DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 130 013 CE 008 138
AUTHOR Hendrix, William H. a

TITLE Contingency Approaches to Leadership: A Review and
" Synthesis. Interim Report for Preiod 1 September
1974-1 June 1975.

INSTITUOTION Air Force Human Reésources Lab., Lackland AFB, Tex.
’ Occupational and Manpower Research Div.

SPONS AGENCY Air Force Human Resources Lab., Brooks AFB, Texas.

REPORT NO " AFHRL-TR-76-17

PUB DATE Jun 76

NOTE 42p.

EDRS PRICE ~ MFP-$0.83 HC-$2.06 Plus Postage.

DESCRIPTORS *Administrator Role; Cognitive Processes; *Decision-

Making Skills; *Leadership; *Leadership Qualities;
Literature Reviews; *Management; *Models;
Organizational Development

ABSTRACT

This report focuses on the problem of how to improve
leadership effectiveness in order to improve overall organization
effectiveness. First, three differesnt approaches to leadership
behavior are presented: Trait Approach, Behavioral Approach, and -
Situational Approach. Next, reviews of the leadership literature and
of eight contingency models of leadership are presented. Finally, the
three~component Leadership Effectiveness Model, developed on the
basis of the eight models and the literature review, is described and
critiqued. The Model considers leadership effectiveness to be a
function of the criterion selected, the leadership style employed,
and the situational environment(s), which includes the leader's
subordinates, peers, and other personnel in the environment. The
basis for selecting these three components was that they were found
to be common across most of the leadership literature reviewed, and
at the same time they provide a useful descriptive framework for
depicting leadership as a decision-making process. It is concluded
that leadership can best be depicted as a decision-making process
vhich involves the leader, the followers, the situation, and the
criterion of effectiveness. (TA) : '

3k 2k 3k e e 2k e ke ok e ok ok ke e sk ek ek ok e e ok ok e o ok ok e e ok s s sk ke sk 3k ok sk sk sk ok sk ok 3k o3k sk ke S ke ok ok sk e sk sk ke e ok s o ok ook ok ok

Documents acquired by ERIC include many informal unpublished *
materials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every effort *
to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal *
reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the quality *
of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes availal le *
via the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). EDRS is not *
responsible for the quality of the original document. Reproductions *

*
*

supplied by EDRS are the best that can.be made from the original,
ek o s de ook ke ok sk ke ok ok skl ek ok e s o S e ks ok o ok s sk ke ok sk sk ok ok 3k koK sk e ke sk sk sk sk ok s e s e e s ok sk okeok e

LR IR B BE B R B




AFHRL-TR-76-17

AIR FORCE &

]

CONTINGENCY APPROACHI:S TO LEADERSHIP;
A REVIEW AND SYNTHESIS ‘

U.S. DEPARTMENTOF HEALTH,
EDUCATION & WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

EDUCATION

THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO-
DUCED EXACTLY A5 RECEIED FROM
By . THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIG IN*
. : ATING IT_POINTS OF VIEW OP OPINIONS
- . : ATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPR
William H. Hendrix, Major, USAF 3720 OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
FOUCATION POSITION OR POLICY

=cT

OCCUPATIONAL AND MANPOWER RESE‘IL\RCH DIVISION
Lackland Air Force Base, Texas 78236

June 1976
Interim Report for Period 1 September 1974 — 1 June 1975

Approved for public release: distribution unlimited,

TDCOLnMT Z1>

LABORATORY

| AIR FORCE SYSTEMS COMMAND
o S BROOKS AIR FORCE BASE,TEXAS 78235

2




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

NOTICE

When US Government drawings, specifications, or other data are used
for any purpose other than a definitely related  Government
procurement operation, the Govemment thereby incurs no
responsibility nor any obligation whatsoever, and the fact that the
Government may have formulated, furnishied, or in any way supplied
the said drawings, specifications, or other data is not to be regarded by
implication or otherwise, as in any manner licensing the holder or any
other person or corporation, or conveying any rights or permission to
manufucture, use, or sell any patented invention that may in any way
be related thereto,

This interim report was submitted by Occupational and Manpower
Research Division, Air Force Human Resources Laboratory. Lackland
Alr Torce Base, Texas 78236, under project 7734, with HO Air Force
Human Resources Laboratory {AFSC). Brooks Air Force Base, Texas
78235,

This report has been reviewed and cleared for open publication andfor
public release by the appropriate Office of Intormation (Q1) in
accordance with AFR 190-17 and DoDD 5230.9. There is no objection
to unlimited distribution of this report to the public at twge, or by
DDC to the Natienal Technical Information Service (NTIS). -~

This technical report has been reviewed and is approved.

WILLIAM H. POPLE, Lt Col. USAY
Chief, Occupational and Manpower Research Division
Approved for pui)liCﬂliun.

DAN D. FULGHAM. Colonel, USAF
Communder



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Unclassified

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF THIS PAGE (When Deta Entered)

REPORT DOCUMENTATION PAGE BEF OB B O RM
1. l_REPORT NUMBER 2. GOVT ACCESSION NO.f 3. RECIPIENT'S CATALOG NUMBER
AFHRL-TR-76-17 .
4. TITLE (end Subtitle) : 5. TYPE OF REPORT & PERIOD COVERED
CONTINGENCY APPROACHLS TO LEADERSHIP: Interim
.A REVIEW AND SYNTHESIS 1 Sepiember 1974 — [ June 1975

6. PERFORMING ORG. REPORT NUMBER

”

7. AUTHOR(s) 8. CONTRACT OR GRANT NUMBER(s)
William H. Hendrix

9. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION NAME AND ADDRESS 10. :gbﬂ&‘\ OERLKEMEINT’pROJECT. TASK
. PP A UNIT NUMBERS
Occupational and Manpower Research Division
Air Force Human Resources Laboratory (AFSC) 62703F
Lackland Air Force Base, Texas 78236 ' . 77340501
I1l. CONTROLLING OFFICE NAME AND ADDRESS 12, REPORT DATE '
HQ, Air Force Human Resources Laboratory (AFSC) June 1976
Brooks Air Force Base, Texas 78235 o 13. NUMBER OF PAGES
. 42 .
14, MONITORING AGENCY NAME & ADDRESS({f dl!!er‘enf from Controlling Olfice) 15. SECURITY CL ASS. (of this report) .
Unclassified
150, .DECL IFICATION."DOWNGRADING
SCHEDGLE

16. DISTRIBUTION STATEMENT (of thls Report)

Approved for public release; distribution unlimited.

-~

17. DISTRIBUTION STATEMENT (ol the ebstract entered in Block 20, If different from Report)

18. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES

19. KEY WORDS (Contfnue on reverse side if necessary and Identfly by block number)
organization theory
leadership
management
managerial'behavior
contingency leadership

20. ABSTRACT (Continue on reverse side if necossary end Identlfy by block number)

Definitions of leadership are présented to establish a common frame of reference for discussing the area of
leadership. Three approaclies to leadership are presented, followed by a discussion of leadership related literature,
and eight contingency theories or models. The literature discussion and the contingency theorics serves as a basis for’

. the development of a new model of leadership (Model 9). Its development is followed by a conclusion which’
attempts to integrate those aspects found to be common across the various leadership theories.

.

DD ,f9%™ 1 EDITION OF 1 NOV 65 IS OBSOLETE
tyan 73 1473 . Unclassified

4

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF THIS PAGE (Whon Data Entered)




PREFACE

The author is indebted to a number of individuals who provided constructive
criticism during the initial preparation and subsequent revision of this report. In
particular, the “constructive comments of Dr. Danicl R. ligen, Purdue University. and
personnel of the Occupational and Manpower Research Division, Air Force Human
Resources Laboratory were helpful in pin-pointing problem arcas requiring revision in
order to adequately present a review and evaluation of contingency models of leadership.
In addition, the author would like to express his appreciation to Mrs. M. Joyce Giorgia
who provided a helpful critique of the report and Mrs, Marip M. Courtney who typed and
proofed the manuscript.

