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RATINGS CF THE LEAPER'S INITIATION OF STRUCTURE AND
CONSIDERATION WERE OBTAINED FROM 36 INTERCULTURAL CISCUSSION
GROUFPS COF ONE AMERICAN AND ONE INDIAN GRADUATE STULDENT PLUS
AN AMERICAN LEADER. RATINGS COF GROUFP ATMOSPHERE, ESTEEM FOR
LEACER), AND LEADER EFFECTIVENESS WERE ALSC ODTAINED AFTER
EACH GROUF COMFLETED AN INTERCULTURAL NEGCOTIATION TASK AND A
GROUP CREATIVITY TASK. RESULTS SHCWED THAT AMERICAN AND
INDCIAN MEMBERS®' ESTEEM FOR LEACER AND GROUF ATMOSFHERE
RATINGS WERE POSITIVELY CORRELATED WITH THE LEADER'S
CONSICERATE BEHAVICR BUT NOT WITH HIS STRUCTURING BEBEHAVICOR.
EFFECTIVENESS AS RATED BY AMERICANS WAS FOSITIVELY CORRELATED
WITH CONSIDERATION AND INITIATICON OF STRUCTURE. WHEN RATEC BY
THE INDIANS, EFFECTIVENESS WAS CORRELATED ONLY WITH
CONSICERATICN. THE LEADER'S SELF RATINGS OF CONSIPERATICN AND
INITIATION OF STRUCTURE WERE POGSITIVELY CORRELATED WITH HIS
RATINGS OF GROUFP ATMOSFHERE ANC OF HIS EFFECTIVENESS. GROUF
PERFORMANCE WAS UNRELATEDC 7O CONSIDERATION RATINGS BUT WAS
POSITIVELY RELATED TO INITIATION CF STRUCTURE, THIS FINDING
BEING SFECIFIC TO THE CULTURE AN THE TASK. (AUTHOR/AJ)
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ABSTRACT

Initiation of Structure, Consideration, and Task Performance

in Intercultural Discussion Groups

Lynn R. Anderson

Wayne State University™*

Ratings of the leader's Initiation of Structure and Consideration were
obtained from members of 36 intercultural discussion groups consisting of one
American and one Indian graduate student plus an American leader, Ratings
of Group Atmosphere, Esteem for Leader, and Effectiveness of Leader were also
obtained after each group had completed an intercultural negotiation task
and also after completing a group creativity task. Results showed that con
both tasks the American and Indian members' Esteem for Leader and Group Atmos-
phere ratings were positively correlated with the leader's considerate
behavior but were not related to the leader's structuring behavior. The
leader's Effectiveness as rated by Americans was positively correlated with
both Consideration and Initiation of Structure scores. When rated by the
Indian subjects, the leader's Effectiveness was correlated only with his
Consideration score. The leader's self ratings of Consideration and Initiation
of Structure both were positively correlated with his own rating of the Group
Acmosphere and with his rating of his own Effectiveness. The group performance
scores were unrelated to Consideration ratings. However, group performance

was positively related to the Initiation of Structure ratings, but this

finding was specific to the culture and the task. The results were discussed

in terms of differences in "role expectations' between the two cultural groups.

*This study was performed while the author was a member of the Group
Effectiveness Research Laboratory of the University of Illinois.




Initiation of Structure, Comsideration, and Task Performancz

in Intercultural Discussion Groupsl

Lynn R. Anderson

Wayne State University

Introducticn

In recent leadership research the factors of Consideration and Initiation
of Structure appear to account for a substantial percentage of variations in
leader behavior and leader styles. Consideration describes those leader
behaviors which are oriented towird maintaining harmonious interpersonal
relations and instigating warmth, respect and mutual trust in the leader-
member relations. Behaviors identified as Initiation of Structure are
attempts of the leader to establish well-defined channels of communicatioz,
patterns of organization and other means of getting the job done. The present j
research explores the relationship of these two dimensions of leader behavior
as they are related to various leader and member attitudes and to the tack

performance of intercultural discussion groups.

