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FOREWORD

The Leader Development Team of the Leadership and Management Techni-
cal Area, U.S. Army Research Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sci-
ences (ARI), performs research and development in areas pertaining to im-

- proving the efficiency and operating effectiveness of Army organizatioms. .

Of particular interest is work directed at providing the- basis for improved
frames of reference for leader development to enable leaders better to cope
with the changing demands of compléx and stressful environments. Improved

leader effectiveness is, in turm, aimed at improving the capacity of their

organizations to adapt and perform effectively. The essence of the devel-
opment is determining the key leadér skills and attributes that best serve

this purpose.

This Technical Report provides a strong inference test of a frame of
reference that views leadership in systems: terms, and relates leader per-
formance to organizational performance as a function of coping with com-
plexity in its environment. ’ RN

: The research effort is requnsive to the requirements of RDT&E Project
2Q161102B74F, Leadership and Management Technical Area of the FY 79 ARIL

Work Program. -

JOBEPH ZH .
Te¢hnical Director
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A MULTIPLE INFLUENCE MODEL OF LEADERSHIP

BRIEF

Requirement:

The development . of effective leader training requires that the training -
developer make assumptions abour what constitutes effective leader performance
in organizational settings. Traditionally, these assumptions have focused on
the leader and the attributes of successful leaders. A somewhat broader focus
has included the attributes of the leader's subordinates and the subordinates'
individual tasks. Typical findings from research with a focus on the leader
and subordinates reaffirm the importance of leader behavior to group performance,
but not much evidence for predictive validity from leader training designed to

- produce increased skills or changed attributes in leader behavior dimensions.

The present research uses a different point of departure. Given the assumption
that effective unit performance requires successful adaptation of the unit to
the unit specific demands, constraints and opportunltles, the moderating effect
of leader behavior in the effgctlve unit should be to increase adaptation.

' Consequently, more effective units should have leaders who effectively act to

increase adaptation, using influence beyond the specifications of their position-
descriptions (discretionary leadership). Leaders who do not perform this discre-
tionary function should have less effective units. The research in this report
was designed to test propositions relating to these assumptions. '

Procedure: L
The requirement for discretionary leadership is assumed to be generated by

variation in environmental and organizational factors (macro- variables). Macro
variables measured were environmental complexity (general and specific), con-
textual complexity (size, technological sophistication, and technological variabil-
ity), and structural complexity (vertical specialization'and.control, horizontal
specialization and coordination, and diversity). Group and task variables inclu-
ded cohesiveness, task d1ff1cu1ty, and task variability. Unit outcomes were
various measures of unit performence, (e.g., error rate) and employee maintenance
(e.g., subscription to unit and Army goals). Data were collected from Army
Telecommunications Units (TCCs) which were selected to have similar missions,

context, and structure, with unit outcomes heavily controlléd by their machine-
ascéndant technology. Within TCCs, the sample was restricted to supervisory

and management personnel involved in message sending and receiving. Data were
collected by questionnaires. A total of 75 TCCs with two and three-level
supervisory chains was selected. / Performance criteria were méchine derived mea- °
sures of error rate and down time, and the variability of these measures over a
six month period of time. Because these performance measures were presumably
machine controlled, leadership effects could be minimized and the variation- of
such effects"in relation to leadership thus could be a strong inference test of
the multiple influence model of leadership.

vii
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k;Utilization of Findings:_

Supervisors differed in the degree of discretionary leadership (DL)
they exercised. Further, situations differed in the amount of DL apparently
required for a high level of performance by the -unit as a whole. In units
with more complex vertical and horizontal structures, a higher level of DL
was required to maintain a high level of unit effectiveness and a high level .
of employee maintenance. A similar situation occurred with internal environ-
ment and context. As these became more complex, a higher level of DL was
required. When_comparisons were made between the predictive effectiveness
of the Multiple Influence Model and conventional leadership models, more of
the variance of performance effectlveness was explained by the Multiple -
Influence Model.

\

These flndlngs have important 1mp11cat10ns for the de31gn of leadership.
instruction. Rather than focusing on leadership style and leader attributes,
the focus of leadership instruction should be on the functional. role of the
leader in facilitating the adaption of his unit to environmental challenges.

“'When the environment, context, technology, or structure push the design limits

of the unit, leaders must go beyond the formally prescrlbed bounds of the

“officially descrlbed job, to develop wa¥s of dea11ng with the contextual or

environmental complexity that momentarily has exceeded the capacity of his
subordinates. This requires the leader |to diagnose the problem accurately,
and act to reduce the complexity appropriately. With this orientation, leader-
ship training becomes less subordinate 7entered and more systems centered.

N
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A MULTIPLE INFLUENCE MODEL-OF LEADERSHIP

INTRODUCTION

The final technical report of grant DA CH 19-78-G-0010, "A Multiple
Influence Model of Leadership,” is divided into three main parts. The
first part, "Managerial Summary," is ‘designed for those not familiar with
+he leadership literature. The second part, "Details of the Study," pro-
vides a more traditional academic treatment of the project. It also con-
tain@ a more lengthy discussion of applications than does the Managerial
summary. The final part éonsists of four "Technical Appendixes" which
focus on particular aspects of the, investigation. Appendix A outlines the
pilot studies conducted to develop .a reliable and valid measure of dis-
cretionary leadership. Appendix B details procedures used to collect the
questionnaire'data,which underly the empirical examination of the model.

- Important here are seVeraL~chaﬁggs made to increase the return rate from .
so@e 25% to abeut 90% of the potential participants. Appendix C lists
“the items, by concept, used .in the questionnaire. Finally, Appendix D
. provides data which may be useful in replicating the analysis and judging -
selected technical aspects often considered important in leadership research.

\

L)

ABSTRACT

Efforts to test a model of leadership effectiveness which centers on
"macro variables" and "discretionary leadership” are xepbrted. Macro vari-
ables were represented by the complexity of the environment, context, and
structure of a unit. Discretionary leadership was conceptually defined as
influence over and above that typically vested in a managerial role. Em-
pirical testing used a mixture of mail questionnaires and secondary data
concerning 68 telecommunications units of the Army Seventh Signal Command.
Using correlational and regression analyses six major propositions and two
exploratory aspects of the-model were investigated. The results of the
propositional tests were: (a) Greater complexity in the structure of the

. unit was associated with more discretionary. leadership; (b) structural com-
plexity was directly related to employee maintenance (employee meintenance '
included several measures of satisfaction -and attachment to the system)
and environmental complexity was marginally related to:unit performance
(unit performance included- machine error rates: in messages sent); (c) dis--
cretionary leadership was related to both performance and employee main-
tenance and associations were clearer than for more traditional measures
of leader behavior; (d) generally, as complexity in macro variables increased
more discretionary leadership was needed to achieve higher performance and
employeg maintenance; (e) selected characteristics of the group being.super-.
vised did not alter the relationship between leadership and criteria ‘in-~the
direction expected; and (f) the expertise of the unit did not make a dif-
ference in the effectiveness of discretionary leadership. Empirical'exten-
sions suggested that lateral leadership was-potentially important, particu-
larly in combination with macro variables. AISQ, the;model predicted
substantial portions of criterion variance even though the research design
was based on a strong inference approach.: Tﬁeoreticii*exgensions and. spe-
cific applications are discussed-in addition to supplementary- supporting
data Ly

. [
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S ' MANAGERIAL SUMMARXl

. 3
The purpose of thlg\ﬁroéect was to reflns and partially test a new
theory of leadership. For. a number of years leadership theorists have
been examining the conditions under which specific types of leaders and
leader behaviors yield the most favorable balance of performance and em-.

‘ployee maintenance.? There is a general consensus among leadership re-

searchers that the behavior of the leader should be adjusted to key "con-
tingencies" or situations. No one particular pattern of leadership is
aiways effective and no magical set of traits automatically separates
effective from ineffective leaders.

_ Unfortunately, there is little agreement as to which conditions are
critical contingencies and why somg/leaders appear to develop a success-
ful leadership pattern while others do not. Most studies have concen-
trated on .individual leader characterlstlcs, the particular tasks of sub-
ordinates, and a whole range/of'psychologlcal characteristics. While
thesq psychological fapths are likely to be more important in -a more gen-
eral understanding of leadership and followership, it is also possible to
examine the leader as member of a. complex organization.. As such the
leader is expected to perform specified duties, supervise subordlnates and
insure the smooth’ operations of his or her unit. As a member of an organi-
zation, the leader is selected for subordinates and also must act as a
follower. Viewing the leader as an organization member leads to a differ-
ent picture of the leader and leadership than is often found in the aca- ',

~demic literature. It led to the development of what we have called the

El{l‘c\
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"Multiple Influence Model of Leadership."”

Basic TenantS'of the Theory . -
E 1 |
The theory conce: irates on only a small portion of the leader's total

interactions with subordinates. Much.of the aay—to—day*contact between
leader and follower is tightly constrained by the organization. 1In dif=-- .
ferent terms, the boss is required to supervise subordinates. While good -
supervisory practices are needed, they are not leadership. Leadership is
influence the individual builds over and abcve that %ypically provided by

-

lThlS investigation was supported by grant DA CH 19-78-G-~0010 from the
United States Army Research Institute for thé Behavioral and Social Sci-
ences to Southern Illinois University at Carbondale (J. G. Hunt and R. N.
Osborn, Principal Investigators). We would like to thank Anant Balarum,
Paul Brown, John Benandi, Kevin Lindsey, and James Tracy for assistance

in data gathering and analysis. We would alg¢o like to thank T. O. Jacobs,'
ARI-Alexandria, and Steven Stewart, ARI-Leavenworth, for helpful critiques
and suggestions.

2Emplpyee ma;ntéﬁance is the term used to describe those variables con-

‘cerned with attracting and maintaining a viable work force. Here, measures

tapping - job satisfaction, involvement, intent to leave, equity of system
rewards, unit goal congruence, and system goal congruence were used.

¥ -
e

14



a particular position. Since our definition is somewhat different than
most, we have used the term discretionary leadership.

The ftheory attempts to both help explain why a leader acts in a par-
ticular manmer and what leadership actions are effective under different
organizational conditions. Thus, one portion of the project centered on
explaining discretionary leadership. The theory suggests. that the leader
responds to specific opportunities and problems which the unit is not de-
signed to handle. All units are designed to handle some set of routine
problems and are structured to cope with typical conditions. Yet, no
unit is typical in all respects.

Leaders are expected to respond with discretionary leadership to small
variations in the environment and a number of organizational characteristics
of their unit. While common sense would suggest this, the key in the Mul-
tiple Influence Model is that specific, measurable environmental, and or-
ganizational conditions are identified as important. Further, specific
aspects of discretionary leadership are expected to vary systematically
with variations in environment and organizational conditions. For instance,
leaders in units where more rules, policies, and procedures are used, were
expected to and did respond with discretionary use of rules and procedures.

Just helping to explain why a leader attempts to influence subordi-
nates in a particular manner is not enough.{,For application of the ap- -
proach, it is also necessary to understand the specific actions the leader
should take to improve unit success (performance and employee maintenance).
This is by far the most challenging aspect of the model.

It is necessary to link specific measurablé conditions to distinct
dimensions of discretionary leadership to explain and predict various as-
pects of unit success. Yet a "good" theory should provide a few key guide-
lines which can be applied to specific circumstances. The Multiple Influ-
ence view suggests the following: discretionary leadership which comple-
ments the problems and opportunities of the unit will yield greater unit
success. 1

The key term in this quideline is complements. The successful leader
recognizes the impact that minor modifications in the environment and struc-
ture of the unit have on unit performance and employee maintenance. If the
modification(s) improves the chances for unit success, then the effective
leader will exploit this advantage with discretionary leadership. Likewise,
where the variation threatens success the leader should counter with
discretion.

Since the opportunities and problems encountered by a particular unit

" are likely to be unique, it was necessary in this study to develop a few
comprehensive measures to specify where the leaders should concentrate their
efforts. 1Indexes were developed to measure the complexity of the environ-
ment of the unit, the complexity of the context for mission accomplishment,
and the complexity of the organizational structure. Each of the three com-
plexity indexes reflects the magnitude of the problems and opportunltles
expected to be encountered from a particular source.

It should be noted that the complexity measures were developed so that

planners at higher levels could estimate the complexity facing a particular
: - Y

Y
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unit. For assured success the key is to concentrate on measurable and
identifiable conditions. For instance, the size of the unit is one com-
ponent of what is called contextual complexity. '

Beyond the basic examination of the Multlple Influence approach the
project also incorporated three exploratory modes. First, many current
approaches emphasize the importance of selected group.conditions, such as
cohesiveness, and the tasks of subordinates. The Multiple Influence ap-
proach would gain more acceptance and would be more easily tied into ex-

_ isting research if group and task conditions could be incorporated. Thus,

some frequently used aspects of group and task characteristics were examined

in the Multiple Influence framework./ -
Second, an attempt was made to investigate the lateral leadership of -

the: unit head. While most leadership theories concentrate solely on C

superior-subordinate relations, exchanges among leaders at or near the

same organizational level were also considered important.

Finally, the various components comprlslng the Multiple Influence

Theory were—combined in a series of comprehen51ve multivariate global sta-

tistical models to determine the total proportion of variance predicted by
the model. 1In this way an idea of the overall predictive ut111ty of a
broad-based leadershlp model could be obtained.

These three extensions help link the Multiple Influence approach %o
existing research_and point to new frontiers. ‘

. In sum, the Multiple Influence Model of Leadership attempts to ex-
plain and predict two important organizational phenorena. Why do leaders
act as they do? What leader behaviors are needed to increase the success
of the unit? Leadership is separated from supervision. The empha515 is -
on the discretion the leader builds over and above the requirements found
in a particular position.

