly ;  

e x h ib i t s  strong convic t ions .

5. I n i t i a t i o n  o f  s t ru c tu re :  c l e a r ly  defines own r o l e ,  and

l e t s  followers know what i s  expected.

6. Tolerance o f  freedom: allows followers scope fo r  i n i t i a ­

t i v e ,  dec is ion ,  and ac t ion .

7. Role assumption: a c t iv e ly  exerc ises  the leadership  ro le

r a th e r  than surrendering leadership  to  o thers .

8. Consideration: regards the comfort,  wel l-be ing ,  and con­

t r ib u t io n s  of fo l lowers .

9. Production emphasis: app l ies  pressure  fo r  productive

output.

10. P red ic t ive  accuracy: ex h ib i t s  fo re s ig h t  and a b i l i t y  to

p red ic t  outcomes accura te ly .

11. In teg ra t ion :  maintains a c lose ly  kn i t  o rgan izat ion ;

resolves intermember c o n f l i c t s .

12. Superior o r i e n ta t io n :  maintains cord ia l  r e l a t io n s  with 

super io rs ;  has influence with them, i s  s t r iv in g  for  

higher s t a tu s .
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Related Research on the LBDQ

Brown (1967) u t i l i z e d  the LBDQ, Form XII, with 170 schools in 

Alberta ,  Canada. The mean scores on a l l  12 subscales were compared 

to  reference groups of  corporation p re s id en ts ,  labor p re s id e n t s ,  c o l ­

lege p res iden ts ,  and community leaders .  Brown s ta te d :

Because o f  mean and o ther  populat ion d i f f e r e n c e s ,  comparisons 
between groups can only be h in ted ,  a t  b e s t .  From inspec t io n ,  
however, one derives the  general image of  the p r in c ip a l ,  as 
compared with the  o ther  l eaders ,  as a very t o le r a n t  fel low 
(regarded by his  s t a f f  c e r t a in ly  as more t o l e r a n t  of  p ro fes­
sional  or academic freedom than a re  co l lege  p res iden ts )  with 
l i t t l e  upward dr ive  or p roduct iv i ty  push who, over the to ta l  
p i c tu re ,  probably appears to  h is  teachers  as much the  s o r t  of 
person as a community lead e r ,  c e r t a in ly  not l i k e  an executive 
p res iden t  (p. 62).

The Job Description Index (JDI)

The JDI, developed by Edwin Locke, P a t r i c i a  Smith, and Charles 

Hulin a t  Cornell Univers i ty  during a ten -year  research e f f o r t  on job 

s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  attempted to  measure job s a t i s f a c t i o n  in the  areas of  

pay, promotion, supervis ion ,  type of  work, and people on the job .

Using 72 a d jec t ives  or  d e sc r ip t iv e  phrases ,  the  respondent was asked 

to decide i f  the items described his  job .

The JDI was va l ida ted  using responses of  952 people in seven 

organizat ions .  Corrected s p l i t - h a l f  in te rna l  consis tency c o e f f i c i e n t s  

were reported to exceed .80 fo r  each sca le .  There were several f a c ­

to rs  i n t r i n s i c  to  the  sca le  which recommend i t s  use. The concepts are  

d i s t i n c t  and do not require  the respondent to  understand complicated 

or  vague a b s t r a c t io n s .  While the JDI was n e i th e r  p ro jec t iv e  nor 

d i r e c t iv e ,  i t  did approach "job s a t i s f a c t i o n "  somewhat i n d i r e c t ly .

The respondent i s  asked to describe  his job ra th e r  than his  fee l ings
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about i t .  In a d d i t io n ,  the  JDI had v a l i d i t y ,  could be e a s i l y  admin­

i s t e r e d ,  and scored in a short  time (Robinson, Athanasiou, & Head, 

1969).

Related Research on the  JDI

Hulin (1966, 1968) gave evidence of s t a b i l i t y  of  the  JDI 

over time in his  s tud ies  of the  impact of  job s a t i s f a c t i o n  on tu r n ­

over among female c l e r i c a l  employees. In 1966 he matched each sub jec t  

who subsequently l e f t  the  company (" leavers")  over a 12-month period 

with "s tayers"  (employees who remained with the organ izat ion)  along 

demographic dimensions. S ig n i f ican t  d i f fe rences  were found between 

s tayer  and leaver  groups on mean s a t i s f a c t i o n  scores .  This ra i sed  the 

quest ion of the p o s s i b i l i t y  of reducing turnover  by increas ing a 

worker 's  degree of s a t i s f a c t i o n  on the job.  The company i n s t i t u t e d  

new p o l i c i e s ,  and approximately one and one-ha lf  years a f t e r  these 

changes, Hulin (1968) again administered the JDI to  a sample s im i la r  

to  the previous one. Subsequent " leavers" were matched with " s ta y e rs , "  

and again terminations were s ig n i f i c a n t ly  re la te d  to the  degree of 

worker s a t i s f a c t i o n .  S a t i s fa c t io n  scores with four of  the  f iv e  JDI 

sca les  rose s ig n i f i c a n t l y  between the f i r s t  and second s tu d ie s ,  while 

the turnover r a t e  dropped approximately 80%.

Vaughn and Dunn (1972) used the JDI in s tud ies  of  s t a f f  s a t i s ­

fac t ion  in six  la rge  u n ive r s i ty  l i b r a r i e s .  In a subsequent a r t i c l e ,  

the  following basic  c r i t e r i a  fo r  s e lec t ing  an instrument to  measure 

job s a t i s f a c t i o n  were given:

1. I t  should index the  several dimensions of  job s a t i s f a c ­

t io n .



2. I t  should be app l icab le  to  a wide va r ie ty  of jobs .

3. I t  should be s e n s i t iv e  to  v a r ia t io n s  in a t t i t u d e s .

4. The instrument used should be of  such a nature ( i n t e r e s t ­

ing ,  r e a l i s t i c ,  and varied) t h a t  the sca le  will  evoke 

cooperat ion from both management and employees.

5. The index should be r e l i a b l e .

6. The index should be va l id .

7. The index should be b r i e f  and e a s i ly  scored.

8. Normative data  should be av a i la b le .

General Influence—The Control Graph

The control  graph developed by Arnold Tannenbaum i s  a s t r a i g h t ­

forward L iker t  scale  on which people a t  various leve ls  of an organi­

za t ion  r a t e  the amount of influence they and people a t  o ther  leve ls  

have in running the o rgan iza t ion ,  i . e . ,  a general measure of members' 

percept ions .  Tannenbaum c o l lec ted  data from a wide v a r ie ty  of volun­

ta ry  and formal o rgan iza t ions .  I t  was used as a research instrument 

to  ind ica te  the  manner in which influence i s  s t ruc tu red  as reported 

by members within the  o rgan iza t ions .

Related Research—Control Graph

Studies which re la te d  inf luence  to organizat ional  e f f e c t i v e ­

ness in voluntary organizat ions and in labor unions were reported by 

Morse and Reiner (1956), Tannenbaum (1956, 1962, 1961), and Likert  

(1960, 1961). Williams, Hoffman, and Mann (1959) inves t iga ted  i n f l u ­

ence in a s t a f f  d iv is ion  of a large  company. The perceptions of the 

influence s t ru c tu re  by two d i f f e r e n t  organizat ional  leve ls  showed
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marked s im i l a r i t y ,  ind ica t ing  the consistency of the method. D i f fe r ­

ences in the  perceptions of  the  influence s t ru c tu re  of two subgroups 

within the d iv is ion  a t t r i b u t a b le  to t h e i r  d i f f e r e n t  functions and 

administra t ions i l l u s t r a t e d  i t s  d iscriminatory  power.

Lazerf ie ld  and Thielens (1958), in t h e i r  study of the academic 

mind, a lso  used a global question to assess  the power s i tu a t io n  in 

u n iv e r s i t i e s .  A sample of  facu l ty  members were asked, " I f  you had to 

choose one, who would you say has the most powerful voice on campus in 

de te rr ing  the academic freedom th a t  e x i s t s  here? The t r u s t e e s ,  p r e s i ­

dent,  the deans, the  heads of  departments, f a c u l ty ,  s tudents ,  or  who?" 

A measure based on these answers was s t rongly  re la ted  to the overall 

improvement of q ua l i ty  within the un ive rs i ty .

Specif ic  Influence

Specif ic  measures of influence developed with the need fo r  a 

more s t r in g en t  d e f in i t io n  of  influence. "The present  method (control 

graph) leaves the d e f in i t io n a l  problem with the respondent. He must 

decide what ' in f lu en c e '  means fo r  him and then respond to the quest ion­

na ire  in terms of  his own de f in i t ion"  (Williams e t  a l . ,  1959, p. 195). 

Levine's (1973) c r i t i c i s m  of Tannenbaum's methodology was based on 

one item of measurement fo r  perception.  Halo e f f e c t ,  social  d e s i r a ­

b i l i t y ,  se lf -es teem, and e r ro r  of measurement can be serious when 

one-item measures a re  used. Patchen (1962) proposed th a t  organiza­

t iona l  influence could a l t e r n a t iv e ly  be measured by examining i n f lu ­

ence across a number of  sp e c i f ic  decision s i tu a t io n s  and then summing 

these in to  a simple index. He compared the use of  a global index, the
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control  graph, with spe c i f ic  decision s i tu a t io n  questions from data 

co l lec ted  on a manufacturing company and i t s  dealersh ips .  He concluded 

the measure of influence based on sp e c i f ic  influence areas was more a 

r e l i a b l e  measure of  the  influence s t ru c tu re  than a g lobal- type ques­

t ion among persons a t  the same organizat ional  lev e l .  The measurement 

of  more sp ec i f ic  aspects  of influence in the  manufacturing company was 

obtained by responses to  the  following questions:

1. When i t  comes to  decisions about who should be se lec ted
to be t r an s fe r red  i f  many have applied for  the same job
opening, how much say or influence do you feel the per­
sons l i s t e d  below have on these  decisions?
a.  the hourly paid employees
b. the group leader
c.  the foreman
d. higher manufacturing managers
e. the union executive committee
f .  people in s t a f f  departments, such as personnel, 

in d us t r ia l  engineering,  scheduling, e tc .

(For each of the leve ls  judged, the  following f ix e d -a l t e rn a t iv e

responses were provided: " L i t t l e  or no inf luence ,"  "Some inf luence ,"

"Quite a b i t  of  inf luence ,"  "A grea t  deal of inf luence ,"  "A very great

deal of influence") (Patchen, 1963).

Related Research With 
Demographic Information

Smith e t  a l .  (1969) used s i tu a t io n a l  or demographic variab les  

as s t r a t i f i c a t i o n  var iab les  to develop tab les  of s t r a t i f i e d  norms for  

the JDI. Their ra t io n a le  was s a t i s f a c t i o n  varied with var iab les  which 

contr ibu te  to frames of reference.  "Income or  community p rosper i ty ,  

or s im ila r  variab les  . . . a re  proposed as indices of re levant  per­

sonal and s i tu a t io na l  fac to rs  which influence frames of reference"

(p. 75). Through c lu s t e r  ana lys is  and m ult ip le  regress ion ,  the six
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var iab les  of  sex, income, education,  job tenure ,  community p ro spe r i ty ,  

and comnunity decrepitude were chosen fo r  s t r a t i f i c a t i o n  from a pre­

vious pool of 29 demographic v a r iab les .

Hulin (1966), in his  study of  job s a t i s f a c t i o n  and turnover 

with female o f f i c e  workers, used the demographic va r iab le s  o f  age, 

educational l e v e l ,  job l e v e l ,  mother tongue, and mari ta l  s t a tu s  as 

co n tro l s .  The two subgroups, nonterminators and te rm in a to rs ,  were 

matched on the control  v a r iab le s .  No s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rences  in any 

of the  control  va r iab les  were observed between the two groups.

Barton (1961) included demographic va r iab les  in h is  d e sc r ip ­

t i v e  ca tego r ies  of organizat ional  research.  Size i s  perhaps the  most 

f requent ly  measured v a r iab le  as i t  i s  easy to measure. Another study 

made o f  a union which underwent f lu c tu a t io n s  in s ize  over 50 years 

attempted to  see how other  fac to r s  were re la te d  to  s ize  (Brown, 1956). 

Using organizat ional  records,  measures of in tra -un ion  c o n f l i c t  were 

constructed ( i . e . ,  number of chal lenges to convention d e lega tes ) .  All 

ind ica to rs  of c o n f l i c t  appeared when the membership was small and 

declined when i t  grew.

Spicknall (1970) used demographic var iab les  in the  study of 

organizat ional  c l imate among special  education s t a f f s  in intermediate  

school d i s t r i c t s .  Correla t ions between innovativeness ,  organiza t ional  

c l im ate ,  and demographic var iab les  were analyzed. Demographics r e l a t ­

ing to the  adoption of innovative programs were s iz e  of school-age 

populat ion,  professional  organizat ion membership, and s t a f f  reading 

hab i t s .
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Summary o f  Review o f  the  L i t e r a tu r e  

There i s  no c o n s i s t e n t  body o f  research in the  study o f  organi 

za t ions  and o rgan iza t iona l  v a r i a b le s .  Descr ip t ions  of the  v a r ia b le s  

of  lead e r sh ip ,  job s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  and in f luence  a re  so var ied  from 

study to  study t h a t  comparisons a re  d i f f i c u l t .  Fu r the r ,  e a r ly  

resea rche rs  descr ibed some v a r ia b le s  erroneously  and suggested causal  

r e l a t i o n s h ip s  from c o r r e l a t io n a l  da ta .  Early d e sc r ip t io n s  of the  

v a r iab le s  were based on a s t a t i c ,  s i m p l i s t i c  view of  o rgan iza t ions  

and o rgan iza t iona l  research .

The l i t e r a t u r e  as reviewed in t h i s  study suggests  o rgan iza­

t io n a l  research  of  the  va r ia b le s  i s  s t i l l  in i t s  e a r ly  s tages  where 

hypothesis "suggesting" and theory seeking using c o r r e l a t io n a l  data 

a re  s t i l l  th e  predominant methods of  research .



CHAPTER II I

PROCEDURE AND METHODOLOGY 

Introduction

In t h i s  study,  leadership and demographic information are 

considered independent va r iab les  and are  expected to have a moderating 

e f f e c t  on the dependent var iab les  of job s a t i s f a c t i o n  and influence.  

Leadership i s  defined as a process whereby one person exer ts  social 

influence over the members of  the group. A leader ,  then, i s  a person 

with power over o the rs ,  who exercises  t h i s  power fo r  the purpose of 

influencing th e i r  behavior. Leadership i s  measured on the Leader 

Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ) Form XII (S to g d i l l ,  1963). 

The LBDQ includes the following 12 subscales ,  which are dimensions of 

leader  behavior: rep resen ta t ion ,  demand re c o n c i l i a t io n ,  to lerance  of

uncer ta in ty ,  persuasiveness, i n i t i a t i o n  of s t r u c tu r e ,  to lerance  of 

freedom, ro le  assumption, considera t ion ,  production emphasis, predic­

t iv e  accuracy, in te g ra t io n ,  and superior  o r ien ta t io n .

Demographic information, as specif ied  in the  quest ionnaire ,  

includes measures of po s i t io n ,  age, race, sex, years in the d i s t r i c t ,  

and years in pos i t ion .

Influence and job s a t i s f a c t io n  are  considered dependent v a r i ­

ables .  Influence as a function of  leadership  i s  defined as any pro­

cess whereby a person or group of persons or organization determines or 

in te n t io n a l ly  a f fe c t s  the behavior o f  another person, group, or

42
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organiza t ion .  Influence i s  measured by quest ions based on Tannenbaum's 

(1968) control graph and Patchen 's  (1963) ques t ions .  Measures were 

taken on these 17 quest ions from a l l  respondents.

Job s a t i s f a c t i o n  i s  defined as the  a t t i t u d e  of workers toward 

the  company, t h e i r  job ,  t h e i r  fel low workers, and o ther  psychologi­

cal ob jec ts  in the  work environment. Job s a t i s f a c t i o n  is  measured by 

the Job Description Index (JDI) (Smith, Kendall,  & Hulin, 1969). The 

JDI includes f ive  dimensions of job s a t i s f a c t i o n :  work on present  

assignment, present  pay, opportunity  for  promotion, supervision in 

present  assignment, and people in present  assignment.

