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ABSTRACT

Empirical research to support the claim of advocates
of laboratory training as an effective means of training leaders and
managers in communication is lacking. Further, there are some who
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INTRODUCTION

Effective communication is often seen as a prime requisite for effective
leadership. Since educators in many disciplines have long viewed the small
group as a strategic center for understanding communication dynamics and inter-
personal relationships, the study of group dynamcis is one of the prime approaches
to training people for effective leadership roles, While such training takes
myriad forms, one of the most popular--and most controversial--is laboratory
training,

Since the pioneering of Laboratory Groups by the National Training Labora-
tories in 1948, many business, education, and government organizations have used
the method to train managers at all levels, And currently, several academic
disciplines have incorporated the method into their university curricula.

The Laboratory Method is distinguished from other training methods by the
learning goals involved and the processes used to obtain these goals, There is
great diversity within the statements of goals by the proponents of this method,
but the following Summary was compiled from a variety of advocates: 1) increased
self-insight or self-awareness concerning one's own behavior in a social context,
2) increased sensitivity to the behavior of others, 3) increased understanding
of the types of processes that facilitate or inhibit group function, 4) heightened
diagnostic skill in social, interpersonal, Tnd intergroup situtations, 5) increased
action skill, and 6) learning how to learn, Although the methodology used to
attain these goals is subjected to many idfferent forats, the basic processes

include:

1) a_face-to-face, largely unstructurer SIOUD as a primt . .Lele fou
learning, 2) plamned activitizs .- ~lye- int avtlon s2twesn sicivesn ale
and/or bet seen 8" ins, 3) i vl ar Tre g | eec. z2ck zne’vzis
inforu~7an rega ~.g what h:; =2& .a 4 hi-z--y -now and wha 27fec it
had,s  .: wmmas ¢ problems for ic., "cid wa s . behaving for n. - ¢r
the participants do not provide  Zective course. of action (and this for

which innovative or "search" behavior is required), and 5) generalization,
or reformation of concepts and values based upon the analysis of direct experiences,?

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Amidst the great populatity of the method have come critics who question
its value, Even Chris Argyris one of the founders of the National Training
Laboratories, states that the "field of Laboratory education is enterjing an era
vhere research is necessary so that intelligent choices can be made,™ “artic-
ularly he advocates the investigation of the impact of the method on its
participants, Empirical research to support the claims of the advocates of
Laboratory Training are lacking. Maglow , for example, has suggested that only
certain types of people may benefit, Bunker concludes that "no particular
pattern could be regarded as g typical training outcome,'? Campell and Dunnette
suggest 'any kind of group human relations progrma would produce similar results
as those found in studies of T-groups,"® Bales points out that changes to the
individuals in a groups may apply just ito group roles rather than being permanent,
Finally, after reviewing the studies on laboratory training, House concludes that
"Unfortunately, this information is contradictory and confusing,"
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At present, therefore, two forces are operating., On the one hand, there are those
who claim that laboratory training is an effective means of training leaders and
managers in communication, On the other, there are those who raise serious
questions that should be answered by empirical research, Consequently, this field.
experiment was designed to investigate four questions revolving around these claims
and counter-claims,

1. What impact does laboratory training have on
a) leadershin attitudes and skills,
b) values affecting leadership attitudes, and
c) concept of self as a communicator?
2, Does this impact differ from the impact of other training methods?
3. Do the results of the laboratory training affect different types of
people in different ways, as Maslow hypothesizes?
4. 1Is there an optimum time period for Laboratory training?