The factors were initially identified by Halpin and Winer (19%2) in a

factor analysis ox a 130-item Leader Behavior Questionnzire developed by
Hemphill (1949). The two factors were relatively independent of each sther

and together accounted for approximately 83 percent of the variance when 300

aircraft crew members described their commanders on Hemphill's questionnaire.

lThis research was supported by ARPA Order No. 454, Contract NR 177-472, Nonr
1834(36), "Communication, Cooperation, and Negotiation in Culturally Hetero-
geneous Groups,” between the Advanced Research Projects Agency and the
University of Illinois (Fred E. Fiedler, Lawrence M. Stolurow, and Harry C.
Triandis, Principal Investigators). This report will appear as an article

in the J. soc. Psychol., 1967 (In Press).
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These same factors have also been identified in factor analyses of ratings of
industrial foremen (Fleishman, 1953), state police supervisors (Bass, 1963),
and ROTC students (Meuwese, 1964). Stodgill, Scott, and Jaymnes (1957) report
a further factor analytic study of data obtained from Naval officers and
suggest that their facto»s of Administrative Control and Interpersonal Rela-
tions seem to correspond to the Imitiation of Structure and Consideration
factors, respectively. Kahn and Katz (1960) have identified "employee-
centered” leader behavior and "production-centered” behavior which again

seem somewhat parallel to Consideration and Initiation of Structure.
Additional factor studies by Wherry (1950), Rupe (1951), and Roach (1956),
have identified categories of leader behaviors which, according to Bass

(1960) can safely be equated to Consideration and Initiation of Structure.
More recently, Anderson (1964) found that "psychologically distant" leaders
tended to initiate more structure while "psychologically close" leaders
behaved in a more ca siderate manner - confirming predictions by Halpin (1954)
and Fiedler (1962). And finally, Newport (1962) states that the Consideration
and Initiation of Structure dimensions are probably similar to, although not
synonymous with, the more traditional notions of democratic and autocratic
styles of leader behavior. From this diverse collection of research evidence,
it would appear that the isolation of these factors of Consideration and
Initiation of Structure has approximated the identification of a rather pri-
mary set of leader behaviors.

Consideration and Initiation of Structure ratings generally have shown
reliable relationships with leadership effectiveness ratings. The relation-
ships are quite crucially. dependent, however, upon the source of the
effectiveness ratings, i.e., whether the leader is being evaluated by his
superiors, or his subordinates., Subordinates generally rate the leader as

being more effective to the extent that he displays considerate behavior,
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When rated by his superiors, however, the effectiveness of this same leader
is positively correlated with the structuring behavior which he is seen as
instigating in his group (Halpin, 1954; Fleishman, Harris and Burtt, 1955).2
The role conflict induced by tagse opposing role expectations has been
referred to by Halpin (1954) as the "dilemma of leadership'. The problem
has been discussed more extensively by Bass (1960) and Shartle (1956).

Additional research 2lso has shown that Consideration and Initiation of
Structure are significantly related to members' "satisfaction’ or liking for
their group. Halpin (1954) found a positive correlation between aircraft
crew's "Satisfaction Index" and the crew commander's considerate behavior,
while the Satisfaction Index was negatively correlated with the commander’s
structuring behavior., Fleishman and Harris (1962) examined employee
"grievances" and "turnover rate" 3n relationship to subordinates' ratings of
their foreman's considerate and structuring behavior. Their study showed that
both turnover rate and employee grievances were positively correlated with
the amount of structure which the foreman instigsted, but both indexes were,
in turn, negatively correlated with the amount of considerate behavior
attributed to the foreman. However, foremen who were rated low on both
Consideration and Initiation of Structure had maximum turnover and employee
grievance rates. Fleishman (1955) and Fleishman, et al., (1955) report
further evidence that workers prefer groups with highly considerate foremen.
Data from Bass (1963) and Meuwese (1964) corroborate this general finding.
Although member satisfaction is quii. strongly related to Consideration in
thésessteyades, Foa (1957) and Berkowitz (1953) caution that satisfaction is

probably more crucially determined by member expectations of supervisor

or leader behavior.

