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CONTINGENCY APPROACHES TO LEADERSHIP:
A REVIEW AND SYNTHESIS

I. INTRODUCTION

Leadership effectiveness is an area of vital concern to the Ai: Force. Poor leadership can not only
result in loss of financial resources, but also in loss of human resources. Most Air Force personnel ean recall
personal experiences where they have witnessed poor leadership practices which resulted in financial wast&,
morale problems, or perhaps even death.

The problem, of course, is how does one improve leadership effectiveness in order to improve overall
organization effectiveness. This report focuses on this problem area by first, presenting three different
approaches to leadership behavior. Next, a review of the leadership literature will be presented, followed by
a review of eight contingency models of leaderthip. Finally, a model of leadership effectiveness will be
developed based on a synthesis of the leadership literature. This model will be referred to as the
Three-Component Leadership Effectiveness Model.

II. THREE LEADERSHIP APPROACHES

In reviewing the literature, it appears that the development of leadership theories have been based
upon three general approaches (Blum & Naylor, 1968; Cribbin, 1972; Filley & House, 1969; Siegel, 1.969).
These approaches are: (a) the trait approach, (b) tin behavioral approach, and (c) the situational approach.

Trait Approach

This approach to leadership maintalfs that effective leaders possess a unique combination of specific
leadership traits or personal characteristics. It has been characterized as the. "great man" concept of
leadership. That is, there are some men who are so cutstanding, by virtue of their possession of particular
traits, that they are natural leaders. In addition, this ipproach implies that individuals are attracted to the
leader by his possession of a generaliied leadership quality arid they will follow him under all varieties of
situations. The personal characteristics usually cited with this general quality include those of
aggressiveness,.intelligenee, and a variety of physical characteristics.

Stogdill (1948) in surveying the leadership literature concluded that, "... leadership is not a matter
of passive status, or .of the mere possession of some' combination of traits." This.view is held by most
psychologists today. They view the trait approach as one which is sterile and which adds little to our
understanding of.the leadership process.

Behavioral Approach

The behavioral approach suggests that leaders may be best characterized by behavior patterns rather
than by individual traits. Traits, such as intelligence, are not likely to be readily observed by others. On the
other hand, behavioral patterns usually are rather easily observed when compared to some traits. Therefore,
the major difference between the trait approach and the behavioral approach is that trait theory attempts
to explain leadership on the basis of what the leader is (traits), while the behavioral approach attempts to
explain leadership on the basis of what he does (behaviors).

Situational Approach

Arand 1950, researchers turned their attention more toward the factors which surround the leader
and his' group. Their efforts were concerned with the sit uationalj approach to leadership. This approach
holds that leadership can be explained only in terms of the interaction between the leader and the many
variables Of the work situation. More specifically, leadership behavior is considered to be multidimensional.
These dimensions, however, are finite in number, and vary according to the leader's personality, the
requirements of the task to be accomplished by him and his followers, the attitudes, expectations, and
needs of his followers, arid the mganizational and physical environment in which the leader and followers
exist .

8
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This approach has also been called tivz "contingency approach, and is the approach with which this
report is concerned. In this report, the term "contingency approach is meant to imply that effective
leadership behavior is contingent upon: (a) the leader, (b) the followers, and (c) the situation: The
leadership function is considered to be a process of influence which involves inter- dependence among the
three components cited above (i.e., leader, follower, and situation).

In order to better understand the contingency theories and models which exist, a review of leadership
related literature will now be discussed, .

III. LEADERSHIP LITERATURE

Central to the area of leadership is the problem of leadership criteria. This problem has been r,
difficult one in leadership studies since it involves the question of values; the question of "good" leade, s
versus "poor- leaders. That is, what does an individual do which classifies him as a leader?

Carter and Nixon (1949) attempted to measure leader effectiveness using four different measures.
The measures used were: (a) direct observation of performance by skilled observers, (b) supervisors ratings,
(c) nomination by peers, and (d) activity ratings (i.e., number of activities performed). These leadership
effectiveness measures served as criteria for their leadership study. Evaluation of the different criteria when
compared with task accomplishment, generally indicated low correlation between the criteria (Range: --.25
to .66). This lead the authors to conclude that leader effectiveness depends in part upon the criterion used.

More recently Wofford (1971) performed a study using two .criteria: productivity, and moraIe. In
evaluating managerial behavior (i.e., five behavioral dintensions) against the two criteria, Wofford was able
to account for 40 percent of the varirce in productivity and 54 percent hi morale. After a detailed
consideration of the five managerial behavioral dimensions and the two critetia, Wofford concluded that,

, "The managerial behavior dimensions most effective for productivity are not the most effective for morale
(p. 16)."

The above two studies indicate that for a fixed. managerial leadership style, effectiveness depends
upon the criterion used. The conclusions also imply that different styles might be appropriate depending
upon the criterion of effectiveness established.

What are the leadership styles that are most effective? Is there any one best style? What are the
dimensions of leadership? These questions are similar to those posed in many leadership research studies.
The focus is upon the leader in the leadership process. Attempts to answer these ty pes of questions have
resulted in categorization of leadership styles and dimensions:

Lewin, Lippitt, and White (1939) and White and ,Lippitt -(1960), based on a series of studies,
categorized leadership as either democratic, autocratic, or laissez-faite. The authors concluded, based on the
results of their studies, that: (a) the laissez-faire leadership style resulted in less and poorer work than did
the other two styles, (b) the luantity of work done under the autocratic style was greater than under the
other two styles, and (c) the democratic style resUlted in more group-mindedness and more friendliness
among group members, and the group members continued to work when the leader was absent. In the
autocratic group, however,:mork performance decreased when thc leader left the room.

In general, the literature associated with these three styles has resulted in some authors proposing that
C-e democratic style is the best method..Others have indicated that the autocratic style is equal to if not
better than the democratic style (Roby, Nicol, & Farrell, 1963; Sales, 1966).-Taken together, the studies
generally indicate that no one style is best in all situations, but depends upon the circumstances involved
(Siegel, 1969, p. 430).

AnOther classification system of leadership dimensions has resulted from the Michigan Leadership
Studies and the' Ohio State Leadership Studies. The Michigan Studies (Katz, Maccoby, & Morse, 1950)
initially resulted in the isolation of two basic managerial dimensions. Managers in high productivity sections
were compared with those in low productivity sections. Resulting analysis indicated that there were only
two basic dimensions of leadership behavior. Managers in high producing sections were found to be more
employee-mitered, while those in charge of low-producing sections were found. 'to be more
prbduction-centered in their orientation.

6



The Ohio State Leadership Studies (Fleishman, 1953: Fleishman & 114;ris, 1962) involved factor
analysis of items on the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire. Two prime dimensions emerged upon
factor analysis. They were: (a) consideration, and (h) initiation of structure. The consideration dimension
involves the degree to which a supervisor is considerate of ;he feelings of those.under him. Initiation of
structure, on the other hand, refers to the degree to which a manager facilitates or defincs group
interactions toward goal accomplishment.

,
Therefore, two different research groups deriveu separately two dimensions of leadership, which are

basically the same. In addition to the titles given by the two research groups, these two dimensions have
been referred to by othor titles such as; concern for production and concern for people, and task
orientation and relationships orientaticn.

Roach,(1956) performed a factor :Inalytic study which indicated that pe .haps two dimensions (i.e.,
consideration and initiation of structun were not sufficient to describe accurately managerial behavior. In
Roach's study, consideration was sub-divided into open-mindedness, cheerfulness, and appi oachabilit y.
Also of importance was that one overall factor or general factor emerged.

.fukl (1971) suggested that there are three basic dimensions of leadership; (a) consideration, (b)
initiation of structure, 'and (c) decision centralization. On the other hand. Bowers and Seashore (1966),
based on a literature search of leadership research, proposed four basic dimensions of leadership: (a)
support, (b) interaction of facilitation, (c) goal emphasis, and (d) work facilitation. While Ilemphilf (1959,
1960) has proposed that 10 behaviOral dimensions are required to adeqUately describe executive behavior.

The question still remains, what are the primary dimensions of leadership behavior that exist across
all situations? There is no definitive answer at this time; however, it is generally agreed the cnsideration
and initiation of structure are two of the basic dimensions.

Another area of interest in leadership effectiveness is the situational eavironment. That is, what are
the situational demands that influence leadership?

One situational demand that affects leadership is the time-demand. A leader is constrained by time in
his decision making Should a manager's work area bur7y into flames, he could not seek opinions
and suggestions from 1 bordinates. The situation requires an immediate decision and action. L .efore,
in a crisis situation a task-oriented leadership style might be the most appropriate style. With a longer
period of time for the decision-making process a manager might find a consideration oriented style ni re
appropriate (Hersey & Blanchard, I 972a, pp. 120-121; Siegel. 1969, p. 153).

A second situational demand that affects leadership is the organizational level of a leadership
position. It appears that the leadership traits required and the style employed depend upon the
organizational level of the leadership position (Katz & Kahn, 1966: Nealey & Blood, 1968: Randle. 1956).
For example, Randle (1956) found that certain leadership traits, such as motivation. increased in
importance as one goes up in the managerial hierarchy.

Cribbin (1972) indicated that some of the important situational variables that influence the
leadership process 'are: (a) the culture, (b) the political structure, (c) the society involved, (d) the
philosophy of the organization, (e) the technology involved, and (f) the organizational structure.

Forehand and 'Gilmer (1964) proposed that the' basic environmental (situational) comPVnents
affecting the leadership process are: (a) organizational size, (b) organizational structure, y).-system
complexity, (d) leadership pattern. and (e) goal direction.

Another variable of the situation that has an affect on leadership effectiveness is that of the
subordinates in the organization. Vroom (1960) found that opportunities for participation in daision
making are greeted differently by subordinates with differing needs on authoritarianism and independence
dimensions.

Taken as a whole, these few studies indicate that leadership effectiveness is contingent, in part, upon
the situation. More specifically the leadership process involves the leader and his characteristics, the
subordinates a,,d their characteristics, and the situational environment.

There have been a number of studies which have dealt with these three interdependent factors (i,e.,
leader, subordinates, and situation) in an integrative manner, and deserve a more detailed review than has
been given in the previous studies.

7
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Katzell. Barrett. Vann. and Ilogan (1968) is one of these studies. Katzetl et al. perf:Amed their study
in order to de teimine whether differences in the ways in which executives perceive their roles are associated
with differences-in variables characterizing their organizational settings.

Their study involved civilian managers who worked for the Department of the Army. Nine possible
management roles were identified for these employees. They were: (a) long-range planning. (b) staffing, (c)
technical consultation, (d) budgeting, (e) responsibility for sharing information versus personal
responsibility for taking action, (1) concern for operations .;ersus concern for advising others on technical
matters, (g) invob..mient in technical activity versus administrative activity. (h) controlling activities.
including cost reduction, and (i) time spent with others.

Th.!se nine roles wcre found to be related to certain organizational characteristics such as: the
organiz.ation's mission. its location, its size, and the organizational level of the position or tole. More
specifically. it was found that organizations with ad administrative mission tended to emphasize
and controlling roles, and deemphasize long-range planning. On the other hand. orem.ii,tions with a
research and development nrission tended to deemphasize staffing and controlling ft. regard to
'organizational size, larger organizations tendeu more than smaller organizations lc, .mrhasize the
importance of time spent with others. and to deemphasize long-range planning activitie,

The evidence. therefore, indicates that there are relationships that exist between an executive's role
and the features of the organizational work setting.

Wolford (1967. 1970, 1971) has published a series of studies which have also dealt with this 'area of
interest. These studies resulted in dimensions of managerial behavior and situational variables being isolated
by factor analysis. The dimensions of managerial behavior were then correlated with effectiveness criteria
(i.e., production. and morale) to identifysignificant situational influences.

The live dimensions of managerial belia4or that were isolated are: (a) group achicvement and order.
(b) personal enlincement, (e) personal interaction, (d) dynamic achievement. and (e) security and
main tena nee.

Wofford (1967) reviewed the literature associated with situational variables and selected 18 for
further. research. Later a factor analysis (1971) using the principle axis solution %vith varimax rotation
resulted ill the extraction of five orthogonal factors. The factotb.,!xtracted were: (a) centralization and
work evaluation, (b) organizational complexity, (c) size and structure, (d) work group structure. and (e)
organizational layering and communication.

These five situational factors are very sinlilar to those previously cited when discussing the work of
Forehand and Gilmer (1964).

Wofford, then correlated the manager.al behavior dimensions with two criteria of effectiveness (i.e.,
productivity and morale) in each of the situational settings.