This research was completed under Work Unit 77340501, Impact of Work Related
Factors on Job Satistaction and Carcer Decision:

(W}

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



TABLE OF CONTENTS

. Page
Lodntroduction . . . . Lo Lo 5

Il Three Leadership Approaches . ... . . . . . L . .. 5
Trait Approach . . . . . . oL 5
Behavioral Approach . . . . ..o 5
Situational Approach . . . . . ... . L 5

L. Leadership Literature . . . . . . e -6
IV. Model 1: The Katz and Kahn Organizational Level Model . . . . . . . ... .. .. ... 10
Origination Leadership Style . . . . . . .. .. . .. . ... ... ..... A 10
Interpolation Leadership Style . . . . . . . . ... L L 10
Administrative Leadership Style . . . . . . . . ..o H

V. Model 2: The Dubin and Woodward .chhnoldgy Model . . .. .. ... ......... 1
V1. Model 3: The Stogdill Emérgcnt LeadershipModel . . . . . . . . ... 13
VIL. Model 4: The Fiedler Contingency Model . . . . . . e e 14
VIII. Model 5: The Tannenbaum Leadership Process Model . . e . . . . L . . .. . . ... 18
Choosinga Leadership Pattern . . . . . . . ... . . . 19

1X. Model 6: The House Path Goal Theory . . . . . . . . . . ... .. ... ... ..... 20
X. Model 7: The Reddin 3-D Theory . . . . . . e e e e e e e 21
X1. Model 8: The Hersey and Blanchard Life — Cycle Theory .. . . . . . . .. . ... ... 23
X11. Evaluation of Leadership Models . . . . . . . .. ... .. ... B 25
Model 1: The Katz and Kahn Organizationat Level Model . . . . . . . . .. e e 25

Modct 2: The Dubin and Woodward Technology Modet . . . . . . .. . .. ... ... 26

Modet 3: The Stogdilt Emergent Leadership Modet . . . . . . . . .. ... .. P
Model 4: The Fiedler Contingency Model . . . . . . . .. .. .. .. TR o 27
Model 5: The Tannenbaum Leadership Model . . . . . e e e e e 28

Model 6: The House Path Goal Theory . . . ... . . . . . . . .. ... ... ... . 28

Model 7: The Reddin 3-D Theory . . . . . . . .. ... ... ... . ........ 29

Modet 8: The Herscy and Blanchard Life-Cycle Theory . . . . . . . . e 30

XHi Model 9: A Synthesis: The Three-Component Leadership Effectiveness Model . . . . . . . . 30
Triterion . . ... L e e B 31
LeadershipStyle . . ..o L L o 31
Situatsnal Environment . . . . . ... Lo L. L. e e e e e e e e e - 31
‘LeadersitayModel o owwre L oL e e 32
Relationsiizp to OtherModels . . . . . . . . .. . . ... 33
Utility of the Modet . . . . . . . . e e e e e e e e e e 35
Future Research . . . . . e e e e e e S S 36




Table of Contents (Continued)

X1IV. Conclusion

References

LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS

Figure
1 Correlations of leader LPC and group performance plotted against octants,

i.e., favorableness of group task situation for leader. (Adapted from Fiedler,
August 1971, p. 124)) :

2 The three component Teiidership effectiveness model



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

CONTINGENCY APPROACHES TO LEADERSHIP:
A REVIEW AND SYNTHESIS

L INTRODUCTION

Leadership eftectiveness is an arca 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 can recall
personal experiences where they have witnessed poor leadership practices which resulted in financial wastd,
morale problems, or perhaps even death. '

- The problem, of course. is how does one improve leadership effectiveness in order to improve overall
organization ctfectiveness. This report tocuses on this problem arca 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 leadership. 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.

Il THREE LEADERSHIP APPROACHES

In reviewing the fiterature, it appears that the development of leadership theories have been based
upon three general approaches (Blum & Naylor, 1968; Cribbin, 1972; Filley & House. 1969; Sicgel, 196Y).
These approaches are: (a) the trait approach, (b) the behavioral approach, and (c) the situational approach.

Trait Approach

This approach 1o leadership maintaigs that effective leaders possess & unique combination of specific
leadership traits or personal churacteristics. 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 1pproach implics that individuals are attracted 1o the
leader by his possession of a generalized leadership quality and they will follow him under all varietics of
situations. The personal characteristics usually cited with this general quality include those of
aggressiveness, intelligence, and a variety of physical characteristics.

Stogdill (1948) in surveying the leadership litcrature concluded that, *. . . leadership is not a matter
of passive statns, 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 characicrized by behavior patterns rather
than by individual traits. Traits, such as intclligence, are not likely to be readily observed by others. On the
other hand, behavioral pattems usually are rather casily 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

Aroiind 1950, rescarchers turned their attention more toward the factors which surround the leader
and his group. Their efforts were concemed with the situational’ 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 multidimensionai.
These dimensions, however, are finite in number, and vary according to the Jeader’s personality, the
requircments of the task to be accomplished by him and his followers, the attitudes, expectations, and
needs of his followers, and the a:ganizational and physical enviconment in which the leader and followers

exist.
8
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This approach has also been called the ~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 (¢) the situation. The
leadership function is considered to be a process of influence which involves inter- dependence among the
three components cited above (i.c., leader, follower, and situation).

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

——

1. LEADERSHIP LITERATURL

Central to the area of leadership is the problem of leadership criteria. This problem has been &
difticult one in leadership studies since it involves the question of values; the question of “good™ leaders
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: (aj direct observation of performance by skilled observers, (b) supervisors ratings,
(c) nomination by peers, and (dY activity ratings (i.c., 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) perforred a study using iwu_crilcria: productivity, and morale, In
evaluating manageral behawvior (i.e., five behavioral dimewnsions) against the two criteria, Wofford was able
to account for 40 percent of the varignee in productivity and 34 percent i morale. After a detailed
consideration of the five managerial behavioral dimensions and the two criteria, 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 1mapagerial leadership style, effectiveness depends
upon the criterion used. The conclusions also imply thal different styles might be appropriate depending
upon the criterion of effectiveness established.

.- What arc 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 rescarch studies.
The focus is upon the leader in the leadership process. Attempts to answer these types of questions have
resulted in categorization of leadership styles and dimensions.

Lewin, Lippitt, and White (1939) and White and Lippitt (1960), bascd on a series of studies,
categorized leadership as cither democratic, autocratic, or laissez-faite. The authors concluded, based on the
results of their studies, that: (a) the laisscz-faire leadership style resulted in less and poorer work than did
the other two styles, (b) the -Juantity 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 fricndliness
among group members, and the group members continued to work when the icader was absent. In the
sutocratic group, however,:work performance decreased when the leader left the room.

Ingencral, the iteratire asseciated with these three styles has resulted in some authors proposing that

¢ democraltic style is-the best method. Others have indicated that the autocratic style is equal to if not

bellcr than the democratic style (Roby, Nicol, & Farrell, 1963; Sales, 1966).-Taken together, the stirdies

generally indicate that no one style is best in all situations, but depends upon the circumstances involved
(Sicgel, 1969, p. 430).

Another classification system of lcadushlp 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 oroductivity sections
were compared with those in low productivity sections. Resulting dndlym indicated that there were only
1wo basic dimensions of lcadership behavior. Managers in high producing sections were found to be more
employee-centered,  while those” in charge of low- producmg sections were found “to be more
" priductioncentered in their ordentation.