2N‘oteworthy exceptions to this latter conclusion can be found in
Fleishman and Peters (1962) and Lawrie (1963). Both studies report non-
significant correlations of Initiation of Structure and effectivemess iatings.
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Although the factors of Consideration and Initiation of Structure appear
to be quite consistently related to various efficiency ratings and satisfac-
tion indexes, the relation to objective measures of group productivity has
proved somewhat more elusive. However, after reviewing the available evicdence,
Shartle (1956) concludes that leader behavior which is high on both Consider-
ation and Initiation of Structuring is most likely to bolster group perfo:-
mance. Some evidence supporting this notion is presented by Halpin (1954)
and Fleishman and Harris (1962).

As part of a large laboratory study of intercultural discussion groups,
the author collected Consideration and Initiation of Structure descriptions
of leader behavior from the group members and also from the leader himself.
The present report examines the relationship ol these consideration and
structure ratings to various efficiency, esteem, and satisfaction scores
which were also collected from each group. Perfox:iance scores were also
available on two different discussion tasks, an intercultural negotiation
problem and a group creativity probilem. In addition to replicating the
previously mentioned studies, the data provide separate analyses for each of
the two cultural groups (Indian and American) who participated in the experi-
ment. From these analyses we can obtain some evidence for the cross~cultural
generality of the Consideration and Initiation of Structure factors and their

relationship to attitudes and productivity in culturally heterogeneous groups.
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Subjects

The subjects for the experiment were volunteer male graduate students who
were paid five dollars for approximately five hours of participation in an
"International Discussion Research Project". Thirty-six American students
were appointed formal leaders of three-man discussion groups, consisting of
the leader, one other American student and one student who was a native of

India.

Tasks

Each of the 36 groups was assigned to a separate room in a vacant men's
dormitory where they were given two discussion tasks. The first task (Caste
Problem) was an intercultural negotiation problem designed to elicit cultural
differences between the American and the Indian group members. The Caste
Problem dealt with difficulties encountered when an American industrial plant
in India attempted to staff its positions on the basis of aptitude testing
rather than by following the traditional caste hierarchy in the local village.
Specific role assignments were made on this task with the Indian member
assigned to represent an official from the Indian government and the American
member assigned to be an American industrial expert. The leader was told he
should participate in the discussion, but should act as a neutral moderator
and not take sides with either the American or Indian member. The group was
to write an employee selection policy which would be acceptable to the
residents of the village and which would also be efficient in staii .ng the

American industrial plant,

—— —-— o cmem— s - e — ——— . rm——— e eV mtanw  am——— o —

3The entire design of the original laboratory experiment is described
in detail by Anderson (1964). Only those aspects relevant to the present
paper are given in the following section.
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The task was scored by having seven American judges rate on a 15-point
scale how acceptable the policy would be to a large industrial plant.
Similarly, five Indian judges rated on a 15-point scale how acceptable each
group's policy would be to residents of an Indian village. The projected
intercorrelation of the American judges was .75 and .57 for the Indian judges.
The final productivity score on this task is the mean of the American and
Indian evaluations of the policy.

The second task given to the groups was to write two original stories
based on a TAT card. This task has been used in previous studies of group
creativity (Fiedler, 1962; Anderson and Fiedler, 1964) and was included in
the present study to give some continuity with this series and also to
provide a contrast to the highly structured and culturally "biased" Caste
problem. Each TAT story was rated from one to five points by seven judges
using a seven category manual (Fiedler, 1962). The £f£inal criterion score
was a sum of the ratings given to the two stories. The average intercorrela-

tion of the seven judges was .95.