Based on the results, Wofford first concluded that the manager oriented toward security and
maintenance was most effective in the large, complex organization. Second, he concluded that the personal
interaction manager was most effective forsimple, centralized, structured operations. Third, the manager
oriented toward group achievement anci order was most effective for the small group, in which group
meetings were conlenient. Fourth, the manager oriented toward petsonal enhancement was more
compa,.,te with simple work schedules that were more effectively supervised through direct authority than
complex ones. Fifth, the manager o4nted toward dynamic achievement was more effective in situations
with low job security and involved the small group.

Wofford indicated that these conclusions are more appropriate for the criterion of productivity, and
less so tor morale. In fact, he says that the managerial behavior dimensions most effectiVe for productivity
are not the .most effective for morale: Which once again points out the importance of the criterion of
leadershiP effectiveness.

Olmstead (1967) has presented another view of leadership. He views leadership as a process involving
the influence of individual: and organizations in 'order to obtain desired results. At the heart of this process
is control over the environment. Olmstead indicated that when effective leaders are studied, the factor
which stands out above all others is, "... that almost everyone of these men is characterized by a highly
flexible approach to the constant shifting problems and situations that he faces as a leader (p. 66).-

1 1
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Ile has also suggested that the -only real eriterion of leader ife;:ect.veness. 01 the ultimate cfiterion of
effectiveness, is the quality .of performance demonstrated by an organization's personnel, both individually
and as a unit.

In regards to the changing nature of leadership problems, Olmstead concluded that: (a) there is no
single pattern of behavior whi.:h can be practiced in order to yield optimum pei formance under all
conditions, and (h) it is more useful to view readership !_is a process of adaption to changing conditions
which requires the skill olbeing able to assess situations and to.pi ovide appropi late actions based on the
prcdict ion of outcomes.

In turn, he prOposesihat the skills required of an effective leader fall in to.two classes. The first class
consists of diagnostic skills. Thesc skills ale those of observation. IWening. -tys;s. and assessment of
situations, as well .as the vbility to predict the dir:ctions situations aie !ikely to take. The second class
consists of action skills. These skills are those of acting or intervening, in situations as they have been
diagnosed and includes planning strategies, manipulation of organizational conditions, and interpersonal
competency.

Therefore, for Obpstead, leadership is.a.decision making process which for effective behavior, involves
an accurate diagnosis of the situation followed by action appropriate to the situation.

Along the same tine, I lollander and Julian (1969) have suggested that leadership is best characterized
as an influence system involving the leader, the followers, and the situation. Criticalaspects of the system
include: (a) the leader's power and authority, (b) the follower's expectations, (O. the tollower's perception
of (he leader, and (d) the perceived legitimacy of the leader's role. .

The .influence systern is characterized as a process which involves the leader in a given role who fulfills
expectations, achieves group goals, and provides rewards for others which are reciprocated in the form of
status. esteem, and heightened influence. The leader's style, therefore, is seen to be a function of tbe
followers with their expectations and perceptions. and the situation with its unique demands.

The requirements for different leodership styles for different situational 'environments. ono2 again
st resses. t he importance of leadership flexibility.

. This area of leadership flexibility has been considered by Scott (1%2). His study provided sum.:
evidence that in order to he able to adopt a flexible adaptize leadership style afi'individual mast possess a
certain degree of cognitive ability. More specifically, Scott examined the relationship between cognitive
flexibility (e.g.. managerial tv change): and cognitive complexity. Ile concluded that there is a
relationship: the more ceri:1...;y complex individuals are usually more capable of high :r cognitive
flexibility.

Somewhat related to this area of cognitive complexity is a study of Mitchell (1970). lie found that
Fiedler's (1967) Least Preferred Co-Worker (LPC) Scale was related to cognitke complexity. Iris results
indicated that individuals classified as high LPC's were more cognitively complex than those classified as
low LPC's..

Taken as a whok, the literature cited presents leadership as a dynamic influence process system which
is composed of a leader, followers, and a situation. The three components are interdependent, and a change
in the characteristics or variables associated with the followers or the situation requires a change in the
leader's behavior. In turn, leadership style flexibility appears .to be related to cognitive complexity. An
effective leader, therefore, appears to be one who is a cognitively complex adaptive decision maker within a
'dynamic, ever changing social system.

With this view of leadership in .mind attention will now be directed to some of the more impqrtant
contingency approaches to leadership. Presented next are eight contingency models or theories. They along
with the literature cited will serve as a basis for the development of a new model olleadcrship (Model-9).

For those who, desire a more detailed review of the literature, Valenzi (1972) and his associates ha,
published an excellent literature rCNiew.

1 2



IV. MODEL 1: "UDE KATZ AND KM1N
OR(ANIZATIONAL LEVEL MODEL

Katz and Kahn '1966) proposed that the leadership style employed by a learkr is contingent upon
the- hierarchical level of the position he holds. They indicated that there are three basic patterns Ur styles of
kadership which can be used by a leader. Each style is Ippropriate for one of three hienarchical levels but
not to i Me other two levels.

The three leadership styles proposed were: (a) origination. (ht interpolation. and (c) administration or
struct me. lereafter referred to as the: (al otigination leadership styk. (h) ink rpolation leadeiship style,
and (c) administ union leadership style.

The leadership style entitled iwiginati(Pil was chatacterized as involving the iii Iroduction or standard
change. ol policy formulation. The interpolation leadeiship style. On the other hand, involved .the piecing
out of incompleteness il the existing 1Ormal sttucture. of improvisation. The third leadership style,
datribustrat qr. involved tlii ose of exkling. fonnal structure in order to keep the otganization operating in
an effective nianner.

This model depicts the ori;.;ination leadeiship style as most appropriate 1"or top echelon positions,
while the intcrp,,lation style is more appiopriate lot intermediate positions, and the achninisIrwire.st yle is
best for lower managerial levels.

addition. the required cognitive and affective abilities and skills differ for each of the three
leadersffip styles. The three leadership styles and their respective cognitive and affective requirements will
now be discussed.

.Origination Leadership Style

For the origination (eadership style the major cognitive requirement is a s.t'sternic pen/weary, and the
major affective requirement is charisma.

he systemic perspective,. in turn, can be broken down into two subcategories: (a) the external
perspective. and (b) the internal perspective.

The external perspeciive involves a sensitivity by the leader to the environmental demands. That is, to
the requirements which must he met by the organization in order to maintain a state of equilibrium within
the environment. It also involves a sensitivity to environmental opportunities: to the possibility or achieving
a more advantageous relationship with the environment. It requires a sensitivity to the trendg 'and
environmental changes which place demands upon the mganization and affords the organization with
opport unities. The external perspective, therefore, involves obtaining information about the organizational
environment and using the information in order G forecast the probable effects of different courses of
action. For eXample, the external perspective would be of utmost importance for the leader who is faced
with the decision to merge or resist a merger. or to make a. major change in location or remain in the
present location..

The internal perspective, on the other hand, involves the internal subsystems within the organi-ation.
The leader needs to be aware of the differing needs the subsystems, and the views of the people within
them. The leaders function here is to integrate and harmonize these subsystems in order to optimize
organizational effectiveness.

Charisma is the major affective requitement of the origination leadership style. It is that magical num
that has been endowed leaders by their subordinates. It is derived from people's emotional needs and from
dramatic events associated with the exercise of leadership. The chmismatic leader must putvide a shared
emotion between himself and his followers, but he must. in addit?on, rise above them in some quality of
greatness so tltat identification will permit the followers to participate in his gteatness.

InIerimlation Leadership Style

This style is most appropriate for the in t ermediate levels of managemen t. and it involves t he
development of ways and means for implementing policies and plans established by the higher echelons. In
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order. to adequately perform as an intermediate level manager, one must be able to relate to both those,
a hove him and below him. In Likert'S (1)61) approach, the intermediate level manager would be considered
a linking pin between the two levels of the organizational structure. This two-way communication process is
the cognitive requirement for the interniediate level manager.

The basic effective requirement is the ability to integrate primary and secondary relationships. The
prirnary relatior ships are those personal relationships ol individuals. such as the relationships among friends
or those in the family. The secondary relationships are those role-prescribed rekitionships established by the
organization for the employee. These are usually specified in the employee's job description.

If the intermedi:qe level manager adequately performs this human relations activity of integrating
effectively the primary and secondary relationships, then the norms of the work group are Congruent with
the norms of the organization. This implies that when effective integration has occurred then the paths for
organizational success are the pat hS.for individual achievement. In this case, the organizational requiremen ts
are in themselves productive Of member satisfaction rather than indirect means to such satisfaction.

Administrative Leadership Style

Administration of structure is performed by the lower managerial levels. The capacity to administer%
effectively the established structure depends upon the manager's technical knowledge of the tasks, his
understanding of the rules, and his concern with fairness, consistency, and equity in their 'application. Of
these requirements, technical knowledge and understanding of the legal system constitute the primary
cognitive requirement, while concern with equity is the prime affective requitement.

Knowledge of 'thetechnical facets of the job permit the lower level manager to make judicious use of
the .resources and personnel under his supervision. A portion of this responsibility is to see that his workers
have an adequate flow of materials, proper tools, and appropriate directives for applying their energies.

The lower level manager in addition to technical know-how must understand the system of mica and
be concerned with the effects of their application. The strength of the legal system depends upon; (a)
equity or the use of rewards and punishment in a fair, consistent, and clear fashion, and (b) a reasonable
consideration of the law in spirit as well as in letter. Equity in the application of rules means that the rules
that are administered are administered fairly, not that the rules themselves ate equitable.

In summary, the model proposed by Katz and Kahn (1960 establishes three categories or levels of
lez:dership acts, which are differentiated in terms of their affects on the organizational structure. They are:

'.(a) the origination of structure, or policy formulation: (h) the interpolation of Structure, or the piecing out
of policies to meet immediate problem: and (e) the use of structure, or the routine administration of
applying prescribed remedies for predicted prollems. Each or these', three leadership styles is

characteristically found at different organizational k vels, and each requires a different .cognitive style, a
different affective orientation, and different knowledge.

What are the implications of this model? The main implication is that since different management
skills are requirements at different organizational levels. then a given manager's capacitY to adapt his style
to .the appropriate level needs to be ascertained. Should a lower level manager not possess the capacity to
adapt the interpolation style then he should not he assigned to an intermediate managerial level. Perhaps
transferring another middle level manager from a different department or organization would be more
appropriate.

V. 2: TIIE DUBIN AND WOODWARD
TFCIINOLOCY MODEL

A factor- that has tended to be ignored until recently is the technology that characterizes a
department or firm. Dubin (1965) and Woodward (1958, I ,)65, 1970) have suggested that technology is
one of the most important variabls aswciated with an organization's managerial structure and therefore
the managerial style employed. Woodward's stu(lies (I 1,)65) have been particularly important in this
regard. and deserve discussion.
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Woodward and her associates have employed a variety of research methods, including case studies,
surveys, and longitudinal and historical analyses; in order to determine the ramifications of various types of
organization in 100 British firms. The firms ranged in size front 100 to 8,000 employees, and were involved
in both the manufacturing and selling of products.

The studies involved the investigation of the formal drganizational structure and the operating
procedures employed. Researchers collected data on: (a) the history, background, and objectives of the
firm, (b) the manufacturing processes and methods used, (c) the organizational structure and operating
routines employed, (d) the cost structure, (c) the labor structure, and (f) the success of the firm as
indicated by economic facts and figures.

. ...-
The organizations were divided into three groups, according to their degree of success; below average,

average, and above average.

After attempting to correlate success with form and size of organizations, Woodward hit upon the
idea of classifying the organizations into three groups according to the complexity of the technology
involved. The three categories established were: (a) unit and small-batch production, (b) large-batch and
mass production, and (c) long-run process production of the same 'product, such as oil and chemicals.
Therefore, the technological complexity involved, ranged from production of unit articles for individual
customers to continuous-flow process plants.

Once the organizations were classified according to technological complexity, a strong relationship
.between organizational structure and success agpeared. That is, the successful unit-production firms had
organizational characteristics in common with each other, as did the above-average, large-batch productions
firms and the above-average continuous process production firms.

The successful organizations at the extremes of the technological complexity scale tended to: (a)
place less emphasis on clear-cut written definitions of duties, (b) provide greater delegation of authority, (c)
provide more permissive management, (d) possess less tightly organized work forces, and (e) show less
organizat ional consciousness.

The successful oiganizations in the middle ranges of technological complexity (mass production)
possessed the most highly developed line-staff organization. On the one end of the. continuum where
technology was rather simple (unit), the line supervisors were technically competent and there were few
specialists. On the other end of the continuum (continuous process), the technologY involved a highly
technical production process, and it was difficult to distinguish between the executive and advisory
responsibilities.