Data-Collection Procedure

To assess  the a p p l i c a b i l i t y  of the  Job Description Index to 

school populat ions,  the  c l a r i t y  of  the  survey, and the estimated time 

necessary to  complete the ques t ionna i re ,  a p i l o t  survey was conducted. 

Respondents were 15 special  and general educators chosen a t  random 

from the personnel r e g i s t e r s  of  Michigan local school d i s t r i c t s .  The 

p i l o t  was conducted one month before the survey. Changes re su l t in g  

from the p i l o t  were: (1) changing "he" on the  LBDQ to read "he/she,"

(2) placement of demographic information as the  f i r s t  items o f  the 

survey, (3) de le t ion  o f  items on the JDI which were not app licab le  to  

public  o rganiza t ions .  The "revised" JDI c o n s i s t s  o f  58 items in the 

f ive  ca tegor ies  l i s t e d  in the  Appendix. These changes were determined 

to  be so minor th a t  i t  was presumed the o r ig ina l  v a l i d i t y  and r e l i a ­

b i l i t y  of the  instrument were not a f fe c te d .  (See Appendix A.)
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A survey of  the  d i r e c to r s ,  superv iso rs ,  and I t i n e r a n t  specia l  

education s t a f f  in 49 of  the  e x is t in g  in termediate  school d i s t r i c t s  

in Michigan represented the  sample fo r  t h i s  research .  "Intermediate" 

school d i s t r i c t s  a re  defined as those d i s t r i c t s  organized on a county 

or mult i-county b a s i s ,  as described in Public Act 190 o f  1957. The 

in termediate  school d i s t r i c t  must meet two c r i t e r i a  to  qu a l i fy  fo r  

inclusion in the  study: (1) a sta te-approved d i r e c to r  o f  specia l

education must be employed, and (2) there  must be more than seven 

employees in the  specia l  education a rea .  The e n t i r e  population of  

concern i s  included in the  study. Intermediate  school d i s t r i c t s  were 

se lec ted  fo r  study because of  t h e i r  (1) con s i s ten t  organizat ional  

s t ru c tu re  in special  education, (2) i d e n t i f i a b l e  l i s t i n g  of  personnel 

in special  education,  and (3) previous research s tud ies  in specia l  

education.  The th ree  pos i t ions  of  d i r e c to r s ,  supe rv iso rs ,  and i t i n e r ­

ant  specia l  education s t a f f  were se lec ted  fo r  study because of  the  

research i n t e r e s t  in leadersh ip ,  in f luence ,  and job s a t i s f a c t i o n .  The 

instruments used require  d i r e c t  contact  with the leader .  I t  was 

assumed the i t i n e r a n t  special  education s t a f f  housed a t  the  i n t e r ­

mediate school d i s t r i c t  o f f i c e  would have the contact  with the  d i r e c to r  

and supervisor  necessary to repor t  on these p o s i t io n s .

Personnel r e g i s t e r s  from the Michigan Department o f  E d u c a t io n -  

special  education serv ice  area  fo r  1974-75 were received,  and an 

updated l i s t  in the f a l l  o f  1975 provided the  population l i s t  f o r  the 

study. The to ta l  population included in the  survey was 1,162:

49 d i r e c to r s ,  123 superv isors ,  and 990 i t i n e r a n t  s t a f f  members.
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The survey ques t ionnaire ,  sent by mail to the  potent ia l  

respondents in each intermediate d i s t r i c t ,  included: (1) a l e t t e r  of

introduction and explanat ion, (2) the survey Instrument, and (3) a 

return-addressed envelope. The d i rec to r s  received an addit ional  l e t ­

t e r  requesting t h e i r  p a r t i c ip a t in g  in the study and d i rec t ion s  to  give 

the survey to new personnel i f  a pa r t i c ip a n t  had been replaced. A 

follow-up mailing was sent  within three  weeks of  the o r ig ina l  to urge 

nonrespondents to  p a r t i c ip a te .  (See Appendix B.)

The response r a t e  fo r  the survey was 54% or 628. A to ta l  of 

610 usable quest ionnaires  were used in the  study: 31 d i r e c to r s ,

82 superv isors ,  and 480 i t i n e r a n t  s t a f f  members. The respondents 

answered a l l  questions on machine-scorable (opt ical  scan) answer 

shee ts ,  which were s p e c i f i c a l ly  designed fo r  the present  study. The 

individual items th a t  made up the variables  of  leadersh ip ,  job s a t i s ­

fac t io n ,  and influence were summed to  produce sca le s .

Independent Variables and Measures

The independent var iab le  of  leadership  was measured using the 

LBDQ, Form XII. As described e a r l i e r  in t h i s  t e x t ,  the LBDQ is  made 

up of  12 subscales:  rep resen ta t ion ,  demand r e c o n c i l i a t io n ,  to lerance

of  uncer ta in ty ,  persuasiveness, i n i t i a t i o n  of s t r u c tu r e ,  to le rance  of 

freedom, ro le  assumption, considera t ion ,  production emphasis, pred ic­

t iv e  accuracy, in te g ra t io n ,  and superior  o r ie n ta t io n .  The to ta l  scale  

has 100 items. Responses a re  scored on a Likert  scale  of  1-5 or low to 

high fo r  pos i t ive  items and 5-1 or high to low fo r  negative items.

Each response is  tabulated and summed to provide a subscale score.
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Each subscale score represents  a respondent 's  score on the leader­

ship v a r iab les .

Demographic information provided the  o ther  independent va r iab le .  

The demographic measures used were the  following: (1) posi t ion  in

d i s t r i c t :  (a) d i r e c to r ,  (b) supervisor ,  (c) s t a f f ;  (2) s ize  of d i s ­

t r i c t ' s  special  education s t a f f :  (a) 31 or  above—la rg e ,  (b) 30 or

below—small; t h i s  dichotomy follows the example of Hodson (1975);

(3) age—seven ca tegories  fo r  age, l i s t e d  in f ive -year  in te rv a l s ;

(4) race—five  ca tegor ies  fo r  race were given; (5) sex; (6) length of 

time in present  po s i t ion ,  and (7) length of time in present d i s t r i c t ,  

categorized by (a) less  than th ree  years or (b) more than three  years .  

The length o f  time an individual had been employed by the d i s t r i c t  

was dichotomized so members employed a f t e r  the e f f e c t iv e  date fo r  

mandated special  education (1971) could be compared with previous 

employees.

Dependent Variables and Measures Used

The dependent va r iab le  of  job s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  as described pre­

viously,  was measured with the JDI. The or ig ina l  JDI contains 72 

items composing f ive  ca tegor ies :  s a t i s f a c t io n  with work, s a t i s f a c t i o n

with supervis ion,  s a t i s f a c t io n  with people, s a t i s f a c t io n  with pay, and 

s a t i s f a c t io n  with promotions. Only the po s i t iv e  items are  scored with 

a sca le  of 0, 1, 2, 3; the higher the score ,  the higher the degree of 

job s a t i s f a c t i o n  re f le c te d  by the item. The score of respondents on 

each category i s  the sum of the  pos i t ive  items. The possible  score 

on each survey ranges from a low of zero (no response) to a high score



47

of 30. The "revised" JDI used in th is  research consists o f 58 items

in the f iv e  categories l is te d  above.

The dependent v a r iab le  of  influence i s  measured with a s e r i e s  

of questions developed by Tannenbaum (1968) and Patchen (1963). The 

or ig ina l  questions were described previously .  D i rec to rs ,  superv iso rs ,  

and i t i n e r a n t  s t a f f  were asked to  respond to questions of  inf luence  of

each group in s ix  ca tegor ies :  (1) general in f luence ,  (2) influence

in se lec t io n  of  new personnel in the ISD, (3) influence in e s t a b l i s h ­

ing new specia l  education programs in the  ISD, (4) influence in cur­

riculum changes in the ISD, (5) inf luence  in the  promotion of  personnel 

in the ISD, and (6) influence in e s tab l i sh in g  new p o l ic ie s  in the  ISD. 

Each category represen ts  a subsca le ,  and responses for  each are  

measured on a L ike r t - type  sca le  with f iv e  choices poss ib le :  (1) l i t t l e

influence,  (2) small amount of in f luence ,  (3) moderate amount of i n f l u ­

ence, (4) large amount of in f luence ,  and (5) complete inf luence .  The 

responses a re  summed fo r  a score on each subscale.

Design of  the  Data Analysis

This study i s  b a s ic a l ly  an exploratory inves t ig a t io n  of the 

e f f e c t s  of leadership  and demographic information on job s a t i s f a c t i o n  

and influence.  As such, frequency d i s t r i b u t i o n s ,  c o r r e l a t io n -  

regress ion techniques,  and ana lys is  of variance a re  a l l  used as desc r ip ­

t iv e  to o ls .  The frequency d i s t r ib u t io n s  present an overview of  the raw 

da ta ,  as do other  d e sc r ip t iv e  s t a t i s t i c s  such as means and variances .  

Corre la t ion-regress ion  techniques a re  used because of t h e i r  past  per­

formance for :  (1) permitt ing the  measure of a g rea t  number of va r iab les
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and t h e i r  i n t e r r e l a t i o n s h ip s  s imultaneously, (2) providing informa­

t ion  concerning the degrees of  r e l a t io n sh ip  between v a r ia b le s ,

(3) giving deeper in s ig h ts  in to  the  r e l a t io n sh ip  than i s  poss ib le  with 

research designs t h a t  do not y ie ld  some es t im ate  of  degree,  and

(4) outputt ing  of  p red ic t ion  equations.

The v a l ida t io n  work in the  JDI by Smith e t  a l .  (1969) and the 

LBDQ, Form XII by Stogdi l l  (1963) have l e n t  support t h a t  both a re  a t  

l e a s t  o rd ina l .  Tufte (1970) and Labovitz (1972) argued th a t  Pearson 

c o r re la t ion  c o e f f i c i e n t s  and o ther  s t a t i s t i c s  designed fo r  i n t e r v a l -  

level  measurement may be used even i f  the  data s a t i s f y  only the  assump­

t ion  of o rd in a l - lev e l  sca le s .

Frequency d i s t r i b u t i o n s ,  c o r r e l a t io n s ,  and group comparisons 

are  computed fo r  the various c e l l s  of  the schematic represen ta t ion  of  

the  study as shown in Table 1. S p e c i f i c a l ly ,  (1) each dependent 

measure ( i . e . ,  the  s ix  measures of  influence and f ive  measures of  job 

s a t i s f a c t i o n )  are  regressed on each o f  the independent measures ( i . e . ,  

the seven demographic measures and twelve subscales of the  LDBQ) for  

both the  t o ta l  populat ion and fo r  each o f  the  th ree  pos i t iona l  groups 

( i . e . ,  d i r e c to r s ,  superv iso rs ,  and s t a f f ) ;  (2) analyses of variance 

are  computed, comparing d i f fe rences  between the assor ted  leve ls  of the 

demographic va r iab le s  on the dependent measures; and (3) m ult ip le  

regression analyses a re  computed in an attempt to es t imate  the e f f e c t s  

o f  combinations of the independent va r iab les  as p red ic to rs  of the 

dependent measures.
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Table 1 . ••Schema o f  research  d esig n  o f  m atrix fo r  c o r r e la t io n s  o f  dependent and Independent 
v a r ia b le s  (N ■ 6 1 0 ).
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS AND ANALYSIS 

Description of  the  Sample

Demographic Information

The sample population fo r  t h i s  study is  composed of  special  

education personnel in in termediate  school d i s t r i c t s  in Michigan.

An in termediate  school d i s t r i c t  in Michigan i s  a regional educational 

adm in is t ra t ive  u n i t ,  organized as an intermediary between the Michigan 

Department of Education and local  school d i s t r i c t s .  Spec if ic  func­

t ions  of an in termediate  school d i s t r i c t  include ch i ld  accounting,  

t r a n s p o r t a t io n ,  land t r a n s f e r s ,  vocational education,  media, and 

specia l  education.  Special education is  defined as programs and s e r ­

vices for  handicapped children  and youth. These programs and serv ices  

are  mandatory by federal  and s t a t e  law. Special education responsi­

b i l i t i e s  a t  the  intermediate  level  require  comparatively la rg e ,  d i f ­

f e r e n t i a t e d ,  professional  s t a f f s  to  provide the mandated se rv ice s .  

Three of  these subgroups were surveyed: (1) special  education

d i r e c to r s —d ire c to r s  have management or  adm in is t ra t ive  personnel 

responsible  for  the overal l  functioning of  the  special  education u n i t ;  

(2) special  education superv isors—supervisors have adm in is t ra t ive  

r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  for  sp e c i f ic  special  education programs, usual ly  in 

one area  of  e x ce p t io n a l i ty ;  and (3) i t i n e r a n t  s t a f f - - in c lu d e d  were

50
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teacher  consu l tan ts  in various specia l  education program areas who 

did not have d i r e c t  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  fo r  a classroom.

Special education d i r e c to r s  represen t  31 or 5.2% of  the  t o ta l  

sample; special  education supe rv iso rs ,  82 o r  13.8%; and specia l  edu­

cat ion  i t i n e r a n t  s t a f f ,  480 or 80.9% of  the to ta l  sample.

Intermediate  school d i s t r i c t  s izes  vary from the 153 respon­

dents in "small" d i s t r i c t s  which have 30 or  fewer specia l  education 

s t a f f  members to  the  422 respondents in " large" d i s t r i c t s  which have 

a s t a f f  of 31 or more members.

The ages of  the  respondents a re  grouped by f iv e -yea r  i n t e r ­

va ls .  One hundred n in e ty - th ree  respondents a re  between the ages of

26-30 y e a rs ;  113 between the ages of 31-35; 92 between the ages of 

36-40; 58 between the ages of 41-45 yea rs ;  56 between the ages of 

46-50; 36 between the  ages of  51-55; 35 between the ages of  56-60 years 

of  age. Each progressive  age category accounts fo r  fewer respondents; 

68.3% of  the  t o t a l  sample i s  40 years of  age or younger.

White respondents represen t  96.9% of the  t o t a l ,  while o f  the  

four minori ty  ca tegor ies  which a re  represented ,  blacks and native  

Americans a re  the  l a r g e s t  groups, representing 1.2% and 1.0%, respec­

t iv e ly .

Females rep resen t  59.9% (329) of  the sample population and 

males 40.1% (220). Sixty-two and th ree - te n th s  percent  of the  respon­

dents have worked in the  sampled in termediate  school d i s t r i c t  fo r  

three  or more years ;  37.7% have worked in t h e i r  d i s t r i c t  for  les s  than 

th ree  yea rs .  Addi t iona l ly ,  39.9% of the respondents have been in t h e i r  

present  pos i t ions  fo r  le s s  than th ree  years .
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The sample fo r  t h i s  study i s  composed of respondents from 49 

in termediate  school d i s t r i c t s .  F i f ty - fo u r  percent  o f  the  1,162 ques­

t io n n a i re s  sent  out were returned and are  used in the  analyses .  Sum­

maries fo r  these  comparative data  can be found in Table 2.

Descrip tions of the  Scales 
fo r  Other Variables

The sca les  f o r  leadersh ip  (LBDQ), in f luence ,  and job s a t i s ­

fac t ion  (JDI) were ca lcu la ted  fo r  each respondent, and frequencies ,  

means, and standard dev ia t ions  were computed. Summaries fo r  these  

data a re  l i s t e d  in Table 3.

Respondents in one of  the intermediate  school d i s t r i c t s  

included in the  sample received no t ice  of employment terminat ion one 

week p r io r  to  the  date  of  the survey to  determine i f  t h i s  group's 

responses were s ig n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  from the r e s t  of  the sample.

The population variances were found to  be homogeneous; thus pooled 

variance terms and s tu d e n t ' s  T d i s t r i b u t i o n  a re  used. No s i g n i f i c a n t  

d i f fe rences  between group means were found.

Corre la t ion  Analyses of  the Total Population

The dependent va r iab les  o f  job s a t i s f a c t i o n  ( f ive  measures) 

and inf luence  (s ix  measures) were c o r re la ted  with the independent 

v a r iab les  o f  leadersh ip  (twelve measures) and demographic information 

(seven measures). In addit ion  to  the individual  c o r r e l a t io n s ,  mult ip le  

l i n e a r  regress ions  were constructed using c e r ta in  key va r iab le s  to 

determine the  c o r r e la t io n a l  e f f e c t  of these va r iab les  as p red ic to r s .