Post-session Measures

After the completion of each of the tasks each subject was given an
individual test booklet which included the following questionnaires:

(a) A Leader Behavior Questionnaire which contained ten items descrihing
the leader's behavior on the Consideration dimension and ten items describing
the leader's Initiation of Structure behavior. The two group members described
their leader on each of the 20 items by checking an eight-step scale aftexr
each of the items. The leader described himself on the same 20 items. The
final Consideration and Initiation of Structure scores are a sum of the

rating on the ten Consideration items and the ten Initiation of Structure

items. The ten Consideration items were:




1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)
7)
8)
9)

10)

7=

He did everything possible to make it pleasant for the members
to be in the group.

He did not use large and difficult words, but spoke clearly.
He made especially sure the feelings of the members were not
hurt,

He explained and gave reasons for the decisions which he
wished to make.

He did not write down group soltu’ ions without first consulting
the other group members.

He welcomed new ideas, even those with which he did not agree.
He treated the group members as his equals.

He was open to suggestions about changes in procedure.

He was friendly and easy to talk to.

He made members feel ai ease when they were talking to him,

The ten Iritiation of Siructure items were:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

He insisted that group members concentrate their efforts on
turning out the best possiblie group solution.

¥ made sure the group members knew that he was in charge,

He formulated his own opinions and made them available to the
group at an early stage.,

He ruled with an "iron hand" so that the group discussion-.did
not get out of control.

He made a definite plan of procedure and insisted that group
members follcwved it.

He let the group members know what was expected of them.

He assigned group members to specific tasks if this seemed
feasible.

He complimented good work and criticized poor work.
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9) Ho watched the time and tried to meet deadlines.

10) He spoke in a decisive manner.

These 20 items are rewordings of items which were found by Halpin and
Winer (1952) to be highly related to the Structure and Consideration factors.
Since the Halpin and Winer article provides the loading of each of the 20
items on the factors of Consideration and Initiation of Structure, a coeffi-
cient of congruence (Tucker, 1951) could be computed between these original
factors and the first two factors obtained from a factor analysis of the
Leader Behavior Questionnaire used in the present study.4 These coefiicients
ranged from .86 to .96 and, although significant tests are not available for
this statistic, it did appear that the coefficients were sufficiently high
to justify the assumption that the factors had replicated the original
factors identified by Halpin and Winer as Consideration and Initiation of
Structure. The two factors accounted for approximately 50% of the variance
in the Leader Behavior Questionnaire.

(b) A Group Atmosphere questionnaire which asked each subject to
evaluate the atmosphere of his group on a series of 10 evaluative adjective
scales of the semantic differential form (Osgood, et al., 1957). A high
score (eight) was always assigned to the favorable end of each scale, thus
a high Group Atmosphere score indicates that the subject felt the group
interaction was pleasant or enjoyable. This questionnaire has been used
previously in studies of group creativity (Fiedler, 1962) as a measure of the
"gtress” or "interpersonal tensions" which are produced during a group's
interaction. The Group Atmosphere score may also be seen as a tentative

index of growp "morale".
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4Interpretat:lon of the coefficient is somewhat similar to a correlation
coefficient since the range is from +1.00 for perfect factorial agreement to
-1.00 for perfect negative agreement and zero for no agreement of the factors.
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(c) An Esteem for Leader questionnaire which asked the members to rate
their leader on the same semantic differential scales used 1n ratings of the
Group Atmosphere, Obtained in this manner, the Esteem score corresponds to
Fishbein's recent definition of "attitude" as the "affective evaluation of an
object" (Fishbein and Raven, 1962; Anderson and Fishbein, 1965). A high
esteem score indicates a favorable attitude or gemeral acceptance of the
leader,

(d) A Post-meeting questionnaire containing seven items rating the
group task, and various aspects of the discussion project. One item from
this questionnaire (How well did the chairman do his job?) seemed to corre-

spond to an "effectiveness" rating of the leader and will be referred to as

such in the remainder of the report.