It is expected that leaders will respond to minor modlflcatlons in
environmental and organizational conditions with discretionary leadership.
Further, those leaders whose discretionary leadership offsets negative
forces and reinforces positive features of the environment and organiza-
tion will head more successful units. In this study, all environment and
organization conditions were measured in such a way that knowledgeable
higher officials could estimate the unique conditions facing a partlcular
unit. Thus, there is the long term opportunity: to more completely manage |
unit operations by altering env1ronmenta1 and organizational factors to /
increase the leadershlp effectiveness of a particular unit head. Appllca—
tion, however, is dependent upon successful testing of the theory. The
current project begins this testing and refinement. Further, it examlnesj
three related issues concerning the incorporation of selected group and\\
task variables, the lateral leadership of unit heads, and the total pro-/
portion of variance accounted for by a comprehensive organlzatlonally /
based leadership model. . /

16
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Research Strategy

A complete examination of all aspects of the proposed Multiple. Influ-
ence Model was considered too costly and time-consuming for the Army Re-
search Institute Themes program."Instead'a_cost-effective strategy de-
signed to test key aspects of the model was devised., First, it was essential
to develop a direct estimate of discretiouary leadership. This was accom-
plished by successive revisions of modifications to previously developed
instruments. in several pilot samples.

“Second, careful attention was given to the sample used to investigate
the approach. Specifically, a search was conducted for a combination of
units with the following characteristics: (a) hard performance data on
the operations of the units should be available; .(b) there should be a wide
variation in the geographical setting of the units to reflect the glcbal
operations of the Army; (c) unit size should be at least moderately vari-
able; (d) technology should be constrained and there should be consistency
in the mission; (e) the structure of the units should be similar but not
identical; and (f) the performance of the units should be vital to success-

ful Army operations.

These characteristics would provide a rigorous test of the approach
in regard to those. factors with little variation when predicting unit suc-
cess. Any significant findings would be considered important. In the jar-
gon of the field, design could employ the approach of "strong inference."
The more classical desxgn approach was used to investigate relationships
involving a unit's envxronment, where there was expected to be consxderable

variation,

Environmental variations were expected to require somewhat different
leadership patterns for successful unit performance and employee maintenance.
Yet only a handful of studies have even considered the problems facing an
organization which must continually transfer key personnel into a wide
variety of geographical settings, let alone examined leadership within these

differing environments, -

The combination of environmental conditions and leadership was consid-
ered particularly important for predicting employee maintenance. With the

- assistance of the Army Research Institute, telecommunications units in the

Seventh Signal Command were identified as meeting all the requirements.
Further, this sample offered several other interesting features. Telecom-
munications units are staffed by a mix of military and civilian personnel
with supervisors who -are both male and female. ‘The high literacy rate
minimized problems of a questionnaire approach and these units are among
the more technically advanced units in the Army. Finally, and perhaps most
important, the performance measures used to evaluate units were designed to
be as immune to leadership differences as one can imagine. Almost all the
units sampled use fully automated equipment which prevents most operator
errors., If the Multiple Influence Model predicts under these conditions,
it might well be expected to have even greater predlctlve capacxty in-less

machine controlled settings. //

¢
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Results

The first phase of the project was to develop an instrument for measur-
‘ing discretionary leadership. The strategy was to build upon a previously
well developed and widely used leadership instrument. The original hope
was to cut the development time and cost. Unfortunately, data from three
pilot samples revealed that this measure was not a good base and that de-
velopment of an appropriate measure would be more costly and time-consuming
than originally anticipated. The Army Research Institute granted an exten-—
sion, without additional cost, to work with representatives of the - Seventh
Signal Command to refine the instrument and develop an appropriate way of
securing an adequate return rate from mail questionnaires administered to
telecommunications personnel. The additional time was used to modify the
instrument and develop appropriate questionnaire administration and follow-
up procedures. Results for both were favorable. A measure for estimating
two important dimensions of discretionary leadership was successfully de-
velopad and the questionnaire'return rate was approximately 90%. '

To sumﬁs}ize, the first phase was successful even after some initial .
difficulties. It is.possible to measure the discretionary support provided
by the leader along with leader discretionary rules and proceﬁures. The
instrument mgsts generally accepted measurement standards for reliability

and validity. : -

\ - .

Results sﬁ&wed substantial support for the model. Also, two aspects
of the exploratory investigation appear promising. The body of the report
details the findings and implications. However, they are summarized here
in less technical terms. Six propositions were examined. :

I Proposition 1, it was proposed that discretionary leadership would

- be sensitive to variations in environmental and organizational conditions.
Three indexes designed to reflect problems and opportunities in three dis-
tinct areas were formulated. Environmental complexity reflected problems
and opportunities outside the units. Contextual complexity was a combined
measure of problems and opportuhities emanating from size and technological
factors. Structural complexity was a ‘combined estimate for problems and
opportunities associated with vertical specialization and control issues,
horizontal specialization and coordination, and, finally, diversity in the
vertical and horizontal specialization. By design, both contextual and
structural complexity were to be similar across the sample of telecommuni-
cations units. - o )

As expected, discretionary leadership varied systematically with
-, structural complexity. Such a relationship was not . found when a less
sophisticated indicator of leader behavior was used nor was it found for
environmental or contextual complexity. Thus, Proposition 1 received mixed
support.

5 Proposition 2 dealt with the impact of environmental, contextual, and
~ structural conditions on unit performance and employee maintenance. Com-
'\\ plexity in the unit's specific environment was related to performance but
not employee maintenance. Complexity in the general environment was unre-

\\\\}ated to unit outcomes. Context was not related to performance or employee

_maintenance in this sample. It should be remembered that size and technology

\ '
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were virtually identical across the sample units by design. Small varia-
tions in structure were related to employee maintenance but not ‘to unit
performance. Employees preferred more structural complexity, partlcularly

- in the form of more vertical spec1allzatlon ‘and control., In different
terms, greater vertical specialization provided a better match between the
required mission and. téchnology than a less formalized and less specialized
structure. ,

Proposition 3 predicted that discretionary leadership would be posi-
‘tively associated with unit performance (error rate in messages sent and
machine down time) and employee malnterlnce (satisfaction, involvement,
intent to leave, perceived\equity of system rewards, agreement with unit
goals, and agreement with system [Army] goals). Discretionary leadership.

- was positively related. to both performance and employee maintenance. Thus,
-as predicted, leaders with more discretionary leadership headed more suc-’

cessful units. When using dross-estimates,of leader behavior, no such re-
lationship was found concerning performance. Hence, discretionary leader-
ship was a significant predictor and tradltlonal leader behavior was not.

Proposition 4 was the most difficult test of the model. It predlcted \H
that discretionary leadership which complemented environmental, contextual, ¥ \\4
and structural complexity would lead to greater unit success. A pattern of .\\

significant interactions for both unit performance and employee maintenance
supported this contention even though the machine-controlled performance
measures were not expected to be influenced ‘very much by leadership.  Re-
sults were stronger for employee maintenance than for performance, and not
all aspects of employee maintenance responded to a compleméntary pattern of:
discretionary leadership. 'Adjusting discretionary leadership to complement
environmental complexity was important for gaining higher employee satis-
faction, lower intent to leave, agreement with.goals, and one aspect of
consistency in unit performance. When discretionary leadership complemented
contextual complexity, there was to be found more consistent unit performance.
Complementing contextual complex1ty did not make a dlfference when predicting
employee maintenance crlterla.

As structural complexity increased, it was particularly important for
the leader to increase discretionary leadership if. higher satisfaction,
less intent to leave, and more consistency in performance were desired.

Propositions 5 and 6 dealt with the possible combined effects between
group and task conditions, on the one hand, and discretionary leadership on .
the other. This exploratory effort to link our approach with others was:
not successful. - There were significant interactions, but they were incori~
sistent with the projections of existing models. '

In terms of additional exploratory work, the in‘orporation of lateral
leadership was found tc be important when predictinglunit performance.
However, it was not as consistently related to employee maintenance. -‘Par-
ticularly important was the need for more lateral leadership as the environ-
ment, context, and structure became more complex. Overall, as complexity

' increased, leaders willing to devote more time and effort to lateral rela-

tions generally experienéed higher unit performance and employee maintenance.

N
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Ln terms of prediction w1th a series of global models combining the
variables: across propositions, squared correlation values ranging from
between .20 and .80 were found, depending upon the criterion. These val-

- ues suggest that organizationally based leadership models such as this
' one appear to have considerable predictive potential.’

The body of the report discusses the above flndlngs, outllnes some
important considerations in future research, and provides considerable
detail concerning application of the model. We._can summarize two key
portions of the applications. First, the overall predlctlve ability of
the global model appears sufficient to be of practical significance in
terms of applications.

Second, modifications in specific aspects of the environment, con-
text, and structure of the unit can be used to minimize the importance of
leadership, maximize the leader's role, or provide some: balance between
these extremes. Consistency in environment, context, and structure is
the key to minimizing the importance of leadership. Where there is incon-
sistency across units, discretionary ‘leadership is important. More dis-
creticnary ieadership is needed to cope with the unusual c1rcumstances.u

However, it may not be necessary to embark ‘on expensive leadership
training programs to improve the performance of some units. By adjusting.
components of the environment, context, and/or structure, it is possible
to design a minimal degree of inconsistency.

We conclude ‘that the model was generally supported in a difficult
test. Environmental, contextual, and structural conditions should be con-
sidered in analyses of leadership effectiveness. The Multiple Influence
Model of Leadership helps open new avenues to aid planners and decision
makers in improving unlt ‘success.

DETAILS OF THE STUDY

Purpose and Scope

This part of the repoit describes the efforts taken to test and expand

- a new model of leadership. The model differs from more traditional ap-

proaches in two major ways at both the theoretical and empirical levels.-
Flrst, it incorporates macro variables (external environment and organiza-
tional variables) and leadershlp as well as group and individual charac-
teristics, singly and in combination. Second, the model treats leadership
as being iafluenced by these-setting variables.. Third, it incorporates
these ettlng variables as contingencies. Other models treat leadership
as if lt were an independent variable not substantially influenced by the
settlng of the leader. They also do not utilize macro variables to the
extent that they are used in the present model. .
The\theoretlcal ratlonale underlylng the model is briefly descrlbed
Then empirical results are reported for supervisory personnel in Army tele-
communic:ilons units from the Seventh Signal Command. The emplrlcal re-
sults represent a partial test of the model in units with hard performance
criteria, with large environmental variations and with relatively constant

organizational conditions.

4
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The data reported here show superioi criterion predictability com-
pared with more traditional treatments of leader behavior. Implications
of these data are discussed for: (a) Army development and training use;
and (b) future tests of the model in units with different environmental
and/or organizational characteristics from those sampled here.

Background'and Theoretical Base

The dominant theme in leadership theory centers on contingencies.
In various forms the successful leader alters interactions with subordi-
nates to modify the impact of individual and group conditions. The theme
may also be stated as: The impact of leader behavior is altered by indi-
vidual and group factors so that the successful leader must adjust to these
factors or they must be adjusted to the/leader. Popular approaches high-
light different aspects of leader behavior and different contingencies.
In the House approach, the emphasis- is' on the leader developing an approprl—
ate path toward the ooals assigned to/the unit and to goals prized by sub-
ordinates (House -& Mitchell, 1974). /In Fiedler's view, the leader's style
(LPC) is fixed so that the question; ‘boils down to matchlng leaders and
group conditions (Fledler Chemers, & Mahar, 1976). Graen and his associ-
ates (e.g., Graen & Cashman, 1975)/, on the other hand, focus on ihe indi-
vidual exchanges.-between a follower and a leader argulng that leader adjust-
ments to individual subordinate characterlstlcs are critical. Normative
approaches, such as the one by Vroom (Vroom & Yetton, 1973), suggest when
the leader should intervene. The nature of the problems facing the unit
" and the relative expertlse of the -leader are key factors.

To summarlze, most exlstlng approaches pay lip service to more global
organizational factors and presume it is not important to explaln why lead-
ers act as they do. . An exception which helped form the theoretical under-
pinnings of the current approach is work by Bass and his associates (e.g.,
Bass & Valenzi, 1974). Their approach builds upon. systems theory while
the present model is rooted in organization theory.

The Multiple Influence Approach

Cur approach, termed the Multiple Influence Model of Leadership ex-
plicitly considers’macrb variables and attempts to help explain why leaders
act as they do. The leader is the individual who stands between and links
the organization and subordinates (e.g., Jacobs, 1971; Likert, 1961).

Since .organizational conditions shape the problems and opportunities facing
the unit and its members, they also alter the leadership pattern ~f the unit
head and the effectiveness of a particular series of influence attempts.

To these macro factors one should add group and task characteristics (Fied-

ler, 1%967), as well as subordinate individual characteristics "(cf. House &
‘Mitchell, 1974). As shown in Figure 1, however, our approach places empha-
- sis on the macro variables. More traditional approaches do not.

To more .clearly understand the role and impact of leader behavior, it
is necessary to dissect it into different components. . Typically this has
been accomplished by looking at different dimensions of leader behavior
such as supportive versus task-based influence attempts. Our perspective
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‘Figure 1. Ke§ relationships stressed in contingency approaches
and the Myltiple Influence approach to leadership.
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of the leader as a link between subordinates and-the organization suggests
a more fundamental distinction. Leader behavior 'is composed of required
interactions and discretionary leadership. When these two are separated,
we propose that the associations among environmental conditions, organiza-
tional factors, leadership, unit characteristics, and goal -attainment will
betome clearer. The implications of ‘such a view are far-reaching. For
instance, by modifying. selected variables,-organizations could alter the
behavior of leaders and the success of different patterns of discretionary
leadership. Such a possibility is not articulated in existing models.
Thus, it is appropriate to discuss discretionary versus required (nondis-
cretionary) leadership and ‘then move on to specific macro variables.