The successful large-batch and mass production firms used more production administration and
greater supervision of production operators. The control procedures employed were more elaborate,
sanctions more rigorously applied, and written communications tended to occur more frequently than in
the unit or continuous.process type of firms.

Based on this evidence Woodward concluded that the classical management principles appeared to
have been developed based upon the large-batch production industry and therefore could only be applied
successfully to that type of industry. That is, the classical management principles were not appropriate for
unit and continuous-flow process type of organizations.

Dubin (1965) after reviewing Woodward's studies and related literature made a number of
conclusions related to the managerial or leadership styles required for the different technoloOcal
organizations.

First, Dubin made a general conclusion conceming worker autonomy. Worker autonomy being a
condition wherein a worker requires a minimum of close supervision. He concluded that the evidence
suggests that worker autonomy may be relevant to the unit-production technologies, but probably not to
mass-production technologies and almost certainly not to the continuous-flow process type of technologies.

Secondly, Dubin concluded that for production workers in unit and small batch technoloOes, the
factors of righ consideration and low structure have an affect on rated departmental efficiency and
foreman proficiency. That is, higher consideration and lower structure produces an increase in proficiency.
On the other hand, in mass production, efficiency and effectiveness are positively related to low
consideration and high structuring of the work situation by the forenn n. In the case of n.lddle managers in
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a continuouS-produ'etion operation, he concluded that neither consideration nor structut.ng was related to
rated efficiency of performance.

Based on the above discussion, it appears that there is some disagreemer t between Woodward and
Dubin. The disagreement is not with the large batch or mass .production category, nor with the
unit-production category. The disagreement involves the continuous-flow process category. Perhaps this
conflict is in part due to the difference in perspective between the two individuals. Woodward's emphasis is
on changes in the managerial control structure and its relation to the production process; that is, the
different technologies. Dubin's emphasis. is more on the surveillance of technological machinery. He argues
that with advancing technology the necessary control over machines and their output becomes so critical
that surveillance is shifted from the workers to management.

Zwerman (1970) has performed a follow-up study where he tried to replicate as close as possible the
research of Woodward. He concluded that his findings generally confirmed those of Woodward.
Nevertheless, more research is needed in order to resolve the conflict between Woodward's and Dubin's
conclusions. At present, however, their areas cf agreement offer the following in relating industrial
technology, to managerial style: (a) successful large-batch or mass production organizations require close
supervision, high structure, low consideration; and (b) successful .small-batcl or unit production
organizations require higher consideration, lower structure, and less supervision.

VI. MODEL 3: THE STOGDILL EMERGENT LEADERSHIP MODEL..

Stogdill (1959, 1971) has proposed an organizational model which suggests that emergent leadership
is contingent upon the individual, the group, and the interactions among members of the group. Stogdill's
model is depicted as an input-output system. Member's inputs into the organization are performances,
interactions, and expectations. The effects of these three input variables are exhibited in the form of role
differentiation, and therefore group.structure; and role performance or operations. That is, thc structure of
roles and .the operations within the group are considered properties of groups and result from the
interrelated performances, interactions, and expectatiims of the members. The end products or effects of
these personal and interpersonal behaviors, mediated through group structure and operations are exhibited
in the form of group achievement. Group achievement is composed of aspects entitled: (a). productivity, (b)
morale; and (c) integration. As a part of his 'model. Stogdill includes two variables 'which he calls formal
structure and role structure. These two variables represent the structuring and patterning of the input
performances, interactions, and expectations which bring about group achievement.

In regard to leadership behavior,,Stogdill stresses the importance of role. differentiation. He suggests
three factors for shaping the expectations that define an individuals (and therefore the leader's) role in an
organization. The first involves the function and the status cf the position occupied by theleader. Stogdill
indicated that individuals of different positions vary in freedom for initiative (status) and in the extent to
which they are expected to exert deterrnining effects upon group structure and goal direction (function).
The second factor consists of the demands placed upon the leader by his group due to variations in the
operational and structural lequirements of the group. The third and final factor consists of the group
members' perceptions of the leader.

Therefore, the leadership function in Stogdill's model is one which is cOntingent upon the leader's
role. His role is determined by. his expectations which in turn are created by: (a) his status and position, (b)
the groups perception of him, and (c) the groups demands upOn hint. The group's demands are, in turn, a
result of the operational requirements and the structural requirements established for the group
organizat ion.

In this regard, Stogdill has indicated that:

*the nteinbers of a newly formed ... group. as a result of their indiviMuil performances. interactions with
each other, and mutual reinforcement of each other's expectations, quickly develop a role structure. One
ineniher. who succeeds in emerging as a leader, thereby strengths the ex pectatioil that he can help the group
toward the accomplishment of its aims. Other members, in permit Uni, him to lead,reinforcc the expectation
that he is to contipue in his leadership role and that they are to pby other roles in the group. It has been
found aft a group cannot engage in successful task performaiice unfit a role structure has eviAved. The
Memberscontinue to strive for position and to define and redefine their roles rather than working.on the task
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until a structure has become differentiated and stabilized. ... The leader performs a value(' function, not
only because he is able to initiate structure, but also because he stabilizes the role structure that has evolved
for the purpose of task performance. It hus been found that leaders who emerge in group interaction tend to
be more strongly goal committed than other meinbers of the group. Since the nature of the goal and task isa

determining factor in the development of role structure. it is not surprising to and that the leader is expected
to maintain goal direction and role structure for the group. If he. wanders too far afield, the group members
may remind him of the primary task or of his responsibility. Thus, the leader is not alone in commitnient to
the group goal and role stmeture. Both theory and research evidence suggests a reciprocal and mutually
supportive relationship between leader and tbllowers with respect to the group goal (1971, pp. 13-14

Therr fore, Stogdill's model is primarily cr.:ncerned with emergent leadership: l-bs approach is one of a
systems f.pproach where leadership is defined as, ... the initiation and maintenance of structure in
expectr.don and interaction." (1971;p. 13).

VII. MODEL 4: TIIE HEW ER CONTINGENCY MODEL

Fiedler (1965, 1967) has proposed a model of leadership effectiveness which has been developed over
a period of more than fifteen years and is based on empirical resca;.ch, both experiinental and correlational.
Fiedler has proposed .that environmental situations can be ordemd in their degree of favorability for a

leader and that the leadership characteristics required vary according to the degree of favorability. First, the
leadership styles and their measUrement as proposed by Flodler will be considered, followed by a discussion
of the favorability of environmenlal situations.

Fiedler's measure of leadership style involves an instrument which assesses the leader's esteem for his
"least preferred co-worker- (LPO. In completing Fiedler's LPC instrument a leader is asked to think of all
persons with whom he has worked. Then he is asked to describe the one person wit h.,whom he ha.s found. it, .

most difficult to cooperate; that is, the person who has been his least preferred co-worker. The LPC need
not be someone, with whom the subject is working at the time, but any person with whom he has worked at
any point in time.

The leader then describes his LPC by completing the 21 eight point semantic differential type scales
on the LPC instrument. The LPC score obtained is the sum of the 21 item scores. The most favorlible scale
position is scored the value of 8, and the least favorable is scored as 1.

Fiedler (1966, 1971) has indicated that individuals receiving high LPC scores differ from those
receiving low LPC scores in that they tend to seek different needs in the group situation. Individuals who
.perceivc their LPCs in a relatively favorable manner (i.e., high LPCs) gain satisfaction and self-esteem from
nuccessful interpersonal relations. On the other hand. individuals who perceive their LPCs in a relatively
unfavorable manner (i.e., low LPCs) gain satisfaction and self-esteem from successful task performance.

Fiedler (1967) has indicated that LPC scores have a high degree of internal consistency, with split half
coefficients falling in the neighborhood of .90 to .95. The stability of the LPC score over several months
has been estimated bY Fiedler to be around .60.

Therefore, leadership style for Fiedler is obtained from LPC scores. Which style is the most effective?
This depends upon the situation, and the situation in Fiedler's model is defined in terms of the favorability
of the situation for the leader. For Fiedler, favorability of environmental situations depends upon three
characteristics. They are: (a) leader-member relations. (b) task structure, and (c) position power.

Leader-member relations has been proposed by .Fiedler -as- the most important of the three
characteristics in determining one's leadership influence: The leader-member relation characteristic is
characterized as the degree to which a leader's group members trust and like him and are wilag to follow
his guidance. This characteristic has been usually measured by either: (a) a sociometric technique which
asks group Members to name the most influential Nrson in their group or the man they would most like to
have as a leader, or (b) a group-atmosphere scale indicating the degree to which a [eager feels accepted by a
group.

The second most important characteristic according to Fiedler, is task structure.Task structure is the
degree to which a task is spelled out in detail for a grOup, and can be accomplished according.to a detailed
set of standard operating instructions. The rationale behind this characteristic is that vague and ambiguous
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or unstructured tasks make it difficult for the leader to exert leadership influence, because neither he nor
his subordinates know exactly what has to be accomplished or how it is to be dope. This characteristic has
been measured on the basis of four scales developed by Shaw .(1963). They are: (a) goal clarity or the
degree to which the task's desired outcome is specified; (b) decision verifiability or the objectivity with
which the outcome can be measured, (c) solution specificity or whether there arc one or many possible
solutions, and (d) goal-path multiplicity or whether there are one or many possible methods for reaching
the goal.

The third characteristic is position-power. That is, the power a leader possesses because Of his position
within the organizational hierarchy. It is sepfirate from his personal attQction and ability to command
respect and loyalty. The rationale asociated with.this characteristic is- that the leader who possesses the
power to lUre and tir'e, promote and demote, can obtain worker compliance under conditions which might
be impossible for a lead& without this power (e.g., a chairman of a volunteer work group). An 18-item
checklist filled out by an independent judge has been used to measure this dimension. This dimension has
been considered to be the least important of the three dimensions.

Measurements of .these three characteristics or dimenskins have been dichotomized, which permits a

partfailar group leadership situation to be classified intoone of eight possible categories. This relationship
is depicted in Fitude 1.

According to this scheme it is easiest to be a leader in a group which falls into cell or octant 1 since
you are liked, have position power, and have a structured task. It is quite difficult to be a leader in a group
which falls into octant 8 where the leaderis not liked, has a vague unstructured task, and little position
power.

.....

Oif an a' priori basis, the eight categories have been arranged on a "favorableness" continuum or the
degree to which the leader's job of influencing hiS gmup will be easy or difficult, us is depicted in Figure 1.
This figure shows the results obtained from 63 sets of groups. The horizontal axis indicates the situational
difficulty or favorability dimension. That is, where the leader's-group fell in terms of the eight fold
classification scheme. The vertical axis shows the correlation coefficients between group performance and
the leader's LPC score.

. Fiedler concluded from the results depicted in Figure 1, ,that task-oriented leaders tend to perform
better than relationship-oriented leaders in situations whicli are either very favorable, or in those which are
very unfavorable. On the other hand, relationship-oriented leaders perform better than task-oriented leaders

. 1 situations which are intertnediate in favorableness:* Based on this conclusion. he postulated that the
. performance of the leader depends as much on the job and the organization as it does on the individual in4.

I' the leadership position. Therefore, the organizatiodcan change leadership performance by redefining the
leader's job. Fiedler believes that it is almost always easier to change a man's work environment than it is to
change his personality or his leadership style. In order to change the leader's work situation so as to be
more favorable to his leadership style Fiedler (1967, pp. 255-256) offers the following suggestions for
organizational engineering:

I. Ip mime organizations e. can chani:e the individual's task assignment_ We may assign toone leader very
structured tasks whidi have implicit or ex plkit instructions telling him what to do and how to do it, and we
may assign to another the tasks which arc nebulous and vague. The former are the typical production tasks,
the latter are exemplified by committee work, by the development of pokey, and by tasks which require
creativity.

2, \' can change the leader's position power. We not only can give him a higher rank and corresponding
recognition, we can also modify his position power by gAvinghim subordinates who are equal to him in rank
;ind prestige or subordinates who are two or tltree ranks below him. We ean give him.subordinates who are
expert in their specialties or subordinates who depend upon the leader for guidance and instruction. We can
give the leader the final say in all decisions allecting his group. or we can require that he make decisions in
consultation with his snbordinates, or even that he obtain their concurrence. We can channd all directives.
communica firms. and informatkin about Organizational plans through the leader alone, giving him expert
power, or we can provide these elmmunications to all his subordinates.