Results

Members' Ratings of Leader Behavior

As in many of the previously mentioned studies which examined the factors
of Consideration and Iuitiation of Structure, the group members' ratings of
the leader's behavior were summed (Indian plus American) and then correlated
with the various attitude scores. These results are presented in Table 1.

Here it can be seen that on both of the group tasks, the leader's considerate

behavior was highly correlated with the members' ratings of Group Atmosphere,
Esteem for the Leader and Effectiveness of the Leader. Assuming that these

ratings are somewhat similar to the "satisfaction” or "1iking" indexes and

efficiency ratings employed in the previous studies, these highly significant
correlations present a replication of the general finding that the leader's
considerate behavior is most critically related to his subordinates' morale
and to his subordinates' evaluation of leadership effectivemess. It is

interesting to note, however, that on the highly unstructured TAT task, the
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Table 1

Correlations of the Members' (Indian plus American) Ratings

of the Leader's Behavior and the Various Attitude and

Performance Scores ( N = 36 )

Task 1 Task II
Caste Problem TAT Stories
Cons. Struc. Cons. Struc.
Members' rating of:
1. Group Atmosphere 62%% = 07 .60** -,05
2. Esteem for leader JATH¥ .10 «58** .03
3. Effectiveness of leader «53** 31 <A6%* 4l%*
Actual group performance score .06 . 36% -,10 « 39%

ropm tr e v s e e b

* p< .05

*»* p < ,01
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leader's Initiation of Structure behavior was significantly correlated with
his effectiveness rating (r = .41, p < .05). This result, however, was most
evident when the two members' ratings were combined. Quite different results
were obtained when separate analyses were made for the twe cultural groups.

When the group's performance scores were correlated with the combined
members' ratings of the leader's behavior on both tasks, only the Initiation
of Structure scores were significantly related to group effectiveness.
Specifically, group performance was positively related tc the amount of
structuring behavior the members attributed to the leader. Again, however,
the result is derived from a sum of the Indian and American members' ratings.

The overall results of Table 1 suggest that the leader's considerate
behavior had its most sslient effect upon the members' acceptance of the
leader and favorable evaluations of the group itself. However, objective
group performance was related only to the leader's structuring behavior. It
follows that in these discussion groups, the members' satisfaction or morale
was not related to task performance. Verification of this notion was obtained
from the fact that the group performance scores on both tasks were not

correlated with the Group Atmosphere scores or the Esteem or Effectiveness

ratings of the leader on either of the two tasks.

American Member's Ratings of Leader Behavior

Separate correlational analyses were conducted on the American member's
ratings and the ratings made by the Indian member. The results for the
American subjects are shown in Table 2 which indicates that ratings of the
leader's considerate behavior were highly correlated with the Effectiveness
and Esteem ratings and also with the Group Atmosphere score on both of the
discussion tasks. It is interesting to note, however, that the Initiation

of Structure scores as well as the Comnsideration scores were correlated with




Table 2

Correlations of the American Member's Ratings of the Leader's Behavior

and the Various Attitude and Performance Scores (N = 36)

Task I

Caste Problem

Task 11

TAT Stories

Cons. Struc. Cons. Struc.
American member's rating of:
1. Group Atmosphere 0S4 %k* .09 o 62%% 07
2. Esteem for leader o O1¥% .26 S5 8%* .13
3. Effectiveness of leader « 58%% 4 2% « 39% A2%
Actual group performance score -.05 . 38% -.17 .18

* p< .05

** p < ,01
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the Effectiveness ratings on the two tasks. For the American members the
effective leader was one who was high on both dimensions of Consideration
and Initiation of Structure. Despite the rather extreme differences in the
amount of structure imposed upon the group by the nature of the two tasks, the
American subjects apparently felt that effective leadership required the
instigation of structure as well as acts of consideration among the group
members.