Discretionary and Required Leadership

As a member of the organization, each leader is required to interface
. with subordinates in some minimal fashion. Required leader behaviors are
those minimal interactions with subordinates dictated by the position of

- the leader in the organization's hierarchy. Leaders at the same level and
heading units with similar missions, environments, contexts (size, tech-
nology), and structures (vertical specialization and control and horizontal
specialization and coordination) are likely to share similar supervisory
requirements. For instance, the classic image of the DI clearly suggests
that there is a common set of required interactions with recruits. Major
differences in mission, env1ronment, context, or structure of the unit call
for a different set of required léader behaviors. This can often be seen
in job descriptions and specifications. -

Discretionary leadership, on the other -hand, is influence over and
above that typically vested in the role. Influence attempts embodied in -
the role are akin to-what Jacobs (1971) has conceptualized as "“supervisory
behaviors."” Discretionary leadership is influence beyond requirements.

In the Multiple Influence approach, we see three broad factors lead-
ing to discretionary leadership. First is the set of macro circumstances
(environmental, organizational; and mission characteristics) facing the
individual leader. Second is the leader's set of personality and other
individual difference variables. Third are the characteristics of the
leader's subordinates (individually and as a group). The latter two fac-
tors have, to a greater or lesser extent, been mentioned in existing con-

'tlngency ‘approaches (Hunt & Larson, 1974). They will not be discussed in
depth here since they.are not a central focus in the present investigation.
The role of environmental and organlzatlonal factors, however, deserves
more careful attentlon—-partlcularly the interplay among macro factors

" and discretionary leadership.

Macro Factors and Leadership

Even though leaders may hold similar roles in units with similar mis-
sions, they are unlikely to face identical environmental.and structural
conditions. The reguired or nondiscretionary subordinate interactions
may mesh well with typical conditions but be inadequate in units with

23



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

\
\

slightly varied 'environmental and organizational conditions. It is ex-
pected that the individual leader will move to fill gaps between required
leadership and existing environmental and structural conditions to provide
greater consistency. Let's examine this drive toward consistency.

Large organizations develop formal structures and processes to ac-
complish unit objectives assuming typical environmental and contextual
conditions. However, goals, sizes, technologies, and even structures may
vary on a unit by unit basis. No unit is the typical unit any more than
the average American family has 3.4 members. Leaders are expected to re-

"act to unique unit conditions. We propose, for example, that where exist-

ing structures and procedures are inadequate, the leader will be expected
to become more active and add rules and procedures. Where unusually incon-
sistent demands develop, the ;eader is expected to add role clarity. Where
there are heavy pressures for performance, the leader is expected to in-
crease his/her support of subordinates. To summarize, the leader is ex-

. pected to alter discretionary -leadership to fill gaps and inconsistencies

between unique unit condltlons and those typlcally found in similar

subsystems.

We should note that these adjustments may or may not be done to increase
unit performance or subordinate employee maintenance variables.3 They may
be done for a variety of reasons including easing the burden on the leader,
insuring consistency of treatment of\ subordinates and outsiders, and/or to
enhance the leader's chances of promotion. Further, not all leaders®may
respond to unique conditions by altering the interactions with subordinates.
It is expected, however, that those who do respond are more likely to head
units with more favorable unit outcomes. As explained later, some adjust-
ments to unique factors are expected to help promote assumed: equality of
treatment across similar units in terms of the requirements, constraints,
and resources given in exchange for performance and employee maintenance.

Precisely ‘how leaders adapt to variations in environment and organi-
zational factors is a major question for the present research. The theory
suggests the follow1ng proposltlon.

Proposltlon 1: Leaders adjust their dlscretlonary leadershlp to

meet unique variations in the environment, context, and structure

of their unit. _ /

Related to thls proposltlon is a more str;ngent analysis of the ablllty
of discretionary leadershlp to more clearly reflect why leaders act as they
do. Specifically, the pattern of assOC1atlons between macro factors and
discretionary leadership should be clearer than those between macro factors
and the more traditional gross estimates of leader behavior. To more fully

examine this “general proposition, it is al o useful to include an estimate

3We use the term employee maintenance to reflect a group of variables in-
volved in attractlng and maintaining an adequate workforce. 1In addition
to satisfaction, these include such variables as job 1nvolvement organl—
zational commitment, and the like.
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of required leadership. This will allow for a more complete comparison of
results between traditional approaches and the Multiple Influence Model.

. Specific Macro Factors ' i

The first proposition raises the question of which macro factors are
importarit. The potential number of important environmental, contextual,
and structural variables is quite large. Although each subsystem with an
identical mission may - be fcrmally designed in the same manner and operate

~ under a common policy umbrella, subtle differences are likely to emerge.

Many of these are likely to be unique to a particular unit. For instance,

. units with similar missions may still not interact with an identical set

of other units. To cut through the potential maze and still maintain an
approach which prov1des opportunities for emergent differences, we have
adapted a theoretlcal framework receiving some popularlty in the organiza-
tion theory literature. :

Environmental Conditions, As we have indicated, many of the more im-
portant.macro-infiuences may be divided into envircnmental, contextual,
and structural categories. The environment may be further 61v1ded 1nto
general and specific segments. The general environment includes eneron—
mental. characteristics common to all organizations’ operating within a par-
ticular geographical area. (e.g., Washington, St. Louis, Nevada). Here N
interdependence, volatility, and development or favorability in economic,
legal-political, sociocultural, and educational conditions have been found
to be related to several aspects of unit success (Osborn, Hunt, & Jauch,
1980). For simplicity, interdependence, volatility, and favorability can

N

.be multlpllcatlvely combined into an index of overall comple:ity 1n the
- general env1ronment (Osborn, 1976; Osborn et al., 1980).

The specific environment consists of the . other units with which a
given organization or unit works to reach its mission. Using an instru-
ment” developed by the senior authors (discussed in more detail in the
method section), it is possible to rate the interdependence, volatility,
and favorability in this sector as well, A summary index for complexity
in the specific environment can also be calculated in the same way as for
the general environment. 'Finally, all environmental conditions measured
can be represented by a single multiplicative environmental complexity

]
score where higher complexity denotes more problems and opportunltles for
a partlcular organlzatlon .(0Osborn et al., 1980)._

Contextual Cohditions. In much the same manner, we can rate the con-
text of a given organization. The context consists of those conditions
in which the organizational struéture and managers operate. In those units
with similar missions, such as those in this study, the key contextual -
elements are size, technological sophistication, and technological varia=-

- bility. Larger units provide leaders with both more resources and more

followers. Technological sophistication is concerned with the intricacy
of transforming inputs (e.g., raw material) into outputs (e.g., products).
It is measured in different ways depending on the specific type of tech-
nology involved. For instance, for one kind of technology, measurement
centers on the ratio of capital to labor. For another type, it involves

‘the difficulty of linking different parties to a transaction (Osborn et

13
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~al., 1980). Technological variability is concerned with the range of out-

puts|\provided and the extent to which members perform similar duties.

Differences existing in units along these contextual variables are
expected to be related to discretionary leadership. As with the'environ--
mental variables, it is possibl®«to develop a complexity index reflecting
the problems and opportunities facing an organizational unit from its con-
text (size, technological sophistication, and technological variability).
(See Osborn et al., 1980 tor details.)

Structural Conditions. For a number of years, scholars have been
concerned with the structure of the organization and its effects on unit

~outcome criteria (see Osborn et al., 1980 for a review). There are several

different approaches relying upon either reports from subordinates or de-
scriptions—from organization charts. Hére, a combined view which includes:
both is utilized. Specifically the organization's structure can be decom~
poséd into three components:  (a). vertical specialization and control;

(b) horizontal specialization and coordination; and (c) d1ver51ty across

. a unlt s dominant pattern of vertlcal and horizontal dimensions.

WHere the ovurall mission and design of a system are similar, decen— -
tralization and formalization are two key ways to conceptuallze an organi-
zation's vertical specialization and control. Formallzatlon is concerned
with the use of documents for specifying roles, procedures, and controls.
Decentralization focuses on the locus of decisionmaking within a given unit.
Assuming a given number of levels and job titles, the greater the decen-
tr.lization (the lower in the organization is the locus of decisionmaking)
the greater we assume the pattern of vertical specialization to be. To
push decisions down, they must be subdivided and delegated to a larger
number of managers--hence more specialization.

Horizontal specialization and coordination may be defined in many
ways. Again, assuming a similar design and mission for units in a system,
a primary way of considering horizontal specialization.and coordination is
in terms of the intricacy of within-unit workflow interdependence. The
higher the 1ntnrdependence requirements, the more horizontal spec1allza—
tion is considered to exist

In addition to vertical and horizontal specialization, a third aspect
of structure is diversity across a unit's dominant pattern of vertical and
horizontal dimensions. Diversity can be measured by the standardization
of job duties and requirements for performance--the less standardization,
the more the diversity.4

’

These three dimensions of structure are not consistently related to one:
another across samples. It appears they are partial substitutes for one
another from the point of view of higher management. For instance, decen-
tralization may be increased with the addition of more specific job de~

\

scriptions and reports (formalization) or in tandem with written procedures N

for performing specific duties (standardization). In some instances greater
centralization is accompanied by more formalization and standardization to
insure tight control by management.

¢ .
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AS with environment and context, it is possible to comblne these com-
- ‘ponents into an index of structural complewlty. The more complex the
structure, theihore problems and opportunltles it can handle. Of course
a more complex structure also may require the leader to adjust his or her
discretionary leadership.

With these env1ronmental and organizational characteristics in mind,
let's take a closer look at the proposed Multiple Influence Model of Lead-
ership. Specifically, how does leadershlp relate to performance and em-
ployee maintenance?

PRt

" The Multiple Influence Approach and Unit Outcomes

While it is important to understand why leaders act as they do, a .
model of leadérship should also help explain and predict outcomes. In this
report we concentrate on unit outcomes rather than those at the individual
or oganizational levels. The multiple influence approach builds upon ex-
lstlng contingency models and incorporates macro factors to increase our
understanding and ability to predict important aspects of performance and
employee maintenance (see Figure 1).

The theoretical arguments can be separated into four categories:

(a) the direct (or main) effects of macro variables; (b) the direct associ-
ation among discretionary leadership,’ required leadership,. and unit out-
comes; (c) the interactive (combined) impact of macro variables and lead-
ership (discretionary and required) on unit outcomes; and' (d) the combined
effects of leadership and group and task conditions.

Macro VariaBles and Unit Outcomes \\\\ma .
~ The literature concernihg the direct association between cro vari-

_ables and unit outcomes is not clear-cut. Generally it is éxpected that
"more complex environments (as defined above) provide greater opportunities
for performance while they have a negative impact on employee maintenance.
Much the same is generally found for size, technological complexity, and
structural complexity (Osborn et al., 1980). These simple associations

are often comparatively weak. However, the combined impact of matching
degrees of environmental, contextual, and structural complexity is hypothe-
sized to be quite 1mportant. Specifically, where environmental, contextual,
and structural variables are consistent with unit requirements, both unit
performance and employee maintenance are expected to be high. The greater
“+he inconsistency, the lower the performance and employee maintenance .(Os-
porn et al., 1980). Essentially, the argument is that the structure of

the organization should be complex enough to take advantage of opportuni-
‘ties provided by the environment and context and sufficiently complex to-
allow the unit to cope with environmental and contextual problems. For
example, large units should have a more elaborate series of rules, policies, .
and procedures to substitute for personal direction by ‘supervisors than
“smaller units. Here, the sample units shared a very similar pattern among
environment, context, and structure; thus, exploration of the interactive
effects among these factors was t deemed to be appropriate. Instead,
there was an attempt to assess e direct association of these factors o;\\-——
unit outcomes. Assuming a mafch has been achieved, a second proposition is:

o - . u\ ; '27




Proposition 2: Macro variables will be significantly associated
with unit outcomes.

\\ leadership and Unit Outcomes

Even though contingency views now dominate the leadership literature,
it is important to remember that leadership may still have a direct, main
effect. Generally, more beader activity is associated with higher unit
outcomes and the association with employee maintenance is typically greater
than with estimates of unit performance® (Stogdill, 1974).

Proposition 3: ,Greater discretionary leadership- will have a
positive impact on unit outcomes.

It is expected that the .direct associations between discretionary
leadership and unit outcomes will be clearer than when a typic¢al, gross
estimate of leader behavior is used. This is because discretionary lead-
ership is a "purer” measuré of leadership than are the more traditional
leader behavior measures. We should note that merely meeting organiza-
tional requirements is not expected to be directly linked: with employee
maintenance. Such activities are required of the leader (required lead-
ership). Discretionary leadership, on the other hand, is expected to be
associated with empioyee maintenance since .the leader is more actively in-
volved with building linkages between unit personnel and the organization.

Interactive ;,Relationships Adgng Macro Variables and
Discretionary Leadership ™ \__~ ’

The heakt of most contingency approaches consists of the interactive
relations—afiong leadership and one or a number of nonleadership variables
(see Figure 1l). The Multiple Influence approach postulates that the leader,
‘via discretionary leadership, should complement .the problems ‘and, opportuni-
ties presented by the macro conditions. Such a leader recognizes the im-
pact that minor modifications in the environment and organization of the
unit can have on unit performance and employee maintenance. The leader
then responds with the appropriate discretionary leadership.

Specifically, as environmental complexity increases, more discretion-
ary leadership is needed to help provide missing adaptive mechanisms and
guidelines not found in a structure designed for typical enqironmental
conditions. - ' "

Similarly, as contextual complexity increases, the leader needs to
,intervene with discretion to provide additional structural adaptation.
“ For example, discretion may be needed to help clarify and justify

o

'SWhether this difference is a true one or an artifact of the same source
used for obtaining leadership descriptions and attitudinal measures of
employee maintenance is not clear from the available literature.
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exceptlons facing subordinates and to direct the way in which rules, poll—

cies, and procedures apply. S

Additional structural complexity would also call for additional dis-
cretionary ieadership. For example, some rules and procedures may need to
be emphasized over others, and additional clarification of duties may be
needed. More discretionary supportiveness of subordinates may also be
needed to help mold their unique requirements into those of the unit.