6
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The Ohio State Leadership Studies (Fleishman, 1933: Fleishman & Hacris, 1962) involved factor
analysis of items on the Leader Behavior Description Questiotnaire. Two prime dimensions emierged upon
factor analysis. They were: (a) consideration, and (b) initiation of structure. The consideration dimension
involves the degree to which a supervisor is considerate of the feelings of those under him. Initiation of
structure, on the other hand, refers to the degree to which a nanager facilitates or defines group
interactions toward goal accomplishment. : .

Therefore, two different research groups derived 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 other titles such as; concern for production and concern for people, and task
orientation and relationships orientaticn.

Roach (1956) performed a factor analytic study which indicated that pe ‘haps two dimensions (i.c.,
consideration and initiation of structur.) were not sufficient to describe accurately managerial behavior. In
Roach’s study, consideration was sub-divided into open-mindedness, cheerfulness, and approachability.
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 (¢) decision centralization. On the other hand. Bowers and Seashore (1966),
based on a literature scarch of leadership research, proposed four basic dimensions of leadership: (a)
support, (b) interaction of facilitation, (c) goal emphasis, and (d) work facilitation. While Hemphill (1959,
1960) has proposed that 10 behaviozal dimensions are required 1o 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 ¢nsideration
and initiation of structure are two of the basic dimensions.

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

One situational demand that affects leadership is the time-dentand. A leader is constrained by time in
his decision making prgeess, Should a manager's work arca burc! into flames, he couid not seek opinions
and suggestions from | bordinates. The situation requires an immediate decision and action. « .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 eriented style niore
appropriate (Hersey & Blanchard, 1972a, pp. 120-121; Siegel. 1969, p. 153). ‘

A second situational demand that affects leadership is the organizational level of a leadership
position. It uppears that the leadership traits required and the style employed depend upor ific
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 ihe
leadership process “are:-(a) the culture, (b) the political structure, (¢) the society involved, (d) the
philosophy of the organization, (¢) the technology involved, and (1) the organizational structure.

Forchand and "Gilmer (1964) proposed that the basic environmental (situational) compdnents
affecting the leadership process are: (1) organizational size, (b) organizational structure, (c).-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 dcdision
making are greeted differently by subordinates with differing necds on authoritarianism and independence
dimensions.

Tuken 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.c.,
leader, subordinates, and situation) in an integrative manner. and deserve a more detailed review than has
been given in the previous studies. — -



Ratzell, Barrett, Vann, and Hogan (1968) is one of these studies. Katzel et al. perlormed their study
in order to determine vzhether differences in the ways in which executives perceive their roles are associated
with ditferences'in variables characterizing their arganizational settings.

Their study involved civilian managers who worked for the Department of the Army. Nine possible
managenient roles were identified for these employees. They were: (a) long-range planning. (b) staffing, (¢)
technical consultation, (d) budgeting, () responsibility for sharing infonation versus  personal
responsibility for taking action, (1) concern for operations ~ersus concern for advising others on tecimical
matters, (8) involement in technical activity versus administrative activity. (h) controlling activities,
including cost reduction, and (i) time spent with others. . : '

Thse nine roles were found to be related to certain organizational characteristics such as: the
erganization’s mission. its location, its size, and the organizational level of the position or 1:le, More
specifically. it was found that orzanizations with an administ mtive mission tended 1o emphasize st stafting
and controlling roles. and deemphasize long-range planning. On the other hand. orew.isacions with a
rescarch and development mission tended to deemphasize staffing and controlling rols. I regard to
organizational size, larger organizations tendea more than  snaller organizations 1o cphasize  the
importance of time spent with others. and to deemphasize long-range planning activities

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

Wottord (1967, 1970, 1971) has published a series ot studies which have also dealt with this urea of
interest. These studies resulted in dimensions of managerial bebavior 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 identify, significant situational influences.

The five dimensions of managerial behavior that were isolated are: (1) group achicventent and order.
(bY personal enhancement, (¢) personal interaction, (d) dynamic achievement. and (¢) security and
maintenance. : ' o

Wofford (1967) reviewed the literature associated with situational variables and selected 18 tor
further research. Later a factor analysis (1971) using the principle axis solution with varimax rotation ,
resulted in the extraction of five orthogonal factors. The factors. extracted were: (1) centralization and

work evaluation, (b) organizational complexity, (c) size and structure, (d) work group structure. and (v)
organizational layering and communication.

These five situational factors are very similar to thosc previously cited when discussing the work of
Forehand and Gilme: {;v64). ‘

r

Wofford, then correlated the managerial behavior dimensions with two criteriz of effectiveness (j.e.,
productivity and morale) in each of the situational setlings. '

Based on the results, Wofford first coucluded 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 for-simple, centralized, structured operations. Third, the manager
oriented toward group achievement ana order was most effective for the small group, in which group
mectings were convenient. Fourth, the manager oriented toward peisonal enhancement was more
compa...ie with simple work schedules that were more eftectively supervised through direct authority than
complex ones. Fifth, the manager ¢ “ented toward dynamic achievement was more effective in situations
with low job security and involved the small group.

Wofford indicated that these conclusions are more appropriute for the criterion of productivity, and
less so for morale. In fact, he says that the managerial behavior dimensions most effective for productivity
are not the most effective for moraie. 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).”

11
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‘dynamic, ever changing social system. ,

<« that the only real criterion ol leader offectiveness, o1 the ultinmate citerion of

He has also suggested
ty ot performance demonstrated by an organization’s personnel, both individually

effectiveness, is the quali
and as a unit.

In regards to the changing nature of leadership problems. Ohnstead concluded that: (a) there is no
single pattern of behavior whizh can be practiced in order to yield optimunt. performance under all
conditions, and (b) it is more useful to view leadership as a process of wduption to changing conditions
which requires the skill of"being able 10 assess situations and to_provide appropiiate actions based on the
nrediction of outcomes. '

fn turn, he proposes that the skills required of an effective leader fall into.two classes. The finst class
consists of diggnoseic skills. These skills me those of observation, listening. ar *vais. and assessment of
situations, as well as the obility to predict the dirctions situadons me likely to take. The second class
consists of action skills. These skills are those of acting or intervening in situations as they bave been
diagnosed and includes planning strategies. manipulation of organizational conditions, and interpersonal
competency.

Therelore, for Olmstead, leadership isa decision making process which for effective behavior, involves
an accurate diagnosis of the situation followed by action appropriate to the situation.

Along the same line, Hollander and Julian (1969) have suggested that feadership is best characterized
as an influence system involving the leader, the toltowers, and the situatjon. Critical aspects of the system
include: (a) the leader's power and authority, (b) the follower's expectations, (¢) the tolfower's pereeption
of the leader. and (d) the perceived legitinacy of the keader's role. ‘

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

The requirements for different leadership styles for different situational ‘environments. onee again
stresses. the importance of leadership flexibility.

This area of leadership flexibility has been considered by Scolt (1962). His study provided som.
evidence that in order o be able 10 adopt a flexible adaptin leadership style anindividual must possess a
certain degree of cognitive ability. More spedifically, Scott examined the relationship between cognitive
flexibility (e.g.. managerial st change)” and cognitive complexaty. He emcluded ihat there is a
relationshipt the more ceosizv iy complex individuals are usually more capable of high:r cognitive
tlexibility.

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

Taken as a whol, the fiterature 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 variubles associated with the followers or the situatior: requires u change in the
leader's behavior. In ture, leadership style flexibility appears to be related to cognitive complexity. An
effective leader, therefore, appears to be une who is a cognitively complex aduptive decision maker within a

-

With this view of leadership in mind attention will now be directed to some of the more impartamt
contingency approaches to leadership. Presented next are eight contingeney models or theories. They along
with the literature cited will serve as a basis for the development of 1 new model of'leadership (Model9).