RESEARCH PLAN
SUBJECTIS

The subjects fo. the study were all students 2t the University of Kansis in
1971, and were enrolled in multiple sections of the followin: courses. 1) Human

Relations in Group Interaction is labcratory course taught - the Spe:s:h Communi-
cation and Human Relations Department, 2) Cases = Human Li_at.ons, zalso taurhr
in the Speech Commuaication and Human Relations Dep:rtment, . taught strictly

through the case method, 3) Problems in General Mwmagement .s taught in the
School of Business and uses a more traditional method of lectures, discussions,
and simulations., Each class met three hours each week, All subjects volunteered
to participate; and data was collected from them three times in the semester:

the first day of classes, the eighth week, and the final week of the semester,

INSTRUMENTS

The data was collected on ten factors, derived from three questionnaires.
The Leadership Opinion Questiorunaire (LOQ) is composed of forty standardized items
measuring two independent dimensions of Leadership, These are defined as follows:

Conzideration (C), Reflects the extent to which an individual is likely
to have job relationships with his subordinates characterized by mutual
trust, respect for their ideas, considération of their feelings and a
certain warmth between himself and them. A high score is indicative of

a climate of good rapport and two way communication, A low score indicates
the individual is likely to be more impersonal in his relations with group
members,

Structure (S), Reflects the extent to which an individual is likely to
define and structure his own role and those of his subordinates toward
goal attainment. A high score on this dimension charscterized individuals
who play a very active role in directing group activities through planning,
communicating information, scheduling, criticizing, trying out new ideas
and so forth. A low score characterizes individuals who are likely to be
relatively inactive in giving dirattion in these ways.
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Iwo previous research studies have used the LOQ with differing results, Kernan
found no significant changes as a result of the laboratory experience, Beer and
Leisath fou?8 significant changes; however, they had no control group for
comparison,

The second questionnaire was the Bales-Couch Value Profile (VP) , which grew
out of their observations of laboratory groups, It measures four factors, each of
which is measured by ten items answered on a Likert scale, and each of which would
have important implications for one's leadership and management style, 1) Agree-
ment with Value Statement in Favor of Accepting Authority is similar to the well-
lmown cluster usually called "authoritarianism" and is best represented by the
item: 'No values can be eternal; the only real values are those which meet
the needs of the given moment." 3)_Agreement with Value Statement Favoring
Equalitarianism is represented by the item: "Everyome should have an equa’ chance
and an equal say," It is important to note that this factor is no* “he opposite
of Acceptance of Authority but is comp.. :tely independent of it, 4) Agreemasnt
with Value Statements Favoring Individuslism is best represented by :he item "It
is the man who stands alome who excites cur admirationm,"

The third questionnaire was a semant:c differential, base? on the work cf
Osgood, Suci and Tannenbaum, The concept '"Self as Communics or" was measurad
on the three factors identified by Osgood as 1) Evaluation, 2)Lotency, and
3) Activity, ELach factor was scored on a seven-poinit scals zmé was represent :d
by t:e following sets of bi-polar adjectives.

‘) swicessful- Jnsucces. ful
) sood~Bad

(B) Incomplete~Complete

(E) Painful-Pleasurable

(P) Constrained-Free

9] Passive-Active

0.9 Slow-Fast

A) Simple-Complex

Finally, each time the tests were administered, each subject was asked to
indicate on a seven-point scale his level of satisfactiom with his course,

DATA ANALYSIS

Al}Bdata were analyzed through multiple discriminate analysis in a stepwise
manner, First, scores on pre and post tests were contrasted to detect the
impact of the training upon its participants, Second, the data from the labor-
atory subjects were compared with those from the Case and Management subjects,
Third, an amnalysis was made to determine whether a participant's sex, age, work
experdence, or satisfactiv. with labpratory experiemnce made any difference in the
nature of the impact of that training upon him, Fourth, in order to test the
hypothesis that laboratory training may reach a point of diminishing returns,
the impact of the first half of the course was contrasted with that of the second
half of the course. This was done to determine whether most of the changes in
the subje ' s occurred in first or the second half of the semester,



RESULTS

Stepwise discriminate analysis of the mean scores presented in Table A reveal
a number of similarities and differences for the Laboratory, Case, and Management
Groups, All reference to statistical significance is at the ,05 level,