In statistical terms, it is predicted that the interaction between
discretionary leadership and macro conditions will yield an increase in
explained variance for unit performance and employee maintenance. These
macro conditions are: environmental complexity, contextual complexity,
and structuial complexity. The expected interaction is of a particular
form. Namely, there will be a greater difference between criterion values
for lower and higher discretionary leadership when complexity (environmental,
contextual, or structural) is high than when it is low. This is a diver-
gent interaction since the difference in criterion values increases as the
macro variables become more complex and high and low discretionary-leader-
ship is compared. This is graphically illustrated below in its purest form.

<

“High
o High Discretionary
= Leadership
L o ) h
= _ —Low Discretignary
© Leadership
Low
Low Complexity Hi_gh

The diagram assumes that additional complexity generally has a favor—
able impact on criteria. This is what we would predict for employee main-
tenance type outcomes in highly bureaucratized settings such as the Army.
In other, less bureaucratized settings, where the tasks themselves are more
varied and challenging, the lines might slope down, rather than up. There
would still be increasing divergence between lower and higher- discretionary
leaders, but complexity would have a negative impact. This argument is
consistent with the treatment of Osborn et al. (1980).

This dischssion leads to a fourth proposition.

Propos1tlon 4: Unit outcome differences between lower and
higher discretionary leadership will increase as environmental,
contextual, and structural complexity increase.
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Moving now from macro interactions to those at a more micro level, we
consider group and task conditions facing the leader.

Group and Task Interactions

There are several group and task characteristics mentioned in the lit-
erature concerning leadership effectiveness. Two appear particularly im-
portant. First, how cohesive is the group? Second, what is the nature of
the task performed by group members?

Group cohesiveness has been mentioned by a number of leadership schol-
ars as a key group characteristic (for a review, see Schriesheim, Mowday, &
Stogdill, 1979). High cohesiveness connotes the potential for a more re-
ceptive collection of subordinates.

Fiedler's (1967) concept of group atmosphere, where the leader de-
scribes the attractiveness of his/her subordinate group, is akin to co-
hesiveness and reflects this receptivity or favorability.

Conceptualizing a cohesive group as being potentially more receptive,
we expect that discretionary leadership will be more important for unit
success as cohesiveness increases. In more formal terms, the difference
in unit outcomes between higher and lower discretion will be greater as
cohesiveness increases.

, In terms of tasks, there is substantial support for considering them
in terms of structure and predictability (Fiedler, 1967; House & Mitchell,
1974; Melcher, 1976; Van de Ven, 1977) . Following Van de Ven (1977), we'
will conceptualize these key task dimensions in terms of task dlfflculty

and task variability.- . /
: /

/

For these task conditions, we propose that the leader responds in a
particular manner. Specifically, our predictions are largely consistent
with House's path-goal model of leadership (House & Mitchell, 1974) and
couched in terms of particular dimensions of discretionary leadership.
Thus, we propose that as task difficulty increases thé‘leader should in-
‘crease structuring activities (e.g., greater role clarification and empha-
sis on rules and procedures) to clarify the path from job problems to
performarice. At the same time, additional supportiveness is needed as a
reward to stimulate the greater effort needed to accomplish more difficult
tasks. In contrast, consider the situation where tasks are low in diffi-
culty. Here, higher support may compensate for a nonchallenging job but
discretionary clarification and/or emphasisvon rules and procedures are
not only unnecessary but get in the way of empioyee maintenance. Thus,
excessive structur .ng may interfere with task achievement and even insult..
followers. when jobs are simple.

In terms of task variability, we propose that greater variation calls .
for additional empha515 on rules and procedures to clarify subordinate
tasks. Along with this, additional supportiveness is needed to compensate
for the additional effort needed to cope with the variability. Routine
tasks call for the opposite leader responses.
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Those familiar with House's path-goal approach recognize that classi-
cal iateractive relations are postulated for the task-related aspects of .
leadership. Where leader task direction (role clarification, rules and
procedures, work assignments) is needed to solve job problems or clarify
solutions to varied demands, greater task emphasis yields greater perfor-
mance and satisfaction. Where not needed, the task emphasis actually
lowers satisfaction. ' '

We can summarize the moderatlng influence of group and task conditions
into a fifth proposition.

Proposition 5: Discretidnagy leadership. will be associated with
higher unit outcomes when it complements unit conditions.

As indicated above, for task conditions, a classical (symmetrical)
interaction is expected. However, for group cohesiveness, we expect a di-
vergent interaction. Here, the difference in unit outcomes between higher
and lower discretion will be greater as cohesiveness increases.

We can also consider an additional group variable but on an explora-
tory basis since, in general, it has not been treated as thoroughly in
the leadership literature as have the previous variables. That variable
is task-relevant expertise in the group. Here, we are concerned with those
variables such-as experience and the ‘like which are likely to reflect task
expertise, We propose that subordinate groups with less expertise are
“likely to need additional discretionary leadership. Higher expertise group
members may or may not benefit from additional discretionary leadership.

Stating this relation in propositional form, we then have:

Proposition 6: As group expertise increases, differences in
unit outcomes between low and high discretionary leaders will
decrease.

\

, 4 ;
Interactive Relationships in the Multiple Influence Model
of Leadershlg——A Summary

The theoretlcal arguments underlying the interactions may be summarized
to show the multiple influences the leader should meet to increase unit
outcomes. As complexity in the macro factors increases (be this from the
environment, context, or structure), the leader should respond with greater
discretion. More discretionary task activity provides additional channels
to cope successfully with the problems presented by greater complexity
"while allowing the unit to capitalize on opportunities. More discretionary
supportiveness is needed with additional complexity to prov1de additional
rewards for the greater effort needed to cope with a more complex setting.
As the setting becomes more complex, there is a larger difference between
the unit outcomes of lower versus higher discretionary leadership.

At a'more micro level, the leader must also é&just to group and task
-variables. We first postulated that group cohesiveness is an important

group variable. Namely, as cohesiveness- increases, more discretion will
have a more dramatic impact on unit outcomes. The expected pattern is
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' similar to that for complexity in the macro setting, the. higher the co-

hesiveness the more discretionary leadership makes a difference.

We next proposed that more difficult and varied tasks call for dis-
cretionary leadership to engender high performance and employee maintenance.
Yet, when the task is simple and routine, increases in task aspects of

" leader discretion will boomerang——yiélding lower employee maintenance.

Supportive actions generally help improve employee maintenance under all
cypes of tasks but will have a somewhat greater impact when the job is
difficult and varied (they are needed as additional rewards). Thus, for
task characteristics, we have a classical interaction where discretionary
task aspects of leadership could be detrimental.

Finally, we argued that leaders heading units with less experience or
expertise should intervene with more discretionary leadership. Such inter-
vention could clarify duties and prioritieé and help unit members with
less expertise improve their performance. |Discretion will make less dif-
ference for unit members with more expertiée.

Some -Additional Considerations

our discussion of interactions briefly-considered some different lead-
ership dimensions. Let's pursue this further. What are likely to be some
important dimensions of leadership? Those familiar with the literature
will recognize that task and socio-emotional categories have been consis-
tently found in studies designed to.identify leadership dimensions.  The:
task-related aspects of leadership have themselves been subdivided to pro-
vide a clearer .picture of what leaders can do to increase unit outcomes.
Recent investigations by Schriesheim (1978) and Jermier and Berkes (1979),
suggest that clarifying the job of subordinates (role clarification), as-—
signing specific duties to group members (work assignments), and providing
guidelines for action by interpreting rules and procedures, (rules and pro-
cedures) are three major aspects of the task dimension of leadership. These
authors have also used a support measure to tap key aspects of the socio-
emotional aspect of leadership. As we show in the method section, these
dimensions serve as the core for our treatment of leadership. '

The previous dimensions focus on vertical aspects of leadership. 1In
addition to these, we are concerned with conducting an exploratory analysis

. of the impact of lateral leadership. Lateral leadership is conceptualized

in terms of the leader's general orientation toward actions with those at
or near his/her organizational level. For example, to what extent is the
leader willing to (a) develop specific guidelines for. interunit exchanges?
(b) structure relations with other unit exchanges? and (c) respond to pres-
sures from others? It was felt that lateral relations would be particularly
important for the Army telecommunications centers which served as the sample
units in this investigation since their mission is to link message senders
and receivers. Since lateral. leadership has not been systematically in-
vestigated, we felt an exploratory analysis was more appropriate than de-
veloping specific propositions regarding association of lateral leadership -
with macro factors, group or task variables or criteria. :
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A final canLderatlon is concerned with the emphasis of our approach
on macro factors in addition to those variables more traditionally examined.
We have argued, at least implicitly, that such a macro emphasis should ac-
count for a larger proportion of criterion variance. As a final step in
this investigation, we propose supplementlng the separate tests of each of
the propositions With an overall test which combines the variables in the
propositions. This is proposed as an initial step in estimating the gen-
eral order of magnitude of the criterion variance which might be accounted
for by a leadership model which includes macro variables. The uniqueness

- of the sample and its size preclude a more complete test. However, the .

results here should be suggestive of the potentlal predictive usefulness
of such models.

The Multiple Influence Model of Leadership--A Summary

We have outlined the theoretical underpinnings of the proposed Multi-
ple Influence Model of Leadership. Before restating the six key proposi-
tions investigated in this study, it is important to review the definition
of key terms. Discretionary leadership is the influence ithe leader builds
beyond that typically vested in the role. We suggested that discretionary
leadership and the impact of discretionary influence on unit outcome cri- ,
teria was partially dependent upon maciro factors. Three macro factors were
identified--the environment, context, and structure of the unit. We intro-
duced the, concepts of: (a) environmental complexity (the set of external
problems and opportunities facing the unit); (b) contextual complexity (the
size, technologlcal sophistication, and technological variability of the-
unit); and (c) structural complexity (the extent to which the structure
is vertically specialized and controlled, horizontally specialized and co-
ordinated, and the diversity of the pattern of structure). We suggested
that the model should help explain and predict unit outcome criteria.

Unit outcomes were described in terms of performance and employee mainten-—
ance. The term employee maintenance was used to label those criteria in-
volved with attracting and maintaining a viable work force. The criteria

~con51de/red were job satisfaction, jOb lnvolvement, intent to leave, per-

ceived equitable treatment via system rewards, unit goal congruence, and
system goal congruence,

We proposed that the impact of discretionary leadership was altered
by group and task variables. Following existing views, group cohesiveness,
task difficulty, and task variability were all éxpected to alter the as-
sociation between discretionary leadership and unit outcomes. Group member
experience conceptualized as an indicator of expertise was also proposed
as being a potentially important variable in this category, but on a more
tentative basis. The inclusion of group conditions helps link our .approach
to other models of leadership success.

With these brief definitions in mind, we can restate the six general
propositions which were formulated to focus our research:

1. Leaders adjust their'discretionary leaderShiﬁ to meet unique
variations in the environment, context, and structure of the}r
unit.



. }
iy .
2. Macro variables will be significantly associated with unit
outcomes. '

3. Greater discretion will have a positive impact on unit outcomes.

4. Unit outcome differences between lower and higher discretionary
leadership wil;/increase as environmental, contextual, and struc-
tural complexity increase. " -

5. Discretionary leadership will be associated with higher unit out-
comes when it complements unit conditions.

6. Wwhen group member expertise is higher, unit outcome differences
between lower and higher discretionary leadership will decrease.

We pointed out that the six propositions relating to discretionary
leadership were the major focus of our study. However, these were supple-
mented with two impqrtant exploratory analyses. The first of these was
concerned with. lateral .leadership. Lateral leadership was ‘conceptualized
in terms of the extent to which a leader felt it appropriate to engage in
a wide range-of relations with those at or near his/her own level in the
organization. Lateral leadership was considered to be a potentially impor-
tant addition to the vertical leadership exemplified in the discretionary
propositions. :

The second exploratory analysis involved investigating the previously
discussed variables in combination. Such an analysis would provide prelimi-
nary information concerning the potential criterion predictability of a
global macro-oriented leadership model. .

Tc¢ close this summary, it—ié’informative to examine Figure 2 which
treats the multiple influence variables and propositions in diagrammatic
form.

Method

Setting and Sample

The Multiple Influence Model is quite complex with a large number of
macro and other variables to be considered in addition to leadership and
criteria. Thus, a complete test of the model in any one sample is not very
feasible. We therefor- opted for a partial test. Sample selection centered
on narrow variations in some conditions to provide a "strong influence test"
(Platt, 1964) and more variation in those conditions which have received the
least attention in the literature. '

In order to increase the relevance of this study's findings for Army
use, the decision was made to sample military units. It was also determined
that, to the extent possible, such units should have "hard" performance cri-
teria in order to supplement the less rigorous employee maintenance type of

- criteria. Finally, individuals within the units needed to possess a high

enough literacy level so that they could complete questionnaires which were

- the primary data sources for our study. Conferral with the Army Research
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Environmental and
Organizational (Macro)
Factors

I. Environmental Complexity . : ] ,
A. General Environ. Complexity | ) Discretionary -

1. interdependence - P] Leadership

2. volatility : ’ ;

3. favorability P p
B. Specific Environ. Complexity | ) Group aad Task

1. interdependence “lp Variables

2. volatility . _ 3 A. Cohesiveness

3. favorability ; B. Task Difficulty _

II. Contextual Comptexity Unit Outcomes ) C. Task Variability |

A. Size ——{ 1. Performance :

B. Technological sophistication Po | 11. Employee Maintenance
C. Technological variability
III. Structural Complexity
A. Vertical specialization
and control

~B. Horizontal specia]ization
‘ and coordination

C. Diversity

B X4

_ Key: P.I = Proposition 1: Environmental; contextua]
o , - o . and structural factors to discretionary leader-.

: : - ship.
Figure 2. A diagramatic summary of key relationships P,-= Proposition 2: Macro factors to unit
in the Multiple Influence Model of Leadership outcomes.