In genera l ,  the  c o r r e la t io n s  between leadership  va r iab les  and 

inf luence  were of l e s s e r  magnitudes ( .20- .31)  than the c o r re la t io n s
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Table 2 . —Summary c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  the sample.(N = 610).

Variable N
%

(Adjusted
Frequency)

Posi t ion  of  respondents
Di r ec to r 31 5.2
Supervisor 82 13.8
S t a f f 480 80.9

Special ed. s t a f f  number in ISD
30 or below 153 26.6
31 or above 73.4

Age of respondents
26-30 193 33.1
31-35 113 19.4
36-40 92 15.8
41-45 58 9.9
46-50 56 9.6
51-55 36 6.2
56-60 35 6.0

Race of  respondents
Black 7 1.2
Whi te 568 96.9
Chicano 2 .3
Native American 6 1.0
Oriental 3 .5

Sex of respondents
Male 220 40.0
Female 329 59.9

Years respondents worked in ISD
Less than 3 220 37.7
3 or more 363 62.3

Years respondent in p resent  pos i t ion
Less than 3 222 39.9
3 or more 335 60.1
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Table 3 . —Summary s t a t i s t i c s  on independent and dependent va r iab les  of 
leadersh ip ,  in f luence ,  and job s a t i s f a c t i o n .

M Mean Standard
ri Score Deviation

LDBQ Leadership Variable Name
Representation 610 17.6 3.34
Reconcil ia t ion 610 17.3 3.87
Tolerance of  uncer ta in ty 610 33.1 6.53
Persuasiveness 610 33.4 6.71
I n i t i a t i o n  of s t ru c tu re 610 34.0 6.05
Tolerance o f  freedom 610 37.9 6.35
Leadership assumption 610 36.0 6.55
Consideration 610 34.5 7.10
Production emphasis 610 28.8 5.36
Pred ic t ive  accuracy 610 17.8 3.46
In tegra t ion 610 15.9 4.02
Superior o r ien ta t io n 610 34.0 6.11

Influence
General inf luence 610 8.7 2.44
Curriculum 610 7.8 2.65
Selec t ion  of  new personnel 610 8.0 2.65
Development o f  new programs 610 8.6 2.35
Promotion 610 7.2 2.36
Development of  policy 610 7.9 2.34

JDI Job S a t i s fac t io n
S a t i s fa c t io n  with work 610 12.3 4.37
S a t i s fa c t io n  with people 610 15.1 3.85
S a t i s f a c t io n  with supervision 610 21.6 7.29
S a t i s f a c t io n  with pay 610 4.0 2.52
S a t i s fac t io n  with promotion 610 2.7 2.94
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between leadership  and job s a t i s f a c t i o n  v a r iab les  ( .2 0 - .6 7 ) .  No 

p r a c t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e la t io n s  were observed between the  demo­

graphic var iab les  and e i t h e r  job s a t i s f a c t i o n  or in f luence .  Simi­

l a r l y ,  the  measure of  s a t i s f a c t i o n  with pay showed no meaningfully 

s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e l a t io n s  with leadersh ip .  However, in te g ra t io n  and 

considera t ion  c o r re la ted  with more o f  the  dependent va r iab les  than 

the  o ther  ten leadership  v a r iab les .  The c o r re la t io n s  a re  summarized 

in Table 4.

Inf luence and Leadership 

General inf luence  co rre la ted  qu i te  highly with e igh t  of  the 

leadersh ip  measures. Policy formation co rre la ted  with seven leade r ­

ship measures. In tegra t ion  was the  leadership  va r iab le  which c o r re ­

la ted  with a l l  of  the inf luence  measures. Superior o r i e n t a t i o n ,  

i n i t i a t i o n  o f  s t r u c tu r e ,  and considera tion co r re la ted  with four out of 

the f iv e  influence measures.

Job S a t i s fac t io n  and Leadership 

C h a rac te r i s t i c s  of  supervision (job s a t i s f a c t i o n )  c o r re la ted  

with a l l  the leadership  var iab les  (eleven) except production emphasis, 

with magnitudes ranging from .30 to .67. The s a t i s f a c t i o n  va r iab les  

of people on the  ISD s t a f f  and work were co rre la ted  with nine l eader ­

ship va r iab le s .  Eight out of nine leadership  va r iab les  were the  same 

fo r  the  two s a t i s f a c t io n  va r iab le s .

The leadership  var iab les  o f  demand re c o n c i l i a t io n  ( .2 2 - .4 8 ) ,  

considera t ion  ( .2 0 - .6 7 ) ,  p red ic t iv e  accuracy ( .2 3 - .5 1 ) ,  and in teg ra t ion  

( .28 - .58)  co r re la ted  with a l l  of  the s a t i s f a c t i o n  measures except pay.
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Table 4 .—C o rre la t io n s  o f  Independent and dependent v a r iab le s  fo r  the to ta l  population 
(N ■ 610).

DEPENDENT VARIABLES
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P o s i t ion  in d i s t r i c t | l

Number o f  s t a f f

Age

Race

Sex

Length o f  time in d i s t r i c t
i;

Length of  time in p o s i t io n I;

R epresentation .20 !! .20
l |

.22 .35

Demand r e c o n c i l ia t io n ; . 2 4 .22 .48 j .22

Tolerance of  u n ce r ta in ty I  .22 .49

Persuasiveness .26 .22 .21 i j  .28
ll

.28 .49 .25

I n i t i a t i o n  o f  s t r u c tu r e .26 .25 .22 .24 !  .20 .24 .40 .21

Tolerance o f  freedom • !  .27
r '

.23 .46 ;  j

Role assumption .20
'  " | T  ' ■

i t
.22 .39 |  j  .21

Consideration .28 .20 .25 .22 .27 .30 .66 ;  .29

Production emphasis .20 .20
|

i
t  .

P re d ic t iv e  accuracy .23 .20 ;  .27 .25 .50 j .22

In teg ra t io n .31 .26 .22 .27 .20

COCSI

COCM .33 .59 j .35

Superior o r ie n ta t io n .27 .25 .22 .28 | .30 j

. . . .  1

p < .001.
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Correla t ion  Analyses of the Three Pos i t ions :
D irec to r ,  Supervisor , and I t in e r a n t  S ta f f

The i n i t i a l  c o r r e l a t io n s  which examined the re la t io n sh ip s  

between the dependent and independent va r iab les  displayed n on s ig n i f i ­

cant in te ra c t io n s  fo r  demographic information and s a t i s f a c t i o n  with 

pay (Table 4) .  To in v e s t ig a te  r e l a t io n sh ip s  which might be p resen t ,  

addit ional  c o r re la t io n s  were computed using the  dependent va r iab les  

of  job s a t i s f a c t i o n  ( f ive  measures) and influence (s ix  measures) on 

the  independent va r iab le s  of  leadersh ip  (twelve measures) and demo­

graphic information (seven measures) by the th ree  posi t iona l  leve ls  

of d i r e c t o r ,  superv iso r ,  and i t i n e r a n t  s t a f f .  Where data from these 

c o r re la t io n s  provided s ig n i f i c a n t  information fo r  the  in te r p r e t a t i o n  

of r e s u l t s ,  they were reported in Tables 5, 6, and 7.

Correla t ion Analysis fo r  Directors

Dependent va r iab les  and demographic information. - - Summary 

data fo r  these c o r re la t io n s  a re  contained in Table 5. Demographics 

co rre la ted  with two influence measures and th ree  job s a t i s f a c t io n  

measures. Influence on promotions co r re la ted  with age. Influence 

in curriculum c o rre la ted  with length of  time d i r e c to r  was in the 

d i s t r i c t .  S a t i s f a c t io n  with work co rre la ted  with race and sex. 

S a t i s fa c t io n  with supervision c o rre la ted  with years worked in the 

ISD.

Dependent va r iab les  and lead e r sh ip .--Table  6 conta ins cor ­

re l a t io n s  showing re la t io n sh ip s  between the  dependent va r iab les  and 

leadership .  Eight leadership  measures c o r re la ted  with general i n f lu ­

ence. Seven leadership  var iab les  c o r re la ted  with policy formation
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Table 5 .— Correlations o f demographic information with influence and job sa tis fac tio n  m atrix fo r

d ire c to r (N = 31).
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Table 6 .--C orre la tions  o f leadership with influence and job sa tis fac tio n  m atrix fo r  d irec to r

(N = 31).
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( in f luence) .  Seven leadership  measures fo r  the  pos i t ion  of  d i r e c to r  

co rre la ted  with se lec t ion  of personnel ( influence)  which had not cor­

re la ted  in Table 4. Four leadership var iab les  c o r re la ted  with i n f l u ­

ence var iab les  of new programs, promotion, and job change.

Tolerance of  freedom (leadership)  co r re la ted  with a l l  the 

influence measures as perceived by the d i r e c to r .  Leadership var iab les  

of consideration and in tegra t ion  corre la ted  with the  influence measures 

of general inf luence ,  se lec t ion  of personnel, new programs, promotion 

and job change, and po l ic ies  formation.

Persuasiveness and pred ic t ive  accuracy, leadership  v a r ia b le s ,  

co rre la ted  with general in f luence ,  se lec t ion  of personnel , new pro­

grams, and p o l ic ie s  formation.

The job s a t i s f a c t i o n  measures co rre la ted  with leadership  on 

the posi t ion  of d i r e c to r ,  with three  s a t i s f a c t io n  measures having the 

g re a te s t  number of c o r re la t io n s .  C h a rac te r is t ic s  of  supervision 

corre la ted  with a l l  leadership var iab les  except p red ic t ive  accuracy.

The variab le  people on ISD s t a f f  co rre la ted  with ten leadership  v a r i ­

ables .  Pay, a s a t i s f a c t i o n  variab le  th a t  had not co rre la ted  in the 

or ig inal  matrix in Table 4, now corre la ted  with f ive  leadership v a r i ­

ables.

The leadership  variab les  of consideration and super io r  o r ien ­

ta t io n  corre la ted  with most job s a t i s f a c t i o n  measures (four out of 

f ive)  on the posi t ion of d i r e c to r .
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Corre la t ion  Analysis fo r  Supervisors

Dependent va r iab les  and demographic information . —Corre la t ions  

with demographic information were few and i so la te d  and did not over­

lap fo r  the pos i t ion  o f  superv isor .  Demographic information co rre ­

la ted  with inf luence  and job s a t i s f a c t i o n  measures fo r  the  pos i t ion  

of  supervisor  as l i s t e d  in Table 7. The v a r iab les  race and sex cor ­

re la te d  with the inf luence  measure, inf luence  on e s t a b l i s h in g  new 

p o l i c i e s .  Sex a lso  co rre la ted  with inf luence  in se lec t io n  of  per­

sonnel.  Age c o rre la ted  with s a t i s f a c t i o n  with work and s a t i s f a c t i o n  

with people.

Dependent v a r iab les  and l e a d e r sh ip . —Corre la t ions  between 

leadership  and influence and job s a t i s f a c t i o n  fo r  the  pos i t ion  of  

supervisor  a re  reported in Table 8. I t  must be remembered t h a t  the  

supervisor  reported leadership  scores on the d i r e c to r .  The influence 

measure which c o rre la ted  most c lo se ly  with leadership  va r iab les  was 

inf luence  on e s tab l i sh in g  new p o l i c i e s .  I t  c o r re la te d  with e igh t  

leadership  v a r i a b le s .  General inf luence and inf luence  in e s t a b l i s h ­

ing new programs c o rre la ted  with the same seven leadership  v a r ia b le s .  

I n i t i a t i o n  o f  s t r u c tu r e ,  cons idera t ion ,  and in te g ra t io n  leadership  

var iab les  c o r re la ted  with a l l  the s ix  inf luence  measures fo r  super­

v iso rs .  Persuasiveness ( leadership)  co r re la ted  with a l l  inf luence 

measures except promotion and job change fo r  the  pos i t ion  of  super­

v iso r .  Four leadership  v a r i a b le s—demand r e c o n c i l i a t io n ,  to lerance  

of freedom, ro le  assumption, and production emphasis—did not cor­

r e l a t e  with any of  the influence measures. The measure work s a t i s ­

fac t ion  co rre la ted  with nine leadership  v a r ia b le s ,  as did the  measure



Table 7 .—Correlation of demographic information with influence and job sa t i s fac t io n  matrix for  
supervisor (N = 82).

DEPENDENT VARIABLES 
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c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  supervis ion .  The na ture  o f  promotional oppor­

t u n i t i e s  va r iab le  c o r r e la te d  with e ig h t  leadership  v a r ia b le s .  The 

leadership  va r iab le  o f  rep resen ta t ion  c o r re la ted  with a l l  the  s a t i s ­

fac t ion  va r iab les  f o r  superv iso rs .  Persuasiveness,  i n i t i a t i o n  of 

s t r u c tu r e ,  c ons idera t ion ,  and in te g ra t io n  a l l  co r re la ted  with the  same 

s a t i s f a c t i o n  va r iab le s  {work, people, c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  superv is ion ,  

and nature  of  promotional oppor tun i t ie s )  fo r  superv isors .  Production 

emphasis ( leadersh ip )  did not c o r r e l a t e  with any s a t i s f a c t i o n  measures.

Correla t ion Analysis fo r  S ta f f

Dependent va r iab les  and demographic information. —Demographic 

information did not c o r r e l a t e  with measures of  influence and joo s a t ­

i s f a c t io n  fo r  the  pos i t ion  of s t a f f .

Dependent va r iab le s  and lead e rsh ip . —The c o r r e la t io n s  fo r  the  

dependent v a r iab les  and leadership  on the pos i t ion  of s t a f f  are  shown 

in Table 9. Seven leadership  va r iab les  c o r re la ted  with general 

inf luence.  The inf luence  measure o f  pol icy  formation c o r re la ted  

with th ree  leadersh ip  va r iab le s .  The leadership va r iab le  of super io r  

o r ie n ta t io n  c o r r e la t e d  with four out of s ix  influence measures.

Leadership c o r re la ted  with the  s a t i s f a c t i o n  measures of  work, 

people, and c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of supervis ion.  C h a ra c te r i s t i c s  of 

supervision co r re la ted  with 11 out of 12 leadership  v a r i a b le s .  S a t i s ­

fac t ion  with work and people co r re la ted  with e igh t  leadership  v a r i ­

ab le s .  S a t i s f a c t io n  with pay did not c o r r e l a t e  with any leadership  

v a r iab le .  Leadership var iab les  of demand r e c o n c i l i a t io n ,  persuas ive­

ness, cons idera t ion ,  and in teg ra t ion  co rre la ted  with the s a t i s f a c t i o n



Table 9 .—Correlations of leadership with influence and job s a t i s fac t io n  matrix for  s t a f f  (N = 480).
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var iab les  of  work, people, c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  superv is ion ,  and nature 

of promotional op p o r tu n i t i e s .

Comparison of D irec to rs ,
Supervisors,  and S t a f f

Across the  th ree  pos i t ion s  o f  d i r e c to r ,  superv iso r ,  and s t a f f ,  

c o r re la t io n s  were s im i la r  fo r  the  s a t i s f a c t i o n  measure of  ch a rac te r ­

i s t i c s  of  supervision with e ig h t  leadersh ip  va r iab les  and s a t i s f a c ­

t ion  with people on four leadership  v a r ia b le s .  The leadership  v a r i ­

ables of persuas iveness ,  cons idera t ion ,  and in te g ra t io n  c o r re la ted  

with the  h ighes t  number of s a t i s f a c t i o n  measures across  a l l  p o s i t io n s .

General inf luence  had the highes t  composite score on the four 

leadership  va r iab les .

Comparison of  d i r e c to r s  and su p e rv iso rs .--When the d i re c to r s  

and supervisors  were compared, the measures o f  influence in se lec t io n  

of  personnel and inf luence  in e s tab l i sh in g  p o l ic ie s  co r re la ted  with 

leadersh ip  va r iab les  o f  persuasiveness and cons idera t ion .  Other 

leadership  v a r iab les  c o r r e la te d  with these var iab les  s ing ly .