COMPARISON OF PRE AND POST TESTS FOR EACH GROUP INDIVIDUALLY

First, it was important to discover in what ways each s.mple gro. . differed
at the conclusion of the study from what it had been aitial i, Conse ruently, the
pre and post scores of cach group iniividually were ¢ -rpared ¢ determ e if scores
on the post “est j.ere significantly 7' fferent from th ..z on t.e pre te::,

1) Significant dificrsnces for the Laboratory g ups were found on three
factors, The: werc lower Iar Structure, higher for ALvivity as Communication and
higher for level of Satislfaction,

2) Comparable differences were discovered for the lanagement sunjzczts, They

were significantly higher ¢ Activity as Communicat=cn .nd also highe in Saris-
faction. ..l hough *his grawn, tno, was lower for InizZa-ing Strustur | ke
difference was not clgnifico=t,
3) o significant d° ffirencas were found for = . .se Subj=zzts,
consequontly, - would appeiis that the Laboratory experience facilitates some

sigrificaiit changes in its participants and that the nature of these changes is
approximately the same as those produced in the management group except on the
factor of Structure,

COMPARISON OF LABORATORY, CASE, AND MANAGEMENT SUBJECTS

The pre test scores of the three classes were analyzed to determine in what
ways the T-group subjects differed initially from those in the Case and Management
groups, Then a similar analysis was made for the three groups on their post test
scores to determine in what ways they differed at the end of t%s study,

1) The subjects in the Laboratory and Case groups tendedéto be rather similar,
differing initially only on Acceptance of Authority, The Laboratory subjects
scored significantly lower on this factor both at the beginning and at the end of
the study. Their post test scores op Satisfaction were also significantly
different, indicating that the Laboratory method was more satisfying than the
Case approach,

2) There were greater differences between the Laboratery and Management
subjects, On both the pre and post tests, subjects in the Laboratory scored
significantly lower on Acceptance of Authority, lower on Structure, and higher or
Consideration. In additiom to this, enough change had taken place in the groips
that the two additional significant differences appeared at the time of the gpost test,
The Laboratory group's gains in Equalitarianism now differentiated it from the
Management Group on that variable, Finally, the Management Group scored significantly
higher on Evaluation of Self as Communicator, Apparently, the training
methods used in *hat class had been more instrumental in improving the self-image.

COMPARISON OF AMOUNT OF SHIFT ON EAGH FACTOR
)
EE i(j The pre scores were su'.tracted from the post scores in order to determine the

ammmrm it 0f shift on each factor, Discriminate analysis of these shift scoﬁes_
identified four significant d{Ffaranmcme Tmponn o ood=e= P45 LRESE SILLT
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Case and Management subjects. 1) The shift in Need /V g1/ Expy@ssion yas
significantly greater for both the Laboratory and Case S/’jeetg than for the
Management Group, which actually experienced a slight de/rease Oy this factor,
2) The shift toward greater Equalitarianism wag signifi/qhtly Bteater for

the Laboratory subjects than for those in either of the / ‘her g?bups. 3) The
positive shifts on Fvaluation of Self as Communicator wey® sigp*Licant iy
greater for the Case subjects thar for the Labc-atory grd"“s- A) Bot

the Laboratory and Ma’agement subjucts increase.. in Satgg™ ty ? signi icantly
more -han the Case subjects, who siiowed a sligh decreagy *

TIME “FFECT ON CHAIGES

= regard to t:e changes which took place i- the qupbatgry parcigjj nts,

the - _.z:tion is often raised about when most of 3a chahg N oQet®, and ¢hic
is a :rticularly Zaportant questisn when one tr_es %o adﬁbz the labrigeos
methc.. =5 the . .adenic semester, “ie nature of he LabopAt. 48 -..ch ks
it demzmss gre aCaptation at its very begimnir . Conseﬂ“Qﬁth]: 2T e
grius xmsts ¢ o o axtended period of time : i_~: nay Wﬁi; T o

dizd =

Tz ms--i,e. a point - ter whz.u s:g:;ficanf Qaahges in the

gr =% 7w et tawing place, vonsequently, the WA usad in thjs
stus- = aam.aistered midway between the Pre and post /Stg ¢ that .
COma....ons could be made between the shifts in first ang Rcond halves of the
study, Since nine of the Laboratory group were unable te “ake ghe mid~¢gst,
the number for this analysis was reduced to forty, '