3. We can change the leader.member relations in the group. We can have the leader work with groups whose
members are very similar to him in attitude, opinion, technical background, race, and cultural background.
Or we can assign him subordinates with whom he dim IN in any one or several of these important aspects.
Finally. we can assign the leader to a group in which the members have a tradition of getting along well with
their supervisors or to a group which has a history and tradition or confliet.
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Fiedler (1967) has also addressed the topic of training and experience (Csoka & Fiedler, 1971). He
has suggested that training arid experience may be viewed as altering the favorableness of the situation.
Therefore, according to Fiedler, training and experience results in improved performance of some leaders,
while decreasing that of others. More, specifically, training and experience (e.g., management training) that
results in leaders becoming more task-motivated (low LPC) would have a positive Correlation between
performance and training when leading in very favorable and unfavorable situations, and a negative
correlation when performing in in tennediate situations. Leaders whose training and experience resulted in
their becoming more relationship-motivated (high LPC) would perform better in in tennediate favorability
situations, however, their performance would decrease if placed in very unfavorable or favorable situations.
Training (such as technical training) which generally increases the favorability of the situation for both
task-oriented leaders, and relationship-oriented leaders could either cause .an increase or decrease in
performance. For example, a task-oriented working in an unfavorable situation who undergoes
training which increases the favorableness of the situation has a resulting decrease in performance since he
now falls within the intermediate favorability range of Fiedler's curve which requires a relationship-oriented
.leader for optimum effectiveness. On the other hand, had the !eider been a relationship-oriented leader his
performance would have not decreased, but instead would have increased.

Attempts to validate this hypothesis have been performed with sonic reported success by Csoka
(1972), and Csoka and Fiedler (1971).

Extensive research by Fiedler, his associates, as well as other social scientists has been conducted in an
attempt to examine the validity of his Model. Mitchell, Biglan, Oncken, and Fiedler (1970) indicated that
since 1964 approximately 25 studies have been conducted which attempted to test various aspects of the
model. They concluded that the field studies testing the model generally indicate a, very close relationship
between the proposed curve and the obtained curve. Laboratory experiments, however, did not support the
model in octant 11, and the support for other octants (in many cases) was weak.

More recently Michaelsen (1971), at Michigan University's Institute for Social Research. tested
Fiedler's model and he concluded that his results generally supported the "contingency model."

Even though there appears to be general support for Fiedler's model, t:une are problems associated
with his method of assessing leadership style. One of the problems associated with assessing leadership style
is the low reliability of the LPC scale. In one study (Fiedler, 1967, p. 48) the test-retest correlation dropped
to .31. Therefore, there is some reason to question whether the LPC scale is a sufficiently reliable measure
of leadership.

Another problem with the model is associated with the correlational data from which the model's
curve was derived. Examination of the correlations reveals that at least in sonic octants, th2 correlations
vary over a very wide range. In octant III, for example, the correlntions range from .72 to one isolated
case of +.84 (Fiedler, 1967, p. 146). Little confidence can be given to the curve' pOint values (i.e., median
values) that are obtained from such a wide dispersion of coefficients.

A third problem is associated with the meaning of the LPC score. What the LPC score is measuring is
still open to question. llowever, Mitchell (1970) in a series of studies concluded that the LPC score was
positively related to cognitive complexity. He found that high-LPC people differentiated more than
low-LPC people between task and interpersonal characteristics of both people and situations. In addition,
he found that high-LPC individuals were more complex in their utilization of infonnation about various
task situations. An unexpected result was that high-LPC individuals used interpersonal relationship cues less
than did low-LPC individuals in making judgements about hypothetical-task situations. Mitchell suggested
that this might be due to the LPC score reflecting not a single dimension of personality but two. .

In summary, Fiedler's model involves the leader with his persontility and unique style and the
situation. The.situation is viewed in terms of favorableness, and different personality types (i.e., high LPC's
and low LPC's) perform better under different situations. Fl...dler would select leaders for particular
situations, (or change the situation) since he assumes they lack the ability to widely vary their leadership
style. A different approach is taken in the next model: model 5.
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VIII. MODEL. 5: THE TANNENBAUM LEADERSHIP PROCESS MODEL

Tannenbaum, Weschler, and Massatik (1961) have developed an interesting model of leadership
behavior. Their approach is apparent in their definition of leadership. They define leadership as
"interpersonal influence, exercised in situations and diredel, through the comMunication process, toward
tile attainment of a specified goal or goals (p. 24)."

The authors have indicated that the leadership process always involves attempts on the part of the
leader to affect or influence the behavior of a follower or followers in a given situation. Therefore, their
leadership process model involves: (a) the personality of the leader, (b) the personality of the follower, and
(c) the characteristics of the situation.

In order to better understand this model the basic.components, starting with leader personality and
ending with leader effectiveness will now be discussed. Each component will be italicized when initially
presented in order to identify it as a new component. -

The leader's personality is composed of his needs, perceptual capacities, and action capacities. His
needs and his perceptual capacities (i.e., potential for responding to a variety of external stimuli) affect his
response to the stimuli which confront him. His overt response involves his action capacity which is defined
as his capacity or potential for respomling behaviorly under a variety of conditions. Once the leader receives
stimuli from his followers and from the situation (e.g., physical phenomenon, organizations, goals, etc.),
then his needs, perceptual capacities, and action capacities as well as the quality and quantity of the stimuli
received determine his perceptual flexibility. Perceptual flexibility, as defined in the model, is the range of
stimuli of which the leader is cognitively aware in an actual leadership situation. It serves as a basis for
influence attempts by the leader.

Given that a leader possesses a certain range of perceptions (i.e., perceptual flexibility), then he must
distinguish among his perceptions;.those which he believes to be relevant (i.e., relevance judged by leader)
to the attainment of the specified goal and those which he evaluates as irrelevant. His evaluation of
relevance can be inaccurate, and his error in this instance can be ascertained by a mparing his judged
relevance with some extemal, actual criterion ol" relevance.

If there is agreement between the leader's perception of reality and that of some actual criterion of
relevance, then the leader is said to be sensitive or possess sensitivity. Sensitivity, therefore, is defined as
accuracy of perception by the leader. There ate two types of sensitivity. There is social sensitivity which
involves the accuracy of perception of followers, other individuals, grdups, organizations, and cultures.
Then there is non-social sensitivity which involves the accuracy of perception of physical phenomena. When
no such agreement exists, then the leader is said to be insensitive.

The leader with a certain degree of sensitivity forms a cognitive structure of the follower or followers
and the situations.*The end product of this structuring process is termed a psychological nzap. That is, the
leader issesses the followers and the situation as a preliminary to action. In so doing he establishes a mental
image of the barriers and facilitating circumstances that have a bearing on the specified goals of his
leadership behavior. In turn, he visualizes the alternative action pathways available to him which he feels
will lead to effective leadership. This map, therefore, provides the basis for the course of action which the
leader follows in his attempts to exert influence through communications.

It is at this point in the leadership process that the leader's personality once more comes into play.
His, needs and his action capacity or capacity for behavior, determines his action flexibility (i.e., range of
available communication behaviors).

As previously mentioned, communication serves as the instrument through which influence is
exerted. The leader uses communication as a tool whereby he affects the perceptual-cognitive structure of
the follower. He selects from his different alternative communication behaviors those that he feels will
affect the follower in changing his attitude appropriately and in turn will lead to the desired behavioral
change. Therefore, for the leader certain communication behaviors are fudged appropriate and selected, and
others are judged inappropliate and rejected. The degree to which a leaders selected behaviors are
appropriate (i.e., succeed in moving followers toward goal attainment) is a measure of leadership
effectiveness.
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In summary, it can be Said that Tannenbaum and his associates have presented a leadership model
based on influence attempts hy a leader over followers in a given situation. The leader's personality is a
variable associated with leadership effectiveness. The attributes of the leader's personality which
contributed to leadership effectiveness are: (a) his needs, (b) his perceptual capacities, and (c) his action
capacities. They are important to the extent to which they affect what the leader sees in his attempt to
understand the follower and the situation, and to the extent that they have an impact upon his
communication behaviors.

The primary factor for leadership effectiveness is, therefore, leader flexibility. Basic to this style.,
flexibility .is the concept of leader sensitivity which determines the leader's psychological map for
leadership action.

1-lo'w can a leader improve upon this basic ingredient of sensitivity? Tannenbaum and his associates
feel that this can be accomplished through a training program which stresses social sensitivity and action
flexibility (i.e.. sensitivity training).

But how does one choose a specific leadership pattern? That is the next topic of concern and
Tannenbaum and Schmidt offer some assistance in answering this question.

Choosing a Leadership Pattern

Tannenbaum and Schmidt (1958) offered managers a way of thinking about varying their leadership
style. They depicted the range of leadership behavior as falling along a continuum which varied from that of
a boss-eentered leadership style to that of a subordinate-centered leadership style.

The alternatives available to a manager include: (a) making a decision and announcing it, (b) selling
his decision, (c) presenting his ideas and inviting questions, (d) presenting a tentative decision subject to
change, (e) presenting the problem, getting suggestions and then making his own decision, and (f) defining
the limits and requesting the groupt to make a decision within prescribed limits. Depending upon the
situation the manager varies his behavior along this continuimi. The factors that affect the style to be
selected are the factors previously mentioned; that is, the factors related .to the manager himself, those
related to other members of the group, and Idstly, those related to the situation at hand. The manager
chooses a 'leadership style that is. consistent with his personality, his values, his confidence in hif
subordinates, his leadership inclinations, and his feelings of security in the situation. In addition, the
effective leader bases his choice on his subordinates individual needs for independence, their tolerance for
ambiguity, their willingness to accept responsibility, their interest and expertise in the problem, their
understanding of organizatiorai goals, and their experience in decision making. In regards to the situational
factors to be considered, the authors include the degree of time pressure, the type of problem, the ability of
the work group to work together, ahd the type of organization.

Being an effective leader, therefore, requires a manager to be aware of the situation, the people
involved, himself, and the dynamic interactions of these factors. Once again, for Tannenbaum and his
colleagues an appropriate style is one that results in influencing behavior toward goal attainment.

Since this model was initially published there have been many social developments which were not
considered in the initial model. Recognizing this Tannenbaurn and Schmidt (1973) recently published a
modification of the mOdel in order to incorporate these social changes.

This model reflects a more permissive philcsophy of management and a more Complex view of the
environment in which the manager operates. The original model was basically a closed system and was
concerned only with situations residing within the organizational environment. The revised model includes
forces lying outside of the organization, and indicates there is an interdependency between the external and
internal environment.

In the initial model the manager was portrayed as the principal actor, who initiated and determined
group functions and his managerial style. The revised model gives more of this responsibility to the workers.
Now the relationship between a manager and his subordinates is depicted as one arrived at by interaction
between the two parties. This, implies that the workers possess more power than was initially indicated in
the original model. This power can be manifested in forms such as resistance by individual workers, or by
joint worker action as seen in labor union activities.
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In the 1958 article, Tannenbaum and Schmidt used the termsmanager and subordinate. In the revised
model they prefer not to use the term subordinate, since they feel it is demeaning. They refer instead to
use in its place the term non-manager.

Taken as a whole, the works of Tannebaum and his associates reflect a complex and dynamic process
which has been summarized recently by Tannenbaum (1971) as follows:

First I do not think we can simply discuss-"leadership" out of context. If we wish to determine leadership
qualities and to differentiate between levels of those qualities, we must do two things: we must relate them
to societal frame of reference. Second, I think we must decept the evolution of the study of leadership as a
three-variabIe problem consisting of the leader, the situation and the followers. Third. I hold quite strongly
that effective leadership requires mastery of social sensitivity and action flexibility. The level of skill of
application of these, two qualities determines both short-run and long-run effectiveness.

IX. MODEL 6: THE HOUSE PATH GOAL THEORY

House (1971) has recently'presented a path goal theory of leader effectiveness. The theory is based
upon a path-goal hypothesis advanced by Georgopoulos and Tannenbaum (1957), and upon motivational
expectancy theory (Porter & Lawler, 1968; Vroom, 1964). The theory is expressed in the formula:

M = IVb + Pi [ IVa + (P2,EVi)
i

The leadership influence has an impact upon the formula in that a leader (by his actions) affects the
independent variables listed and therefore influences the individual's motivation (M). toward goal
achievement. In order to clarify this relationship each of the components of the formula will be discussed,
followed by an explanation of the leader's influence upon each.