In the  ana lys is  of  leadersh ip  and job s a t i s f a c t i o n  of the 

d i r e c to r  and superv isor ,  the va r iab le  people in the ISD c o rre la ted  

with i n i t i a t i o n  o f  s t r u c tu r e ,  while the var iab le  work co r re la ted  

with super io r  o r i e n t a t io n .

Comparison of d i r e c to r s  and s t a f f . —When the  two groups of 

d i r e c to r s  and s t a f f  were compared, the  influence var iab les  of general 

inf luence and inf luence  in e s tab l i sh in g  policy were re la te d  to pro­

duction emphasis ( l ea d e r sh ip ) .  S a t i s fa c t io n  measures o f  people in
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the ISD and c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of supervision were co rre la ted  with 

to le rance  of  freedom and p red ic t iv e  accuracy.

Comparison o f  supervisors  and s t a f f . —The leadership  var iab le  

of  super io r  o r i e n ta t io n  c o r r e la te d  with several  inf luence  va r iab le s :  

general in f luence ,  new programs, promotions, and po l icy .

In a comparison o f  s a t i s f a c t i o n  measures and leadersh ip ,  

s a t i s f a c t i o n  with work was c o r re la ted  with s ix  leadersh ip  va r iab le s .

Multip le  Regression Analyses 

To determine how well job s a t i s f a c t i o n  and/or  influence 

could be pred ic ted  by knowledge of  leadership  s t y l e ,  m ult ip le  r eg re s ­

sion analyses were computed using key v a r iab le s .  Variables which 

c o r re la ted  with a ( r )  = magnitude of .20 or  above a t  a < .05 s i g ­

n i f icance  level as shown in Table 4 were entered in a mult ip le  

regress ion  a n a ly s i s .  All the  leadersh ip  subscales of the LBDQ (12) 

were entered as independent v a r ia b le s .  All s ix  dependent va r iab les  

of influence were en te red .  Five s a t i s f a c t i o n  var iab les  were entered 

with the  exception of s a t i s f a c t i o n  with pay.

Leadership With General Influence

Summary Table 10 shows the ana lys is  of  the  dependent va r iab le  

general inf luence .  S ig n i f ic an t  leadership  va r iab les  were in te g ra t io n  

and super io r  o r i e n ta t io n .  In tegra t ion  accounted for  approximately 

9.41% of  the variance on the v a r ia b le ,  and super io r  o r i e n ta t io n  

accounted fo r  1.15%. All ten leadership  va r iab les  summarized in 

the regress ion accounted fo r  13.92% of the  variance fo r  the  va r iab le  

of general inf luence .
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Table 10.--Summary r e s u l t s  o f  regress ion ana lys is  of  leadership  
v a r iab le  used to p red ic t  dependent va r iab le  of  general 
inf luence .

Independent
Variables R Change Overall F

In tegra t ion*  .3067680 .30677 .09411 .09411 63.16066

Superior
o r ien ta t io n * .1626106 .33853 .11460 .02050 39.28356

Tolerance of  
uncer ta in ty -.0840173 .34575 .11954 .00494 27.42573

Considera­
t ion .1926629 .36395 .13246 .01292 23.09381

Production
emphasis ,0592684 .36756 .13510 .00264 18.86919

Role
assumption -.0552503 .36972 .13670 .00160 15.91311

I n i t i a t i o n  
of  s t r u c tu r e ,0453203 .37081 .13750 .00081 13.71035

Tolerance 
o f  freedom .0406361 .37183 .13826 .00076 12.05314

Reconcil ia­
t ion .37283 .13900 .00074 10.76271

Representa­
t ion .0461512 .37313 .13923 .00023 9.68857

(constant) 3.5963250

♦S ign ificance
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Leadership With Influence 
in Curriculum

Summary data a re  shown in Table 11. The s i g n i f i c a n t  v a r i ­

ab le s ,  in teg ra t ion  and production emphasis, accounted fo r  6.66% and 

1.55%, re sp ec t iv e ly ,  o f  the variance.  All ten leadership  va r iab le s  

accounted fo r  11.04% of the  variance of  the  change on the var iab le  

influence in curriculum.

Leadership With Influence in 
Selection of  Personnel

In tegra t ion  was the  s i g n i f i c a n t  v a r iab le  accounting fo r  

approximately 5.10% of  the variance,  as shown in Table 12. All ten 

leadership  var iab les  accounted for  7.99% of the variance in influence 

in se lec t io n  of  personnel.

Leadership With Influence in 
Establ ish ing  New Programs

Summary s t a t i s t i c s  a re  shown in Table 13. The s i g n i f i c a n t  

va r iab les  fo r  t h i s  ana lys is  were i n te g r a t io n ,  superior  o r i e n t a t i o n ,  

to le rance  o f  uncer ta in ty ,  and cons idera t ion .  In teg ra t ion  accounted 

fo r  7.20% of  the variance,  super ior  o r i e n ta t io n  1.87%, to le rance  of 

uncer ta in ty  1.13%, and considera tion 2.20%. Total variance explained 

by the ten leadership  var iab les  was 13.23%.

Leadership With Influence on 
Promotions in ISD

Three leadership  var iab les  were s i g n i f i c a n t  in t h i s  an a ly s i s ,  

as shown in Table 14. Superior o r ie n ta t io n  accounted fo r  approxi­

mately 4.73% of  the variance,  in teg ra t ion  1.46%, and to le rance  of
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Table 1 1 .--Summary resu lts  o f regression analysis o f  leadership
variab le  used to p red ic t dependent variab le  o f in fluence
in curriculum .

Independent
Variables B R R2

2
R Change Overall F

In tegra t ion* .2580499 .25805 .06659 .06659 43.37488

Production
emphasis* .1331807 .28648 .08207 .01548 27.13530

I n i t i a t i o n  
of s t ru c tu re .0986144 .29454 .08676 .00469 19.18967

Persuasive­
ness -.1422024 .03950 .09579 .00904 16.02347

Considera­
t ion .1036201 .31624 .10001 .00422 13.42383

Tolerance of 
uncer ta in ty -.1111695 .32675 .10676 .00675 12.01205

Reconcil ia-  
t i  on -.0648674 .32904 .10827 .00150 10.44129

Superior
o r ien ta t io n .0479054 .33110 .10963 .00136 9.24994

Tolerance 
of freedom .0395480 .33215 .11033 .00070 8.26719

Representa­
t ion .0131882 .33231 .11043 .00011 7.43612

(Constant) 3.0882761

♦S ignificance



Table 12 .--Summary resu lts  o f regression analysis o f leadership
va riab le  used to p red ic t dependent v a riab le  o f in fluence
in  se lection  o f personnel.

Independent
Variables B R R2

2
R Change Overall F

In tegra t ion* .2257769 .22578 .05098 .05098 32.65766

Superior
o r ien ta t io n .0932833 .24025 .05772 .00674 18.59105

Tolerance of 
uncer ta in ty -.1165928 .25929 .06723 .00951 14.44962

Considera­
t ion .1324992 .27082 .07334 .00611 11.97103

Reconcil ia­
t ion -.0717129 .27489 .07556 .00222 9.87421

Persuasive­
ness .0688323 .27808 .07733 .00177 8.42316

Pred ic t ive
accuracy -.0568710 .27999 .07839 .00106 7.31516

I n i t i a t i o n  
of  s t ru c tu re .0542725 .28225 .07966 .00127 6.50280

Role
assumption -.2012330 .28252 .07982 .00015 5.78265

Tolerance 
of freedom .0164569 .28274 .07994 .00012 5.20445

(constant)  5. 

♦Signif icance

1724775
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Table 1 3 .— Summary resu lts  o f regression analysis o f leadership
variab le  used to pred ic t dependent va riab le  o f influence
in establishing new programs.

Independent
Variables B R

2
R Change Overall F

Integration* .2683908 .26839 .07203 .07203 47.19615

Superior
or ien ta t ion* .1551427 .30115 .09069 .01866 30.26935

Tolerance of 
uncertain ty -.1267813 .31927 .10194 .01125 22.92829

Considera­
tion* .2412168 .35200 .12390 .29170 21.39082

Reconcilia­
t ion -.0875913 .35668 .12722 .00311 17.60786

Representa­
t ion -.9479889 .35885 .12878 .00156 14.85502

Persuasive­
ness .0689201 .36118 .13045 .00167 12.90185

Production
emphasis .0282983 .36195 .13101 .00056 11.32601

Tolerance 
of freedom .0393132 .36291 .13170 .00069 10.11178

Role
assumption -.0374790 .36366 .13225 .00055 9.12915

(constant)  4.7552704

^Significance
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Table 14 .— Summary resu lts  o f regression analysis o f leadership
variab le  used to pred ic t dependent variab le  o f in fluence
on promotion in ISD.

Independent
Variables B R R2

2
R Change Overall F

Superior
or ien ta t ion*

Integration*

Tolerance of 
uncertainty*

.2175588

.1373587

-.1566003

.21756

.24891

.28127

.04733

.96196

.07911

.04733

.91462

.01716

30.20755

20.04550

17.35419

Tolerance 
o f  freedom

Reconcilia­
t ion

-.0638035

-.0592754

.28564

.28830

.08159

.08312

.00247

.00153

13.43647

10.95107

Role
assumption .0540578 .29054 .08441 .00129 9.26540

Considera­
t ion .0684255 .29268 .08566 .00125 8.05678

Persuasive­
ness .0177450 .29286 .08576 .00011 7.04744

Predict ive
accuracy -.0218403 .29312 .08592 .00015 6.26625

Production
emphasis -.9125583 .29329 .08602 .00010 5.63757

(constant)  5.0243795

♦Significance
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uncer ta in ty  1.71%. Total variance accounted fo r  by leadersh ip  v a r i ­

ab les  i s  8.60%.

Leadership With Influence on 
Establ ish ing  New Po l ic ie s

As shown in Table 15, in te g ra t io n ,  super io r  o r i e n t a t i o n ,  and

rec o n c i l i a t io n  of  uncer ta in ty  were s i g n i f i c a n t ,  accounting fo r  7.45%,

2.74%, and 1.31%, r e s p ec t iv e ly ,  of  the  variance.  The ten leadersh ip

va r iab les  explained 13.28% o f  the  variance.

Leadership With S a t i s fa c t io n  
With the  Job

Table 16 l i s t s  the summary s t a t i s t i c s  fo r  t h i s  an a ly s i s .  

Consideration and persuasiveness were the  s i g n i f i c a n t  v a r ia b le s .  

Considerat ion accounted fo r  8.23% of the variance and persuas ive­

ness 1.62% of  the t o t a l  variance of 11.73%.

Leadership With S a t i s fa c t io n  
With People on ISD S ta f f

Summary s t a t i s t i c s  a re  l i s t e d  in Table 17. In teg ra t ion  was

the only s i g n i f i c a n t  va r ia b le  and accounted fo r  approximately 11.20%

of the  variance.  Total variance was 13.44%.

Leadership With S a t i s fac t io n  
With Supervision

Two s i g n i f i c a n t  var iab les  re su l ted  from t h i s  a n a ly s i s ,  as

explained in Table 18. Consideration accounted fo r  44.15% of  the

variance ,  and in te g ra t io n  1.74%. The to t a l  variance explained was

47.06%.
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Table 1 5 .— Summary resu lts  o f regression analysis o f leadership
va riab le  used to pred ic t dependent va riab le  o f in fluence
on estab lish ing  new p o lic ie s .

Independent
Variables B R R2

2
R Change Overall F

In tegra t ion* .2783582 .27836 .07748 .07748 51.06663

Superior
o r ien ta t ion * .1881341 .32391 .10492 .02743 35.57472

Reconcil ia­
tion* -.1562419 .34364 .11809 .01317 27.04833

Tolerance of 
uncer ta in ty -.0815305 .34910 .12187 .00378 20.99151

Considera­
t ion .1539155 .36054 .12999 .00812 18.04865

Pred ic t ive
accuracy .0654743 .36263 .13150 .00151 15.21641

Production
emphasis .0362488 .36391 .13243 .00093 13.12715

Representa­
t ion .9164882 .36414 .13260 .00017 11.48408

Tolerance 
of freedom -.0157459 .36439 .13271 .00011 10.20098

Persuasive­
ness -.0129594 .36437 .13276 .00005 9.16986

(constant) 3.7375458

♦S ign ificance
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Table 16.—Summary r e s u l t s  o f  regress ion ana lys is  of  leadership
va r iab le  used to  p red ic t  dependent va r iab le  of  s a t i s f a c t i o n  
with j o b .

Independent
Variables B R R2

2
R Change Overall F

Considera­
t ion* .2868732 .28687 .08230 .08230 54.52315

Persuasive­
ness* .1630426 .31391 .09854 .01624 33.17501

Tolerance 
of freedom .1187360 .32497 .10561 .00707 23.85149

In tegra t ion .1091095 .33167 .11000 .00440 18.69435

Representa­
t ion .0574502 .33513 .11231 .00231 15.28370

Role
assumption -.0523292 .33697 .11355 .00124 12.87357

Production
emphasis .0457342 .33916 .11503 .00148 11.17851

Superior
o r i en ta t io n .0387023 .34045 .11591 .00088 9.84932

Pred ic t ive
accuracy .0478764 .34166 .11673 .00082 8.81037

I n i t i a t i o n  
of s t ru c tu re .0405833 .34254 .11733 .00060 7.96258

(constant) 8.0214353

♦S ignificance
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Table 1 7 .— Summary resu lts  o f regression analysis o f leadership
variab le  used to pred ic t dependent va riab le  o f s a tis fa c tio n
w ith people on ISD s t a f f — special education.

Independent
Variables B R R2

2
R Change Overall F

In tegra t ion* .3345982 .33460 .11196 .11196 76.65071

Tolerance 
of  freedom .0912223 .34396 .11831 .00635 40.72345

Production
emphasis .0735769 .35042 .12279 .00449 28.27660

Tolerance of 
uncer ta in ty -.0759816 .35510 .12609 .00330 21.82349

Considera­
t io n .109857 .35966 .12936 .00326 17.94825

Representa­
t ion .0639016 .36385 .13239 .00303 15.33546

Superior
o r ien ta t ion -.0329227 .36474 .13304 .00065 13.19695

Persuasive­
ness .043874 .36578 .13379 .00076 11.60384

Reconcil ia­
t ion -.0301363 .36622 .13412 .00032 10.32624

Pred ic t ive .0324989 .36666 .13444 .00032 9.30346accuracy

(constant) 7.5481382

*S ig n ifican ce
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Table 18. —Summary r e s u l t s  o f  regress ion ana lys is  of leadership
va r iab le  used to  p red ic t  dependent va r iab le  of  s a t i s f a c t i o n  
with supe rv is ion .

Independent
Variables B R R2 R2 Change Overall F

Considera­
tion* .6644680 .66447 .44152 .44152 480.66485

Integra t ion* .1984617 .67748 .45897 .01746 257.47103

Representa- 
t i  on .0961747 .68282 .46624 .00727 T76.45077

Pred ic t ive
accuracy .0704776 .68453 .46858 .00234 133.36493

I n i t i a t i o n  
of s t ru c tu re -.0402801 .68509 .46935 .00077 106.84476

Superior
o r ien ta t io n -.0284935 .68544 .46983 .00048 89.06097

Persuasive­
ness .0294779 .68567 .47014 .00031 76.30621

Role
assumption -.0273197 .68589 .47044 .00030 66.73830

Reconcil ia­
t ion .0175382 .68596 .47054 .00010 59.24779

Tolerance 
of freedom -.0143872 .68603 .47064 .00010 53.25515

(constant)  -3.7108810 

♦Signif icance
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Leadership With 
Promotional Opportunities

Only nine leadership  var iab les  were manipulated in th i s  

a n a ly s i s ,  as shown in Table 19. In tegra t ion  was the s i g n i f i c a n t  v a r i ­

able  explaining 11.94% of the  variance. Total variance accounted for  

by nine va r iab les  was 12.51%.

Summary

Consideration accounted fo r  44% of the variance fo r  the 

va r iab le  s a t i s f a c t i o n  with c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  supervision and 8% of 

the variance in s a t i s f a c t i o n  with work. In teg ra t ion  accounted fo r  

the s ig n i f i c a n t  variance in a l l  the  influence measures and two 

s a t i s f a c t i o n  measures, people and nature  o f  promotion. Superior 

o r ie n ta t io n  accounted for  le s s  than 5% of the variance in four out 

of s ix  influence va r iab les  and no s a t i s f a c t i o n  va r iab le s .