P3 = Proposition 3: Discretionary leadership

to unrit outcomes.
P4 Proposition 4: Macro factors and leader-

ship interactions to unit outcomes.
P5 Proposition 5: Group and Task variable

35 - ‘ S .' interactions. mth 'Ieadership to unit outcomes.
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Institute suggested that Army telecommunications centers (TCCs) appeared
to be prime candidates for the empirical investigation. Not only did they
appear to meet our requirements, but they are key contributors to the mis-
sion accomplishment of the Department of the Army. A&ARI helped lay the
groundwork in obtaining the perm15510n of these units to participate in
the study. I

The sample con515ted of Army and civilian supervisory personnel within
TCCs from the Seventh Signal Command. These units were distributed through-
out the United States and included Panama_and Puerto Rico. They had similar
missions and, except for size,. appeared to be similar in terms of context
.and structure. Hard performance data relating to the effectiveness with
which message transmissions were handled are used by the Army to evaluate
these units. The performance outcomes of these units are a part of a sys-
tem designed by the Army to be as heavily machine~controlled as possible.

. Thus, the major variation in the sample was expected to be in terms
of the general environment. Here, the wide geographical distribution was
expected to play a key role. Because of the similarity in mission, the
spec1f1c environment was expected to vary less than the general environment.
Beyond that it was difficult to predict how much variation there would be.
As previously indicated, the expected lack of variation (except for size)
in context and structure and the machine-controlled performance measures
argue for a strong inference approach. That is, we can have more confidence
in significant findings involving these variables than would be the case if
there were more variation in them. ' '

Procedure

Within the TCCs the decision was made to restrict the sample to message
sendlng and receiving personnel only. No support personnel were included.
The sample was further restricted to shift supervisors, their immediate
supervisor, and the supervisor's immediate superior. These positions do
not always have consistent. titles and the titles differ depending on whether
the positions are occupied by Army or civilian personnel. However, quite -
common designations are shift Supervisor, NCOIC, and OIC for each of the
three levels, respectively. We shall use these titles throughout the re-
mainder of this report.6 Mail questionnaires were used for most of the
variables but were supplemented by data from other sources wherever
appropriate. : ' : :

e

6Shift supervisors are typically sergeants or their civilian equivalents;
NCOICs are typically master sergeants or equivalents; OICs are field grade
officers, often majors or lieutenant colonels or their c1v111an equivalents. .

7We were fortunate in being able‘to run a pilot study in these units to
test the adequacy of our mail questionnaire procedure as well as to provide
some important instrument development data useful in refining our question-
naires. The pilot study strongly suggested:that the sample should concen-
trate on shift supervisors and their immediate superiors.
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There were a potential 110 TCCs available for data gathering. Of
these, 35 units were eliminated because they were atypical from the other
units ir some major way or because they were so small they had no shift

" supervisors. Of the remainder, 49 were found to have a three-level struc-
ture (shift supervisors, NEOIC, OIC) and 26 had a two-level structure
without the intermediate level of supervision.

Mail questionnaires were administered to the appropriate supervisory
positions in'the 75 two- and three-level TCCs. The procedure utilized was
developed from the earlier pilot study with these units and is described
in Appendix B. Of these, seven units either had no response or returns
were not received from enough people within the unit to be included in the
study.. The ‘return rate was thus 21%. The percentage of usable returns by
supervisory level within the units ranged from 8l% at the shift supervisor
level to 91% at the OIC level. Performance data provided by the Seventh
Signal Command were not made available for 13 of these units because they
were considered "top secret." Thus, a total of 55 units was generally used
in examining relationships concerned with performance, while 68 units gen-
erally were used for employee maintenance. (For some variables, sample
size was -slightly smaller due to missing data.) The urit of analysis was
- by group rather than individual. Therefore, questiénnaire data were aggre-

gated within unit, as appropriate, for each TCC sampled.

Measures

Data were obtained.for the following variables: (a) environmental
conditions (general environment and specific environment); (b) contextual
variables (size, technological sophistication, technological variability);

(c) structural variables (vertical specialization and control, -horizontal
specialization and coordination, and structural .diversity); (d) vertical

and lateral leadership; (e) group and task variables; and (f) unit outcome .-
criteria (performance and various aspects of employee maintenance). o

Detdils concerning specific aspects of these variables used in this
study are described below. Means, medians, indications of skewness, standard
deviaticns, and reliability coefficients for those specific aspects are sum-
marized in Appendix D (Exhibit D-1). Intercorrelations are shown in the ap-

_ propriate exhibits in Appendix D.

Environmental Conditions. Consistent with the work of Farmer and Rich-
man (1964), the general environment’ was operationalized in terms of legal-
political, socio-cultural, economic, and educational conditions within a
specified geographical area. The geograrhical arez for each unit consisted
of the state within which the unit was located. The indicators summarized
in the bottom portion of Exhibit D-1, of Appendix D, were standardized and
summed ‘for indexes of interdependency, volatility, and favorability across
the four general conditions above. Data for these indicators were taken
from census of population figures (see Osborn, 1976). The particular items
cnosen are justified on a priori grounds as being appropriate to tap the
-construct. They were intended also to be general enough for use in future
studies which might be conducted in other countries which might not have
census data in the same form as in this country. General environment com-
plexity was obtained by multiplying the interdependence, volatility, and
favorability scores by each other.
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The specific environment was measured by asking OICs to complete the
scales shown in Exhibit C-2. That instrument is based on the work of
‘Aldrich (1971), Duncan (1971), Emery and Trist (1965), Osborn and Hunt
(1974b) , and Thompson (1%67) among others. This exhibit shows items re-
lating to interdependence, volatility, and favorability. Consistent with
‘general environment complexity, the three measures were multiplied by each
other to provide a measure of specific environment complexity. An overall
environmental complexity measure was then calculated by multlplylng the
general and spec1f1c complexity measures by each other.

Contextual Variables. Unit size was measured by counting the number
 of direct full-time operators and supervisors in the TCC units. This in-
formation was available from rosters provided by the Seventh Signal- Command.

As might be expected, the measure correlated highly (r's in the 0.7 range)
with other size-related measures such as number of messages sent and re-
ceived. Consistent with the literature concerning size (e.g., Kimberly,
1976), a log transformation was used to adjust for skewness and for the
diminishing impact on crlterla typically reported as size increases.

Technological sophistication was measured by asking each shift super-
visor and his/her superior to complete Exhibit C-3. It is a between-unit
modification of a scale developed by Van de Ven (1975) designed to measure ‘
within-unit workflow. A lower score was lnterpreted as indicating less 3
sophistication. Following Van de Ven .(1975), the shift supervisors' scores
were averaged and combined with their boss' score and -divided by 2.0 to
prov1de a composite 1ndex.

~
Fa

Technologxcal variability was measured by a modlfxcatlon of a speciali-
zation scale developed by Ford (1976) (Exhibit C-3). The higher the score
the less the degree of varlanlllty. Scores were combined in the same manner
as those for workflow. i ' : ’

Structural Variables. Formalization (Exhibit C-4) and decentraliza-
tion (Exhibit C-4) tapped vertical specialization and control. The formali-
‘zation measure was adapted from Van de Ven (1975). The decentralization _
measure was adapted from Ford (1976) and Melcher (1976). Higher formaliza--.
tion and greater decentralization were interpreted as lndlcatlng greater
vertical specialization and control. Following the logic expressed in the
theory section, within-unit workiiow (van de Ven, 1975) (Exhibit C-4) was
used as a measure of horizontal specialization and coordination. The higher
the score, the more the horizontzl _pec1allzatlon and coordination. Task
standardization (Exhibit C-4) was used as a measure of structural diversity.
T-e less standardization, the greater the diversity. The measure was modi-
1o, from Van de Ven (19275). Shift supervisor and their immediate superior' sg
ccores for all of these were combined as for the above variables.

~

Ccnsxstent with the earlier complexity measures, the four measures
above were multiplied by each: other to provide a measure of structural
complexity.

Vertical Leadership. The heart of our approcach is the measure of dis-
cretionary leadership. Details on the development of that instrument as
it evolved through four pilot samples, including one with the present units,
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are summarized in Appendix A. Here we briefly highlight information on in-
struments used in the present investigation. ' :

The dimensions used in the present study are based.on the work of
Schriesheim (1978) and Jermier and Berkes (1979). These, in turn, were

"based on modifications of the earlier LBDQ-Form XII dimensions of consid-
eration and initiating structure (Stogdill, 1963) and consist of: (a) role

clarificatzion, (b) work assignments, (c) rules and procedures, and

.(d) suppert.

As a base against which to compare discretionary leadership, the four
dimensions above were‘'used to tap leader behavior, discretionary leadership,
and' required leadenshib\(Exhibit C-5). All scales were completed by the
shift supervisors to describe their superior. Based on the results for the
pilot data using the present units (Appendix A, Sample 4), two different
measures of discretion and one measure of required leadership were used
here. The first discretionary measure was termed "categorical” and is
shown in Exhibit C-5. The second was labeled "points" (Exhibit C-5).

These measures were -found to have acceptable convergent and discriminant
validity fer support and rules and procedures as shown in Exhibit D-26, in
Appendix D. ~ :

|

I

| |

The leadership requirements scale is shown in Exhibit C-5. Because L

" the major emphasis was on discretionary leadership, the requirements scale \

is considered as a supplementary one and is less well-developed than the
discretionary measure. For all leadership scales, a higher score reflects
greater discretion, kehavicr, requirements, etc. ’

Lateral Leadership. The measure of lateral leadership used in this
study is based on the work of Osborn (1971), Duffy (1973), Osborn and Hunt
(1974a; 1974b), and Osborn, Hunt, and Skaret+ (1977). It is shown in Ex-
hibit C-5. It was completed by the OICs who were asked how typical unit
heads in their position should behave in dealings with others at or near
their organizational level. A factor analysis of the 30 items revealed
three dimensions with acceptable internal consistency reliabilities. These
were labeled pressure for action, network development, and adaptation to
pressure, respectively. Details of the factor analysis procedure are pro-
vided in Appendix D and a summary of the results is shown in Exhibit D-27.

Group and Task Variables. A key aspect of group characteristics postu-
lated in our model is group cohesiveness. Scott's and Rowland's (1970)
scale was used to measure this (Exhibit C-6). In addition to the theoreti-
cal and psychometric -justifications reported by Scott and Rowland (1970),
Greene and Schriesheim (1977) have argued that it captures the conceptual
meaning of cohesiveness. The scale is also similar to Fiedler's group at-
mosphere measure (Fiedler, 1967). It was completed here by shift super-
visors to describe the cohesiveness of their subordinate work group, fol-
lowing the approach of Fiedler (1967). A higher score reflects greater
cohesiveness. .

Task characteristics were measured by van de Ven's (1975) measure of
task difficulty (Exhibit C-6) and task variability (Exhibit C-5). The
shift supervisors completed these scales and their scores were aggregated
for their units. Higher scores reflect greater task variability and task -
difficulty. o

o

27

40 S



=
.
?

‘The explo;atofy group variable of expertise was measured by standard-
izing and combining three variables: (a) total years of service for Army
or civil service personnel; (b) age in years; and (c) whether the person
was an Army or civil service employee.8 These variables were ‘correlated
from 0.70 to 0.92 with each other and were interpreted on the assumption
that longer service, older age, and c1v111an status led to greater famil-
iarity or expertise.

- 2
N . k

Criteria. Performance measures consisted of: (a) machine error rate
(the percentage of mistakes in message headings sent for a l-month period);
and (b) machine down time (number of hours per month a machine is inopera-
ble). These data were provided by the Seventh Signal Command. Traditional
measures of reliability are not. available and consistency in performance
over time is itself considered an important criterion. However, 15 units
had 2 machines. Here the correlation between error rates was above .9. For
down time older machines had lower performance and down time on the newest
equipment was used. Machine age could not be used in analysis due to se-
curity considerations. Figures for both of these measures were averagea
over the most recent 6-month pericd preceding the study.

Since the distribution on the first of these measures was skewed and
four of the units had machines quite different from the others, a log
transformation was used. This log transformation then represented the level
of error rate. The higher the score, the higher the error rate. We were
also interested in the variability over the 6-month period. This consisted
of the standard deviation over the 6-month period.. The higher the score,
the higher the variability. '

In a similar manner, variability of the down time was calculated.
Thus, there were two measures tapping level and two. tapplhg variability,
one each for the error rate and down time.

These measures were automatically provided as-a by-product of message
center technology and thus were not susceptible to direct "fudging" or
manipulation by the subjects. They also reflected an adjustment for unit
size so that the output of different sized units was directly~comparable.

As prqyiously indicated, the outputs were designed by the Army to be as

strongly machine-controlled as posslgle‘so ‘that leadership effects would
be minimized. Thus, any s ects that might be shown would support

a strong inferencetest of our model. )

Measures of job satlsfactlon, job involvement, intent to leave, system
rewards, and system and unit goal congruence were used to tap a broad range
of employee maintenance measures. All of these were obtained from shift
supervisor questionnaire responses. Scores were aggregated across shift
supervisors within a unit to provide a.unit score. -

The well-known Job Descriptive Index (Smith, Kendall, & Hulin, 1969)
(JDI) was used to measure satisfaction with: work, supervision, co-wor s,
_pay, and promotion (Exhibit C-7). Some, such as Vroom (1Q64), have argdei\’\

8Rotation of Army personnel may lead to less experience on a particular
type of equipment. :
e
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that this is the most thoroughly developed of all job satisfaction measures.
In addition to the individual dimensions, a total composite score was used
to tap total job satisfaction. Another measure of total satisfaction used

- was the Kunin (1955) Job ln General Measure (Exhibit C-7).

Job involyement tapped the involvement of an individual with his or
her job. It was measured by the well-known Lodahl and Kejner (1965) scale
(Exhibit C-7). Sekaran (1980) has shown the construct to be conceptually
and empirically different from, though related to, jOb satisfaction. A
hlgher score reflected greater lnvolvement.