For those who desire a more detailed review of the literature, Valenz (1972) and his associates har
published an excellent literature review.
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IV, MODEL 1: THE KATZ AND KAHN
ORGANIZATIONAL LEVEL MODEL

Katz and Kahn £1900) proposed that the Jeadership style employed by a leader is contingent upon
the- hicrarchical Tevel o the position he holds. They indicated that there are three basic patterus of styles off
leadership which can be used by o leader. Each style is sppropriate for one of three hietarelical levels but
not for the other twa levels.

The three feadership styles proposed were: (a) origination. (b) mterpolation, and (¢) administration of
strncture. Hereatter referred 1o as the: () origination leadesship stvk. (b intcrpolation leadership style,
and (¢) administration keadership style,

The teadership stvle entitled origination was chaiaeterized us involving the introduction of standard
change. or policy formualation. The inrerpolation leadership style. on the other hand, involved thie piecing
out ol incompleteness i the existing formal stiucture. o inprovisation. The third leadership style,
aloiviistration, involved the ase of existing fonmal structire in order to Keep the organization operating in
an elfective manner. ’

This model depicts the origination leadeship style as most appropriate for top echelon positions,
while the intcrpolation sivle is more appropriate for intermediate positions, and the wdininistrative style is
best For lower managerial levels.

I addition. the required cognitive and aftective abilities and skills differ for each of the three
feadership styles. The three Teadership styles and their respective cognitive and affective requirements will

-Origination Leadership Style

For the origination leadership style the major cognitive requirement is a svstemic perspective, and the

major affective requirement is cluarisma. .

The systemic perspective, in turn, en be broken down into two subeategories: (a) the external
perspective. and (b) the internal perspective. .

The external perspective involves i sensitivity by the leader to the envirommental demands. That is, to
the requirements which must be met by the organization in order to maintuin 1 state ot equilibrivm within
the environment. 1t also involves a sensitivity to environmental opportunities: to the possibility of achieving
d more advantageous rekutionship with the enviromment. It requires a seusitivity to the trends und
environmental changes which pliee demands upon the organization and affords the organization with
opportunities. The external perspective, therefore, involves obtaining information about the organizational
environment and using the information in order €6 forecast the prohable 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 nake 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 of 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 efTectiveness.

Charisma is the major affeetive requiremient ot the origination leadership style, It is that magical aura
that has been endowed leaders by their subordinates. 1t is derived from people’s entotional needs and from
dramatic events associated with the exercise of leadership. The charismatic icader must provide a sliared
emotion between himsel and his followers, but he must. in additfon, rise ghove them in some quality of
greatness so thuat identification will permit the followers (o participate in his zreatness. .

Interpolation Leadership Style

This style is swost appropriate for the intenmediate levels of management. and it involves the
development of ways and means for implementing policies md plans established hy the higher echelons, In

13 .
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order-to adequately perform as an intermediate level manager. one must be able to relate to both those
above him and below him. In Likert's (1961) 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 tor the intermediate level manager.

The hasic effective requirement is the ability to integrate primary and secondary relationships. The
primary relationships are those personal relationships of individuals. such as the relationships among friends
or those in the family. The secondary relationships are those role-prescribed relationships established by the
organization for the emplovee. These are usually specified in the employee’s job description.

I the intermedizte level manager adequately performs this human relations activity of integrating
etfectively 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 accurred then the paths for
organizational success are the paths for individual achievement. In this case, the organizational requirements
are in thenselves productive of member sutistuction rather than indirect means to such satisfaction.

Administrative Leadership Style

Administration of structure is performed by the lower managerial levels. The capacity to administer.
ellectively the estublished 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 requiretnents, technical knowledge and understanding of the legal system constitute the primary
cognitive requirement. while concern with eguity is the prime atfective requirement.

Knowledge of ‘the-wechnical facets of the job peonit 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 tor applying their energies.

The lower level manager in addition to techaical know-how must understand the svstem of rules and
be concerned witlt the etfects of their application. The strength of the legal system depends upon; (a)
cquity or the use of rewards and punishnient in a fuir, consistent. and clear fashion, and (b) « reasonable
consideration of the liw in spirit as well as in letter. Equity i the application of rules means that the rules
that are administered are administered fairly, not that the rules thenselves are equitable. '

In summary, the model proposed by Katz and Kihn (1966) establishes three categories or levels of
teadership dcts, which are differentinted in terms of their affects on the organizational structure. They are:

Aa) the origination of structure, or palicy formulation: (h) the interpolation of structure. or the piecing out

of policies to meet immediate problems: and (¢) the use of structure, or the routine administration of

“applying  preseribed  remedies for predicted  proolems. Fach of these’ three leadership styles is

characteristically found at different organizational lovels. and each requires a different cognitive style, a
different atfective orientation, and different Knowledge. '

What are the impliestions of this model? The nain isiplication is that since different management
skills are requirements at difterent organizational levels. then a givenr manager’s capacity to adapt his style
to the appropriate level needs to be ascertained. Should a lower level manager not possess the capaeity to
adapt the interpoluation style then he should not he assigned to an intermediate managerial level. Perhaps
transferring another middle level manager from a difTerent department or organization would be more
appropriate. :

V. MOUEL 2: THE DUBIN AND WOODWARD
TFCHNOLOGY MODEL

A factor that has tended to be ignored until recently is the technology that characterizes a
depurtment or tirm. Dubin (19635) und Woodward (1958, 1965, 1970) have suggested that technology is
one ol the most important variables associated with an organization's managerial structure and therefore
the managerial style emploved. Woadward's studies (1958, 1965) have been particularly important in this
regard. and deserve discussion. ‘

14
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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 from 100 to 8,000 employees, and were involved
in both the manufacturing and selling of products.

The studies involved the investigation of the formal organizational structure and ‘ihe opc;z]til1g
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, (¢) the tabor structure, and (f) the success of the firm as
indicated by cconomic facts and figures. : .

* The organizations were divided into three groups, accurding 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 orgunizations 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 appeared. That is, the successful unit-production firms had

organizational characieristics in common with each other, as did the above-average, large-batch productions
firms and the above-average continuous process production firnis. .

The successful organizations at the extremics 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 (¢) show less
organizational consciousness.

The successful organizations in the middle ranges of technological complexity (mass production)
possessed the most highly developed lLine-stafl 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 lighly
technical production process, and it was difficult to distinguish between tlie 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 technological
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 technologies, the
factors of ﬁigh 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 positivelv related to low
consideration and high structuring of the work situation by the foremzn. In the case of 1..iddle managers in
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a continuous-production operation, he concluded that neither consideration nor structur.ng was related to
rated efficiency of performance.

Based on the above discussion, it appears that there is some disagreemer ¢ 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 empbhasis, 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 gencrally confirmed those of Woodward.
Nevertheless, more research is nceded in order to resolve the conflict between Woodward's and Dubin’s
conclusions. At present, however, their arcas of agreement offer the following in relating industrial
technology. to managerial style: (a) successful large-batch or mass production organizations require close
supervision, high structure, fow consideration; and (b) successful small-batcl or unit production
organizations require higher consideration, lower structure, and less supervision.

V1. MODEL 3: THE STOGDILL EMERGENT LEADERSHI{P MQDIEL' .

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
reodel 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
differentiatinn, and therefore group structure; and role performance or operations. That is, the structure of
roles and the operations within the group are considered properties of groups and result from the
interrclated performances, interactions, and expectations of the members. The end products oy effects of
these personal and interpersonal behaviors, mediated through group structure and operations are exhibited
in the form of group achievement. Group achicvement is composed of aspects entitled: (a) productivity, (b)
morale; and (c) integration. As & part of his'model, Stogdill includes two variables 'which he calls formal
structure and role structure. These two variables represent the structuring and patteming of the input
performances, intéractions, 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 of the position occupicd by the leader. Stogdill
indicated that individuals of different positions vary in freedom for initiative (status) and in the extent to
which they are expected to exert determining effects upon group structure and goal direction (function).
The sccond factor consists of the demands placed upon the leader by his group due to variations in the
operational and structural requirements of the group. The third and final factor consists of the group
members’ perceptions of the leader.