Analysis of Variance

To see i f  d i f fe rences  ex is ted  between the th ree  leve ls  of 

pos i t ions  surveyed, one-way analyses were performed on the  dependent 

va r iab les  of influence (s ix  measures) and job s a t i s f a c t i o n  ( f ive  

measures). Results  are  reported a t  the  .05 level  in Tables 20 to  30.

General Influence by 
Posi t ion in ISD

In Table 20 the ana lys is  of  variance accounts fo r  approxi­

mately 3.95% of  the  variance between groups. The group means fo r  the 

pos i t ion  of d i r e c to r  and supervisor  a re  s im i la r .
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Table 19 .— Summary resu lts  o f regression analysis o f leadership
variab le  used to p red ic t dependent v a riab le  o f s a tis fa c tio n
w ith promotional o p p o rtu n ities .

Independent
Variables B R R2

2
R Change Overall F

In tegra t ion* .3455003 .34550 .11937 .11937 82.41517

Considera­
t ion .0688467 .34853 .12147 .00210 41.96389

Production
emphasis .0445480 .35095 .12317 .00169 28.37426

I n i t i a t i o n  
of s t ru c tu re -.0423347 .35216 .12402 .00085 21.41300

Tolerance of 
uncer ta in ty -.0333793 .35304 .12464 .00062 17.20021

Representa­
t ion -.0173250 .35335 .12486 .00022 14.33860

Persuasive­
ness .0173250 .35352 .12497 .00012 12.28287

Tolerance 
of  freedom -.0120671 .35361 .12504 .00006 10.73603

Role
assumption -.0100423 .35367 .12508 .00004 9.53091

F-level or to le rance  level in s u f f i c i e n t  fo r  fu tu re  computation

(constant) -1.6075134

♦S ign ificance
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Table 2 0 .— One-way analysis o f variance: means fo r  general in fluence
by position  in  ISD.

Source of  
Variance

Sum of 
Squares d . f . Mean

Square F S i g n i f . 
o f  F ETA

Between
groups 136.5597 2 68.2799 12.1635 .0000 .03959

Within
groups 3311.9698 590 5.6135

Total 3448.5295 592

Posit ion
Spec. Ed. Direc tor  
Spec. Ed. Supervisor 
Spec. Ed. S t a f f

Influence in Curriculum 
by Pos i t ion  in ISD ~

In Table 21 the ana lys is  of variance accounts f o r  approxi­

mately 7.67% of the variance between groups. S t a f f  mean i s  d i s s im i la r  

from o ther  groups, ind ica t ing  s t a f f  were not perceived as having as 

much inf luence  in curriculum as o ther  two groups.

Influence in Selec t ion  of 
Personnel by Posi t ion in ISD

Influence in se lec t ion  of  personnel with the  pos i t ion  of  

respondent accounted for  approximately 7.22% of  the  variance between 

groups, as shown in Table 22. Direc tors  a re  perceived as having more 

inf luence  in se lec t io n  of  personnel fo r  the  ISD.

Group Means
9.9032
9.6098
8.4771
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Table 2 1 .— One-way analysis o f variance: means fo r  influence in
curriculum  by position in ISD.

Source of 
Variance

Sum of 
Squares d . f . Mean

Square
p S ign if .  py« 
f of F tlM

Between
groups 309.1556 2 154.5778 24.4888 .0000 .07664

Within
groups 3724.1935 590 6.3122

Total 4033.3491 592

Posi t ion Group Means
Spec
Spec
Spec

. Ed. Direc tor  

. Ed. Supervisor 

. Ed. S ta f f

9.4484
9.1341
7.4208

Table 2 2 .—I
i

One-way ana lys is  of variance:  means fo r  influence in 
se lec t ion  o f  personnel by pos i t ion  in ISD.

Source of 
Variance

Sum of 
Squares d . f . Mean

Square
P Sign if .  p-ta 
h of  F tlA

Between
groups 126.6277 2 63.3138 12.9861 .0000 .04126

Within
groups 2876.5561 590 4.8755

Total 3003.1838 592

Posi t ion Group Means
Spec
Spec
Spec

. Ed. Director  

. Ed. Supervisor 

. Ed. S ta f f

9.1935
8.9024
7.8146
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Inf luence in Establ ishing New 
Programs by Posi t ion in ISD

The analys is  shown in Table 23 ind ica te s  a variance of 

approximately 5.16% between groups. Direc tors  and supervisors  are  

perceived to have more influence in the  development of new programs 

than a re  s t a f f .

Table 23.—One-way ana lys is  o f  variance:  means fo r  influence in 
e s tab l ish ing  new programs by pos i t ion  in ISD.

Source of 
Variance

Sum of  j f  
Squares

Mean
Square

P S ign if .  
of F ETA

Between
groups 168.2199 2 84.1099 16.0531 .0000 .05160

Within
groups 3091.2877 590 5.2395

Total 3259.5076 592

Posi t ion Group Means
Spec.
Spec.
Spec.

Ed. Director  
Ed. Supervisor 
Ed. S ta f f

9.9032
9.6951
8.4000

Influence on Promotions in ISD
by Posi t ion in ISD

Results of the ana lys is  o f  variance accounted fo r  approxi­

mately 2.00% of the  variance between groups, as shown in Table 24. 

Supervisors are  seen as having more influence on promotion of per­

sonnel than e i t h e r  s t a f f  or  d i r e c to r s .
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Table 2 4 .— One-way analysis o f variance: means fo r  influence on
promotion in ISD by position in ISD.

Source of 
Variance

Sum of 
Squares d . f . Mean

Square F Sign if .  
of F ETA

Between
groups 80.7694 2 40.3847 7.5170 .0006 .02484

Within
groups 3169.7500 590 5.3725

Total 3250.5194 592

Pos i t ion  Group Means
Spec. Ed. Direc tor  7.6129
Spec. Ed. Supervisor 8.0610
Spec. Ed. S t a f f  7.0250

Influence in Establ ish ing  New 
Po l ic ie s  by Posi t ion in ISD

The ana lys is  shown in Table 25 accounts f o r  approximately 

3.5% of  the  variance.  D irec tors  and supervisors are  perceived as 

having more influence on development of new policy in the  ISD than 

a re  s t a f f .

S a t i s f a c t io n  With Job (Work) 
by Pos i t ion  in ISD

As shown in Table 26, s a t i s f a c t i o n  with the job as analyzed 

by pos i t ion  held accounted fo r  only approximately 1.26% of the  v a r i ­

ance. Direc tors  a re  perceived to  be most s a t i s f i e d  of the three  

subgroups.
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Table 2 5 .— One-way analysis o f variance: means fo r in fluence in
estab lish ing  new p o lic ies  by position in ISD.

Source of 
Variance

Sum of H f 
Squares

Mean
Square

p Sign if .  
f  of  F ETA

Between
groups

Within
groups

Total

110.6264 2

2986.0279 590 

3096.6543 592

53.3132

5.0611

10.9292 .0000 .03572

Posi t ion
Spec. Ed. Director  
Spec. Ed. Supervisor 
Spec. Ed. S ta f f

Table 2 6 .—One-way ana lys is  of  variance: 
job by pos i t ion  in ISD.

Group Means
8.8065
8.7683
7.6792

means fo r  s a t i s f a c t i o n  with

Source of 
Variance

Sum of H f  
Squares ' *

Mean
Square

F S ign if .  
h of F ETA

Between
groups

Within
groups

Total

135.6680 2

10758.0740 590 

10888.7420 592

67.8340

18.2255

3.7219 .0248 .01261

Posi t ion Group Means
Spec. Ed. Director 18.7097
Spec,. Ed. Supervisor 18.1585
Spec . Ed. S ta f f 18.1229
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S a t i s f a c t io n  With ISD 
S ta f f  by Position

As shown in Table 27, t h i s  ana lys is  a lso  accounted fo r

approximately 1.20% of the variance between groups. Directors  are

perceived as most s a t i s f i e d .

Table 27 .—One-way ana lys is  of  variance:  means fo r  s a t i s f a c t i o n  with 
ISD s t a f f  by pos i t ion .

Source of 
Variance

Sum of 
Squares d . f . Mean

Square
r S ign if .  
h o f  F ETA

Between
groups 101.7491 2 50.8745 3.5688 .0288 .01195

Within
groups 8410.5610 590 14.2552

Total 8512.3103 592

Position
Spec. Ed. Director  
Spec. Ed. Supervisor 
Spec. Ed. S ta f f

S a t i s fa c t io n  With Supervision 
by Posi t ion in ISD

Directors  a re  perceived as most s a t i s f i e d  with supervis ion ,  

as shown in Table 28. Variance between groups in the  ana lys is  o f  v a r i ­

ance i s  approximately 2.67%.

Group Means
16.9677
15.1098
15.1062
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Table 2 8 .— One-way analysis o f variance: means fo r  s a tis fa c tio n  with
supervision by position in ISD.

Source of 
Variance

Sum of 
Squares d . f . Mean

Square
P Signif .  
h of F ETA

Between
groups 660.7953 2 330.3977 6.2273 .0021 .0267

Within
groups 31303.3092 590 53.0565

Total 31964.1046 592

Position
Spec. Ed. Director  
Spec. Ed. Supervisor 
Spec. Ed. S ta f f

S a t i s fac t io n  With Pay by 
Posi t ion in ISD

This an a ly s i s ,  shown in Table 29, accounted fo r  approximately 

2.44% of the  variance. Directors  were perceived as most s a t i s f i e d ,  

supervisors second, and s t a f f  t h i rd .

S a t is fac t io n  With Promotional 
Opportunities by Posi t ion in ISD

S a t i s fa c t io n  with promotional opportunit ies  accounted fo r

approximately 10.06% of  the  variance between groups, as seen in

Table 30. D irec to rs ,  supervisors ,  and s t a f f  performed as expected,

in descending order .

Group Means
25.5161
22.7073
21.1792
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Table 2 9 .— One-way analysis o f variance: means fo r  s a tis fa c tio n  w ith
pay by position  in ISD.

Source of  
Variance

Sum of 
Squares d . f . Mean

Square
F S ign if .  

O f F ETA

Between
groups 92.5301 2 46.2650 7.4045 .0007 .02448

Within
groups 3686.4548 590 6.2482

Total 3778.9848 592

Spec
Spec
Spec

Posi t ion
. Ed. Direc tor  
. Ed. Supervisor 
. Ed. S ta f f

Group Means
5.1935
4.6341
3.8208

Table 3 0 . « One-way ana lys is  of variance:  means fo r  s a t i s f a c t i o n  with 
promotional o ppor tun i t ie s  by pos i t ion  in ISD.

Source of 
Variance

Sum of  
Squares d . f . Mean

Square
p S ign if .  
*■ of  F ETA

Between
groups 519.3294 2 259.6647 33.0308 .0000 .1006

Within
groups 4638.1579 590 7.8613

Total 5157.4874 592

Pos i t ion  Group Means
Spec. Ed. Direc tor  
Spec. Ed. Supervisor 
Spec. Ed. S ta f f

5.4516
4.3780
2.3500
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Summary

The Anovas analyzing d i f fe rences  between the th ree  p o s i t io n s— 

d i r e c to r ,  supervisor ,  and s t a f f —on the dependent va r iab les  did not 

y ie ld  r e s u l t s  ind ica t ing  g rea t  d i s p a r i ty  between groups. S a t i s fac t io n  

with promotional oppor tun i t ies  accounted fo r  10.06% o f  the  variance 

between groups. Analysis on the o ther  measures explained le s s  than 

8% variance between groups.

Additional Analyses

To see i f  d i f fe rences  ex is ted  between the ca tegor ies  of some 

of the  demographic va r iab les  and the dependent va r iab les  of influence 

and job s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  one-way analyses of  variance were performed. 

Demographic var iab les  used fo r  ana lys is  were age (seven c a te g o r ie s ) ,  

sex (two c a te g o r ie s ) ,  race ( f ive  c a te g o r i e s ) ,  years in ISD (two c a te ­

g o r i e s ) ,  and years in pos i t ion  in ISD (two c a teg o r ie s ) .  Four analyses 

were s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  the < .05 level  of  confidence. Years worked in 

ISD was s ig n i f i c a n t  with both influence on promotion in the  ISD and 

s a t i s f a c t i o n  with pay. Age of  respondents was s i g n i f i c a n t  with 

s a t i s f a c t i o n  with work and s a t i s f a c t i o n  with people on ISD s t a f f .



CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

Summary

The ob jec t ives  of t h i s  research were: (1) to  conduct an

exploratory in v es t ig a t io n  in to  the re la t io n sh ip s  of  the independent 

v a r iab les  of  leadership  and demographic information with the  dependent 

va r iab les  of job s a t i s f a c t i o n  and influence in in termediate  school 

d i s t r i c t  special  education organ iza t ions ;  (2) to  explore the p o ss i ­

b i l i t y  of a pred ic t ion  model fo r  the  dependent v a r ia b le s .  The i n s t r u ­

ments used were the  Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire  (LBDQ), 

demographic information, the Job Description Index (JDI), and ques­

t ions  on influence taken from the Control Graph by Tannenbaum. This 

study was considered explora tory  as n e i th e r  research nor theory could 

be found which provides s p e c i f i c  hypotheses concerning these in t e r a c ­

t io n s .  The population chosen f o r  study included special  education 

d i r e c to r s ,  superv iso rs ,  and s t a f f  in in termediate  school d i s t r i c t s  

in Michigan; 49 of the ex is t ing  58 in termediate  school d i s t r i c t s '  

specia l  education un i ts  were surveyed. An n of 610 survey responses 

were analyzed using c o r r e l a t io n ,  reg ress ion ,  and one-way ana lys is  of 

variance techniques.

90
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Findings

Corre la t ion  of  the
Variables Main Effects

The co r re la t io n a l  method demonstrates re la t io n sh ip s  between 

the v a r i a b le s ,  i . e . ,  job s a t i s f a c t i o n  and consideration are  p o s i t iv e  

c o r r e l a t e s ,  but does not permit d e f i n i t i v e  statements regarding the 

respondents '  perceptions o f  the  v a r ia b le s ,  nor can causal r e l a t i o n ­

ships be in fe r red .  The previously  s ta te d  demographic information 

does not c o r r e l a t e  s ig n i f i c a n t ly  with any o f  the influence and job 

s a t i s f a c t i o n  measures.

The dependent va r iab le  of  s a t i s f a c t io n  with pay does not cor­

r e l a t e  with e i t h e r  demographics or  leadersh ip .  Possible  explanations 

fo r  t h i s  may be contractual  pay agreements common in public  education 

c o l l e c t iv e  bargaining provide fo r  mult i -year  con trac ts  and the pay 

range fo r  jobs in education i s  narrow. Strauss (1964) presented the

view t h a t  with increas ing education the r e l a t i v e  importance o f  f in an ­

c ia l  rewards goes down while the challenge goes up. Another con­

s id e ra t io n  i s  a s t a t i s t i c a l  one—the revised Job Description Index 

sca le  fo r  pay was reduced from six  items to th ree  po s i t ive  sta tements 

used fo r  the  t o t a l  sca le .

Expectedly, the  job s a t i s f a c t i o n  measures of work, people, 

and c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  supervision were the  var iab les  which c o r r e ­

la ted  most s i g n i f i c a n t l y  with the  leadership v a r iab le s .  An unexpected 

c o r re la t io n  was s a t i s f a c t i o n  and nature o f  promotional oppo r tun i t ie s .  

School systems a re  " f l a t "  organizat ions which d o n ' t  provide fo r  t a l l  

ca ree r  ladders .  The loose or  l e s s  s t ruc tu red  organizat ion of
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intermediate  school d i s t r i c t s  may provide an explanat ion;  pos i t ions  

are interchangeable ,  somewhat autonomous, and the d is tance  between 

leve ls  i s  small .  Supervisory personnel are  t y p ic a l ly  chosen from 

lower echelons of the organizat ion .