Intent to leave: was used as a measure of the likelihood of leavin;
the Army or Civil Service employment. The items utilized were adapted |
from Patton (1970) by Martin (1977) (Exhibit C-7). Patton showed lis
measure to have a correlation of .84 with later turnover and Price and
Bluedorn (1977) found a correlation of about .50 for a similar measure
with subsequent turnover.

System rewards was a criterion. measure developed by the authors es-
pecially for this study based on feedback from Army officials and the earl-
ier pilot data for this sample. A high score on this measure reflects '
greater percelved equity of rewards (Exhibit C—7) . ;

\ .
In a similar manner, system and unit goal congruence were considered
to be potentially important employee maintenance variables for these as
well as other Army units. They were judged to be morale-related or esprit
de corps type items, following the definition set forth by Stagner (l956)
" The measures used are shown in Exhlblt c-7.

Summary of Conceptual and Qperational Linkages. For many of these
variables the conceptual and operational linkages are straightforward.
However, a summary of these linkages for the less straightforward macro
variables may be useful at this point. It is shown in Table 1.

~

Data Analysis

The first three propositions examine main effects. As such, simple
zero-order correlations would appear initially to be appropriate for each
predictor and each criterion. Given the large number of relationships that
need to be examined, however, a series of zero-order correlations would
capitalize heavily on chance. : ’ '

Thus, canonical correlation using Wilk's Lambda (Cooley & Lohnes,
1962) was first used to test for significance among a group of predictors
and criteria. Then zero-order correlations were used to isolate the spe-
cific contributors to the overall relationship. For example, as a part of
Proposition 2, to investigate the relationships of specific environment
interdependence, volatility, and favorability with thé employee maintenance
variables,-a test using Wilk's Lambda would be initially conducted. Then
if it revealed a significant overall relationship;—zero-order. correlatlons )
would isolate where, among -the varlables,_the‘:eletlggsplp“eglsteq
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Table 1 - ' o

% .. Summary of -Concepts and Measures Used
for Environment, Contexts and Structune

Concept . ., Measures

» General Environment

Interdependence Sum of 4 items from/censué data
Volatility : Sum of 4 items from census data
Favorability Sum of 4 items from census data _
Complexity ' _ Interdependence X volatility X ‘avorab111ty

Specific Environment

- Interdependence L Sum of 4 quest1onna1re 1nterdependence items
from 0IC
Volatility Sum of 4 volatility items from OIC
Favorability Sum of 4 favorability items from 0IC
Complexity Interdependence X volatility X‘fayorabi]ity
Context _ , l
Size Log of data from organizatior roster from 7th
_ Signal Command : .
Technological : Between-unit workflow composite of sum of 4 items
Sophjstication , from shift supervisors and OIC/NCOIC
Technological Specialization composite of sum of 3 items from
Variability shift supervisors and OIC/NCOIC
Complexity v Log of size X within-unit workflow X specialization
Structure '
] : ' l .
Vertical Specialization Formalization (sum of 9 items) X decentralization
and Control ) (sum of 12 items) composite from shift supervisors
: d OIC/NCOIC .
Horizontal Specialization W1th1n unit workf]ow composite of sum of 4
and Coordination items from shift supervisors and OIC/NCOIC
Diversity Standard1zat1on composite of sum of 4 (.%
: : items from shift supervisors and OIC/NCOIC
Complexity (Formalization X decentralization) X Within-unit

workflow X standardization
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For these tests, all the leadership dimensions were included even
though role clarity and work assignments did not meet the requirements for
convergent and discriminant validity as well as did support and rule$ and
procedures. It was felt, for exploratory puxposes, that informatich con-
‘cerning their concurrent validity would be a useful supplement to/the earl-
ier convergent and discriminant results. Similarly, results are reported
for required leadership even . though that was not a major concern of this
study. ) S S

»

The last three propositions call for interactive testé. Here, to 3im-
plify the analyses, results are not reported for- dlscretlonary role clarity
and work assignments. They are reported for the other two leadership mea-
sures: leader behavior and lateral le¢adership. Requlred leadership re-
sults are reported when necessary to. help add ln519hts to comparisons be-
tween discretionary leadership ane/ieader behavior. .

~ The interactions were tested using the moderated ‘regression technique
(Cohen, 1968; McNeil, Kelly, & ybueil, 1975). Unlike a laboratory design,
in a field study one cannot usually specify experimental and control condi-
tions. Thus, comparison of mdin effects under differing conditions of an-
other variable is not _always feasible. 'Since conditions are represented by
a continuous distribution of scores and not discrete categories, analysis
of interaction effects is best conducted using moderated regression analysis.
It is important to note that in using this technique, interactions may be
significant predictors while main effects are not significant (sée Cohen &
Cohen, 1975, for a more detailed discussion of moderated regression versus
more traditional ANOVA approaches). Here a "full" model containing the in-.
teractive term was tested against a "restricted" model without the interac-
- * tive term. An P-test of the full versus restricted model R-square was then

used to determine the unique variance contributed by the interactive term.

- A separate model was formulated for each aspect of complexity (environmental,
contextual, and structural), each of the two discretionary leadership dimen-
sions (support and rules and procedures), and each of the performance and
employee maintenance criterion measures.

For. example, where Cr = the criterion of interest and E = environmental
complexity, C = contextual complexity, St = structural complexity, and S =
discretionary support, a test for the interaction between environmental
complexity and discretionary support would compare the full model: Cr =
E + C+ St + S + (ExS) against the restricted model: E + C + St + S. If
the F-test for the incremental variance (AR2) were signi: .cant, then there

~would be a significant interaction. The other complexity measures were
tested in the same way as were the other aspects of leadership.

The models for group cohesiveness and the task variables were similar.
Again, using discretionary support (S) as an example, the full model test-
ing cohesiveness was: =G + TD + TV + S + (GxS) versus the restricted
model: G + TD + TV + S, where G = group cohesiveness, TD = task difficulty,
and TV = task varlablllty. Other similar models were used to test for task
difficulty lnteractlons.

—- = -The exploratory—expert1se-1ndex41nteractlon—(Ex)—was—tested-by compar—
ing: Cr = Ex + S + (Ex x S) agalnst Ex +'S.

‘a1
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As a supplement to these global interactions, more specific interac-

tions were tested using the components of the complexity measures when there

| .was a pattern of significant findings., Figure 3 illustrates the details of
this procedure. ' ‘ '

A final analysis involved -a global investigation of the previous vari-
ables in combination. This analysis depended on which variables were found
to be sidnificant for each criterion in the earlier tests. The specific
models for this analysis are, therefore, treated in a later section of this
report. :

Results i

Before reporting the results relating to the propositions, it is in-
structive to consider the degree of variability in each of the measures.
This will provide some empirical data against which to compare our original
assumptions concerning variability in the sample. As we indicated pre-
viously, we expected there to be substantial variation in the general -en-
vironment. We were not so sure concerning: the  specific environment. We
expected relatively little contextual variation except that which might be
related to unit size, which was expected to vary considerably.

Likewise there was expected to be relativeiy little variation in terms
of structure. Information obtained concerning performance indicated that
it was designed to be as heavily machine-controlled as possible and thus
to be relatively constant. Table 2 reports the coefficient of variability
for each of the measures used. Theseé coefficients may be compared with
each other to obtain a ger ~al idea .of the relative variation of each
measure. AN

Concerning the variables which ?d:med the basis for ocur sample selec-
tion, the data show: - -- LN

1. Relatively large variability in géneral environment interdependence

and volatility; considerably. smaller-variability in favorability.

2. Generally low (around 20) variability in specific environment in-
terdependence and favorability but with somewhat larger variation
in volatility. : '

3. small to moderate variations in the contextual components.9

4. variations in structure of about the same magnitude as context.

5. Small variations in the level of performance and in performance
‘variability.

9Unit size was ihitially expected 'to have substantial variability. It

did not because many of the smaller units were not included in the sample
because of a lack of shift supervisors. .
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Second-1level

tonsistent pattern

of significant Trace
{nteractions interactions
across criteria? yes®*  for all
(e.g., say, & of components
8 performances;
5 of 14
employee
maint.enance) Second-
Level
Components
| Global and
L———% second
Tevel
) : ' . Trace ,
Global : third ‘
Interactions ‘ ' A Tevel r—%ﬂ Stop
components I —
if anplicablel'

Models were of the following form:’

Environment?

5lobal model E st L + (E x DL) versus E + C + St+ DL.

- Second level GE + SE + O + (GE or SE x DL) versus GE + SE + DL.
Third level I +F+OL+(lorVor FxDL) versus [ + V + F + OL.
Where £ = environmental complexity, C = contextua1 complexity, St = structurai
complexity, DL = a given discretionary leadership dimension, GE = general
environment complexity, SE = specific environment complexiuy, I = interdepend-
ence, V = volatility, F = favorability.

Contexub -

Global model E + C + St + OL + (C x DL) versus E +.C + St + DL,
Second 1eve1 Sz + BW + DL + (Sz or 8W x OL) versus S + BW + DL.

Where: Sz = size, BH = between-unit workflow.
Structureb

Global model E + 5 + St + DL + (St x OL) versus £ + C + St + OL.
Secund level Fo + De + Wu + (Fo or De or Wu x DL) versus Fo + De + Wu

Where: Fo = formalization, De = decentralization, Wu = within-unit workflow.

2znvironment uses g1oba1, second, and third-level tracings; context and
structure use global and second-level tracings only.

bFor second level interactions, context has a spec1a1izat10n component
and structure has a standardization component which are not included in inter-
actions because they were found to be virtually invariant.

Figure 3. Decision-tree d1agram for tracing global complexity inter-
actions to determine whether significance due to global mode1 or components.
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~ Table 2 |
Coefficient of Variation (SD/X X 100) fdr Variables

/ " in the Present Sample
Variable B Coefficient of
‘ Variation
General Environment _
Interdependenced 100.2
Volatility? ' 128.1.
Favorabilityd ‘ . 30.8
Specific Environment . - ’
‘Interdependence 18.9 —~
Volatility ' _ 37.8
Favorability o 2.9
Context : .
Log of Size .20.0
Between-Unit Workflow 22.0
Task Specialization ‘ 2.4
Structure .
. FormalizationD ' 26.9
Decentralization - 23.9
“‘Within-Unit Workflow 23.9
“tandardization : 2.6
Groug,aﬁd Task Variab]es>
Cohesiveness : 16.2 -
Tan Jifficulty . . 24.2
T % Variability . - , 26.8
 artise Index© ' 40.4
. Age?d 22.2
Years of Service? - a 40.7
Percent of Civilian Employees™ : : - 58.3
Discretisnary Leadership
Role Clarityl. b : : 5.2
Work Assignment _ 4.4
Rules ard Procedures 44.9
Support v - 34.2
34 -
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Table 2--Continued

Variable | Coefficient of
Variation

Leader Behavior '
Role Clarity 15.5

Work Assignment _ o 12.1
Rules and Procedures 13.1
Support v : 18.6
Required Leadership : '
Role Clarity: . _ 31.9
Work Assignment 32.5
Rules and Procedures 24.7
Support : ' _ 26.6
Lateral Leadership . | :
Pressure for Action 18.2
Network- Development : ©23.0
Adaptation to Pressure B 14.9
Performance

Log of Error Ratg 3.5
Log of Down Time - 4.4
Log of Variability in .Error Ratel ' 4.4
Log of Variability in Down TimeP 4.6

Employee Maintenance . o .
JDI Work : - ' 26.7

JDI Supervision 27.7
JDI Co-Workers . ©20.1

. JDI Pay / 45.6
.JDI Promocion 78.8
JDI Total Score - 19.6
Job in General Satisfaction . - 22.5
Job Involvement o 13.0
Intent to Leave : 32.1
System Rewards _ 25.9
Unit Goal Congruence . 15.6

System Goal Congruence 17.4

The items for these dimensions were standardized with a mean of
0.0 and a standard deviation of 1.0 -before they were added to form a
dimension. Since a coefficient of variation could not be calculated for
these standardized scores, the values here are based on the unstandardized
item means for each of" uhe dimensions.

bS1nce these measures included negatxve valves, a-constant was added -
the raw scores in order to make all values equal to or greater than zere pr
to calcu]at1on of the coefficient.

) ‘The items for this index were standardized and added to form the
//d1men;1on. The values here are based on the unstandardized jtem means.
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_ Thus, thé original expectations concerning variability appear to be
largely confirﬁ d, with the exception of the general _environment, favor- .
ability, and unit size. Thus, we seem to have variables providing for a
strong inference test.

Also, while we did not estimate the variability in the other variables
of interest in this study, Table 2 summarizes their values as well. It is
interesting to note that the two most reliable discretionary leadership .
measures, support and rules and procedures, have moderate variability,
while the variability in the other two is quite small. The required lead-
ership dimensions have moderate variability, while the leader behavior
dimensions have less variability as do the lateral dimensions. The group
and task variables have values ranging from relatively low (cohesiveness)
to relatively high (years of service and percent civilian employees).

In terms of employee maintenance criteria, the measures range from
relatively low (job involvement) to high (JDI promotion) variability.
These variability indexes can serve as a baseline against which tc compare
future studies in terms of variation in the items of interest.

We turn now to results for the propositions.

. ... 10
Results for the Noninteractive Pr02051tlonsl

Proposition 1. The first proposition was concerned with the associa-
tion between macro variables and leadership. More specifically: leaders
will adjust their discretionary leadership to meet unique variations in the
environment, context, and structure of their unit. The top row under each
of the macro variable headings in Table 3 summarizes the results for dis-’
cretionary leadership and the second row supplements these with leader ke~
havior. Aspects of structure are found to be related to discretionary lead-
ership but none of these dimensions are significantly .(p < .05) related to
leader behavior. Though group and task variables were not included in the
statement of the proposition, those results are also included in the table
as a supplement. They show a significant relationship between group and
task variables and leader behavior but not discretionary leadership.