Correlations with the actual group performance scores showed that ratings
of Consideration were unrelated to performance on both tasks. Ratings of
Initiation of Structure were significantly correlated with group performance

on the Caste problem but were unrelated tc performance on the TAT task.

Indian Member's Ratings of Leader Behavior

Table 3 presents the correlations computed on the ratings obtained from
the Indian subjects., Again it is apparent that the leader's considerate
behavior was highly related to the Esteem and Effectiveness ratings and to the
Group Atmosphere scores. In contrast to the American subjects, however, the
Indian subjects did not feel that structuring behavior initiated by the leader
was conducive to effectiveness as a group leader. The Effectiveness ratings
were not correlated with the Initiation of Structure scores on either task.
This finding may identify an important difference in leader role expectations
between *he two cultural groups., That is, the American subjects rated the
leader as being effective to the extent that he displayed both considerate and
structuring behavior during the group's problem solving activities. The Indian
subjects, on the other hand, rated the leader as being effective based only on
his considerate behavior. The effective leader was not seen as instigating

structure on either of the two tasks.




Table 3

Correlations of the Indian Member's Ratings of the Leader's Behavior and

the Various Attitude and Performance Scores (N = 36)

Task 1 Task 1l
Caste Problem TAT Stories
Cons, Struc. Cons., Struc.
Indian Member's rating of:

E 1. Group Atmosphere . 64%%* .05 . 62%* .02

E 2. Esteem for leader . 38% .30 « O 2% ¥ .06

f 3. Effectiveness of leader o 34% .21 «37* 27
.05 .12 .02 c42%

Actual group performance score

A ke N

* p< .05

]
| xx p < .01
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Also evident in Table 3 is the fact that the Indian ratings were not
correlated with group performance on the first task, but the Initiation of
Structure ratings were significantly related to group performance on the
second, creativity,task. This result is again somewhat opposite to the
pattern of correlations obtained from the American subjects which showed a
significant relationship between group performance and ratings of structure

on the first task.

Leader' Self Ratings

Apart from a study by Oaklander and Fleishman (1964) few studies have
obtained the leader's ratings of his own considerate and structuring behavior.
Since all 36 of the leaders in the present experiment described their own
behavior on the Leader Behavior Questionnaire, correlations could be computed
between these self ratings and the leader's Group Atmosphere score, as well
as the leader's ratings of his own effectiveness. Self-esteem ratings were
not available for the leaders.

As can be seen in Table 4 the correlations of the leader's self ratings
present a pattern somewhat different from that obtained from the ratings made
by the group memhers. The leader'’s Group Atmosphere score and his rating of
Consideration and Initiation of Structure on both of the tasks. In other
words, the leader felt he was most effective when he was able to structure
the task activities of the group and at the same time was able to display
considerate behavior toward the group members. Similarly, the leader
perceived that the morale or atmosphere of the group was more enjoyable or
favorable when he was able te perform both leadership functions.

The correlations with the actual group performance sScores showed that
Consideration was unrelated to group performance on both tasks, while the

Initiation of Structure ratings were correlated with group performance only

on the first task. This latter finding coincides with the results presented




Table 4

Correlations of the Leader's Ratings of His Own Behavior and the

Various Attitude and Performance Scores

(N = 36)
Task 1 Task 11
Caste Problem TAT Stories
Cons. Struc. Cons. Struc.
Leader's Rating of:
1. Group Atmosphere . 33% ° O2%% . 56% % . S8%%
2. Effectiveness (of self) .33% . 55%* . 56%¥ «D6%**
Actual group performance score .15 . 37T* .03 .15

* p< .05

** p < .01
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in Table 2 which also indicated that group performance was correlated with

the American's ratings of the leader's structuriag behavior but only on the
first task. On the other hand, it will be recalled from Table 3 that the
Indian's rating of the leader's structuring behavior was correlated with group
performance only on the second task. Apparently the American subjects were

describing somewhat different aspects of the leader's structuring behavior

than were the Indian subjects. It may be, however, that the leader was, in
fact, instigating different degrees of structuring toward the two group members.
The correlation between the American and Indian ratings of the leader's behavior

on this factor was =-.08 on the Caste problem and .24 on the TAT task.