The leadership  var iab les  of i n i t i a t i o n  of s t r u c tu r e ,  considera­

t io n ,  and in te g ra t io n  provided the  most s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e l a t io n s  with 

both the  dependent va r iab les  of job s a t i s f a c t i o n  and inf luence .  The 

findings  of a large number of c o r re la t io n s  using considera t ion  and 

i n i t i a t i n g  s t ru c tu re  and o ther  measures a re  c o n s is ten t  with genera l­

ized s tud ies  in education and industry  (Fast ,  1964; Seaman, 1957; 

Taylor, Crook, & Dropkin, 1961; House, F i l l e y ,  & Kerr, 1971; S to g d i l l ,  

1965). House, F i l l e y ,  and Gujarati  (1971) hypothesized th a t  po s i t ive  

c o r r e la t e s  between i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c tu r e ,  cons idera t ion ,  and measures 

of s a t i s f a c t i o n  occur among workers whose work i s  i n t r i n s i c a l l y  

s a t i s f y in g  and not r e p e t i t i v e  or  rou t ine .  The in te g ra t io n  measures 

co r re la ted  with a l l  inf luence and job s a t i s f a c t i o n  va r ia b le s .  In te ­

g ra t ion  has been defined as behavior the  leader  maintains to  provide 

a c lose ly  kni t  organizat ion and resolve inter-member c o n f l i c t s  

(S to g d i l l ,  1963). This f inding  would support  the desc r ip t ion  o f  a 

co l leg ia l  group, a l l  p ro fes s io n a l ly  t ra ined  and s im i la r ly  educated. 

Special educators in intermediate  school d i s t r i c t s  genera l ly  work on 

a "team" basis  to  diagnose and plan fo r  handicapped chi ldren  with a l l  

members of  the team considered co-equal and respected fo r  t h e i r  area 

of e x p er t i s e .  As previously  s t a t e d ,  the re  were more c o r re la t io n s  fo r  

leadership  and job s a t i s f a c t i o n  with higher magnitudes than fo r  leader­

ship with influence.
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Multiple  Regression Analyses

The r e s u l t s  of  the mult ip le  regress ion  analyses provided
2

i n t e r e s t i n g  r e s u l t s .  The l a r g e s t  variance explained (R change) was 

in the  job s a t i s f a c t i o n  measure of superv is ion .  The leadership  v a r i ­

ab le  o f  considera t ion  accounted fo r  44% of  the variance .  This r e s u l t  

has been previously  explained in the  c o r r e la t io n  ana lys is  and would 

suggest  a l in e a r  r e la t io n sh ip  between c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of supervision 

and cons idera t ion .  Considerat ion accounted fo r  8% of  the variance 

when regressed with s a t i s f a c t i o n  with work. In teg ra t ion  accounted 

fo r  s i g n i f i c a n t  variance in s ix  o f  the  inf luence  va r ia b le s .  The 

l a r g e s t  amount of variance explained was in general inf luence .  

Addi t iona l ly ,  11% of the variance in the  regress ions  with s a t i s f a c ­

t io n  with people and s a t i s f a c t i o n  with promotional oppor tun i t ie s  was 

accounted fo r  by in te g ra t io n .  Superior o r i e n ta t io n  accounted fo r  

l e s s  variance explained but was a s i g n i f i c a n t  va r iab le  in the  f in d ­

ings. These f indings t e n t a t i v e l y  suggest a considera te  leader  who 

regards th e  comfort, well being,  s t a tu s  o f  o thers  and who maintains 

an i n t e g r a t e d , c lo se ly  k n i t  o rgan iza t ion ,  who resolves  c o n f l i c t s  and 

maintains cordia l  r e l a t i o n s  with super io rs  and has influence with them, 

w il l  be perceived by workers as exer t ing  influence and con tr ibu t ing  to 

jo b  s a t i s f a c t i o n .  I t  i s  premature to  p ro jec t  a p red ic t ion  model un t i l  

a dd i t iona l  r e p l i c a t io n  i s  done.

C orre la t ions  b.y Pos i t ion  of  
D irec to r ,  Supervisor, and S ta f f

Corre la t ions  fo r  the  pos i t ion  of  d i r e c to r  indica ted  the  

leadersh ip  va r iab les  of considera t ion  and to le rance  o f  freedom
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co rre la ted  most of ten  with the  dependent measures. Direc tors  per­

ceived these two va r iab les  as having the  most impact on job s a t i s ­

fac t ion  and inf luence .  Correla t ions  fo r  the pos i t ion  of supervisor  

indicated the leadership  var iab les  of  i n i t i a t i o n  o f  s t r u c tu r e ,  con­

s id e r a t io n ,  in te g ra t io n ,  and persuasiveness exh ib i ted  by the d i r e c to r  

co r re la ted  with both influence and s a t i s f a c t i o n .

Correla t ions  fo r  the posi t ion  o f  s t a f f  ind ica ted  in te g ra t io n  

was the  leadership  var iab le  exhib i ted  by the d i r e c to r  most a f f e c t in g  

the dependent v a r iab le s .  These f indings rep resen t  the  d i f fe rences  

among the perceptions of  respondents in the  th ree  p o s i t ion s .

One-Way Anovas by Posi t ion 
on the Dependent Variables

The anovas indicated d i f fe rences  did e x i s t  between the pos i ­

t io n s  on a l l  of the  dependent va r iab le s .  However, without fu r th e r  

analyses i t  i s  not possible  to  genera l ize  beyond t h i s .

Conclusions Related to  This Research

1. Demographic information i s  not l i n e a r l y  r e l a te d  to  job 

s a t i s f a c t i o n  and influence fo r  special  educators .

2. Considerat ion and i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c tu r e  represen t  the 

best  t e n t a t i v e  p red ic to r  va r iab le s  f o r  measures of i n f l u ­

ence and job s a t i s f a c t i o n .

Limita t ions

This study was organized as explora tory  c o r r e l a t io n a l  

research .  I t  was not  designed to  t e s t  hypotheses cons is t ing  o f  causal 

r e l a t io n sh ip s  between c le a r ly  defined and c a r e f u l ly  con tro l led
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va r iab le s .  Genera lizat ion beyond observed re la t ion sh ip s  i s  not 

f e a s ib le .

Additional l im i ta t io n s  are  the  po ten t ia l  incons is tenc ies  

within  and across respondents on the va r iab les  of  study. As the 

measures required individual  percep t ions ,  i t  i s  impossible to  t e l l  

whether the  c r i t e r i a  used by individual respondents were c o ns is ten t  

among respondents.

The population surveyed was employees of  in termediate  school 

d i s t r i c t s  in Michigan. I t  would be d i f f i c u l t  to  genera l ize  present  

f indings to  specia l  educators in K-12 d i s t r i c t s  and s t a t e  i n s t i t u ­

t io n s  in Michigan as the organizat ional  s t ru c tu re s  a re  very d i f f e r e n t .

The Job Descrip tion Index (JDI) was revised fo r  the  present  

study. Some of  the sca le s  were shortened by the p i l o t  study respon­

dents .  The revised JDI was not r eva l id a ted ,  presenting another  pos­

s i b l e  l im i ta t io n .

Suggestions for  Further Research

Some of the f indings  and l im i ta t io n s  of t h i s  research suggest

f u r th e r  study. The r e l a t io n sh ip s  among the var iab les  used in the

present  study need to  be r ep l ica ted  with o ther  groups of educators 

both in specia l  and general education and public  and i n s t i t u t i o n a l  

schools to  v e r i fy  the  r e s u l t s  for  a p red ic t ion  model. With r e p l i c a ­

t io n ,  o ther  s t a t i s t i c a l  analyses might be considered, i . e . ,  canonical 

regress ion  i f  the leadership  va r iab le s  a re  cons is ten t  across s tu d ie s .

The c o r r e la t io n  with the  s a t i s f a c t i o n  measures of  promotional 

oppor tun i t ie s  should be inves t iga ted  by employee po s i t io n .  There
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were general ly  higher  c o r r e la t io n s  between leadersh ip  and s a t i s f a c ­

t ion  with promotional oppor tun i t ie s  fo r  d i r e c to r s  and s t a f f  than fo r  

supervisors .  Why i s  th i s ?  In genera l ,  the  perceptions of  the  varying 

employee groups included in t h i s  research should be inves t iga ted  on 

a micro le v e l .  Possible  fu r th e r  research could be conducted by 

s t r a t i f y i n g  groups by demographic information—fo r  example, large 

versus small d i s t r i c t s ,  high pay versus low pay—to see i f  d i f fe rences  

between the s t r a t i f i e d  groups do e x i s t .

Another area of inves t ig a t io n  would include performance 

measures fo r  the  leader  ( d i r e c to r )  added to  the  mix of va r iab les  to 

see i f  e f f e c t iv e  leadership  ac ts  as an intervening var iab le  on per­

ceived influence and job s a t i s f a c t i o n  in educational  groups. This 

was suggested by Spicknall (1970) in his research of intermediate  

school d i s t r i c t s .

Katz and Kahn (1966) suggested a f u r th e r  p o s s ib i l i t y :  leader­

ship can and should be s tudied as i t  bears on the group's achievement 

of desired  outputs .  This would involve research using organizat ional  

goals re la te d  to  leadership  and measures of group performance.

Further research might a lso  include organizat ional  c l imate as 

measured on the Organizat ional  Climate Decision Questionnaire (OCDQ). 

Hal pin and Croft  (1962) suggested t h i s  as an addit ional  leadership  

measure in s tud ies  o f  l eadersh ip ,  job s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  and inf luence .

Are there  r e l a t io n sh ip s  between perceived job s a t i s f a c t i o n  and i n f lu ­

ence of the  leader  which are  a f fec ted  by organizat ional  climate?

Would the  f indings suggested by t h i s  research of  a considera te  lead e r ,  

who maintains an in teg ra ted  organizat ion  and maintains cordial
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r e l a t io n s  with supe r io rs ,  be p a r t i a l l y  explained by addit ional  

leadersh ip  measures of  organizat ional  climate?

F ina l ly ,  experimental s tud ies  involving leadersh ip ,  job 

s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  and influence should be designed to in v es t ig a te  the  

re la t io n sh ip s  to  determine causal r e l a t io n sh ip s .

The in ten t io n  of t h i s  research i s  to  in v es t ig a te  management 

va r iab les  in intermediate  school d i s t r i c t  special  education funct ions .  

The research i s  explora tory and the r e s u l t s  suggest i t  i s  too ea r ly  

to  be of  p rac t ic a l  b en e f i t .  Much re p l i c a t io n  i s  needed before an 

applicab le  p red ic t ion  model of leadership  s ty le  fo r  special  educa­

t ion  adm in is t ra to rs  can be developed. Future e f f o r t s  may be more 

f r u i t f u l  i f  researchers  concentra te  on the v a r iab les  of leadersh ip ,  

cons idera t ion ,  i n i t i a t i n g  s t r u c tu r e ,  and in te g ra t io n ,  which co rre ­

la ted  most often with the dependent va r iab le s .
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APPENDIX A

November 24, 1975

Dear P i lo t  Volunteer,

In preparat ion fo r  my d i s s e r t a t io n  survey, I need "guinea pigs" to 
answer the enclosed ques t ionna ire .  I am not in te r e s te d  in your 
answers but in your c r i t i c a l  evaluat ion of the proposed instrument.

PLEASE NOTE: The quest ionnaire  assumes you a re  an employee of the
1.5.D. and not the  local d i s t r i c t .  Please assume the ro le  of  an
1.5.D. employee.

Please do the following while responding:

A. Time y o u rse l f ;  how long does i t  take? {Please answer 
the quest ions a t  one s i t t i n g . )

B. Correct any spe l l ing  e r r o r s .  There a re  many.

C. Comment where there  a re  confusing d i r e c t io n s .

D. Comment on the organizat ion of the  ques t ionna ire ,  
wording, e t c . —anything which might throw people o f f  
or anything which you fee l  would improve the  i n s t r u ­
ment.

Above a l l ,  p lease be honest . I need your input.

You wil l  f ind an enclosed sheet  fo r  your comments. Please answer 
and have t h i s  ready fo r  me by Wednesday, November 26. I wil l  pick 
i t  up from you.

Thanks f o r  volunteering.

Sincere ly ,

Meg Oberlin 

MO: kg
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SPECIAL EDUCATION RESEARCH QUESTIONNAIRE 
FROM MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

General D irec t ions :  For research purposes, i t  i s  important t h a t  you
answer each quest ion of t h i s  ques t ionnaire .  For each item, p lease 
mark your choice o f  response in penc i l .  Make your marks c l e a r l y .
Erase completely when necessary.

PART 1. This sec t ion  o f  the  quest ionnaire  i s  aimed a t  obtaining some 
information regarding your background. This information i s  
c r i t i c a l  to  the success of the  study, so please  answer each 
quest ion.  Please mark only one answer fo r  each quest ion.

1. Your pos i t ion  in the  I .S.D. 1) Director  2) Supervisor 3) S t a f f

2. Number of specia l  education s t a f f  in your I .S.D. 1) 30 or below
2) 31 or above

3. Age group 1) 26-30 2) 31-35 3) 36-40 4) 41-45
5) 46-50 6) 51-55 7) 56-60

4. Mark your race. 1) Black 2) White 3) Chicano
4) Native American 5) Oriental

5. Mark your sex. 1) Male 2) Female

6. How many years have you worked in your present  I .S .D .?
1) Less than 3 2) 3 or more

7. How many years have you been in your p resent  posi t ion?
1) Less than 3 2) 3 or more

PART 2. Lis ted below a re  some statements concerning amounts of  i n f l u ­
ence in your in termediate  school d i s t r i c t .  Ind ica te  the  
amount of  influence you fee l  each of  the  pos i t io n s  have in 
your I.S.D. Please read each quest ion c a r e f u l ly .  The numbers 
and t h e i r  meanings a re  ind ica ted  below.

You feel  the  pos i t ion  has no in f luence ,  mark space 1. You 
feel  the  pos i t ion  has a small amount of in f luence ,  mark 
space 2. You fee l  the  pos i t ion  has a moderate amount of  
in f luence ,  mark space 3. You fee l  the pos i t ion  has a large  
amount of in f luence ,  mark space 4. You f e l l  the  pos i t ion  
has a complete amount of in f luence ,  mark space 5.

8. In genera l ,  how much say or inf luence  does the  specia l  1 2  3 4 5
ed. d i r e c to r  have on what happsins in your I .S .D.?
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9.

10 .

11.

12.

13.
14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20 . 

21 . 

22.

23.

24.

25.