These results indicate partial support for Proposition 1.

_ Proposition 2. The second proposition was concerned with the associa-
tion between macro variables and unit outcomes. Results are summarized in
rows (3) and (4) of Table 3.. They show the following:

1. In terms of environment, the only significant relationship was
between aspects of the specific environment and performance.

loAs previously mentiocned, canonical correlations among groups of predictors
and criteria were used to minimize chance findings. Individual bivariate
correlations for the variables in the study are included in Appendix D for

"'those who are interested. T
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Table 3 \\

Canonical Correlations for Environmental Contextual, and
Structural Components with Leadership and Criteria,
Group and Task Variables,and\Leadership
with Criteriad

df Canonical R Wik's". p (2-tail)
. Lambda

General

Environment -

{1} With Discretion 12 .39 -
(2) With Leader .

-Behavior ' 12 .32 -
(3) With Performance 12 - .40 -
(4) With Employee '

Maintenance 21 .48 -

Specific ' _

Environment o : .
{T) With Discretion - 12 .29 ) .87 -
(2) With Leader : _

.., Behavior : 2. .30 .88 -
(3) With Performance 12° .55 .66 .037
(4) With Employee ' , . ’

» Maintenance ‘ 21 39 .76 ' -

Context
(1) With Discretion 12 .33 - .80 - -
(2) With Leader -

Behavior 12 .28 .89
(3) With Performance. 12 .45 .75
(4) With Employee _

Maintenance : 21 - 42 .73 -

Structure
(1) With Discretion 16 -~ - .49 .65 .028
(2) With Leader . o
- Behavior 16 ' .50 .64 .084
(3) With Performance 16 . .78

Maintenance 18 -V, 57 .57 049

Group and Task

VariablesV , _ - -

(T) With Discretion 12 .48 . .73 .067
(2) Wwith Leader » :
. Behavior : 12 .62 .56 .001
(3) With Performance 12 .31 .86 -
(4) With Employee ' _ -

Maintenance ‘ 21 .72 ~.35 .001
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Table 3 --Continued

df  Canonical R~ Wilk's  p (2-Tail)

Lambda
Discretionary , . '
Leadershi _ : " >
(1) With Performance 16 .51 . .3 .044 .
(2) With-Employee (28) (.66) ' (.32) (.OOT)
: Maintenance 18/ .52 o .57 .034
Leader
Behavior - ' -
- {1) With Performance = 16 .44 . .68 -
(2) With Employee _
Maintenance 28 .65 . .36 .001
Required Leadership o ‘ -
(77 With Performance 16 .38 . .79 -
(2) With Employee ' S
Maintenance 28 .49 .65 -
Lateral Leadership ' : .
(T) With Performance 12 . .55 .63 .039
(2) With Employee ‘ )
Maintenance 21 .32 .79 -

: aDiscretionar_y_ leadership, leader behavior, and required leader-
ship include four dimensions; lateral leadership includes three
dimensions; performance criteria include four dimensions; employee
maintenance criteria include JDI total and six other dimensions.

bInc]udes'cohesiVeness, task difficulty, and task variability.
Does not include expertise. ‘




2. Context has no'significant relati.onships with criteria.

3. Structure is significantly related to employee maintenance but
not to- performance*-*More—specxflcalIy, there were two signifi-
‘cant canonical roots for employee maintenance. For those inter-
ested concerning the specific variables involved in these roots,
\Exhlblt D-19, Appendix D, provides suggestive data.-

4. Again group and task variables are included as a supplement. Co-
e hesiveness, task difficulty, and task variability are significantly
related to employee maintenance but not to performance. (Expertise
was not considered here since, for reasons stated earlier, it was
analyzed as a separate variable, and single predictor results were
not included in the canonicals. )

P as . ST & |
These findings indicate selective support for the second proposition.

Proposition 3. The third proposition was concerned with the associa-
tion between discretion an¢ unit outcomes. More specifically: there will
be a positive association between leadership discretion and unit outcomes.
The latter part of Table 3 summarizes._the eanonlcal flndlngs for this ..
proposition.

The table shows that discretionary leadership is significantly related
to both performance and employee maintenance. There are two significant
roots for maintenance. The more specific bivariate correlations which can
help in interpreting these roots are summarized in Exhibit D-21.

‘Again, as supplements to the proposition, results are also summarized
for leader behavior, required leadership, and lateral leadership. These
show significance with employee maintenance for leader behavior and with
performance for lateral leadership.

These rlndlngs indicate support for the third proposxtlon. They . also
show that dlscretlonary leadership is the only measure which predicts both
performance and employee maintenance.

o cee 12
Tests for the Interactive PropOSLtlonsl

Proposition 4. The fourth proposition was concerned with the interac~
tion between complexity and discretion. Moré specifically: unit outcome

1 - . . . - . . ' .
Those interested in the relationships between complexity indexes and cri-
teria may wish to examine Exhibits D-17, D-18, and D-19 in Appendix D.

2These were all directional hypotheses. Therefore, plots of all signifi-
cant interactions were computed based on the approach suggestad in Kelly,
McNeil, Eichelberger, and Lyon (1969) for continuous variables. All plots,
except where noted, had either noncrossing lines of the form predicted or,
if the lines crossed, the_divergence was greater for higher than for lower

complexity. They were, therefore, interpreted_as.being-consistent with our - -
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differences between lower and higher discretionary leadership will be greater
for higher compiexity than for lower complexity. _}Bblé/4 summarizes these
results for various aspects of complexity for the two leadership dimensions
that possessed adequate convergent and discriminant validity and that also
possessed the larger amount of variability (rules and procedures, and sup-—
port) . The table supplements the results for each of the complexity measures’
with "tracings" for more specific interactions following the decision rules
previously outlined in Figure 3.13  These tracings allow for the determina-
tion of whether an interaction for a complexity x discretion measure is pri-
marily due to complexity itself or to one of the components which were multi-
plied to obtain the complexity index. This, in turn, can provide useful
information in the interpretation of results and in the action implications
of those results. The results of these tracings are further summarized in
Table 5. -

In terms of performance, Table 4 shows the most consistent pattern to
be for contextual complexity. The proportion of significant results for
environmental complexity and structural complexity appears to be too low
+to form a pattern. Thus, no tracings were done. The specific results for
contextual complexity show that there are significant interactions with both
discretionary rules and procedures and support for machine down time and the
variability in down time. In all four cases of significance the interactions
are attributable to components of contextual complexity. These are size for
discretionary rules and procedures and between-unit workflow for discretionary
support. : '

Turning now to employee maintenance, Tables 4 and 5 show a more com-

plex set of relations. More specifically: )

1. There are 8 of 14 significant interactions for environmental com-
plexity. Environmental complexity interactions are found for all
the employee wmaintenance criteria except job involvement and sys-
tem rewards. In every case, significant overall environmental
complexiﬁy iateractions can be attributed to either the general
or specific environment complexity measure or to a still more ex-—
plicit component within one.of these two segments. In two addi-
tional cases there are nonsignificant environmental complexity
interactions- with a significant component.

"

l2Contini:lec1 _

propositions. In those few cases where the interactions did not conform
to these patterns that fact is indicated. ' =

13Recall that the essence of these decision rules was: (a) inspect the
pattern of significant interactions for the two criterion sets (performance
and employee maintenance) for each of the complexity measures; {b} .f there
is a consistent pattern, e.g., say 4 of 8 for performance, trace the inter-
action for the components of each of the complexity measures: (c) <o the

same thing for employee maintenance; (d) if the global interactions only are
significant, stop; (e) if the second-level interactions only are significant,
stop; (f) if the global and second~level interactions are significant, trace
the third level interactions, if applicable (as for environment) .
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Table &

Complexity Intersctions (AR2) anz Interacting Tracings
of Macro Variables with Discretionary Rules and
Procedures {RP) and Support {S)4

2 2 Performance 2 a .
Re~ &R®  Tracing Criteria Re Tracing W
'
F Lo b -\
Erro—raRate v
ExRPS .09 .03 ExS .06 .00
CxRP .06 .00 Cxs- .07 .00
StxRP .08 .01 StxS .06 .00
Lo
Down T1ime
ExRP .09 .0l ) ExS .14 .07* i
- 2xRP ' _-Bwxs
CxRP .16  .08% oCxRP~” (.09) Cxs .08 .01 #CxS <~ {.05)
(.08 (.o1)
StxPR. .08 .00 Stxs .12 .05*
Lo
Variabﬂ'lty—g'rror Rate
. ExRP .17 .02 Exs .08 .00
\ CxRP .15 .00 CxS .09 .01
N StxRP .16 .C2 Stxs .08 .00
: Log
Variability Uown Time .
ExRP .03 .01 ExS. .16 .08* .
_AzxRP /waS
CxRP .07  .05* oCxRP™ (.15¥% CxS 13 .05*% «CxS {(.1)
(.05) (.03)
StxRP .02 .20 StxS .17 .09*
tnployee Haintenance Criteria
JOI Total- _~1IxS
8 .11%* eExR® AR e 3 agmer T (09) (-8
ExRP .3 J11** ¢ ExRE X . L10% o £ .
(.11)NGeExre_ ¢-08) (.10)
(.14) Svkre
(.08)
CsRP .27 .00 Cxs .28 .01
. : /WxS
StxRP .33 .06* StxS .34 .06* O?txs) (.05)
.06
¢nb_in General .
L-tisfaction _~IxS
o SExRPT T : 6Exs” (.07)
-ExRP .16 .01 «ExRP (.09) ExS .18 .04* oExS - (.06) .
(.01) ‘ _ (.04)
CxRP 7 .15 .00 xS .14 .00 -
: _-DexRp : : - WixS
StxRP .23 .08** e StxRP (.06) StxS .24 .10“o§th (.09)
(.08) : {.10)
a
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Table 4--continued

Job Involvement

ExPP .02 .00 &S .04 .01
CxRP .03 .GO CxS .03 .00
. ] ’/,NHxS
5txRP .03 .01 stxS .03 .00 eStxS” {.08)
{.00)
Intent to Leave
- GExXRP~—~VYxRP
ke .20 .06% oExred” (09 COB) g a3 o2
(-06) 5y pp—vxRP
(.05) (.08)
C:RP .18 .05* xS .23 .0 FoxS
_ WHXRP (.07)
StxRP .14 .00 ¢StxRP™ (.05) StxS .30  .09"* e StxS
N h " ~ WWxS
(.00) (-09) {708
System Rawards
ExRP .11 .02 ’ Exs .08 .00
CxRP .10 .01 txS .09 .02
xRP Dex$S
! StxRP .10 .01¢SthP/??14) stxS .10 .03OSth/(.'lO)
(.01) . {(.03) .
Unit Coa] Congruence '
GEXRP
exkp .28 .05* oExReQ {108 U ExS .37 .00
{.05) “SExRP
(.03)
CxRP - .27 .03 ' €xS .39 .01
_ DexRP
StxRP .26 .03 #StxRP” (.19) StxS .39 .02
(.03) :
System Goal Congruence )
: ’ . GExRP SExS
EXRP .25 .09* #ExRP” (.04) ExS .25 .03eExS” (.04)
, (.09) ' (.03)
CxRP .19 .03 T oxs .22 .00

StxRP .17 .01 SExS .23 .01

Note: 'E = environmental complexity, GE = general environment complexity:
SE = specific environment complexity; I = interdependence; V = volatility;
C_= contextual -complexity, Sz = size, BW = between-unit workflow; St =

““'structural complexity, WW = within-unit workflow; De = decentralization,
Fo = formalization .

*p < .0S il-tail)
wp < .01 (1-tail) .

3These tracings are consistent with the decision tree shown earlier in
Figure 3. Results are reportes where when RP and S are considared together:
(1) there is a consistent pattern of significant global interaction across
a performance or employee maintenince criterion set, e.g., at leest 4 of
8 or § of 14; and (2] where the components identified in the tracing are
significant at at least the .05 level (one-tail).

bn size for performance = 51; for employee maintenance varies from
6 to 68.

’

®Interactions and tracings comoare a series of glo“al and more
specific interactive models of the form indicated in Figure 3.
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Table 5

: . : e
,>Sumnary of Siynificant Complexity Subdimension Interactions Identified from Tracings in Table 4
J . . .
_/) Environmental Complexity Contextual Complexity - Structural Complexity
Rules and - Rules and . Rules and ‘
Criteria Procedures Support Procedures Support Procedures Support -
Performan. ¢ f’ '
"9 trror Rate -- -- -- -- -- --
Log Down Tim~ -- -- . Size Between=Unit - --
o Horkflow
Log Variability
Error Rate -- -- -- -- -- --
Log Variability .
Do:m Time -- -- Size Between-Unit -- --
" ' Hork flow
€
Employee
Maintenance
DI Tota General - General -- -- -= Within-Unit
Environ. Environ. : : Workflow
Interdepen. Interdepen.
& volatiflity
Job in General Specific Envi- General -- ) -- Decentraliza- Hithin<Unit
Satisfaction romnent Com- Environ. tion Workflow
. plexity - Interdepen.
Job Involvement - -- -- .- _ -- -- WithinUnit
Horkflow
Intent to Leave General -- -- -- WithineUnit formalization
Enyiron. ‘ [ Nork flow Hithin-Unit
Specific : . Workflow
~ Environ, .
VYolatility _ )
System Rewards -- -- Co -- - Decentraliza- Decentral fza-
: - tion tion
Unit Goal General -- -- -- Decentraliza- ="
Congruence Environ. : : tion
-7 Complexity . .
Specific
Environ.
Complexity
Systom Goal " General Specific -- -- .- --
Cangruence Environ. Environ.
Complexity Complexity
O
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2. There are not enough significant interactions for contextual
complexity to form a pattern.”