Analysis 6f the data in Table B suggests the genéral ;Qggg that the
greatest change occurs for most factors in the first haly F the Xxperiepce.
This trend is statistically significant for Satisfaction ¢¢W AqgiVity ag
Communicator, two of the three variables on which the Labdﬁﬁtoby Subjectg
changed significantly, '

e -

INFLUENCE OF PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS UPON EFFECTS OF LAz TRy TRATNING

The Zoregoing analysis indicates that the Laboratory ﬂ“thad did haye
significant effects upon its participants, A legitimate AN o7 investjga~
tion then was the determination, as Maslow suggests, of ho¢7thas& effectg
vere affected by various personal characteristics of its m Lely, Consa-
quently, the data for the Laboratory group were analyzed ¢/ QeteyMine ig
there were differences in the group based on the fellowing Qriaibﬁs:

1) sex, 2) age, 3) work experience, and 4) level of satisf/Qtioh “Ith the
course. The results of this analysis are presented in Tapy® c.

SEX

1) Two major factors differentiated between men and ¢‘%en at the
outset of the study, Women scored significantly higher oy ﬁﬁualiﬁarianism
and Consideration. The pre-post shift did not ameliorate gfwse differenges,
and they were still significantly different on these two fgﬁwof& 2% the epd
of the study, 1In fact, it is noteworthy that the Pre-post ﬂ%vemeﬂF on
Consideration is in different directions, with males decre,/ \ng s}ightly
and females increasing, Consequently, the final differengy?/ bety®n maleg and
females on this dimension was actually widened, 1In generay/ howedet, the
shifts that took place on other variables tended to bring % Qo ey of
males and females closer together.




2) The amount of shift on Satisfaction was significant. While both
Sexes increased, females found the Laboratory experience significantly more
satisfying than did males. For the Case and Management Groups there were no
differences between malss and females in shift on any factor,

Work Experience

Since the work environment provides one with learning experiences about
leadership, it seemed Important to determine whether or not the learning
that takes place inm a Laboratory group is affected by one's prior work
experience. Consequently, the group was divided acenrding to those who
had had part-time jobs, including summ. -2, and t.,.c who had had fulil-
time jobs. All subjects had workew at icast part time,

1) Consideration is the only factor which differentiates these groups
initially, with the part-time subjects scoring higher than the full-time
subjects, During the study, however, the full-time subjects made slightly
greater gains on this factor, so that it did not significantly differeati: .e
between the groups at the time of the post test, :

2) Both groups increased on the Equalitarianism factor, but the-part-
time subjects started out higher and made greater gains on this factor so
that at the time of the post test, they s. ored significantly higher on it
than did the full-time subjects. This significant shift on the Equalitar-
ianism factor was also experienced by the Case subjects. 1In that group,
the full-time subjects decreased in Equalitariariism while the part-time
subjeets increased,’ '

3) The amount of pre-post shift on Need/Value Expression is significantly
greater for the full-time subjects than the part-time ones, ‘

Age

1) All differences attributable to age tended to isolate the 21-22
year olds as being the different ones, Initially, their scores on the

test, The greatest shift toward increased Need/Value Expression was made
by the over 23 group; this was also true for the Management subjects; the
over 23 group shifted significantly more toward greater Need /Value Expression
than did the other group, ’

2) The 21-22 year olds also scored significantly iower than the other
two groups in Equalitarianism on the post test,

3) When the amount of shift between pre and post tests are compared ,
the shift of the 21-22 year olds on Acceptance of Authority is significantly
different from that of the other two age groups, In fact, whereas the other
groups decline on this factor, the 21-22 year olds make substantial shift
toward being more accepting of authority,