Thercfore, the leadership function in Stogdill's mode! is one which is contingent-upon the leader's
role. His role is determined by: his expectations which in tum are created by: (a) his status and position, (b)
the groups perception of him, and (c) the groups demands upon him. The group’s demands are, in turn, 3
result of the operational requirements and the structural requirements  established for the group
organization.

In this regard, Stogdill has indicated that:

The members of a newly formed . .. group, as a result of their individual performances, interactions with
cach other, and mutual reinforcement of cach other's expectations, quickly develop u role structore. One
member. who suceeeds in emerging as a leader, thereby strengths the expectation that he can heip the group
toward the accomplishment of its aims. Other members, in permitting him to lead. reinforce the ex pectation
that he is to contirue in his leadership role and that they are to play other roles in the group. T has been
fiund that o group cannot engage in successful tusk performance untl a role structure has evolved. The
members continue to strive for position and to define und redefine their rotes rather than working on the tusk
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until a structure has become differentiated and stabilized. ... The leader performs a valued function, not

only because he is able to initiate structure, but also because he stabilizes the role structure that has evo lved

for the purpose of sk performanee, 1t has been found that feaders who emerge in group interaction tend to

be more strongly goal committed than other members of the group, Since the nature of the goal and task is 4

determining factor in the development of role structure, it is not surprising to tind that the leader is expeeted

to maintain goal dircetion and role structure for the group, 1§ he wanders 100 Far aficld, the group members

may remind him ol the primary task or of his responsibility. Thus, the feader is not alonc in commitment to

the group poal and role structure. Both theory and research evidence suggests a reciprocal and mutually

supportive relationship between leader and followers with respeet to the group goal (1971, pp. 13-1,

Therefore, Stogdill's model is primarily ¢uncerned with emergent leadership. His approach is one of
systems spproach where leadership is defined as, ... the initiation and maintenance of structure in
expectrion and interaction.” (1971,'p. 13).

VII. MODEL 4: THE FIED? ER CONTINGENCY MUDEL

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 resea:ch, both experimental and correlational.
Fiedler has proposed that environmentat situations can be ordered in their degree of favorability for a
leader and that the leadership characteristics required vary uccording to the degree of favorability. First. the
leadership styles and their measurement as proposed by Figdler will be considered, followed by a discussion
of the favorability of environmenial sitvations. g

Fiedler's measure of leadership style involves an instrument which assesses the leader's esteem for his
“leust preferred ¢co-worker™ (LPC). In completing Fiedler's LPC instrument a feader is asked to think of all
persons with whom he has worked. Then he is asked to describe the one person with. whom he has found it .
most difficult to cooperate; that is, the person who has been his least preferred cd-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 deseribes his LPC by completing the 21 cight point semantie differential type scales
on the LPC instrument. The LPC score obtained is the sum of the 21 jtem scores. The most favorable scale
position is scored the value of 8, and the least favarable is scored as 1. -n

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

Ficdler (1967) has indicated that LPC scores have a high degree of internal consistency, with split half
cocfficients 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 cffective?
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 (¢) pusition 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 chargcteristic is
characterized as the degree to which a feader’s group members trust and like him and are willing to follow
his guidance. This characteristic has been usually measured by cither: (a) a sociometric technique which
asks group members to name the most influential pérson 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 leader 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 fora group, and can be accomplished according to a detailed
set of standard operating instructions. The rationale behind this characteristic is that vague and ambiguous

17 | .
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or unstructured tasks muke it difficult for the leader 1o exert leadership influence, bécuusc neither he nor-
his subordinates know exactly what has to be accomplished or how it is to be dane. 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, (¢) solution specificity or whether there are 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 characteristie is position-power. That is, the power a leader possesses because 0f his position
within the organizational hierarchy. 1t is separate from his personal attraction and ability to command
respeet and loyalty. The rationale asociated with this characteristic is- that the leader who possesses the

“power to hire and fire, promote and demote, can obtain worker compliance under conditions which might
be impossible for a leader without this power (c.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 ta be the least important of the three dimensions.

Mcasurements of these three characteristics or dimensicns have been dichotomized, which permits a
partitiilar group. leadership situation to be classified into one of eight possible categories. This relationship
is depicted in Figure 1. ‘

According to this stheme it is casiest 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. 1t is quite diffienlt to be a leader in a group

which falls into octunt 8 where the leader is not liked. has a vague unstructured task, and little position
power.

On an a'priori basis, the eight categories have been arranged on a “favorableness” continuum or the
degree to which the leader’s job of influeneing his group will be easy or difficult, as 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 felt in terms of the cight fold
classification scheme. The vertical axis shows the corfelation coefficients between group performance and
the leader’s LPC score.

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

- fmsituations which are intermediate 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 in
the leadership position. Theretore, the orgamization can change leadership performance by redefining the
leader's job. Fiedler believes that it is almost always casier to chunge 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
mare favorable to his leadership style Fiedler (1967, pp. 255-256) offers the following suggestions for
organizational enginecring: :

g

L Insome organizations we can chanze the individual's task assignment. We may assign to one leader very
tructured tasks which have implicit or explicit instructions tetling him what to do and how to do it, and we
nray assign to another the taskg which are nebulous and vague. The former are the typical production tasks,
the katter are exemplified by committee work, by the development of policy, and by tasks which require
creativity.

2. W¢ 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 giving him subordinates who are cqual to him in mnk
and prestige or subordinates who are two or three ranks below him. We can give him subordinates who are
expertin their specialtics or subordinates who depend upon the Jeader for guidunce and instruction. We can”
give the leader the final say in all decisions atfecting his group, or we can require that he make decisions in
consultation with his subordinates, or even that he obtain their concurrence. We can channel all direetives,
cammunications. and information abont organizational plans through the leader atone, giving him expert
power, or we can provide these eammunications to all his subordinates. .

3. We am change the leader-member rclations in the group. We can have the feader work with groups whose
members are very similar to him in attitude, opinion, technical background, race. and cultural buckground.
{¢ we can assign him subordinates with whom he differs 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 of conflict, '

18
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Ficdler (1967) has also addressed the topic of training and expericnce (Csoka & Fiedler, 1971). He
has suggested that training arid experience may be viewed as alicring the favorableness of the situation.
Therefore, according to Fiedler, training and experience results in improved performance of some leaders,
while decreasing that of others. Morg 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
correfation when performing in intermediate situations. Leaders whose training and experience resulted in
their beceming more relationship-motivated (high LPC) would perform better in intermediate 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 lead-:, working in an wifavorable situation who undergoes
training which increases the favorableness of the situation has a resulting decrease in performance since he
now falls within the intermediate tavorability range of Fiedler’s curve which requires a relationship-oriented

Jleader for optimum ¢ffectiveness. On the other hand, had the leader been a relationship-oriented leader his

performance would have not decreased, but instcad would have increased. :

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

Extensive rescarch by Fiedler, his associates, as well us 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 studics 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
medel in octant 11, and the support for other octants (in many cases) was weak.

LI

More recently Michaclsen (1971), at Michigan University's Institute for Social Rescarch. tested
Fiedler's model and he concluded that his results generally supported the *“contingency model.”