According to House's model, an individual in a given work situation estimates the path
instrumentality (P1) of his behavior for the accompliihment of some goal In order to do this he considers
factors such 'as his ability to behave in a manner that is effective, as well as the environmental work goal
barriers, and the support that others will give him in attempting.to accomplish the work goal He also makes
an estimate ot the path instrumentality (P2) of the work goal accomplishment for attaining personal
outcomes that have a certain valence or value for him. In addition, he makes an evaluation and subjectively
places values on: (a) the intrinsic valence associated with the behavior required to achieve the work goal
t.1VL), (b) the intrinsic valence associated with the achievement of the work goal (IVa), and (c) the extrinsic
valence associated with the personal outcomes or payoffs that he acquires as a result of achieving the work
goal (EVi).

Put a little less formally, the process is similar to an individual asking himself: "If I perform in a
certain way (behavior), what are the odds that I will obtain my work goal? Also if I do obtain my wurk goal
what is its pay off for me what do I get out of it; and is the pay off of any value to me, is it what I
want?"

How does the leader fit into this scheme? He fits into the scheme by affecting each of the
independent variables just discussed. First, the leader, in part, determines the extrinsic rewards that will be
associated with the accomplishment of the work goal (i.e., EVi). For instance, he influences the degree to
which accomplishnient of a work-goal will be recognized as a contribution and whether it will be rewarded,
such as; financial increases, promotion, or assignment to a more interesting job or task situation. Therefore,
the leader influences the magnitude of values of the available personal outcomes. Second, the leader, by
constantly rewarding -achievement, can increase the subordinates' path instrumentality (P2) for'valued or
valent personal outcomes. That is, the worker knows that the leader has rewarded consistently in the past
for good performance and that he probably will idthe future. Still another way that a leader cap influence
a subordinate toward goal-attainment, is by giving support to the worker's efforts, thereby increasing the
worker's chances of goal accomplishment. Fourth, the leader can affect the intrinsic valences or values
associated with work-goal accomplishment (IVO, by the way he assigns and delegates tasks to his workers.
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This, in turn, determines the amount of influence the subordinate has in goal setting and the amount of
control he is permitted in the task-directed effort. House proposes that in general the greater the
subordinates' opportunity to influence a goal and exercise control over task accomplishment, the more
intrinsically valent the work-goal accomplishment. Lastly, the leader can increase the net intrinsic valence
associated with goal-directed behavior (IVO. He does this by reducihg barriers which cause frustratioh, by
being supportive in difficult and stressful times and generally being considerate of the needs of the
subordinate.

Therefore, in the light of the model proposed, the leader is viewed as a motivator of individual -
workers toward goal attainment. Is there any support for this theory? House (1971) cited three studies and
drew the conclusion that the evidence generally indicated support. However, since the 1971 article, House
and Wahba (1972) have reviewed the results of 14 expectancy model studies in order to establish the
relationships among the components of the model. TI at is, are the components additive, multiplicitnie, or
some combination of the two. Based on these studies they modified the original model which resulted in
the following formulation:

M =1Va, Ei [1Vb + ( E., x V)]

Where El is equivalent to PI in the original formula and E2 is equivalent to P2.

This revised model still requires more support in order to establish the validity of the proposed
relationships. Nevertheless, the model does suggest a dynamic, complex motivational system as a basis for
leadership behavior, which is contingent upon the leader, the follower, and the situation.

X. MODEL 7: THE REDDIN 3-P THEORY

Reddin (1967, 1970 has developed what he calls, a 3-13 .Theory of Leadership Effectiveness. His
theory incorporates leadership style and relates different styles to different situational environments.

He proposed two dimensions of managerial style: (a) task otientation (TO), and (b) relationship
orientation (RO). These nvo dimensions were selected for inclusion in his model based on the Ohio State
Leadership Studies, the Michigan Leadership Studies, and the work ofBales (1953) at Harvard.

Reddin defined task orientation as, " the extent to which a Manager is likely to direct his own
and his subordinates efforts toward goal attainment (1967, p. 11)." Relatiohship orientation, on the other
hand, was defined by Reddin as, " . :. the extent to which a manager is likely to have highly personal job
relationships chat actedzed by mutual trust, respect for subordinates' ideas and consideration of their
feelings (1967, p. 11)."

Based on these two dimensions, Redclin developed four basic leadership styles. The four styles
proposed are: (a) the integrated style, (b) the dedicated style, (c) the relfned style, and (d) the separated
style. These styles can be depicted in a matrix where the integrated style is one where the leader is high on
both the relationship orientation dimension and the task orientation dimension. On the other hand, if a
leader is high in his task orientation and low in his relationship orientation then he is said to be employing
the dedicated leadership style. While if the reverse is nue, that is, he is high on the relatioLship orientation
dimension and low on the task orientation dimension then he is employing the related leadership style.
Lastly, if the leader is low on both dimensions then his style employed is said to be a separated leadership
style.

Reddin, in developing his theory, indicated that these two dimensions of leadership, in and of
themselves, 'We're of little value. He further indicated that they needed to he related to managerial
effectiveness in a variety of situations. Toward that cnd he added a third dimension, that of leader
effectiveness. Reddin called a leadership style effective, when it was appropriate to a given situation, and he
called it ineffective when a style was inappropriate to a given situation.

The leadership style, however, is not only effective or ineffective. The leadership style varies along a
continuum of effectveness. At one extreme the leadership style is depicted as effective, with four related
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iffective leadership styles. At the other extreme the leadership style is depicted as ineffective with four
ineffective leadership styles. How well a leader performs, establishes his position along this continuum. His
peiformance is .measured by the extent to which he achieves the output requirements of his position, and
these output requirements are established in line with the management by objectives (M00) approach.

What are these effective and ineffective leadership styles? On the effective end of the continuum
Reddin lists four styles which he calls: (a) the bureaucrat, (b) the developer, (c) the benevolent autocrat,
and (d) the executive. The bureaucrat is characterized as one who is not interested in either Ole task or a
relationship orientation but who, by following the rules, does not make this obvious and therefore does not
let it affect morale. He is considered effective in that he follows the rules and maintains apparent interest.

The developer, on the other hand, is characterized as one who pl,ces implicit trust in people. He is
concerned with developing the talents of others and of providing a work atmosphere conducive to
maximization of individual satisfaction and motivation. He is comidered effective in that the work
environment he creates is conducive to his subordinates developing commitment to both themselves and the
jo).

The third effective leadership style, the benevolent autocrat, is one who places implicit trust in
hiMself and is concerned with both short and long run tasks. Ile is effective in that he possesses a skill in
inducing others to perform as he desires without creating enough resentment to decrease production.

The last effective leadership style, the executive, is One who sees his job as effectively maximizing the.
effort of others .in relation to the short Sand long run tasks. He establishes high standards for performance
and production and recognizes that due to individual differences and expectations that he will have to treat
everyone differently. He is effective in that he is committed to both the task and the relationship
dimensions involved in his position.

At the other end of the effectiveness continuum, the ineffective end, Reddin lists four ineffective or
less effective styles: (a) the deserter, (b) the missionary, (c) the autocrat, and (d) the compromiser.

The first of these, the deserter, is charatterized as one who is usiry a low task orientation and low
relationship orientation in a situation where such behavior is inappropriate and who is, therefore, less
effective. He is perceived as uninvolved and passive or negative.

The second ineffective style, the missionary, is a style where the manager uses a high relationship
orientation and a low task orientation in a situation where such behavior is inappropriate and therefore he
is also ineffective. He is perceived as being primarily interested in harmony.

The third ineffective style, the autocrat, involves a style that is high in task orientation and low in
relationship orientation. He is perceived as having no confidence in other individuals, as unpleasant, and as
interested only in the immediate task.

The fourth and last of the ineffective leadership styles is.the compromiser. He is one who is high in
task orientation and high in relationship orientation, in a situation that requires a high orientation in only
one of the dimensions or neither. He is perceived as being a poor decision maker, as one who allows various
pressures of the situation to overly influence him, and as one who is concerned with immediate problems
rather than maximizing long-term production.

Given that there are different styles of managerial or leadership behavior available; then what are the
requirements for effectively selecting and utilizing them? Reddin (1970) has indicated that there are three
basic skills required in order to become an effective manager. First, the leader or manager must know how
to (cad a situation (i.e., situational sensitivity). Second, he must have the skill to change the situation if it
needs to be changed (i.e., situational management skill). Third, an effective manager must possess the
capacity to vary his leadership style in accordance with the situatir,nal requirements (i.e., style flexibility
skill).

In regards to situational sensitivity, an.effective manager has to be aware of the basic components o.fa
situational environment. Reddin, in his 3-D Theory, subdivided the situation into five basic elements. They
are: (a) the organization philosophy, (b) the technology, (c) the superior, (d) the co-workers, and (e) the
subordinates. Each of these will now be discussed. -
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The organization philosophy; which Reddin simply calls the "organization" most of the time, refers
to those factors which influence behavior within a social system that are common to essentially unrelated
positions.

For example,.the organization philosophy has been referred to as "extrinsic job factors?' "culture,"
"climate," and "values."

The second situational element, technology, refers to the way that work may be accomplished.in
order to achieve managerial effectiveness. Decision making and the making of inspections are forms of work,
that could be accomplished in different ways; that is, their technology is different, and the requirements 'are
different. The major question is: What are the demands that technology makes on managerial behavior? A
short-run as opposed to long-run production technology might require a different managerial style. Also the
affect of different time pressures can influence managerial style. For example, an open-hearth steel mill
foreman in an emergency situation has a different technology than during routine processing, and his style
needs to be varied accordingly.

The situational elements termed superior, co-workers, and subordinates:are used within the 3-D
Theory, in the generally accepted sense. Each of theSe are, in turn, composed of styles and expectations.

In order to accurately assess the situation, Reddin proposes the use of a "flex map." A situational
flex map is compos.ed of a diagram with the two basic leadership dimensions (i.e., task and relationship
orientetion), the situational element or elements involved (e.g., technology), and the range of flexibility of
the ?leader depicted. The leaders range of flexibility is established by use 'of "People and Organization
indicators" provided by Reddin (1970, chap. 8). Reddin suggests that the flex map enables a leader to get a
realistic picture of the situation and therefore be better able to establish what action (style) is appropriate.

In summary, it can be said that Reddin's 3-D Theory provides: (a) effective and ineffective managerial
styles Which are contingent upon the situation, (b) a basis for establishing leader flexibility, (c) a break-out
of situational elements important to leadership effectiveness, and (d) a means of assessing the situation and
the managerial style required (i.e., the situational flex map). In addition, Reddin proposes that managerial
effectiveness can be increased by increasing a manager's range of siyles or his flexibility, and by developing
his skills in changing situations to match his most dnntinant style. Reddin (1970, chap. 24) has suggested
that this can be accomplished by a nine-stage Irait..;:ig program especially designed to develop managerial

in iavational sensitivity, style flexibility, and situational management.

XI. MODEL 8: THE HERSEY AND BLANCHARD LIFE CYCLE THEORY

Hersey and Blanchard were greatly influenced by Reddin's 3-D Theory. Like Reddin, they added a
third dimension, that of effectiveness, to the task and relationship dimensions of leadership behavior. They
labeled their model the "Tri-Dimensional Leader Effectiveness Model."

This model is the same as Reddin's except that the terminology is changed in part. Hersey and
Blanchard (1972a, 1972b) extfuld the model with their distinction between successful and effective
managerial leadership. The four terms of successful, unsuccessful, effective, and ineffective used by Hersey
and Blanchard will now be defined.

A manager in attempting leadership can be either successful or unsuccessful in accomplishing his goal.
Should he be successful, then the leadership attempt can be further categorized as effective or ineffective.
For example, a manager might get his subordinates to perform up to the established requirements of the
organization through the use of threats, coercion, 'or other forms of pressure. Since he has obtained the
planned ends he is considered successful. However, if his subordinates are resentful and hostile then,
according to the authors, he is not considered effective. On the other hand, should he motivate his
subordinates so that they are willing to do what they are required because they experience achievement or
satisfaction in excelling or feel that their needs are being met, then the leader is said to be both successful
and effective. Hersey and Blanchard propose that the implication of this is that if a short-run influence is all
that is needed over subordinates then a successful style is adequate; however, if a lcing7run influence is
required, such as many years, then a manager whould strive to be both successful and effective. They
maintain that in the long-run this will increase and organization's productivity and overall efficiency.
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After developing their Tri-Dimensional Model, Heisey and Blanchard (1972a) proposed a "Life-Cycle
Theory- of Leadership." The theory was an outgrowth of the Tfi-Dimensional Model, and was based on a
curvilinear relationship between task behavior, relationship behavior, and maturity.

According to their Life-Q.cle Theory, as the level of maturity of a leader's subordinates continues to
increase, appropriate leader behavior requires less and less task structure while increasing consideration, and
should eventually entail decreases in socio-emotional support or relationship behavior.