Influence of Satisfaction

Although there were no differences among the three groups initially,
tlie data in Tables A, B, and C indicate that the subjects in the Laboratory
® ignifi i i isfaction with the experience, that most
creased significantly in their satisfactio : R
RJ!: this incrgase took place in the first half of the experience, and that

IText Provided by ERIC

woren found it significantly more satisfying than did males,




Since the level of satisfaction seemed to be responsible for differen-
tial effects in the laboratory group, it was decided to compare the differ-
ences in shift on each factor for those who increased in satisfaction with
those who decreased in their satisfaction level or made no change, These
results are listed in Table D,

1) The stepwise discrimiRate analysis identified the combination of"

‘Consideration, Structure, and Acceptance of Authority as being the factors

Q

which discriminate most between these two groups, although Consideration is
the only one which is significant by itself. Those who became less satisfied
decreased in Consideration whereas those who increased in Satisfaction als
increased in Consideration, These results might have beer: anticipated .
because of the consistent significatn correlation between Satisfaction and
Consideraticn f-r People for the Laboratory subjects, When these comparisons
were made for the Case and Management groups, no significaht differences

were found between the dissatisfied and satisfied for either group,
Consequently, this difference appears unique to the Laboratory group.

GENERAL CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION

1. Laboratory training does influence leadership attitudes, but with
mixed results., 1In all three courses, Consideration was given a higher
priority “han Structure, and this is the general trend found in studies
using the LOQ, However, the gap between the two Factors is widest for the
Laboratory subjects; the scores are most balanced for the Management subjects,
The significance of this finding lies in the fact that the authors of the
LOQ have found that "productivity and mfzale were higher in groups with
supervisors emphasizing both patterns," Consequently, the major
implication of laboratory training for leadership positions is that is
not only produces higher scores on Consideration, the factor which indicates
a climate of good rapport and two way communication, but it also signifi-
cantly reduces scores on Structure, the factor which characterizes the
role of directing group activities through planning, communicating infor-
mation, scheduling, criticizing, and trying out new ideas.

Because this same pattern was true of the Case subjects but was not
statistically significant, the question of whether this is true for all
Human Relations training needs additional research,

Furthermore, this reduction in Structure was one of the most significant
differerces between the Laboratory and Management groups, One may conclude
then that the participation in a T-Group is most desirable when the objective
is greater consideration for people, but other types of training may be
necessary to increase the initiation of structure or to bring about a
greater balance between Structure and Consideration,

2. The Laboratory method has more significant effect upon the values
of the participants than do the other methods, It is interesting *» note
that when one rank orders the four values on the Bales-Couch Value Yrofile,
all three groups rank them in the same order: 1) Equalitarianism, 2) Need/
Value Expression, 3) Individualism, and 4) Acceptance of Authority, This
is the order both at the beginning and at the end of the study, While the
Laboratory subjects increased their scores on every value factor, they
increased sigaificantly more than the other groups on ine two values which
are ranked highest by all groups: Equalitarianism and Need/Value Expression,
The Laboratory experience then tends to foster feelings of equality and
also stresses the relativity of values which are held by the participants.

ERIC
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This increase in Need/Value Expression suggests that the greater potential
for adaptive behavior is facilitated by the laboratory, and this may support
Bunker's general conclusion that the laboratory increases the 'capacity for
adaptive orientation to their pafgicular situation rather than the stereo-
typed enactment of an idelolgy." '

These value changes have some implications for leadership in that the
.47 correlation between Equalitarianism and the LOQ's Consideration is
significant at the ,05 level, The .35 correlation between Acceptance of
Authority and the 1.OQ's Structure is also significant at the .05 level;
however, there is an interesting aspect of this latter correlation, The
connection between Acceptance of Authority and Structure is significant
for both the Laboratory and Case groups, but it is not significant for the
Management group, This suggests some differences perhaps in perceptions
of authority and/or task orientation, and further research of these differ~
ences may have some beneficial implications for leadership and management
training,