Even though there appears to be general support tor Fiedler's model, 212 are problems associated
with his method of assessing leadership stvle. One of the problems associated with assessing leadership style
is the Tow reliability of the LPC scale. In one study (Ficdler, 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 some octants. th2 correlations
vary over a very wide range. In octant HI, for example, the correlations range from —.72 to one isolated
case of +.84 (Ficdler, 1967, p. 146). Little confidence can be given to the curve point values (i.c., median
valucs) 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. However, Mitcheli (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 information about various
task situations. Anunexpected result was that high-LPC individuals used interpersonal relationship cues less
than did low-LPC individuals in making judgenients 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 personality and unique style and the
situation. The.situation is viewed in terms of favorableness, and different personality types (i.c., high LPC’s
and low LPC’s) perform better under different situations. Fisdler would select leaders for particular
situations, (or change the situation) since he'assumes they lack the ability to widely vary their lcadership
style. A different approach is taken in the next model; model 5.
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VL MODEL 5: THE TANNENBAUM LEADERSHIP PROCESS MODEL

Tannenbaum, Weschler, and Massarik (1961) have developed an - interesting model of leadership
behavior. -Their approach is apparent in their definition of leadership. They define leadership as
“interpersonal influcnce, exercised in situations and’ direct¢d, through the communication process, toward
the 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
(¢) the characteristics of the situation. : : -

In order to better understand this model the basic.components, starting with leader personality and
ending with léader 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 responiling behaviorly under a variety of conditions. Once the leader receives
stimuli from his followers and from the situation (e.g., physical phenomenon, organizations, goals, ete.),
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. 1t serves as a basis for
influence attempts by the leader.

- Given that a leader possesses a certain rangé of perceptions (i.c., 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 goat and those which he evaluates as irrelevant. His evaluation of
relevance can be inaccurate, and his error in this instance can be ascertained by cemparing his judged
relevance with some extemal, actual criterion of 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, groups, 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 inap. That is, the
leader zssesses 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 uction 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.
tHis 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. te selects from his different alternative communication behaviors those that he fecls will
affect the follower in changing his attitude appropriately and in turn will ledd to the desired behavioral
change. Therefore, for the leader certain communication behaviors are judged appropriate and selected, and
others are judged inappropriate 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 intluence attempts by 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 stylg,

flexibility is the concept of leader sensitivity which determines the - leader’s psychological map for
leadership action.

How can a leader improve upoa 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 pattem? 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-centered 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 (1) defining

the limits and requesting the groups to make a decision within prescribed limits. Depending upon the
situation the manager varies his behavior along this continuum. The factors that affect the style 1o 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 lastly, those related to the situation at hand. The manager
chooses a ‘leadership style that is. consistent with his personality, his values, his confidence in his
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, and 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 irteractions 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 Tannenbaum 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 actot, who initiated and deteimined
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 forins 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 terms manager and subordinate. In the revised
model they prefer not to use the term subordinate, since they feel it is demeaning. They preter instead to
use in its place the ferm non-manager.

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

First 1 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, | think we must accept the evolution of the study of leadership asa
three-variable problem consisting of the leader, the situation and the followers. Third, |1 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=1V, +P, [lva+_

1

n =

(Pg,Evi)']
1

i=1....,n,

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 (P,) of his behavior for the accomplisiment of some goal. In order to do this he considers
factors such s 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 of the path instrumentality (P,) 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 goul
(IVy,)}, (b) the intrinsic valence associated with the achievement of the work goal (IV,), and (c) the extrinsic

valence associated with the personal outcomes or payoffs that he acquires as a result of achieving the work
goal (EV;).

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 work goal
what is its pay off for me — what do I get out of it; and is the pay off or any value to me, is it what |
want?”’ '

How does the leader fit intc 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., EV)). For instance, he influences the degree to
which accomplishrient 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 (P;) 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 in"the future. Still another way that a leader can 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 accomplishinent (TV,), 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 va,]enoe
associated with goal-directed behavior (IV},). He does this by reducing barriers which cause frustration, 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 génerally indicated support. However, since the 1971 article, House
and Wahba (i972) nave reviewed the results of 14 expectancy model studies in order to cstablish the
relationships among-the components of the model. That is, are the components additive, multiplicitive, or
some combination of the two. Based on these studies they modified the original model which resulted in
the following formulation:

n
M=1V,,E, [lVb+T (E x V)]
Where E, is equivalent 1o P, in the original formula and E, is équivalcnl to P,.

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-D THEORY
Reddin (1967, 1970) has developed what he calls, a 3-D 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 orientation (TO), and (b) relationship
orientation (RO). These two dimensions were selected for inclusion in his model based on the Ohio State
Leadership Studies, the Michigan Leadership Studies, and the work of Bales (1953) at Harvard.

Reddin defined 1ask orientation as, *“ ... the extent to which a manager is likely to direct his own
and his subordinates efforts toward goal attainment (1967, p- 11).” Relationship orientation, on the other
hand, was defined by Reddin as, *“. .. the extent (o which a manager is likely to have highly personal job
relationships chaiacterized by mutual trust, respect for subordinates’ ideas and consideration of their
feelings (1967, p. 11).”

Based on these two dimensions, Reddin developed four basic lealership styles. The four styles
proposed are: (a) the integrated style, (b) the dedicated style, (c) the relzied 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 1o be employing
the dedicated leadership style. While if the reverse is true, that s, he is high on the relatiotship orentation
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
themsclves, ‘Were of little value. He further indicated that they needed (o be related to managerial
effectiveness in a variety of situations. Toward that end he added a third dimension, that ¢f 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 o a given situation,

The leadership style, however, is not only effective or ineffective. The leadership style varies along a
continuum of effect:veness. At one extreme the leadership style is depicted as effective, with four related
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effective 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
performance is measured by the extent to which he achieves the output requirements of his position, and
these outpwt requirements are established in line with the management by objectives (MBO) upproach.

What are these effective and ineffective leadership styles? On the effective end of the continuum
Reddin lists four styles which he calis: (a) the burcaucrat, (b) the developer, (¢) the benevolent autocrat,
and () the executive. The bureaucrat is characterized as one who is not interested in either the 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 pleces implicit trust in people. He ic
concerned with developing the talents of others and of providing 2 work atmosphere conducive to
maximization of individual. satisfaction and motivation. He is coniidered effective in that the work
environment he creates is conducive to his subordinates developmg commitment to both themselves and the
joo.

The third effective leadership style, the benevolent autocrar, is one who places implicit trust in
himself and is concerned with both short and long run tasks. He is effective in that he possasses a skill in
inducing others to perform as he desires without creating enough resentment to decrease proJuction.

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 and 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 1m,ffecuve 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 usin,, 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 dimersions or neither. He is perceived as being a poc:r 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 stylcs of managerial or leadership behavior available; then what are the
requirements for effectively selecting and uiilizing them? Reddin (1970) has indicated that there are three
basic skills requiréd in order to become an efiective manager. First, the leader or manager must know how
to read 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 <ffective manager must possess the

capacity to vary his leadership style in accordance with the situaticnal requirements (j.e., style ﬂex:blhty
skill).

Inregards to situational sensitivity, an effective manager has to be aware of the basic components of a
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 (¢) 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, rechnology, refers to the way that work may be accomplished.in
order to achieve manageria) 2ffectiveness. 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 arc the demands that technology makes on managerial behavior? A

short-run as opposed to tong-run production teclinology 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 clements termed superior, co-workers, and subordinates,”are used within the 3-D
Theory, in the gencrally accepted sense. Each of these arc, in turn, composcd of styles and expectations.