PART

In genera l ,  how much say or influence do the special  ed. 
superv iso r (s )  have on what happes in your I .S .D .?  1 2 3 4 5
In genera l ,  yow much say or influence does the  special
ed. s t a f f  have on what happens in your I .S .D .?  1 2  3 4 5
Amount of  inf luence  o f  d i r e c to r  in curriculum in
d i s t r i c t ?  1 2  3 4 5
Amount o f  inf luence  of superv iso r (s )  in curriculum in
d i s t r i c t ?  1 2  3 4 5
Amount o f  inf luence  of  s t a f f  in curriculum in d i s t r i c t ?  1 2  3 4 5
Amount of  inf luence  o f  d i r e c to r  in personnel s e l l e c t io n  
in d i s t r i c t ?  1 2  3 4 5
Amount of inf luence  o f  supe rv iso r (s )  in personnel
se lec t io n  in d i s t r i c t ?  1 2  3 4 5
Amount of  inf luence  of s t a f f  in personnel s e lec t io n
in d i s t r i c t ?  1 2  3 4 5
Amount of inf luence  of d i r e c to r  in e s tab l i sh in g  new
programs? 1 2  3 4 5
Amount of  inf luence  of  supe rv iso r (s )  in e s tab l ish in g
new programs? 1 2  3 4 5
Amount of inf luence  o f  s t a f f  in e s tab l ish ing  new
programs? 1 2  3 4 5
Amount of  inf luence  o f  d i r e c to r  in personnel promo­
t io n s  in d i s t r i c t ?  1 2  3 4 5
Amount of inf luence  of supe rv iso r (s )  in personnel
promotions in d i s t r i c t ?  1 2  3 4 5
Amount o f  inf luence  o f  s t a f f  in personnel promotions
in d i s t r i c t ?  1 2  3 4 5
Amount of inf luence  of  d i r e c to r  in e s tab l i sh in g  new
p o l ic i e s  1n d i s t r i c t ?  1 2  3 4 5
Amount of in f luence  of supe rv iso r ( s )  in e s tab l i sh in g
new p o l ic i e s  in d i s t r i c t ?  1 2  3 4 5
Amount of influence of s t a f f  in e s tab l i sh in g  new
p o l ic ie s  in d i s t r i c t ?  1 2  3 4 5

3. Lis ted below a re  words r e fe r r in g  to  items which describe  p a r t i c u ­
l a r  aspects  of jobs--work, superv is ion ,  people, pay promotion. 
Mark space 1 i f  the item descr ibes your job .  Mark space 2 i f  
the  item does not descr ibe  your jog .  Mark space 3 i f  you can­
not decide.
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WORK

26. Fascinating 1 2
27. Routine 1 2
28. Sa t is fy ing 1 2
29. Boring 1 2
30. Good 1 2
31. Creative 1 2
32. Respected 1 2
33. Hot 1 2
34. Pleasant 1 2
35. Useful 1 2
36. Tiresome 1 2
37. Healthful 1 2
38. Challenging 1 2
39. On your f ee t 1 2
40. Frus tra t ing 1 2
41. Simple 1 2
42. Endless 1 2
43. Gives sense o f  accomplishment 1 2

PEOPLE

44. Stimulating 1 2
45. Boring 1 2
46. Slow 1 2
47. Ambitious 1 2
48. Stupid 1 2
49. Responsible 1 2
50. Fast 1 2
51. I n t e l l i g e n t 1 2
52. Easy to  make enemies 1 2
53. Talk too much 1 2
54. Smart 1 2
55. Lazy 1 2
56. Unpleasant 1 2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
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57. No privacy 1 2
58. Active 1 2
59. Narrow i n t e r e s t s 1 2
60. Loyal 1 2
61. Hard to meet 1 2

SUPERVISION

62. Asks my advice 1 2
63. Hard to  please 1 2
64. Impoli t e 1 2
65. Praises  good work 1 2
66. Tactful 1 2
67. In f lu en t ia l 1 2
68. Up-to-date 1 2
69. Doesn't  supervise enough 1 2
70. Quick-tempered 1 2
71. T e l ls  me where I stand 1 2
72. Annoying 1 2
73. Stubborn 1 2
74. Knows job well 1 2
75. Bad 1 2
76. I n t e l l i g e n t 1 2
77. Leaves me on my own 1 2
78. Around when needed 1 2
79. Lazy 1 2

PAY

80. Income adequate fo r  normal expenses 1 2
81. S a t i s fac to ry  p r o f i t  sharing 1 2
82. Barely l iv e  on income 1 2
83. Bad 1 2
84. Income provides luxuries 1 2
85. Insecure 1 2
86. Less than I deserve 1 2

3
3
3
3
3

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
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87. Highly paid 1 2 3
88. Underpaid 1 2 3

PROMOTIONS

89. Good opportunity  fo r  advancement 1 2 3
90. Opportunity somewhat l imited 1 2 3
91. Promotion on a b i l i t y 1 2 3
92. Dead-end job 1 2 3
93. Good chance fo r  promotion 1 2 3
94. Unfair promotion policy 1 2 3
95. Infrequent promotions 1 2 3
96. Regular promotions 1 2 3
97. F a i r ly  good chance fo r  promotion 1 2 3

PART 4. Listed below are  several items which may be used to describe the  
behavior of your leader.  Each item describes a sp e c i f ic  kind of 
behavior but does not ask you to  judge whether the  behavior is 
d es i rab le  or  undesirable .  Please describe as accura te ly  as you 
can the  behavior of the leader  to whom you rep o r t .
Leader never a c t s  as descr ibed,  mark space number 1 
Leader seldom ac ts  as descr ibed,  mark space number 2 
Leader occasional ly  ac ts  as descr ibed,  mark space number 3 
Leader of ten  a c t s  as described,  mark space number 4 
Leader always ac ts  as described,  mark space number 5

98. Please ind ica te  the  pos i t ion  of the leader  you are
descr ib ing .  1) Supervisor 2) Director 1 2 3 4 5

99. He ac ts  as the  spokesman of the group. 1 2 3 4 5
100. He waits p a t i e n t ly  fo r  the  r e s u l t s  of  a decis ion. 1 2 3 4 5
101. He makes pep t a lk s  to  s t imula te  the  group. 1 2 3 4 5
102. He l e t s  group members know what i s  expected of them. 1 2 3 4 5
103. He allows the members complete freedom in t h e i r  work. 1 2 3 4 5
104. He is  h e s i ta n t  about taking i n i t i a t i v e  in the group. 1 2 3 4 5
105. He i s  f r i end ly  and approachable. 1 2 3 4 5
106. He encourages overtime work. 1 2 3 4 5
107. He makes accurate  decis ions . 1 2 3 4 5
108. He gets  along well with the people above him. 1 2 3 4 5
109. He publ ic izes  the  a c t i v i t i e s  o f  the  group. 1 2 3 4 5
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110. He becomes anxious when he cannot f ind out  what i s
coming next. 1 2  3 4 5

111. Hes arguments are  convincing. 1 2  3 4 5
112. He encourages the  use o f  uniform procedures. 1 2  3 4 5
113. He permits the  members to  use t h e i r  own judgment

in solving problems. 1 2  3 4 5
114. He f a i l s  to take necessary ac t ion .  1 2  3 4 5
115. He does l i t t l e  th ings to  make i t  p leasant  to be a

member of the  group. 1 2  3 4 5
116. He s t r e s s e s  being ahead of  competing groups. 1 2  3 4 5
117. He keeps the group working together  as a team. 1 2  3 4 5
118. He keeps the  group in good standing with high au th o r i ty .  1 2  3 4 5
119. He speaks as the  rep re sen ta t iv e  of the  group. 1 2  3 4 5
120. He accepts de fea t  in s t r i d e .  1 2  3 4 5
121. He argues persuasively  fo r  h is  point  of view. 1 2  3 4 5
122. He t r i e s  out h is  ideas in the  group. 1 2  3 4 5
123. He encourages i n i t i a t i v e  in the  group members. 1 2  3 4 5
124. He l e t s  other  persons take away his  leadership  in

the group. 1 2  3 4 5
125. He puts suggest ions made by the group in to  opera t ion .  1 2  3 4 5
126. He needles members fo r  g rea te r  e f f o r t .  1 2  3 4 5
127. He seems able  to  p red ic t  what i s  coming next. 1 2  3 4 5
128. He iw working hard f o r  a promotion. 1 2  3 4 5
129. He speaks fo r  the  group when v i s i t o r s  a re  p resen t .  1 2  3 4 5
130. He accepts  delays without becoming upset .  1 2  3 4 5
131. He i s  a ver persuasive t a l k e r .  1 2  3 4 5
132. He makes h is  a t t i t u d e s  c l e a r  to the  group. 1 2  3 4 5
133. He l e t s  the  members do t h e i r  work the way they

think bes t .  1 2  3 4 5
134. He l e t s  some members take advanteage of him. 1 2  3 4 5
135. He t r e a t s  a l l  groups members as his equals .  1 2  3 4 5
136. He keeps the  work moving a t  a rapid  pace. 1 2  3 4 5
137. He s e t t l e s  c o n f l i c t s  when they occur in the  group. 1 2  3 4 5
138. His super iors  a c t  favorably on most of his suggest ions.  1 2  3 4 5
139. He rep resen ts  the  group a t  ou ts ide  meetings. 1 2  3 4 5
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140. He becomes anxious when waiting fo r  new developments. 1 2  3 4 5
141. He i s  very s k i l l f u l  in an argument. 1 2  3 4 5
142. He decides what shal l  be done and how i t  shall  be done. 1 2  3 4 5
143. He assigns a task ,  then l e t s  the members handle i t .  1 2  3 4 5
144. He is  the  leader  of the group in name only. 1 2  3 4 5
145. He gives advance not ice  of  changes. 1 2  3 4 5
146. He pushes for  increases production. 1 2  3 4 5
147. Things usual ly  turn out as he p red ic ts .  1 2  3 4 5
148. He enjoys the pr iv i leges  of his pos i t ion .  1 2  3 4 5
149. He handles complex problems e f f i c i e n t l y .  1 2  3 4 5
150. He is  able  to  t o l e r a t e  postponement and uncerta in ty .  1 2  3 4 5
151. He is  not a very convincing t a lk e r .  1 2  3 4 5
152. He assigns group members to p a r t i c u la r  tasks .  1 2  3 4 5
153. He turns the members loose on a job ,  and l e t s  them

go to i t .  1 2  3 4 5
154. He backs down when he out to  stand firm. 1 2  3 4 5
155. He keeps to himself.  1 2  3 4 5
156. He asks the members to work harder.  1 2  3 4 5
157. He is  accurate  in predic ting  the trend of events.  1 2  3 4 5
158. He gets  h is  superiors to  ac t  fo r  the welfare  of the

group members. 1 2  3 4 5
159. He gets  swamped by d e t a i l s .  1 2  3 4 5
160. He can wait  j u s t  so long, then blows up. 1 2  3 4 5
161. He speaks from a strong inner conviction.  1 2  3 4 5
162. He makes sure th a t  his  pa r t  in the group is

understood by the group members. 1 2  3 4 5
163. He is  r e lu c ta n t  to allow the members any freedom

of  ac t ion .  1 2  3 4 5
164. He l e t s  some members have au tho r i ty  t h a t  he should keep. 1 2  3 4 5
165. He looks out fo r  the personal welfare of group members. 1 2  3 4 5
166. He sees to i t  th a t  the work of  the group i s  coordinated. 1 2  3 4 5
167. His work c a r r i e s  weight with his super io rs .  1 2  3 4 5
168. He gets th ings a l l  tangled up. 1 2  3 4 5
169. He remains calm when uncertain about coming events .  1 2  3 4 5
170. He i s  an insp i r ing  t a lk e r .  1 2  3 4 5
171. He schedules the  work to be done. 1 2  3 4 5
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172. He allows the group a high degree o f  i n i t i a t i v e .  1 2  3 4 5
173. He takes f u l l  charge when emergencies a r i s e .  1 2  3 4 5
174. He i s  w i l l in g  to make changes. 1 2  3 4 5
175. He dr ives  hard when there  i s  a job to  be done. 1 2  3 4 5
176. He helps group members s e t t l e  t h e i r  d i f fe ren ces .  1 2  3 4 5
177. He gets  what he asks fo r  from his super iors .  1 2  3 4 5
178. He can reduce a madhouse to system and order .  1 2  3 4 5
179. He i s  able  to delay ac t ion  u n t i l  the proper time occurs.  1 2  3 4 5
180. He persuades o thers  th a t  h is  ideas a re  to  t h e i r

advantage. 1 2  3 4 5
181. He maintains d e f i n i t e  standards of  performance. 1 2  3 4 5
182. He t r u s t s  the members to  exerc ise  good judgment. 1 2  3 4 5
183. He overcomes attempts made to challenge his  leadership .  1 2  3 4 5
184. He refuses  to  expla in  his  a c t io n s .  1 2  3 4 5
185. He urges the group to  beat i t s  previous record. 1 2  3 4 5
186. He a n t i c ip a te s  problems and plans fo r  them. 1 2  3 4 5
187. He i s  working his  way to the top. 1 2  3 4 5
188. He gets  confused when too many demands are  made of  him. 1 2  3 4 5
189. He worries  about the  outcome of  any new procedure. 1 2  3 4 5
190. He can in s p i r e  enthusiasm fo r  a p ro je c t .  1 2  3 4 5
191. He asks t h a t  group members follow standard ru les  and

regu la t io n s .  1 2  3 4 5
192. He permits the  group to  s e t  i t s  own pace. 1 2  3 4 5
193. He i s  e a i s ly  recognized as the  leader  of the  group. 1 2  3 4 5
194. He ac ts  without consult ing the  group. 1 2  3 4 5
195. He keeps the group working up to  capaci ty .  1 2  3 4 5
196. He maintains a c lose ly  kni t  group. 1 2  3 4 5
197. He maintains cord ia l  r e l a t io n s  with super io rs .  1 2  3 4 5

COMPLETE AND RETURN TO Special Education Research Quest ionnaire
c/o  Dr. Charles E. Henley and Ms. Megan Oberlin 
Department o f  Elementary and Special Education 
352A Erickson Hall 
Michigan Sta te  Univers i ty  
East Lansing, Michigan 48824
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Items Deleted From Job Description Index as a 
Result  of the P i lo t  Survey

WORK SUPERVISION PEOPLE

good bad slow
useful f a s t

smart
no privacy

PAY

s a t i s f a c to r y  p r o f i t  sharing 
bad
insecure

PROMOTIONS

good opportunity fo r  advancement 
infrequent  promotions 
regular  promotions



APPENDIX B 

SURVEY

111



APPENDIX B

February 1976

GENERAL INFORMATION FOR THE DIRECTOR

Last summer I contacted you fo r  information on your superv isors .
I a lso  asked fo r  your cooperation with t h i s  study l a s t  August a t  the 
Administrators I n s t i t u t e  in Grand Rapids.

I need your help in conducting t h i s  survey. P lease , please 
complete your survey and encourage your s t a f f  members to complete 
t h e i r  copies.

In order  fo r  the  ana lys is  to  be v a l id ,  a large  re tu rn  r a t e  i s  
needed. Also, the  instrument and postage are  expensive.

The fo lders  enclosed are  addressed to each s t a f f  member l i s t e d  
in the  200-300 pos i t ions  on your K0-10, 1974-75. I t  i s  v i ta l  t h a t  
you give your s t a f f  members t h e i r  envelopes. I f  any envelopes are  
marked fo r  s t a f f  members who:

1. a re  no longer in your employ, or
2. a re  operating a classroom (100 p o s i t io n ) ,

please cross out the  name and give to another s t a f f  member to  complete. 

Each fo lder  conta ins:

1. L e t te r  of in troduct ion  and explanation
2. Survey instrument
3. Return envelope

Any ques t ions ,  please  ca l l  me c o l l e c t  in Traverse City a t :

(616) 946-9140 Ext. 240 (8:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m.)
(616) 946-3803 ( a f t e r  5:00 p.m.)

Megan H. Oberlin

112
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GENERAL INFORMATION FOR THE DIRECTOR

There a re  fo lders  in t h i s  box addressed to each s t a f f  member 
l i s t e d  in the 200-300 pos i t ions  on your K0-10, 1974-75. I t  i s  v i t a l  
t h a t  you give your s t a f f  members t h e i r  envelopes. I f  any envelopes 
are  marked fo r  s t a f f  members who:

1. Are no longer in your employ, or
2. a re  operating a classroom (100 p o s i t io n ) ,

please cross out the  name and give to  another s t a f f  member to com­
p le te .

Each fo lder  conta ins:

1. L e t te r  of in troduction  and explanation
2. Survey instrument
3. Return envelope

I need your help in conducting t h i s  survey. P lease , please 
complete your survey and encourage your s t a f f  members to  complete 
t h e i r  copies.

In order fo r  the  ana lys is  to be v a l id ,  a large re tu rn  r a t e  is  
needed. Also, the  instrument and postage a re  expensive.

Any quest ions ,  please  c a l l  me c o l l e c t  in Traverse City a t :

(616) 946-9140 Ext. 240 (8:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m.)
(606) 946-3803 ( a f t e r  5:00 p.m.)

Sincerely yours,

Megan H. O berlin

MHO:kg
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February 1976 

Dear Colleague,

I am a Special Educator in Traverse City and graduate student  a t  
Michigan S ta te  Univers i ty .  I am conducting a study and need your help 
as a p a r t i c ip a n t .

The purpose of t h i s  study i s  to  obtain  measures on how special  
educators feel  about aspects  o f  t h e i r  work organiza t ions  and t h e i r  
jobs .  Your perceptions wil l  provide in s ig h t  in to  how special  edu­
ca tors  view t h e i r  jobs and may r e s u l t  in some p re d ic to r s .

This quest ionnaire  has been prepared with the  guidance and sup­
port  of  Dr. Larry Foster ,  Department o f  Management, College of Business, 
Micnigan S ta te  Univers i ty ,  and Dr. Charles Henley, Department of  Elemen­
ta ry  and Special Education, College of Education, Michigan S ta te  Uni­
v e r s i ty .