Some clarification may accrue by noting differences between the two tasks

themselves. Data collected in the original study rather obviously suggested

that the Caste problem was biased in favor of the Indian member. The American

member, being somewhat less familiar with the Indian culture and caste system
tended to withdraw from participation on the problem. Since an adequate
solution to the Caste problem had to be acceptable to'gggg’the Indian and
American cultures, group performance was bolstered to the extent that the
leader was able to “structure" the American member's participation into the ]

group discussion. On this task then the American's ratings of the leader's

Initiation of Structure were positively correlated with group performance.
Quite the opposite situation probably occurred on the TAT problem if it is
assumed that this task was somewhat biased in favor of the American subjects,
Compared to the Indian subjects, the Americam subjects probably were more
familiar with psychological testing and this type of "off-beat" creativity
task (Anderson, 1964). On this second task the leader's structuring activi-
ties may have focused mainly upon the Indian member in an attempt to include
him in the group's discussion. Thus, the Indian member's perception of the

leader's structuring behavior was correlated with group performance more sirorgl

on this second task,
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Discussion

The data support the findings of several previous studies which examined
the leader behaviors identified as Consideration and Initiation of Structure.
Both the Indian and American members' esteem for their leader and their eval-
uation of the discussion group weie positively related to ratings of the
leader's considerate behavior. However, objective measures of group task
performance were related only to the Initiation of Structure factor. In
addition, these esteem or "satisfaction"' indexes of the members were quite
independent of the group's task performance. Thus one mare instance is providec
where group "satisfaction" or "morale" is not predictive of the group's success
at its task assignment (Brayfield and Crockett, 1955; Katzell, et al., 1961).
Group morale apparently was more highly related to considerate leader behavior
while task performance was correlated with the leader's structuring behavior.

The data also suggest that the structure and consideration dimensions
of leader behavior can profitably be extended to the intercultural group, 1In
doing so, however, a rather serious caveat should be noted, implying that
ratings obtained from each of the cultural groups must be examined separately
in relation to such variables as group performance and effectiveness ratings.
The hasty conclusions which could be drawn from the combined ratings in Tabl 2
1 exemplify such problems. When examined separately, however, the American
subject's effectiveness ratings of the leader were positively related to beth
factors of Consideration and Initiation of Structure while the Indian ratings
of leader effoctiveness were correlated only with the Consideration factor.
The results for the American subjects are consistent with studies such as
Halpin (1957) which also indicated that leaders high on both Consideration ard

Initiation of Structure were rated as being more effective than leaders low

on both dimensions. The ratings of the Indian subjects, however, indicated
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that leaders who were high only on the Consideration factor were felt to be
effective. The leader's structuring behavior was not related to his effective-
ness as perceived by the Indian members.