In order to accurately assess the situation, Reddin proposes the use of a “flex map.” A situational
flex map is composed of a diagram with the two basic leadership dimensions (i.e., task and relationship
oricntation), the situational element or elements involved (c.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 incffective managerial
styles ivhich arc contingent upon the situation, (b) a basis for establishing leader flexibility, (c) a break-out
of situational clements important to leadership cffectivencss, and (d) a means of assessing the situation and
the managerial style required (i.c., the situational flex map). In-addition, Reddin proposes that managerial
cffectiveness can be increased by increasing a manager's range of styles or his flexibility, and by developing
his skills in changing situations to match his mest dendnant style. Reddin (1970, chap. 24) has suggested
that this can be accomplished by a nine-stage iraining program especially designed to develop managerial

skt in siteational sensitivity, style flexibility, and situational management.

XL 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 effecriveness, to the task and relationship dimensions of lcadership 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
Bianchard -(1972a, 1972b) exiend the model with their distinction between successful and e)fective
managerial leadership. The four terms of successful, unsuccessful, effective, and incffective used by Hersey
and Blanchard will now be defined. :

A manager in attempting leadership can be cither successful or unsuccessful in accomplishing his goal.
Should he be successful, then the leadership attempt can be further categorized as effective or incffective.
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 cnds 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 necds are being met, then the leader is said to be both successful
and cffective. Hersey and Blanchard propose that the implication of this is that if a short-run influence is all
that is nceded over subordinates then a successful style is adequate; however, if a long-run influence is

“required, such as many years, then a manager whould strive to be both successful and effective. They

maintain that in the long-zun this will increase and organization’s productivity and overall cfficiency.
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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 Tri-Dimensional Model, and was based on a
curvilinear refationship between task behavior, relationship behavior, and maturity.

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

- The Life-Cycle Theory defines maturity as being similar to the McCleltand, Clark, and Lonel! (1953)
achievement-motivation construet, and as the willingness and ability to take responsibility, und therefore is
also related to task relevant education and experence of the individual. Maturity is basically the same as
Argyris’s (1957) fmmaturity-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 charity 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: (1) a high task-low relationship type of behavior o, (b) a high task-high relationship behavior, and
then to (c) a high relationship — low task behavior, followed finally by (d) a low task-low relationship
behavior. This sequence is a progression 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 empioyees is the low task — low relationships
style. o '

As previously indicated individuals progress over time in their level of maturity and the managerial
style required should vary with the maturity level. In addition. 2 manager who is new on the job orhasa
new task and who has above average employees in regards to maturity, should progress rapidly through the
Lite-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 niove rapidly through the project fife 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, socicty has made great scientific
and technical advances. This has resulted in many employees enjoying a igher standard of living than has
been possible in the past. In tum, oursociety 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 standard.of 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. :

According 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 em ployees
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 (o
the overall educational and cultural progress of our society. Instead, they suggest, 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. Bised 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 siall. < -

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

Hersey and Blanchard feel that since today's cmployee is more mature, then the role of the manager
should siift from formal supervision and control of his subordinates to 4 more gencral tvpe 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 eftorts 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 summuary, 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 importance 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 attention and personal interaction with their supervisor in
order to devciop their talents.

Here we have a theory composed of the leader, the situation, and the subordinates. The emphausis is
on assessing accurately the situation and the appropriate leadership style required for it. A part of this
decision process is cstablishing the maturity level of the employces who arc a part of the situation, a
function not often considered by most behavioral theorists. '

XIL EVALUATION OF LEADERSHIP MODELS

The eight contingency approaches 1o leadership are evaluated based on three primary criteria. They
are: (a) Does the model provide a useful descriptive framework for depicting the phenomenon calied
leadership? (b) Does the model introduce new components or new concepls whiclt assist in better
understanding leadership? and (c) Is the mode! testable?

Following the evaluation of the cight models, the ninth model* The Three-Component Leadership
Model is presented. The presentation relates the model to the carlier models and points out areas which are
unigue to Model 9. In addition, Model 9 is critiqued based on the three criteria cited above in order 1o assist
in establishing its utility as a lcadership model.

Model 1: The Katz and “.ahn Qrganizational Level Model

Katz and Kuhn (1966) take an open-systems approach in describing organizations. Leadership within
this open-systems view is depicted gs a dynamic process which varies as different aspects of the organization
and iis environment vary. For Katz and Kahn, leadership involves influence which goes beyond the routine
and taps bases of power beyond those decreed by the organization. They feci that referent power and
expert power are the two major power sources {or efiective leadership. SR

Within these dynamic organizations the leadership styles required differ for top cchelons,
intermediate levels, and lower levels. Each of these three otganizational levels require 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 requircments are different at different organizational levels, and (b) that leadership behavior is a

dynamic process because organizations are in and ot themsclves dynamic.

On the other hand, their 1nodel- 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 from 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 personnel.
This organizational structure aspect is not discussed within Katz and Kihn'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 be havior for large-scale
hierarchical organizations. The lcader 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 othet 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.c., 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 1o success.

On the other hand, Dubin and Woodward’s fin:dings appear to be limited to firms invoived in the
manufacturing and seiling of products, and therefore is of little value in understanding 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 cffects of the environment on the organization. There is some evidence
(Rossel, 1971) which indicates that leadership style is influenced moreé by an organization’s difficulty in
adapting to i’s cnvironment than to its technology. Lastly, their approach does not account for
interdependence among internal components of the organization, when one component which is clmnged
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 Maodel

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

.Stogdill stressed role differentiation as an important aspect of leadership. He has pointed out that a given

leadership positinn has a certain degree of status associated with it and certain functions that are cxpected
to be pcrformcd 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 Kaiz 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 lcadcrshxp is in describing lcadership 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
leadersiiip 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, ' D

Model 4: The Fiedler Contingency Model

From the time when Fiedler first introduced his mgdel there has been.an enormous amount of
rescurch performed to test different aspects of the model. In addition to those studies cited earlies. studies
by Graen, Alvares, Orris, and Martella (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 area of criticism presénted by tlie above authors involves the predictive validity of Fiedler’s
model. Graen et al. (1970) analyzed several studies which had been cited g5 supportive research for Fiedier’s
model (Fiedler, 1967). The authors concluded that the model is, in the main, without an’y 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 pattemn could be produced by the care ful 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., hypothesized) direction cven though non-significant. Graen et al. (1970)
indicate that this is snother 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 attempt 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 Fiedier's methodology. In particular, the criticism has been directed
at Fiedler’s procedure for combining results of different octants together 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 iprluded.

After applying Fisher’s technique of combining correlations and then analyzing the data, Ashour
found that Fielder's model failed the validity tests (i.e., non-significant correlations) in six of the cight
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 Wil probably prevail for a long time since both
sides are 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 modcl"df”controversy, and

~ perhaps the birth of this controversy is Fiedler’s greatest contribution to the understanding of leadership.

The iritroduction of his model has resulted in many researchers atte mpting 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 Ficdler'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 aspect.which requires further research

is Fiedler's hypothesis that training and experience modify the favorableness dimensions. In addition,
Chemers and Rice (1974) have noted that Fiedler's model does not adequately deal with the preblems 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 mlportant aspects of the situation which
affect leader influence.

R .

On the other hand, Fiedler has pointed out that individual personalities are hard to change and that
it's easier to engincer the job to fit the individual. This generally appears reasonable, as does his basic idea
that different types of leaders arc 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 basxcally a testable
model and this testability is one of its strong points.

Onc 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 teadership 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.c., effective
leadership style depends upon the situation) and Katz and K_ahr' s {i.c., different types of leaders required
for different organizational levels).

Tannebaum and Schmidt (1973) noted that the environmcnt 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 defined. 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
leadership. The original model placed more emphasis on the leader as a coercive power source whcre the
modified model depicts power 25 being shared by thc leader and his subordinates.

The model's contribution to leadershlp is in prov:dmg 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 extemal environment). On the other hand, the
model 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 aspects of the motivational process. One major strcngth of his model is that it is testable. House
_ has provided a formula (as well as a ‘modified formula) which‘can be tested and therefore proven or

disproved, in part or in total. [n tarn, the model lends itse!f to modification as new research evidence is
obtained.