3. Bolman hypothesizes that laboratory training "'would be more likely
to show eff%cts on , , , self perceptions than would a more traditional
approach," but the results of this study run counter to that hypothesis,
While significant gains are made on Activity as Communicator by the Labor-
atory subjects, the same is true of the Management group, Furthermore,
when the amount of shift was compared for the groups, the Management group
show significantly more positive gains on Evaluation of Self as Commm:nicator
than did the Laboratory subjects. Finally, it should be pointed out that
the image of Self as Communicator was better for all three groups at the
conclusion of the study than it was at the beginning,

4. There was no difference in Satisfaction between the Laboratory and
Management groups, but both of them were significantly move satisfies than
those subjects using the Case approach. In this connection, it is inter-
esting to note that Satisfaction correlates significantly with only two
other factors in this study; the Potency (,37) and Activity (,32) dimen-
sions of Self and Communicator, and these factors were affected least in
the Case groups,

Within the Laboratory subjects, the chief distinction between those
who found the laboratory satisfying and those who did not, was that the’
satisfied subjects increasad in Consideration while the dissatisfied ones
decreased in Consideration%

5. The significant changes that occur in the laboratory subjects tended
tc occur in the first eight of the sixteen week period. This may
suggest that the length of the training can be shortened in an academic
setting without altering the learning that takes place in these groups,

Effects of Laboratory training do vary with personal characteristics,
Women found the experience more satisfying than did men; subjects with
full-time work experience gained more in Need/Value Expression than did
their part-time counterparts; and the 21-22 age group differed in their
Acceptance of Authority from other age groups, The fact that this same
type of analysis in the Case and Management groups did not reveal the same
kinl ¢ of differences may indeed suggest that these personal characteristics
are affected uniquely by the laboratory wethod; however, no rationale for
these differential effects can be derived from this particular investigation.

7. Much more empirical research will be needed before we can make
the 'intelligent choices" sought by Argyris. Particularly, research is
needed for laboratory training in the academic setting; for this research
indicates that it has an impact on the individual, but that the impact
is not as effective as other methods in shaping balanced attitudes toward
(jeadership or emhancing one's concept of himself as a communicator,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Table A

Couparison of Mean Scores for Ten Fac:ors

Factor Possible Sample Pre Post Shif:
. (D=Post-Pre)

Bales~Couch Values

Profile

Acceptance of T Lab (N=49) 25.6 26.7 1.1

Authority Cases(N=372) 37.5 30.8 3
ligt. (N=73) 33.6 33.4 =~.2

‘Nee:1/Value 70 Lab 42.0 44.1 2.1

Expression Cases 33.7 41.7 3.0
Met. 43.7 43.5 -.2

Equalitarianism 70 Lab 45.7 49.4 3.7
Cases 48.3 50.1 1.8
Mgt. 42.4 43.6 1.2

Individualiam 70 Lab 37.2 40.1 2.9
Cases - 37.7 39.% 2.2
Mgt. 38.9 40.3 1.4

Leadership Oninion

Questionnaire

Consideration 80 Lab 59.9 60.5 .6
Cases 58.9 60.1 1.2
Mgt . 54.9 53.9 -.,9

Structure 80 Lab 42.9 39.2 -3.7
Cases 44,4 41.7 -2.7
Het. 46.4 44.6 -2.1

Semantic Differ-

ential for "Self

as Communicator '

Cvaluation 25 Lat 19.8 20.5 .7
Cases 18.9 20.1 1.2
Mgt . 20.5 21.4 .9

Potency 14 Lab 2.3 9.8 -5
Cases 9.4 9.7 .3
Mgt. 9.9 10.4 .5

Activity 21 Lab 14.6 15.6 1.0
Cases 14.5 15.0 .5
Megt, 14.5 15.5 1.0

Satisfaction Quastion

Satisfaction 7 Lab 4.6 5.7 1,1

T ' Cases 4487 4.3 =.1

higt. 4.2 5.1 .9




Table B

Comparison of Fie-Mid and Mid-Post Difference Scores

Variable \id-pre Posttg
Acceptance of Authority 1.5 1.4
Need/Value Expression 4 .6
Equalitarianism 2.8 .6
Individualism 1.9 2,1
Consideration ) -4 .0
Initiating Struclture -1.5 -.5
Self as Cormuricator (Evaluation) 1.0 b
Self as Communicator (Potency) 1.0 b
Self as C0mmunica;or (Activity) 1.3 1