The Life-Cycle Thdory defines maturity as being similar to the McClelland, Clark, and Lonell (1953)
achievement-motivation construct, and as the willingness and ability to take respOnsibility, and therefore is
also related to task relevant education and experience of the individual. Maturity is basically the same as
Argyris's (1957) hnmaturity-Maturity continuum where a person is coaceived as one who matures over
time and moves from a passive dependent state to a state of increasing activity and independence. Age is a
factor in maturity; however, the primary concern for the Life-Cycle Theory is psychological age not
chronological age. .

In order to insure clarity of the Life-Cycle Theory the following example should prove helpful. For
an immature person (or group) the Life-Cycle Theory suggests that the .leader behavior Should move
through; (a) .a high task-low relationship type of behaviorto, (b) a high task-high relationship-behavior, ane
then to (c) a high relationship low task behavior, followed finally by (d) a low task-low relationship.
behavior. This sequence is a progxession from immaturity to maturity and assumes that the subordinates
will progress toward maturity.

In order to determine an appropriate leadership style, the authors have proposed that dividing the
Life Cycle into three levels would be useful. Based on this division, the Life-Cycle Theory of leadership
postulates that when working with subordinates of below average maturity, a high task structure low
relationship style has the best probability of success. However, when dealing with subordinates of average
maturity the styles of high task high relationships and low task high relationships should be more
appropriate. The most appropriate style for very mature employees is the low task low relationships
style.

As previously indicated individuals progress over time in their level of maturity and the managerial
style required should vary with thri maturity level. In addition, a. manager who is new on the job or has a
new task and who has above average employees in regards to maturity, should progress rapidly through the
Life-Cycle process. That is, he starts at the beginning of the cycle not at some other point, but because of
the maturity of the group he progresses raPidly toward a low task low relationship style. For example,
during the early stages of a research project a project manager (PM) is required to establish a certain amount
of structure as to the requirements and limitations of the project. After these boundaries are understood by
the project workers, the project manager may move rapidly through the project life cycle, back to a low
task low relationship style which is usually the most appropriate for such a mature group.

Hersey and Blanchard have noted that since the turn of the century, society has made great scientific
and technical advances. Tlds has resulted in many employees enjoying a higher standard of living than has
been possible in the past. In turn, our society tends to be better educated and more sophisticated than ever
before. Therefore, today's workers have increased potential for self-direction and self-control, when
compared with those of earlier periods. That is, they are more mature. Also the higher standardof living has
fulfilled or satisfied the basic needs of most workers, such as the physiological and safety needs. As a result,
today's workers are more concerned with higher order needs, such as achieving status, achieving satisfaction
from work, etc.

Accdrding to Hersey and Blanchard, this shift .in the need disposition and level of maturity of our
general population affects the traditional principles of-management. such as the span of control and the role
of the manager.

For the principle of span of control. the traditional approach has been that the number of employees
supervised decreases as one moves higher in the organization. This has resulted in the traditional pyramidal
organizational structure.

Based on their theory Hersey and Blanchard suggest that this may not be as applicable today due to
the overall edocational and cultural prowess of our society. Instead, the)nsuggest, it might be better to.
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establish an organization's span of control based on the level of maturity of the individuals being
supervised. Therefore, it would appear that a manager could effectively supervise more subordinates if' they
were very mature (since they should not require constant close supervision) than he could if they were
rather immature. Ihised on this logic, span of control should be broad at the top of an organization, and
narrow at the bottom. That is. the inexperienced lower level workers often have less education and need
more personal interaction with their supervisors. If he is to provide close supervision then his span-of
control should be small.

A second item that has been affected by our cultural progress, according to Hersey and Blanchard, is
the role of the manager. Traditionally, the-manager's role was one characterized by planning, organizing,
moiivating, and controlling. That is, managers told their subordinates what to do, and how to do it, and
used financial incentives and the manipulation of rewards and punishments in order to motivate them.

Het-sey and Blanchard feel that since today's employee is more mature, then the role of the manager
should shift from formal supervision and control of his subordinates to a more general type of supervisory
style with less control. In addition, the manager today can serve better as a 'linking pin" (Likert, 1961) to
the next higher organizational level. That is, since he has mature subordinates today, then he can direct
more of his efforts and influence upward. Instead of emphasizing the functions of organizing, directing, and
controlling, he can now stress long-range planning, interdepartmental coordination, and acquisition of
resources at the next higher level, for the betterment of his work group and the organization.

In summary, Hersey and Blanchard have developed a Life-Cycle Theory of Leadership which had its
roots in the work of Reddin. They have extended ReddIn's model and distinguished between the successful
and the effective manager or leader. In addition, they have stressed the imporjance of the maturity of the
individuals and the work group in the organizational setting. Based on their maturity concept they have
suggested that mature, responsible workers need a loosely controlled, flexible organization with general
supervision if they are to be truly effective. On the other hand, imMature, untrained workers need a
structural organization with more individual attentidn and personal interaction with their supervisor in
order to develop their talents.

Here we have a theory composed of the leader, the situation, and the subordinates. The emphasis is
on assessing accurately the situation and the appropriate leadership style required for it. A part of this
decision process is establishing the maturity ievel of the employees who are a part of the situation, a
function not often considered by most behavioral theorists.

XIL EVALUATION OF LEADERSHIP MODELS

The eight contingency approaches to leadership are evaluated based on three primary criteria. They
are: (a) Does the model provide a useful descriptive framework for depicting. the phenomenon called
leadership? (b) Does the model introduce new components or new concepts which assist in better
understanding leadership? and (c) Is the model testable?

Following the evaluation of the eight models, the ninth model The Three-Component Leadership
Model is presented. The presentation relates the model to the earlier models and points out areas which are
unique to Model 9. In addition, Model 9 is critiqued based on the three criteria cited above in order to assist
in establishing its utility as a leadership model.

Model I: The Katz and i'f.ahn Organizational Level Model

Katz and Kahn (1966) take an open-systems approach in describing organizations. Leadership within
this open-systcms view is depicteds a dynamic process which varies as different aspects of the organization
and ;is environment vary. For Katz and Kahn, leadership involves influence which soes beyond the routine
and taps bases of power beyond those decreed by the organizatien. They fed that referent power and
expert power are the two major power sources foi effective leadership.

Within these dynamic organizations the leadership styles required differ for top echelons,
intermediate levels, and lower levels. Each of these three otganizational levels Noire different cognitive
styles and different affective characteristics of leaders.
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Their model therefore is a descriptive one, and its strong points include the propositions that: (a)
'managerial requirements are different at different organimtional levels, and (b) that leadership behavior is a
dynamic process because organizations are in and of themselves dynamic.

On the other hand, their zno.del- as presented appears to be limited to large-scale hierarchical
orgarizations, and does not consider in any depth, (a) leadership style as a function of the size of an
organization, or (b) leadership style as a function of the technology involved. It would appear that the
leadership requirements for top echelons in large organizations would differ front those in small
organizations. Also, the requirements for effective leadership in one technology would possibly differ from
the requirements in a different technology (e.g., automotive versus petroleum technology). These aspects
might be reflected in a very flat organizational structure with little or no middle management persbnnel.
This organizational structure aspect is not discussed within Katz and Kahn's model. Lastly, their model
does not .adequately address the effect of different situations on management style. For example an
authoritarian leadership style (as opPosed to a style employing referant power) maybe the most effective
style (in the short run and long run) when a crisis situation develops.

Nevertheless, Katz and Kahn do offer a useful descriptive model of leadership behavior for large-scale
hierarchical organizations. The leader is depicted as one who needs different talents for different
organizational levels, and one who is required to function within a dynamic open-system; the organization.

Model 2: The Dubin and Woodward Technology Model

It has been noted that Katz and Kahn did not consider in any depth the effects of technology on
leadership or management style. Dubin and Woodward, on the other hand, have stressed this aspect.
Perhaps this highlighting of technology, as an important variable associated with managerial style, is Dubin
and Woodward's greatest contribution to understanding leadership. In considering technology and its
effects on leadership, they also considered the size of organizations (i.e., they looked at organizations with
100 to 8000 employees) and the formal structure. Technology, as previously noted, was the only variable
of these three (i.e., technology, size, structure) that was related to success.

On the other hand, Dubin and Woodward's findings appear to be limited to firms involved in the
manufacturing and selling of products, and therefore is of little value in understwiding other organizations.
In addition, the authors do not consider the effect of organizational level on managerial style, as did Katz
and Kahn. Perhaps of 'more importance, however, is that they do not use an open-systems approach, and
therefore do not consider the effects of the environMent on the organization. There is some evidence
(Rossel, 1971) which indicates that leadership-style is influenced more .by an organization's difficulty in
adapting to it's environment than to its technology. Lastly, .their approach does not account for
interdependence among internal components of the organization, when one component which is changed,
in turn affects the other components.

Their contribution, therefore, is limited to highlighting an often neglected aspect of leadership;
namely, the technology 'of the organization.

Model 3: The Stogdill Emergent Leadership Model

Stogdill's model attempts to account for the dynamic nature of organizations. His model is a systems
model which, like Katz and Kahn's model, takes into account that leadership is contingent upon the
environment within which the leader operates. That environment consists of the environment external to
the organization which influences the organization, as well as the organizations internal environment.

,Stogdill stressed role differentiation as an important aspect of leadership. He has pointed out that a given
leadership position has a certain degree of status associated with it and certain functions that are expected
to be performed. In addition, the leaders role is partially determined by the group's perception of him, and
the group's demands upon him. This realization, that different leadership positions require different roles, is
in consonance with Katz and Kahn's approach where managerial style is considered to be a function of the
organizational level of the position.

Stogdill's -major contribution in understanding leadership is in describing leadership as a dynamic
process, which involves role differentiation. Role differentiation; in part, is a result of the leader's position
and the group's expectations of him.
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One of the major problems associated with Stogdill's approach is its very broad descriptive nature.
Since it is cast in such a general nature, it is very difficult to test. His model since it is difficult to test
cannot be readily proved or disproved. Therefore, the utility of his model in understanding the nature of
leadership is quite limited, but does attempt to view leadership as a dynamic process involving the leader,
the group, and the interactions among members of the group.

Model 4: The Fiedler ContingencY Model

From the time when Fiedler first introduced his model there has been an enormous amount of
research performed to test different aspects of the model. In addition to those studies cited earlier, studies
by Graen, Alvares, Orris, and Mute Ha (1970); Graen, Orris, and Alvares (1971); and Ashour (1973) have
attempted to test Fiedler's model and their results provide additional information on which Fiedler's model
can be evaluated.

The main arca of criticism presented by the above authors involves the predictive validity of Fiedler's
model. Graen et al. (1970) analyzed several studies which had been cited as supportive research for Fiedler's
model (Fiedler, 1967). The authors concluded that the model is, in the main, without afiy predictive
validity. They indicated that they felt that the "contingency model" curve obtained by Fiedler was simply
an artifact of inappropriate research methods and inappropriate data analysis. Graen et al. (1970)
maintained that the .specification of situational favorableness has been quite vague and variable across
different studies, and that any resulting pattern could be produced by the careful post-hoc ordering of data.
In addition, they noted that Fiedler has used non-significant data as support. Fiedler used it by indicating
that it was in the anticipated (i.e., ItS,Tothesized) direction even though non-significant. Graen et al. (1970)
indicate that this is another example of Fiedler's inadequate research methodology. Also Graen et al.
(1971) in two laboratory experiments designed to test Fiedler's model, found no support. In these
experiments, which involved three-man groups, an atterilpt to test the full eight cell favorableness
dimension was made. In neither of the studies did any of 16 correlations, between group productivity and
leader LPC score, reach significance. In addition, the correlations did not follow the pattern predicted by
Fiedler's model.

Ashour (1973) has also criticized Fiedler's methodology. In particular, the criticism has been directed
at Fiedler's procedure for combining results of different octants toeether which confounds any predictive
differences that might eXist between octants. Ashour, in order to test Fiedler's model, used what he felt was
the most rigorous and direct method of combining correlations obtained from small samples. The method
was suggested initially by Fisher (1946, p. 204) and it provides an overall estimate of the correlation based
on correlations obtained from different samples. The estimated value can then be subjected to significant
testing, which Ashour indicated would be equivalent to testing the significance of cumulative results on the
samples inrluded.

After applying Fisher's technique of combining correlations and then analy7ng the data, Ashour
found that Fielder's model failed the validity tests (i.e., non-significant correlations) in six of the eight
situational octants. Ashour concluded that the model had serious theoretical and methodological flaws.