The quest ionnaire  takes approximately 35 minutes to answer.
Please answer a l l  quest ions on the  survey with PENCIL.

Please express your t ru e  fee l in gs  in completing the ques t ionna ire .  
Answers a re  c o n f id e n t i a l .  You are  i d e n t i f i e d  by a respondent number 
fo r  the following reasons:

a.  to  insure  contact  with c o r re c t  respondents fo r  the  study;
b. to  insure accurate  data ana lys is  as more than one computer 

card per respondent i s  necessary.

However, no individual  or d i s t r i c t  i s  to  be i d e n t i f i e d  in the  subse­
quent ana lys is .

Your cooperat ion and support a re  e s s e n t i a l .  P lease , please 
take a few minutes out of  your busy day and complete the  ques t ionnaire .  
Please re tu rn  the  completed quest ionnaire  in the  enclosed envelope by 
March 10. The information you provide i s  c ruc ia l  to  the  study.

Thank you in advance fo r  your time and e f f o r t .

S incere ly  yours ,

Megan H. Oberlin

MHO: kg
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A  m  m  m r.

SPECIAL EDUCATION RESEARCH QUESTIONNAIRE 
Michigan S ta te  University

General Diractlona: For raaearch purposes, it is important that you answer each question 
of this questionnaire. For each hem, please m ark your choice of response in pencil.
Make your marks clearly. Erase completely whan necessary.

PART 1
This section of the questionnairs it aimed at obtaining tome information regarding your background. This 
Information is critical to the tuccesa or the study, to  please answer each question. Please mark only 
one answer for oech question.

1. Vour position in the I.S.D 1. Oirector 2. Supervisor 3. Staff
2. Number of special education staff in you'I S.0. 1. 30 or below 2. 31 or above
1  Mark your age I. 26-30 2. 31-35 3. 36-40 4. 41-46 5. 46-50 6. 51-56 " 7. 56-80
4. Mark your race 1. Black 2. White 3. Chics no 4. Native American S. Oriental
6. Mark your tea 1. M ale 2  Fem ale

A How many years have you worked in vour present I.S.D.? 1. Leas than 3 2. 3 or more
7. How many years nave you been in your present position* 1. Less than 3 Z  3 or more

PART 2
Listed below are soma statements concerning amounts of influence in your intermediate school district. Indicate the amount of influence you feel 
each of the poeitiona have in your I .S.D. Please read each question carefuiy. The numbers and their meanings ate indicated below.
You feel the position hat no influence, mark wace 1.
You feel the position has a small amount of influence, mark space 2.
You feel the position h a t a  moderate amount of influence, m am  s p a c e  3.
You teal the position hata large amount of in fluence, m s 'k  s p a c e  4.
You feel the position has a complete emount of influence, mark space 5.
'D istricts without supervisor, leave 14-15 blank.

a In general, how much influence docs the special ed. director nave on what happen# in your I.S.D.? 1 2 3 4 B

a How much influence ha# special ed. director in curriculum in your I.S.D.? 1 2 3 4 5

10. How much influence has special ed. director in personnel selection in your I.S.D ? t 2 3 4 ft

i i . How much influence has special ea. director in establishing new programs in your I.S.D.? 1 2 3 4 ft

12. How much influence has special ed. director in personnel promotions in your I.S.D.? 1 2 3 4 ft

13. How much influence he# special ed. director in establishing new policies in your 1.S.O.? t 2 3 4 ft

*14. In general, how much influence does th t special ed- supervisor have on what happens in your I.S.D.? 1 2 3 4 ft

•IB. How much influence has specie' ed supervisor tn cumculu**' in vour I.S.D ’ 1 2 } 4 ft

•w . How much influence has special ed supervisor in personnel selection in your t.S.D.? 1 2 1 % Iu

*17. How much influence has spec<a eo supervisor in estaonsn.ng new programs in your I.S.D. ? 1 2 3 4 I

• i a How much influence has specie) ed. supervisor in personnel promotions in your I.S.D.? 1 2 3 4 5

• ia How much influence has special ed sunevisor in estepi-s^g new policies m your I S O.? 1 2 3 4 ft

2D. In general, how much influence does the special ed sta* have on what happens in your I.S.D.? 1 * 2 3 4 3

21. How much influence has soec.aieo sta" tu "  cu'u'?':r rOw'1 S D.? j 2 3 J ft

22. How much influence has special ed. staff in personnel se>ecnon in your i.S D ’ 2 3 r4 5

23. How much influence has special ed. staff in establishing new programs in your I.S.D.? 1̂ 2 3 4 }
24. How much influence has special ed. staff m personnel promotions in your I.S.D.? i I 5 m

i 3
2a How much influence has special ed. tu ff m establishing new policies in your I.S.D.7 J

r*3 m
a

na n
s
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PART 3.
Listed below are some words describing particular atpeets of jobs -  work, supervision, peooi* pat. pro 
motion. Mark space 1 H the word describes your Job. Mart space 2 rf the word does not describe 
your Job. Mark space 3 if you cannot decide.

WORK -  YOUR JOB
26. FMBbwdno J 2 3 27. Routine 1 2 3
28. Satisfying 1 2 3 29 Boring 1 2 3
30. Craadva 1 2 3 31 Resoected 1* 2 3a
32. Tiresome 1 2 3 33 Pleasant 1 2 3
38. GiMM mflfiGContplMniini V 2 3 35. Challenging 1 2 3
36. On youi ( n l 1 2 3 37 Frustrating 1 2 3
38. Simple ! 2 3 39 fnpJlASR 

PEOPLE ON I.S.D STAFF (Specie: Ed !
1 2 3

40. Boring j 2 3 <1. Stimulating 1 2 3
42. Ambitious 1 2 3 43. Stupid 1 2 3
44. Responsible 1 2 3 45. Inteit-gent i i 3• ■ m
46. Easy lo mika enemies 1 2 3 47. Talk too much 1 2 3
48. Lazy 3 2 3 49. Unpleasant j 2 3
SO. Narrow interests i 2 3 51 A;we *1 2 3
52. Loyal i 2 3 53 Hard to meet 

SUPERVISION
1 2 3

64. Aaksmyadvica i t 3 66 Impolite 1 2 3
56. Hard to please i 2 3 5? Praxes good wo'k 1 2 3
68. Tactful t 2 3 59 lr**jer*T(» 1 2 3
60. Up-to-date i 2 3 61 Does* : fcwpenriM enough y 2 3
82. Quick-tempered i 2 3 63 Tells me where I stand ) 2 3
64 Annoying i 2 3 65 Stubborn 1 2 3
66. Knowijobwol t 2 3 67 ir*fei;-j;ent * 2 3
68. Leaves ma on my own
7 a  Lav

t
i

2
2

3
3

68 Around when needed

PAY

1 2 3

71. Incomesdsquate for normal eipenias i 2 3 7«. Barei* uve or income 1 2 3
73. Lata than 1 deoerve t 2 3 74 Income provides luiunes i 2 3
75. Highly paid i 2 3 76. Unde*ca c 

PROMOTIONS

♦ *■ 3

77. Promotion on ability t 2 3 78 Dead end cl 1 2 3
79. Good chance (or promotion i 2 3 60 OppoMunrtv tc^e-s-a* 'i^'ted 1 2 3
81. Unfair promotion policy i 2 3 82 Fainy good cna°cefcr promotion 1 2 5

PART A
Listed below are several items which may be used to describe the behavior of your leaoe* Eecn item aesc 'ibes a specific kind of behavio* but does 
not ask you to judge whether the behavior isdestrabe  or unaesi*at<e °  ease ta > : ' r?  at c . o * i«<*3e •- w o rn
you report.
Leader never acts as described, mark space number 1. Leads* seldom acts a s  d«s:r,L*»d mark soaee numbe 2 lean e*  occasionaiV ac ts  as 
described, mark space number 2. Leader often acts a s  described m ars  s p a ce  num ber 4 i.eaat* alw ays a c ts  a s  d e s r 'ro e d . m ark sp a ce  n um ber S 
‘ Directors. please describe yourself in your position as director

83. Pfeese indicate the position of the leader your are describing. * Supr»v.»y 2

/  //  (J* / 7 /
84. Leader acta as the spokesman of th s g r w . 1 2 3 4 5
85. Leader waits patiently for the results of a decision t 2 3 4 «;

86. laadar makes pap taka to stimulata the graup. ,1 2 3 4 *i
87. Leader lets group members snow what is expected o' them 1 * ' 3 4 5A
88. Laadar slows the memboia eontplete freedom in their work. 1 2 j 4 #
88. Leader is hesitant about taking initiative in the group t 28e A 3n 4A
60. Leader is fhantpy endaoproechafate. .' t 2 3 4 b
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■' m . I n t o  encourages overtime work. 1 2 ? 4 8
92 Leader makes accurate decision*. 1 2 3 4 8

£  fep* * n . Laadar gate along waft with the wool* above him. 1 2 3 i  s
" 94. Laadar publicises the activities ot tha group. 1 2 3 « s

‘y « . Laadar bacomaa ansioua when laadar cannot find out what ra coming nart. 2 % i  5
96. Laadar'a arguments are convincing. 'l 2 3 4 5

r. *7. Laadar encourage* ttia uaa of uniform prooaduraa. t 2 3 4 5
96. Laadar pamtna the mem be re to uae thair own judgment in eotvmg problems. i 2 3 4 5
« Leader fate to taka nacaaasry actian. ■ • I 2 j j  *

Sr.
100. Laadar does littla thmga to make it plaaaant to be a mamber ol the group. t 2 3 4 S
1*1. Leader straasaa being ahead of cosnpeting group*.- • -

f. n
I 2 t 5 *

102. Laadar keep* tne grouo wonting togetner aa a team 1 2 2 4 S
KB. Laadar kasp* the group in good standing with high authority. t 2 3 4 8
104. Laadar speaks as the representative ot tne group 1 2 3 4 5

r 106. Laadar accepts defeat in stride. 1 2 3 4 5
106. Leader argue* persuasively tor leader's point ot view. l 2 3 4 5

* 107. Laadar tries out leader's idaas in the group. 1 2 3 4 ft
106 Leader encourages m.t.ative in the group members 1 7 ? A 5

£ 161. Laadar lata other parsons raka away leadership In tha group. 1 2 3 4 I
110. Laadar puts suggestions made by tha group into operation. 1 2  3 4 5
Ml. laadar needles members tor greater attort. 4 8
112. Leader seems able to predict wnat is coming nest. 1 2 3 4 S

•t"’
h 112. 1 seder ia wonting hard tor a promotion. 1 2 5 4 ft

114. Laadar speaks tor tha group when visitors era present. 1 2 3 4 5
* 116. Laadar accspts delays without becoming upset. 1 2 3 ■ 4 5

116. Laadar is a very persuasive talker - ? 3 < 5
117. Laadar makes laadar'a attitude* ctaar to tha group. t 2 3 4 8
118. Leader lata the members do tneir work the wav they think bast. 1 7 3 4 5

\ 110. Laadar lata soma mambars taka advantage ot Itar/him. » 2 3 4 5
120. Laadar treats all group members as hat his equals 1 2 3 4 51 121. Laadar kaapa dta work moving at a rapid pace. 1 2 3 4 &
122. Leader senlas conflicts whan they occur in the group > 2 3 4 S

#■’ m . Laadar'a auparion act favorably an moat ot tha laadar'a auggaadon i. 1 2 3 4 5
124 Laadar represents tha group at outside meeting*. 1 2 ? * I4 6r m 1f1i1

1 2  3
126. Leader it very skillful m an argument. i 2 3 4 f

* 127. Loader decides whet shall be done and how it shall be done. 1 2 3 4 £
126. Leader auigns a task, then lets the members handle»: 1 2 3 4 &

i i a . He/She •  the leader of the group in name only. 1 2 3 4 fi
130. Leader gives advance notice of changes. 1 2 3 4 5
131. Leader pushes for increased production. 1 2 3 4 5
132. Things usually turn out as leader predicts. :  3 4 £

jr 123. Leader enjovs the privileges of feeder'tpoartion. 1 2 3 4 £
134. Leader handles complex problems efficiently. .1 2 P 4 5

136. Loader is able to tolerate postponement and untorttbdy. 1 2 3 4 5
136. Leader is not a very convincing talker i 2 4 6

t
137. Loader aaoigns group members to particular tasks. 1 2 3 4 S
136. Laadar turns the members loose on a/ob and lets them go to it. I  i  3 S 9r 139. Leader becksdowm when he'she ought to stand frm. 1 2  3 4 *

V■*•-
140. Leader keeps to henetf'himself. i  2 3 * ft
641.' Leader aeka the members to w o* twrdK ■’•** r*  •. _■ „** 1 2  3 4 ft
142. Leader is accurate in predieting the trend of events 1 2 3 4 3
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/

✓  / f  / 4
M3. Leader gets his mer euperore to ect for the wefts#* of the group member! 1 2 » 3 4 S
144 Leeds' gets swamped by detail*. 1 2 3 4 6
145 Leader can wait ju r  eo tong, then blows up. 2 3 « 6
146 Leader speaks from a strong inner conviction 2 3 4 *.

147. Leader makes sure that her/he pan in the group ie understood ov the group members. t 5 3 4 6
148. Leader *  reluctant to allow tne members any freedorr of action 2 3 4 h
149 Leader let* some members have authority that he she should keep 2 3 4 5
150 Leader loots out for the personal welfare of group member* 1 2 3 4 5
151. Leader permits the members to take it easy in their work. i ? ?  ? i
152 Leader sees to rt that the work of the group is coordinated 2 3 4 f
153 Leader's word carries weight witn his her superiors 2 3 4 6
154 Leade* gets thngs ai* tangled uc 2 3 * e

156. Leader remains calm when uncertain about coming events 1 2 3 4 fc
156 Leade* is an inspiring talker. 2 3 4 &
157. Leader schedules the work to be done 2 3 4 *

156 Leader sttows the group a hig» degree of initiative 2 3 4 c

159. Leader takes fuU charge when emergencies a nae. 2 3 4 5

160 Leader is willing to make change* 2 3 4 6
161. Leader dnves hard when there s  a fob to be done. 2 3 4 S
162 Leade' halos group members settle tneir difference* 2 3 4 c
163 Leader gets what he asks tor from hrs'her superiors 2 3 4 i
154 leade* can reduce a mad nouse to svsiem and orde* 2 3 4 K
165 Leader is able to delay action unlit the proper time occurs. 2 3 4 1
166 Leader persuades othc'* that his he* ideas are to their advantage 7 3 i 6
167 Leader maintains definite standards of performance. f

168 leeoe' trusts me members to exercise good judgment c
169 Leader overcome* attempts maoe to challenge her his leadership e £ <
170 leader refuses to exp.a r his he' action* (
171. Leader urges group to beet its previous record • r« 4 1
172 Leade* emanate* problems and plans to* them : ;• & t
173 Leader is working his h r  way tc tne top * 3 4 L
174 Leader pets co^fusec whe** tor «»*^v demands are made o* ne» h-**- £ L
175. Leade* worries about outcome o' any new procedure 3 4 r

176 Leade* can insp *e enmus.asr- fo* a project ? 4 1
177 Leader asks ihat group membet tdio* standard rules and regulations :• a 1.
17B Leade' permits tne p 'o jp to  set ■;* nv.r pact :■ a 1
179. Leader is easily retogmzeo as the reade* of the group. i 2 3 4 1
100 Leade* act* without cons^-t ngmep'bj:: ’ 2 3 4 L

161 Leader keeps the group working up ts* capacity 2 3 4 1
182 Leade* rr.a-ntan* a cose . *n<; g*; 5 A
183. Leade* maintains cord*a- relations wtn superiors i : 2 “

M o '* ? * ’ S ts tt umrsn** C
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April 1976

Please thank your s t a f f  members who have responded to  my 
survey. Please encourage your s t a f f  members who have not responded 
to complete and re turn  the  survey. I am sending you a f i r s t  page 
so you wil l  remember the survey.

Please thank your s t a f f  fo r  taking the  time to  complete the  
survey. Thank you fo r  d i s t r i b u t i n g  and responding.

Sincerely yours,

Megan H. Oberlin

MO: kg 

Enc.
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