These results, as well as those of other wvadership studies, can, to some
extent, be clarified by evoking the rather common notion of "yole expectations”
(Sarbin, 1954; McGrath, 1964). If we assume that groups (i.e., cultures)
generate a set of normative role expectations regarding appropriate leader
behavior, evaluations of the leader's effectiveness may then, in part, be
determined by the degree to which the leader's actual behavior corresponds
to these leader role expectations regardless of the objective success of the
group, The effectiveness ratings made by the American subjects (both leader
and member) suggest that the role expectations extant among the American
cultural group anticipate that effective leadership behavior will include
both consideratc and structuring activities. On the other hand, the effective-
ness ratings mad: by the Indian subjects, b2ing related only to the Considera-
tion factor, suggest that Initiation of Structure is a less salient aspect of
the leader role expectations in the Indian culture. The Indian's lack of
emphasis on the leader's structuring behavior may be due to an Indian cultural
norm which minimizes the importance and effectiveness of the manipulative,
autocratic behavior implied by the Initiation of Structure factor. However,
the anthropological evidence suggests this is not the case; and that, in fact,
authoritarian, autocratic leader behavior more closely approximates the
prevalent leadership expectations in the Indian culture (Hsu, 1961). On the
other hand, it should be noted that the Indian subje<ts were rating the
effectiveness of an American leader, not an Indian leader. They may, there-
fore, have felt that appropriate leader behavior should be more "democratic"

and considerate. Thus %Lhey iended to overemphasize the consideration factcc.
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Regardless of the validity of the explanation, the data are quite emphatic

in emphasizing that when ratings are obtained from members of interc&i&ﬁ}al
groups, separate analyses should be made for each of the cultures represented.
This is especially true if the cultures are likely to generate diverse expec-
tations regarding what constitutes appropriate leader behavior.

It should also be mentioned en passant that the so-called role expecta-
tions regarding effective leader behavior in the present data are ratings made
by the leader's subordinates or by the leader himself. As mentioned earlier,
the role expectations which are generated by a leader's superiors do not
necessarily correspond to subordinates' ratings. When evaluated by his
superiors, the leader's structuring behavior generally is found to be more
important in determining effectiveness ratings (Halpin, 1954; Fleishman, et
al., 1955). Of further interest is the fact that neither subordinate nor
superior ratings are necessarily highly related to objective measures of
the productivity of the leader's group. For example, in the study by Fleish-
man, et al., (1955) it was found that the ideal leadership pattern for foremen

as described by the foreman's superiors was, in fact, positively correlated

with such indices as grievances, turnover, absences, and accidents in the
foreman's department, Although superior's ratings were not obtained in the
present study, members' ratings of the leader's effectiveness were unrelated
to group performance on both tasks. Rather than evaluating the leader on the
basis of the group's task performance, the members apparently felt the leader
was effective to the extent that he conformed to their own role expectations
regarding appropriate leader behavior.

A word of caution should be noted regarding inferences of causality in
the present data. It was assumed that leader behavior was a determinant of

member satisfaction, esteem, etc., and hence, the ratings of Consideration

and Initiation of Structure were seen as antecedent to other ratings obtained

I L S T U
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from the members. Quite obviously, however, the opposite interpretation is
tenable. That is, rather than considerate leader behavior inducing a pleasant
group atmosphere, it may be that a pleasant group atmosphere causcd the members
to rate their leader as being highly considerate. It is also plausible that
both the Group Atmosphere score and the Consideration ratings were being
determined by a common third factor which was not identified adequately in
the study. Because of the many studies which have identified Consideration
and Initiation of Structure as dimensions of leader behavior which are
antecedent to member satisfaction, the data may be interpreted (cautiously)
as supporting the general notion that leader behaviors are a determinant of

members' evaluations and effectiveness ratings.

Summary

Ratings of leader's Initiation of Structure and Consideration, as well as
ratings of Group Atmosphere, Esteem for Leader, and Effectiveness of leader,
were obtained from 36 intercultural (American and Indian students) discussion
groups. Each group completed an intercultural negotiation task and
a group creativity task, On both tasks American and Indian members' Esteem
for Leader and Group Atmosphere ratings were positively correlated with the
leader's considerate behavior but were not related to the leader's structuring
behavior. The leader's Effectiveness as rated by Americans was positively
correlated with both Consideration and Initiation of Structure scores. When
rated by the Indian subjects, the leader's Effectiveness was correlated only

with his Consideration score. Coxrelations with group performance scores were

specific to the culture and the task.
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