Fiedler (1971) has responded to the criticism aimed at his model. He has argued that the data used to
substantiate the charges made by Graen et al. were collected in methodologically faulty experiments.
Chemers and Skrzypek (1972) have rallied to Fiedler's defense, and have provided some evidence which
tends to support the predictive powers of Fiedler's model. Their study was conducted at the United States
Military Academy at West Point, and involved 128 cadets. Leader LPC scores and group effectiveness scores
were correlated for each octant of the favorableness dimension. The resulting curve was very close to that
predicted by Fiedler's model (i.e., rank-order correlation between predicted and obtain curve points = .86).
Even here, however, the.individual correlations were found to be nonsignificant.

The present mood associated with Fiedler's model, therefore, is one of heated controversy between
Fiedler and his opponents (e.g., Graen et al.). This mood will probably prevail for a long time since both
sides arc firm in their convictions. Hopefully, methodologically clean research evidence will resolve the
controversy in the near future, but it is doubtful.

-Based on the above, Fiedler's model might be best characterized as a model 'of controversy, and
perhaps the birth of this controversy is Fiedler's greatest contribution to the understanding of leadership.
The introduction of his model has resulted in many researchers attempting to test the model, and each test
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has perhaps added a little more to the knowledge of leadership. The predictive validity of Fiedler's model is
still in question, as are his methods and techniques for performing research. The meaning of the LPC score
is another aspect of the model which is still unresolved. Still another aspeciAliich requires further research
is Fiedler's hypothesis that training and experience modify the favorableness dimensions. ln addition,
Chemers and Rice (1974) have noted that Fiedler's model does not adequately deal with the problems of:
(a) follower loyalty, (b) employee satisfaction, and (c) global effects on the organization by leadership.
Mitchell et al. (1970) have noted that the model: (a) does not provide a way of quantifying the favorability
of a particular group's situation, and (b) may well neglect other important aspects of the situation which
affect leader influence.

On the other hand, Fiedler has pointed out that individual personalities are hard to change and that
it's easier to engineer the job to fit the individual. This generally appears reasonable, as does his basic idea
that different types of leaders are needed for different positions and situations. This of course is in
agreement, in part with Katz and Kahn's model (i.e., different positions require different leaders) and
Dubin and Woodward's (i.e., different technologies require different managerial styles). Fiedler does not
present his model of leadership within a dynamic open-systems framework as has Stogdill, but has restricted
his model to the dimensions of effectiveness and situational favorability and, therefore is basically a testable
model and this testability is one of its strong points.

One thing that Fiedler has accomplished is to focus attention on contingency approaches to
leadership; so much so that many individuals refer to Fielder's model as "the contingency model" of
leadership.

Model 5: The Tannenbaum Leadership Model

Tannenbaum's model, as initially conceived, is best characterized as a closed systems model. He and
his associates have depicted leadership as a dynamic process which involves the leader, the group or groups
that he interacts with, and the situation at hand. His contribution to leadership, beyond that of indicating
that leadership is dynamic, is his focus on individual differences. He notes that selecting an appropriate
leadership behavior is in part a function of the characteristics of the individual leader, as well as being in
part, a function of the characteristic of the leader's followers. This idea is similar to Fiedler's (i.e., effective
leadership style depends upon the situation) and Katz and Kahn's (i.e., different types of leaders required
For different organizational levels).

Tannebaun) and Schmidt (1973) noted that the environment surrounding the organization affects the
organization, and this realization resulted in their modifying their initial model to include this environment.
Their resulting model is more of an open systems model (as was Katz and Kahn's) and has the advantages
and disadvantages associated with open systems. On the one hand, all contingencies can be included in an
open-systems model, however, due to its complexity it is difficult to test, and since it is difficult to test it is
not readily proved or disapproved unless it is well defrned. The modified model is more in line with Katz
and Kahn's proposition that referent power and expert power were the major power sources for effective
leadôhhip. The original model placed mote emphasis on the leader as a coercive power source where the
modified model depicts power as being shared by the leader and his subordinates.

The model's contribution to leadership is in providing a way. of looking at the leadership process.
That is, leadership is characterized as involving the selection of a leadership style appropriate to the
situation. This selection is a function of the leader and his characteristics, the followers and their
characteristics, and the situation proper (including the external environment). On the other hand, the
=del adds little to the understanding of leadership due to its abstract nature which is difficult to test.

Model 6: The House Path Goal Theory.

House's model focuses on the leader as a motivator of his employees or followers toward work goal
accomplishment. He motivates them by varying his leadership style or leadership dimensions (i.e.,
consideration and initiation of structure), to meet the requirements of the situation. House emphasizes (a)
worker motivation as a function of worker valence for reinforcement (intrinsic and extrinsic), and (b) the
worker estimated subjective probability that certain outcomes will .occur. These for House are very
important aipects of the motivational proceSs. One major strength of his model is that it is testable. House
has provided a formula (as well as a modified formula) which 'Can be test.ed and therefore proven or
disproved, in part or in total. In turn, the model lends itself to modification as new research evidence is
obtained.

28

31:



One of the areas of weakness is in the perceptual difference between the leader and his followers. The
leader may perceive that if he manipulates rewards in a certain fashion, his workers will be favorably
motivated. The workers perception of his manipulation may be quite different than anticipated by the
leader, for reasons such as differences in values between the leader and.the workers, or because the woikers
feel they are being manipulated for management's benefit. The mOdel, therefore, does not really deal with
the leaders' perception or misperception per se. In addition, it does not provide a means for explaining
adequately how a leader learns from his organizational environment and adjusts his style in order to be
more effective across different situations with different types of employees.

In comparing House's model to the models presented earlier, it can be said that House's model is
similar to Katz and Kahn's in that House (1971) feels that leadership style should change depending on the
situation (Katz and Kahn feel that different styles should be used for different organizational levels). In
addition, it is similar to Katz and Kahn's model in that both indicate that the worker's motivation is
important for organizational success, and that for optimum goal accomplishment the paths for
organizational success should be the paths for worker success (see pp. 15-19). That is, the organizational
requirements are in and of themselves productive of member satisfaction.

The House model differs from Stogdill's markedly in that Stogdill emphasized that the leadership role
is influenced by the group's perception of the leader and the group's demands placed upon the leader. As
noted earlier, the House model does not adequately deal with this aspect of leadership.

It also differs from Tannenbaum's since Tannenbaum stresses that the characteristics of the leader arequite important in the leadership situation (i.e., leader, group, and situation). The leader and his
characteristics are not really identified in House's model, and therefore appears to be an area of possibleweakness.

In summary, House provides a model which focuses on motivating workers toward goal attainment. It
is a testable model which can be modified as research evidence points out areas requiring modification.
Presently it is in need of further testing before its utility can be fully realized.

Model 7: The Reddin 3-D Theory

Reddin's model provides a valuable descriptive framework of leadership. His two dimensions of
managerial style (i.e., task orientation and relationship orientation) are soundly based on research evidence
obtained from the Ohio State and Michigan Leadership Studies. His addition of an effectiveness dimensionappears to be. a logical addition. It provides a means of showing that the managerial style required in order
to be effective depends upon the situation at hand. Reddin has indicated that an effective leader has to beable to vary or select different managerial styles. In order to do this an effective leader must be able toaccurately read or evaluate the situation, possess the skills to manipulate the situation, and finally, possessthe capacity to vary this style in accordance with the situational requirements.

Reddin's breakout of the situational variables identifies some components not found in mist of the
previous theories. The situational variables of Reddin's that were cited earlier were: (a) the organizational
philosophy, (b) the technology, (c) the superior, (d) the co-workers, and (e) the subordinates. Of particularimportance is the variable of organizational philosophy which has not been explicitly identified by most ofthe previous theories. Obviously the philosophy of the organization is a major situational influence which
must be taken into account if a leader is to be effective. Technology and its importance has been stressed
earlier in the Dubin and Woodward model discussion and the same concepts associated with technology andmanagerial style developed earlier apply in this model. On the other hand, the superior with his abilities and
characteristics, has not been addressed as an important situational variable in the previous discussions; norhave the co-workers (i.e., peers) of a given leader. These as well as the subordinates, are important aspectsof the situation that should be considered by the leader.

A manager's style in a given situation as portrayed within this model is similar to Stogdill's portrayal
in his model. It is similar in that it basically agrees with the concept of role differentiation in Stogdill's
model which depended upon the leader, the group's perception of him, and their demands placed uponhim. Reddin's model, of course, includes additional factors.
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The three dimensional portrayal of leadership, along with the leadership requirements for effective
management are positive aspects of this model, as well as the detailed breakout of the situational aspect of
leadership.

On the negative side, Reddin does not really address the external environment and its affect on the
organization. In addition, he fails to address individual worker's differences such as; educational attainment,
technical.experience, values, and expectations. These are aspects of the situation that certainly need to be
considered. Furthermore, since the model is primarily descriptive it is basically untestable at this time. More
definitive descriptions for categorizing quantitatively the components of the model are required before it
can be effectively tested (e.g., superior style or philosophy needs to be better defined and categorically
quan tified).

Model 8: The Hersey and Blanchard Life-Cycle Theory

Basically Hersey and Blanchard's Tri-Dimensional Leader Effectiveness Model is the same as Reddin's
3-D Model. The prime difference being that Hersey and Blanchard have broken down successful leadership
into effective and ineffective leadership behavior. The advantage of this break-down is that it provides a
descriptive category for those leadership acts that for the short run get the job done (i.e.,
successful-ineffective acts) but that may cause problems in the long run; such as, morale problems,
absenteeism, etc.

Out of the Tri-Dimensional Model grew their Life-Cycle Theory of Leadership. The major
contribution of this theory to leadership, is that it points out that the worker's level of maturity is a prime
factor in determining an effective leadership style. The curvilinear relationship between task behavior,
relationship behavior, and maturity is a feature that is readily testable, and therefore a strong point
associated with their model. This relationship was not proposed in Reddin's model and is a major difference
between the two models. Hersey and Blanchard's recognition that employees today may be more mature
than in the past, due to factors such as increase in educational level, are in effect including in their model
the environment external to the organization. This inclusion of the external environment is another
difference between Reddin's model and Hersey and Blanchard's; with Reddin's model approximating a
closed-system, and Hersey and Blanchard's approximating an open-system.

The disadvantages of the 3-D Theory cited earlier hold, in the main, for the Life-Cycle Theoiy since
the Life-Cycle Theory is an outgrowth of Reddin's theory. The exceptions being that successful leadership
has been somewhat better defined, and that maturity level of workers is a new concept which is testable.

These two models incorporate many of the features of earlier models plus some additional aspects;
some are readily testable, some are not so readily testable. It does, however, provide a descriptive
framework forinvestigating this phenomenon called leadership and presently requires further testing to
better define, quantify, and if needed modify the components of the model.

XIIL MODEL 9: A SYNTHESIS: TIIE THREE-COMPONENT
LEADERSHIP EFFECTIVENESS MODEL

The eight contingency models and theories presented previously, as we;11 as the literature discussed
earlier, provide the basis for the following contingency model of leadership: The Three Component
Leadership Effectiveness Model.

This proposed model considers leadership effectiveness (E) to be a function of; the criterion selected
(c); the leadership style employed (I); and the situational environment (s), which includes the leader'3
subordinates, peers, and other personnel in the environment. That is: E=f(c,l,$).

The basis used for selecting these three components was that they.were three components found to
be common across most of the leadership literature reviewed (e.g., Cribbin, 1972; Fiedler, 1967; Hersey &
Blanchard, 1972a, 1972b; Katz &Kahn, 1966; Olmstead, 1967; Reddin, 1967, 1970; Stogdill, 1958; 1959,
1971; Tannenbaum et al., ,1.961) and at the same time they provide a useful descriptive framework for
depicting leadership as a decision making process.
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Criterion

First, leadership effectiveness has been demonstrated to be dependent upon the criterion selected for
evaluation (Carter & Nixon, 1949; Wofford, 1971). Therefore, within the .Three Component Leadership.
Effectiveness Model, the leader is required to vary his style in a given situation as different criteria of
effectiveness are established.

Liadership Style

Second, leadership effectiveness is dependent upon the leader and the dimensions of.his leadership
style. The following dimensions (modified from Wofford, 1970, 1971) are suggested as being relevant for
leadership behavior across a variety of situational environments; they are the dimensions of: (a) group
processing, (b) self-enhancing, (c) dynamic interacting, (d) structural achieving, and (e) compromising.