Satisfaction 1.2 2




Table C
liean Scores of Laboratory Group Analyzed a
Individual Characteristics

Sex Age Work
: Expur tence
Factor Posszible M F 19-20 21-22 23+ Part- fulil-
Score time time

N=24 N=25 N=17 N=26 N=§% N=38 N=11

Acceptance of 70 Pre 24,9 26.3 277 26.4 22.0 25.9 24.7
Authority Post 26.8.26.5 24,1 29.5 21.7 26.7 26.6
Shifr 1.9 2 1.6 3.1 -.3 .8 1.9

Need/Value 70 Pre 40.7 43.2 44.1 9.6 46.1 41.8 42.4
Expression Post 44.3 43.9 46.2 40.4 54.0  43.0 48.0
shift 3.6 .7 2.2 .8 7.9 1.2 5.6

Equaiitarianism 70 Pre 41.9 49.3 48.2 42.5 51.8 46.9 41.1
Post 46.0 52.6 52.8 46.0 53.8 50.9 44.9

Shift 4.1 3.3 4.6 3.5 2.0 4.0 3.8

Individualism 70 Pre 38.0 36.4 37.8 37.3 34.8 37.4 36.6
Post 40.1 40.1 42.4 39.6 36.0 40.7 38.0

Shift 2.1 3.7 4.4 2.3 1.2 3.3 1.4

Consideration 80 Pre 76.7 83.0 81.8 79.4 77.0 81.0 76.2
Post 76.6 84.2 82.5 79.2 £0.7 81.5 77.0

Shift -.,1 1.2 .7 ~.2 3.7 .5 .8

Initiating 80 Pre 64.1 61.6 61.6 63.9 61.3 62.4 64.4
Structure Post 59.6 58.8 57.5 60.3 59.1 53.2 62.3
Shift ~4.5 -2.9 -4.7 -3.6 ~2.7 ~4.2 -2.1

Self as 28 Pre 20.2 19.4 19.1 20.5 18.5 20.1 18.7
Communicator Post 21.5 19.5 20.1 20.7 20.3 20.6 20.0
(Evaluation) Shift 1.3 1 1.0 .2 1.8 .6 1.3
Self as 14 Pre 9.9 8.7 5.9 9.5 9.2 9.2 c.7
Communicator Post 10.4 9.3 9.5 10.1 9.4 10.0 9.3
(Potency) Shift .5 B .6 .2 .8 -4
Self as 21 Prz 14.5 14.6 14.4 14.8 14.0 14.6 14.4
Communicator Tost 16.0 15.2 16.0 15.6 14.5 15.8 14.7
(Activity) shife ‘1.5 .6 1.6 8 .5 1.2 3
Satisfaction 7 Pre 4.9 4.3 4.4 4.7 4.7 4.6 4.6
Post 5.3 6.1 5.6 5.6 6.2 5.5 6.4

hift 4 1.8 1.2 .9 1.5 .9 1.8




able D

Comparison of Pre-Post Diff ance 'res for the Satisfied and Dissatisfied
Factor ’ - | +
Acceptance of Authority 2.6 0.1
Need/Value Expression 1.7 2.4
Equalitarianism 4.2 3.4
Individualism 2.0 3.5
Consideration -2.1 2.3
Initiating Structure -5.1 -2.8
Self as Communicator (Evaluation) 1.2 .3
Self as Communicator (Potency) 4 .7
Self as Communicator (Activity) 1.1 1.0

Level of Satisfaction -.8 2.3