28

%



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

One of the areas of weakness is in the perceptual difference between the leader and his followers. Tlie
leader may perceive that if he manipulates rewards in a certain fashion, his workers will be favorabty
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 workers
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 explaming
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 optiunum 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 Stogd:ll 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 are
quite important in the  leadership situation (i.e., leader, group, and situation). The leader and his
characteristics ar¢ not really identified in House’s model, and therefore appears to be an area of possible
weakness. T

" 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 orentation and relationship orientation) are soundly based on research evidence
obtained from the Ohio State and Michigan Leadership Studies. His addition of an effectiveness dimension

~appears 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 be
able to vary or select different managerial styles. In order to do this an effective leader must be able to
accurately read or evaluate the situation, possess the skills to manipulate the situation, and finally, possess

+ the capacity to vary this style in accordance with the situational requirements.

Reddin’s breakout of the situational variables identifies some components not found in most 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 (&) the subordinates. Of particular
importance is the variable of organizational philosophy which has not been explicitly identified by most of
the 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 and
managerial 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, nor
have the co-workers (i.e., peers) of a given leader. These as well as the subordinates, are important aspects
of 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 upon

him. Reddin’s model, of course, includes additional factors.



The tnree¢ 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.

Cn 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 ime. 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
quantified). -

“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 béing 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 (ie.,
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 peint
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 extemal 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 Themy 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 for_investigating this phenomenon called leadership and presently requires further testing to
- better define, quantxfy, and if needed modlfy the components of the model.

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

The eight contingency models and theories presented previously, as well as the literature discussed
earlier, prov:de the basis for the followmg 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’s
subordinates, peers, and other personnel in the environment. That is: E=f{c,,s).

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.,, 1961) 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 effectivenéss has been demonstiated to be dependznt 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. : i '

-

_ Eeadership 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 (¢) compromising.

These five dimensions were established based upon studies (Wofford, 1970, 1971) 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 involving"the managerial functions of planning erganizing, and controlling, 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, aiid 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. : S

The dynamic interacting factor refers to the leader who is warm, friendly, and informai 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 stru;{tu_ml 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 encigetic.

The compromising factor refers to the leader who is cautious, somewhat aloof, and who checks with
both his superyisor and his personnel before making a decision. He prefers to remain ncutral when problems
arise, and he readily changes his decisions when there is disagreement witl: 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 Giimer (1964) Herscy 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, (¢) organizational communication, and () 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 thé closeness of
supervisory control. N

The arganizational complexiiy factor refers o ihe degree of organizational complexity and
sophistitatioiv=The level of ability and technical knowledge required are aspects of this factor.

The size and structure factor tefers to the-size of ihe organization and the degree of work task
structuring, .
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The work group structure factor refers to the work groups structural attributes. For example, a high
rating on this fuctor would indicate that a work group was small and its operations supported group
meetings. ‘ :

The organizational communication factor refers 1o those aspects of the organization relating to
communication layers and peer communications.

The group member maturity factor refers to the capacity of group members to take responsibility, be
‘able to set their own gouls, 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.c., 1 = low, 2 = average, 3 = lhigh) on each of these factors. In tum, 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 proposéd model and their relationships [i.c., E=f(c,1s)} ; und
Figure 3 describes the decision-making process for a leader who possesses the maximum “range of styles.”

The basic mode! (Figure 2) indicates that leadership cffectiveness 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 Kutz and Kahn (1966), Hersey and Blanchard (1972a, 1972b), Reddin (1967, 1970), Stogdill

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

Legend:
E = Effectiveness
¢ =Criterion
I = Leadership Style
s = Situational Environment

Figure 2. The three component leadership effectiveness model.
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In this model five styles are included. Some leaders will possess a range that includes all five, some
will have a range of only one style which he employs in all situations, while other leaders will possess i
range of styles between the two extremes. Figure 3, depicts the leader as one who continuously scarches for
situational data, diagnoses the situational environment, matches the present situational dimensions with the
six situational dimensions listed carlicr, selects one of tive 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 changing.

This model, therefore, suggests that for any given situation (which is composed of various
combinations of the six situativnal dimensions) a particular teadership style is most appropriate. That is.
onc of the five leadership dimension styles proposed carlier 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 il his job consists.of
simple work scheaur s which permits direct supervi:ian.

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

It is further proposcd tiat 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. [t 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 sclected. 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 cstablishing
relevant style-situation categorics.

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, 1o 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 carcer pattern should be established for cach
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 hicrarchy, will
require of him a slightly more complex decision making strategy. Over a series of years he is trained through
expericnee 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,s)] is related to most of the eight models cited
earlier, as well as the leadership literature reviewed 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 cffectiveness needs to bhe
established ih order to establish leadership success was based, in part, on the reports of Cdrter and Nixon
(1949) and Wofford (1971). The DIAGNOSIS SITUATION block, includes a 6 factor profile. Thesc 6
factors were adepted from a series of studies; namcly, Forehand «nd 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 oj Wofford (1970, 1971).
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The bisic 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 (19723, 1972b), Clastead (1967), Reddin (1967, 1970), Scott (1962), and Tannenbaum et al.
(1961).

Utility of the Model

In evaluating the previously. cited eight models, basically three criteria have been used: (2) 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 it better understanding leadership? (c) Is
the model testable? That is, can it be proved or disproved? :

The utility of the present model will be evaluated based on’ thesésame criteria. First, does the model
provide a use ful 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
leader:hip involves an individual whose primary function is that of a decision maker. 1t appears reasonable
(10 this author at least) that this approach offers a somewhat new;somewhat different view of leadership,
wher compaied to the previous models, and yet gets to 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
o:ganizational personnel, and the situation), depicts them in an open-systems framéwork, and portrays in a
dynamic constantly evaluative fashion the decision making process of a leader. 1t 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 meice_ promise for providing additional information and insight in
understanding leadership, and (b) it-captires basically the essence of leadership, which is a decision making
process. =

Second, does the model introduce new components or new concepts which assist in better
understanding 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 successfl his performance has been. He then is allowed to continue his “style” or select anew 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=X+¢; where Y represents his style selected” and X represents the series of X values
depicting the cues or factors making up the situational profile. An individual’s (or group’s) policy, once
captured can then be applied to new situations to see if it is an effective predictor mogel 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 utilizéd 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 separale cognitive complexity test given prior
10 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 10 or deletcd). In addition, the
inodel may require modification as the decision-making process is further investigated. This investigation of
ihe dedcision-making process should -include a detailed analysis- of muanagerial behavior in a variety of
situations. Toward this end the teclniques utilized in job analysis should be fully exploited.
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Should the basie propositions associated with the model be supported by rescarch evidence. then the
mudel can be said to accomplish the following: (a) it can provide a means for selecting managers (based on
cognitive flexibility) for specific types of positions. (b) it can provide @ means for management
development (as previously discussed). {¢) it can provide a useful descriptive leadership framewaork. and (d)
it can be captured mathenatically tor highly effective feaders and then be used by less effective managers as
an aid to decision-making. ov the mathematical model can be used in managerial training programs.

Future Research
The above madel is a first step in the development of a decision-making model of leadership
effectiveness. 1t therefore. is incomplete at this time. Hopetully it provides a framework for future researeh,

Research needed the most at this time is in the arca of establishing relevant eategories of leadership styles
and situational environments.

XIV. CONCLUSHON

It is concluded that leadership can best be depicted as a decision-making process which involves the
teader. the lollowers, the situation, and the criterion of effectiveness. Some of the Key clements of the
abBove. components are: the style of the leader. his expectations and those of his followers, the leaders
position and power, and the situational environment in which the leader and tollowers vperate.

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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