These five dimensions were established based upon studies (Wofford, 1970, 1071) which indicated
that they might be more appropriate for managerial behavior than the two dimensions of "consideration"
and "initiation of structure."..The reasoning behind this conclusion was that these five dimensions were
derived from studies involvinethe managerial functions of planning organizing, and &on trolling, as well as
that of leading. In addition, the sample Of managers involved in the studies was- faken from a variety of
types and sizes of companies, and therefore, provided a wider sample range than that of the Ohio State
University studies. The proposed five dimensions or factors of leadership style will now be defined.

The group processing factor or dimension refers to the predominant managerial style employed by a
manager who uses the group process in decision making, organizing, motivating, and communicating. He is
thorough, .plans well, and is highly organized and orderly. This factor is characteristic of the professional
administrator.

The self-enhancing factor refers to the leader who uses his organizational authority as the primary
means of influencing subordinates. He is outspoken and demanding and seeks personal recognition rather
than recognition for his subordinates.

The dynamic interacting factor refers to the leader who is warm, friendly, and informal in his
interactions with his subordinates. He spends a great deal of time interacting with his subordinates and
often works with them to complete their daily assignments.

The struc/tural achieving factor refers to the leader who sets specific goals with his personnel and
measures their performance in reaching these goals. He is open and direct with others, and is characterized
as efficient and encrge tic.

The compromising factor refers to the leader who is cautious, somewhat aloof, and who checks with
both his supervisor and his personnel before making a decision. He prefers to remain mutral when problems
arise, and he readily changes his decisions when there is disagreement with them. Since he separates himself
from his personnel, he promotes a great deal of freedom for their actions; such as setting their own goals,
establishing their work routines, and developing their work standards.

Situational Environment

The third component of the Three-Component Leadership Effectiveness Model is the situational
environment (s), which includes the personnel with which the leader interacts. Six factors are .proposed
based upon the studies of Forehand and Gilmer (1964) Uersey and Blanchard (1972a) and Wofford (1967,
1970, 1971). They are: (a) centralization and work evaluation, (b) organizational complexity, (c) size and
structure, (d) work group structure, (e) organizational communication, and (f) group member maturity.

The centralization and work evaluation factor refers to the degree of centralization of the
decision-making power in the organization, and to the situational aspects influencing the closeness of
supervisory control.

The organizational complexity factor refers to the degree of organizational complexity and
sophisfitaribit-The level of ability and technidal knowledge required are aspects of this factor.

The size and structure factor refers to thesize of the organization and the degree of work task
structuring.

3 4
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The work group structure factor refers to the work groups structural attributes. For example, a high
rating on this factor would indicate that a work group was small and its operations supported group
meet ings.

The organizational communication factor refers to those aspects of the organization relating to
communication layers and peer communications. .

Tlie group nwmber inaturity factor refers to the capacity of group members to take responsibility, be
-able to set their own goals, and work without close supervision.

These six factors, listed above, can be quantified by rating on organization's environment on a three
point scale (i.e., 1 = low, 2 = average, 3 = high) on each of these factors. In turn, the derived scores can then
be placed in a situational profile. This profile would depict the numerical value for each of the siX factors.
It is suggested that the effective leader acts as though he develops a situational profile during his
decision-making leadership process.

The first five situational factors suggested previously, along with the elements associated with each
factor, were based on Wofford (1971). The sixth factor above is not included in the list. Data related to it
can be found in Hersey and Blanchard (1972a).

Leadership Model

Figure 2 depicts the components of the proposed model and their relationships [i.e., E=f(c,l,$)] ; and
Figure 3 describes the decision,making process for a leader who possesses the maximum "range of styles."

The basic model (Figure 2) indicates that leadership effectiveness is a function of the three
interdependent components. Each of which influences both effectiveness and the other two components,
and is in turn influenced to a degree by them [e.g., (1) is influenced -by (E) (s), and (c)]. That is, the
leadership model is conceived .to be a dynamic interdependent system similar in nature to the system
models of Katz and Kahn (1966); Hersey and Blanchard (1972a, 1972b), Reddin (1967, 1970), Stogdill

-(1959, 1971), and Tannenbaurn (1971). Of these models it is probably most similar to Tannenbaum's
model which was depicted earlier.

Legend:

E = Effectiveness
c = Cfitefion
1 = LeaderShip Style

= Situational Environment

Figure 2. The three component leadership effectiveness model.
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In this Model five styles are included. Sonic leaders will possess a range that includes all live, some
will have a range of only one style which he employs in all situations, while other leaders will possess a
range of styles between the two extremes. Figure 3, depicts the leader as one who continuously searches for
situational data, diagnoses the situational environment, matches the present situational dimensions with the
six situational dimensions lived earlier, selects one of five leadership styles that is most appropriate for the
six-factor situational pattern, implements the style, performs checks on its affects, and continues the use of
the style or re-diagnosis the situational environment, which is ever chahging.

This model, therefore, suggests that for any given situation (which is composed of various
combinations of the six situational dimensions) a particular leadership style is most appropriate. That is,
one of the five leadership dimension styles proposed earlier is appropi ate. Evidence supporting this
proposition can be found in Wofford (1971, pp. 16-17). For example, the self-enhancing leadership style
(Wofford calls it - :rsonal enhancement) is usually a more effective style for a leader if his job consists.of
simple work schedui s which permits direct su

In addition, it is proposed that individuals vary in their ability to adopt or assume different leadership
styles. It is suggested that this difli:rence in ability can be ascertained by establishing the individual's
cognitive complexity ant.' his cognitive flexibility.

It is further proposed that individuals with high cognitive complexity will have a broader "range of
styles," which they employ than less cognitively complex individuals.

If this model and its associated propositions hold true, then there are associated implications for
organizational 'selection .and training. It appears that if a position requires a variety of management styles
then a manager possessing high cognitive complexity and flexibility should be selected for this position,
since he should possess a wider "range of stYles" than a less cognitive complex individual. For positions that
are rather stable and require one basic style most of the time, a manager with a narrow "range of styles"

..can be selected. He must, however, possess the dominant style appropriate to the. situation. The
style-situation relationships listed in Wofford (19 , pp. 16-17) provide a starting point in establishing
relevant style-situation categories.

There is also an implication for training. For those managers who are to eventually move into
positions requiring a wider "range of styles" than they initially possess; expansion of their range is required.
The techniques and methods utilized to accomplish this should emphasize the development of cognitive
flexibility, in order to increase the manager's capacity to act as a flexible decision maker who varieS his
style to meet the requirements of the situation.

Since management training programs (e.g., T-group or sensitivity training) have not been overly
successful, to date, it is suggested that the training approach cited above be implemented through what can
be called a "careet progression design." That is, a managerial career pattern should be established for each
manager which starts him at a given organizational level, which is compatible with his "range of styles" and
promotes him through a series of positions. Each position, as he rises in the organizational hierarchy, will
require of him a slightly more complex decision making strategy. Over a series of years he is trained through
experience to deal in a more cognitively complex manner with his situational environment. This in turn
should increase his "range of styles."

Relationship to Other Models

As previously noted the basic model [i.e., E=f(c,l,$)] is related to most of the eight models cited
earlier, as well as the leadership literature reviewod at the beginning of this report. The concept of
synthesizing the available research evidence into the decision making model presented in Figure 3 is
basically original. In Figure 3, the block that indicates that a criterion of effectiveness needs to he
establisheZ ih order to establish leadership success was based, in part, on the reports cf Carter and Nixon
(1949) and Wofford (1971). The DIAGNOSIS SITUATION block, includes a 6 factor profile. These 6
factors were adopted from a series of studies; namely, Forehand und Gilmer (1964), Hersey and Blanchard
(1972a) and Wofford (1967, 1970, 1971). The leadership styles matched to situations in Figure 3, were
established basically from the research efforts of Wofford (1970, 1971).
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The .13;tisic components acting in a dynamic interacting fashion as depicted in Figure 3 are in part
original but are also in part result of a review of Katz and Kahn's approach (1966), Stogdill's approach
(1959, 1971), and the approach presented by Tannenbaum et al. (1961). More specifically the concept of
leader flexibility and range of styles have been primarily adopted from Fiedler (1967), Hersey and
Blanchard (1972a, 1972b), Olmstead (1967), Reddin (1967, 1970), Scott (1962), and Tannenbaum et al.
(1961)1

Utility of the Model

In evaluating the previously, cited eight models, basically three criteria have been used: (a) Does the
model provide a useful descriptive framework for depicting the phenomenon called leadership? (b) Does the
model introduce ncw components or new concepts which assist it better understanding leadership? (c) Is
the model testable? That is, can it be proved or disproved?

The utility of the present model will bc evaluated based on thesesame criteria. First, does the model
provide a useful descriptive framework for depicting the leadership phenomenon? The previous models have
emphasized different aspects of leadership; such as, the motivation of the subordinates (House, 1971), the
position of the leader (Katz & Kahn, 1966), and the technology of the organization (Dubin 1965;
Woodward, 1958, 1963, 1970). Common to all of the models, and yet practically ignored by some, is that
leaderthip involves an individual whose primary function is that of a decision maker. It appears reasonable
(to this author at least) that this approach offers a somewhat new; somewhat different view of leadership,
wher zompated to the previous models, and yet gets fo the heart of leadership, that of decision making. As
a descriptive model, it includes the major components of the previous models (i.e., the leader, other
mganizational personnel, and the situation), depicts them in an open-systems framework, and portrays in a
dynamic constantly evaluative fashion the dccision making process of a leader. It is felt that this approach
which has been built, in part, upon the previously described models has potential as a descriptive model in
that: (a) it is not simply a retracing of the same basic approach (listing of components) used by most of the
earlier models, and therefore has, nick& promise for providing additional information and insight in
understanding leadership, and (b)it---ca-pttires basically the essence of leadership, which is a decision making
process.

Second, does the model introduCe new components or new concepts which assist in bctter
undefstanding leadership? The new components or concepts added by this model is the depiction of
leadership .as a decision making process involving inputs to the leader, outputs from the leader, and
feedback for evaluating and modifying his actions.

Third, is the model testable? Basically the answer is yes. This .can be done by computer simulation
within the Lens Model framework (see Brunswik, 1956). Situations can be created by presenting a leader
with a 6-factor profile which depicts the situation. Next, he is presented with the 5 proposed leadership
styles from which he selects one as being most appropriate for the situation, and implements it (e.g., inputs
his selection into a computer). Feedback to the operator (by computer simulation output) then tells him
how successfql his performance has been. He then is allowed to continue his "style" or select a new style
based 'on the feedback results.

After exposure to numerous situational profiles (e.g., 200) the leader's behavior can be captured using
the regression model: Y=OX+e; where Y represents his style se lected;and X represents the series of x values
depicting the cues or factors making up thc situational profile. An individual's (or group's) policy, once
captured can then be apPlied to new situations to see it- it is an effective predictor mouel of actual behavior
(i.e., is it a valid predictor model).

In addition, different leaders can then be compared on a variety of variables; such as, the number of
cues or profile factors utilized in their decision process, the weight assigned to each factor, and the "range
of styles" employed. The range of style, in turn, can be compared to each leader's cognitive complexity.
Cognitive complexity being established for each leader by a separate cognitive complexity test given prior
to the experiment proper.

The six factors associated with the situation and the 5 leadership styles are not considered to be fixed
in the model and as evidenced indicates they can be modified (i.e., added to or deleted). In addition, the
model may require modification as the decision-making process is further investigated. This invCstigation of
:he decision-making process should 'include a detailed analysis- of Managerial behavior in a variety of
skuat ions. Toward this end the techniques utilized in job analysis should be fully exploited.
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Should the basic propositions associated with the model he supported by research evidence. then the
model can be said to accomplish the following:.0 it. can prtwide a 'mans for selecting managers (based on
cognitive flexibility) for specific types of positions. (b) it can provide a means for management
development (as previously discussed). ic) it can provide a useful desciiptive leadeiship framework. and (d)
it can be captured mathematically for highly effective !cadets and then be used by less effective managers as
an aid to decision-making. o;- the mathematical model call bk. used in managelial training pufgmins.

Future Research

The above nkidel is a first step in the development of a decision-tnaking model of leadership
effectiveness. II therefore, is incomplete at this time. I lopefully it movides a lualnework for future research.
Research needed the most at this time is in the area of establishing relevant categories of leadership styles
and sit flat ion al environments,

XIV. CONCLUSION

It is Concluded that leadership can best be depicted -as a decision-making process winch involves the
leader, the followers, the situation, and the criterion of effectiveness. Some of the key elements a the
above. components are: the..style of the leader. his expectations and those of his followers, the leaders
posit km and power, and the situational environment in which the leader and. followers operate.

The decision-making leadership process is a dynamic one where the components are interdependent.
and their relationships are frequently changing. This is the nature of the proposed Three Component
Leadership Effectiveness Model.
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