3. There are 5 of 14 significant interactions for structural com-
plexity. These are found for the two satisfaction measures of
JDI total and job in general and for intent to leave. In all
but one of these caSes _the results can be traced to one or more
specific components. AlSo, there are a number of additional
cases where components contribute significant interactions but
the glcbal complexity measure does not.

Again, as a supplement to the discretionary results covered in the
proposition, leader behavior and lateral leadership were investigated. A
comparison of the" leader behavior findings with those of discretion is
shown in Table 6.

While the table shows five instances where there is a significant
interaction for leader behavior and not for discretion, there are more
than twice as many instances (14) where the opposite is the case. To
further examine the five instances of leader behavior superiority, required
leadership interactions were tested. It was reasoned that the significant
leader behavior results might be partially attributable to leadership re-
quirements. However, there was a significant required leadership interac-
tion in only one of the five instances (Rf2 = .14, AR2 = .06, for varia-
bility in exror rate).

Based on these results, discretionary leadership appears to be the
superior predictor.

The supplementary findings concerning lateral leadership are summarized
in Table 7. They show: . '
1. With regard to-performance the most consistent pattern of inter-
actions is with environmental complexity followed by structural
complexity. -

2. There is a consistent. pattern of_éignificance for system rewards,
unit goal congruence, and system gdgl congruence. The other em-
ployee maintenance criteria are shown in the table as not consis-
tently related to lateral interactions.

3. Unlike the results for discretion, the interactions with context
are generally the key ones for lateral leadership and employee
maintenance. .

The results for discretion as well as the supplementary findings sug-
gest substantial support for Proposition 4. .

Proposition 5. We turn now to the fifth proposition which stated that
discretionary leadership will yield higher unit outcomes.whéb it comple-
ments group and-task variables. Here a divergent interactioﬁ\was expected
for group cohesiveness while a classical, symmetrical interaction was pre-
dicted for task difficulty ahd task variability. Table 8 summarizes the

\,

\,
N\
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Comparison of Significant Macro Interactions for Discretionary Leadership

Table 6

and Leader Behaviord

Enviromnental Complexity

Contextual Complexity

Structural Complexity

Discretion Leader Behavior Discretion  Leader Behavior Discretion Leader Behavior
Criteria Rules Rules Rules Rules RuTes RuTes-
& s 3 3 - & . &
Proced. Supp. Proced. Supp. Proced. Supp. Proced. Supp. Proced. Supp. "Proced. Supp.

Performance - -

Log Error Rate -- -- -- B3] -- - - -- - -- - -
Log Down Time -- X -- X ® X -- x -- X - .-
Ltog Variability

Error Rate -- - -- x] -- - -- - - - -- --
Log Variability

Down Time -- ® -- -- X x x X -- X -- x
Employee
Maintenance .

JDI Total ® ® -- - - - -- -- ® ® - --
Job in General

Satisfaction -- ® -- -- - -- -- - ® ® - -
Job Involvement -- -- -- -- - -- -- - -< - - -
Intent to Leave ® -- -- -- ® -—- - - - ® ® -
System Rewards -- -- -- -- -- -- - -- -- e - -
Unit Goal .
Congruence ® -- -- H ® - - - - - .- -
System Goal B .

Congruence x - X (3] -- - - - - - - -

Note: (x)= significant at .05 level or better (one-tail);(--)= nonsignificant.

Circled letters indicate discretion significant, leader
behavior significant, discretion not. No circle or square indicates

behavior not. Letters in'-sq.uares indicate leader

both significant.

3For performance n = 51; for cmployee maintenance n = 61 to 68.

O
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Table 7

Signiflcant Macro lnteractions‘(ARz) for Lateral Leadership

Environmental Complexity(E) Contextual Complexity(C) Structural Complexity(S)

_ Lateral Dimension - Lateral Dimension ___Lateral Duwension
~Criteria® Pressure Network Adapted . Pressufé  Network Adaﬁﬂ%ﬁ“ " Pressure  MNetwork Adapted
for Dev. to *+*e" for Dev. to ¥ for Dev. to **en
Actien Press _.Action e __gress ggﬁionz > . _Press
il a2 w2r s nl o mZ a? wf ol r?Z md S o RS m® RS AR
f f f f f f f f
Per formanceb ’ . _
lLog Evror Rate .18 .la** 28 _20** .23 .00 .07 .03 .09 .02 .23 .01 v 07 10 .03 .29 .07+
Log Down Time .07 .02 .05 .00 .05 .0 .05 .00 .05 .00 .05 .01 .06 .02 o5 .00 .10 .05*
Log- Variability .15 .08* .29 .19** .28 .00 .o .02 ‘.10 .00 .31 .04 A1 .04 32 g2 .30 .03
Error Rate . |
. Log Varfabllity .07 .04 .07 .00 .06 .01 .07 .05* .07 .00 .05 .00 .07 .04 08 .00 .07 .02
o Down Time :
fmployee
Haintenance® -
JDI Total .23 .01 .22 .01 .27 .0A* .25 .03 .21 .00 .24 .01 22 .0 .21 .00 .23 .01
System Rfewards .11 .04 .08 .00 .14 . 06* .36 29%% .09 .01 .22 |15%* A7 Nx* 07 .01 .07 .01
Unit Goal .27 .05* .24 .01 .30 .07* .53 .30** .37 .14** 36 .14** .22 .00 .25 .02 .26 .02
Conqgruence . : -
System Goal .28 12** 17 .01 .40 [23%* .49 33%% .32 .16** 52  35%x 29 .13% 16 .00 .19 .0

Congruence

+ appropriate lateral dimension + (appropriate complexity dimension x

Note: Interactions compare: Cr = E + C +
+ S + appropriate lateral dimension.

appropriate lateral dimension) against £ + C

[Vl V]

M simplify the tahle, only those criteria a}e listed with interactions significant at the .05 level or better :
(oneBtuil). . _ L o v (;()

For performance, n = 50.

For employee mainlenana:, n = 61 ¢4 68.



Table 8

Interactions (AR )} of Cohestveness {C), Task Difficulty (TD), and Task Variability (Tv)
Components of Group and Task Variables with Discretionary Rules and
Procedures {RP) and Support (S)

C x RP Cxs§ TDxRP . TDxS Ty xRP TV xS

Criterfa sz ar? sz NG sz aR% sz aR? sz " R 2 a2

o

Performanced
“Log Error Rate .13 g2+ 0V .00 .04 .02 .03 .02 N 0 05 .05

_log Down Time .33 .03 .31 .64 .. .00 .08 .00 .13 .00 .08 .00

Log Variability . ' Lok
Error Rate .18 .08 .03 .0l .13 .03 .13 1N .13 .03 14 A2

l.-olg)oyv;:r':’?::;, ity .09 .'00 .21 .04 .09 .00 A7 .00 .09 -00 16 .00

L ¢

Employee , ; -
Maintenance' .
JDT Total -, .46 .00 .47 N .47 .01 .50 .04* .46 .00 .46 .00

Job in Generél : .
Satisfaction .26 .00 .25 .00 .26 .00 .28 .03 .27 .62 .26 .0

Jeb Involve- : ' . ' .,

ment .09 .09* .05 .05 L0l .0 .00 .00 .05 .05 .06 .00
Intent to v ’ .

Leave .33 .09%* 29 .00 .24 .oc .29 .00 25 .00 .30 0
System Rewards .08 .0 .07 .00 .08 Ni)’ .08 0 - .08 00 .07 .00
Unit Goal ‘ :

Congruence .27 .00 - .39 .00 .27 Rl .39 . .00 .27 .00 .39 .0
System Goal . ' N

Cangruence .09 .00 15 .03 .08 .00 A3 ) .09 .01 .12 .00

Note: Iunteractions compare a series of models of the form: Cr =C+ TD+TV+RPoOr S +
(C or TD or TV x RP or S) against Cr =€ + TD + TV + RP or S.

*p

*ap

.05 (one- tail) AFor performance, n = 55.
For employee |iinthgnLe. n = 64 to 68.

PA A

.01 {cne-tail).

R
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results. While the table shows some Significant results, plots ‘showed none
of these to be in the direction originally expected.

On balance, there is no support for the fifth proposition.

Proposition 6. The sixth and last propesition stated that unit out- .
come differences between lower and higher discretionary leadership will de-
crease when group member expertise is higher than when it is lower. This
proposition examined a supplementary analysis designed to complement that
for the group and task variables considered in Proposition 5. The results
are sumrarized in Table 9. They show only 2 of 22 interactions to be
significant. : '

Based on these findings, Proposition 6 receives virtually no support.

Investigation of Global Macro Leadership Model

Earlier we indicated that in addition to tests of the propositions we
were interested in exploratory investigations of lateral leadership and a
. global model combining the previously considered variables. The lateral.
results were reported above. Those for the global model are incorporated
here. They will help provide a preliminary idea of -how much criterion vari-
ance might be accounted for from a macro-oriented global model of leadership.

We began by formulating specific regression models for each criterion
where there was a pattern of significant findings. These global models
were built for all performance measures and the following employee main-
tenance variables: JDI total, job in general, intent to leave, system re-
wards, unit goal congruence, and system goal congruence. Job involvement
was not included because of the general- nonsignificance reported earlier.

To minimize the chances of including too many predictcrs the follow-
ing decision rules were applied in formulating the regression'models~

1. Only 51gnificanthfindings where the incremental R—square was 5% or
greater were considered.

2. The main effects of the complexity variables were included in each
~equation for employee maintenance criteria, but only where signifi-
cant for performance, since the sample size was smaller for the
latter.’

3. Only if a dimension of leadership was itself a significant pre-
dictor or a component of a Significant interaction term was it
included. :

4. No more than four interactions were considered in any firal model.

To isolate the relative importance of interaction effects, all main
effects were first incorporated into the model and then interactions were
added on the basis of the incremental addition to explained variance.
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| Table 9 /
Interactions (ARZ) of Expertise (EX) Component of Group
and Task Variables with Discretionary Rules and
Procedures (RP) and Support (S)a
Criteria Expertise x Rules & Procedures Expertise x Sugpoft
4 Tl 4 ' Z
- R £ AR" R £ AR
Parformance . _ :
Log Error Rate - .04 - .01 . .03 .01
Log Down Time .12 ' .03 .08 .02
Log Variability ’
Error Rate .19 .09* .02 » .00
Log Variability ' .
Down Time .03 . .00 a3 .01
Employee
Maintenance A
_ J0T Total .16 . .00 .19 .00
Job in General
Satisfaction .03 .00 .04 .00
Job Involvement .01 - .00 © .02 .01
Intent to Leave .32 .01° .34 - .00
System Rewards .05 .02 _ .01 .00
Unit Goal : -
Congruence - .09 _ .02 24 .00
~Unit Goal . :
Congruence . : .01 - - .01 12 .06*

. Note: Interactions compare: Cr = EX + RP or S + (EX x RP or S)
aqainstﬂﬁpw= EX + RP or S. .

A

*p < .05 (one-tail).

aFor performance n = 51; for employee maintenance n =64 to 68.
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Table 10 shows the results for this global analysis. Results are spe-
cific to this sample and may not replicate. The R-squares for performance
range from .23 to .49. Adjusted for shrinkage the range was from .07 to
.39 with the largest R-square for the primary criterion (error rate) used
by command to evaluate the. units. '

For employee maintenance the R-squares are larger, ranging from .31
to .88 (adjusted for shrinkage the range is .22 to .85). Further, there -
is about an equal balance between main effects and interaction effects.
Also, only a maximum of three interaction effects were incorporated in
these models since an additional interaction did not contribute unique
variance. ’ ‘

Summary, Discussion, and Implications

Here we briefly summarize and discuss the results, consider some pos-
sible research extensions, and conclude with some Army-oriented applications
suggested by the findings.

Key Design Characteristics of the Study

Before discussing the propositions, it is important to reiterate the
basis of the study. Two-features distinguish this empirical investigation
‘from most others concerning leadership effectiveness. First, careful at-
tention has been given to.the measurement of all variables. Second, the
design of the study is based on a mix of a traditional hypothesis testing
approach and strong inference. '

Appendix A details the efforts made to develop a psychometrically
adequate measure of discretionary leadership. Four dimensions of discre-.
tionary leadership were proposed as being potentially important. Two of
these, rules and procedures and support, achieved adequate reliability/
validity in two samples. Measures for other variables were based--on-well
developed instrument and/or utilized docﬁmentary sources. Specifically,
measures of the general environment were based on census data, while those
for the specific environment used a questionnaire developed by the senior
authors. Due to questionnaire length, the-short form of the task environ-
ment conditions questionnaire was utilized and the resulting internal
reliabilities were acceptable, though not as high as with earlier, longer
forms.

Measures for the context of the units were based on size data provided
by the Seventh Signal Command and were found to crossvalidate with measures
of volume of messages sent and volume received. The measure tapping tech-
nological variability had adequate internal consistency reliability.

Structural measures used the perceptions of both shift supexvisors
and their immediate superiors to reduce same-source bias in analyses of
employee maintenance. Again, adequate reliability was achieved.

" Performance measures were based on reported machine error rates and

the percent of time equipment was inoperable. An average over 6 months
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Table 10

Regreésion Analyses of Global Models
for Performance and Employee Maintenance

" , 2 2 2
Criteria Full Model R¢  Ryain R Inter-
— _effe*ts actior
Performance - :
Log Error Rate E+S,.+PA+Net+AP .49 .25 .24
| +(NEtxE)+(PAXE) +(AP<S, ) (.39)
Log Down Time E+C+RP+S+PA+AP+ 223 1 12
(SxE)+(RPxC) (.07)
Log Variability E+C+RP+PA+Net+. 30 a7
~in Error Rate AP+(NetxE)+(APxC)+(PAXE) ( 36)
Log Variability E+CHS +F 4S+PA . 09 .23
- in Down Time +(SxS )+(SxE)+(PAxC) (11) '
- +(RPxE)
Employee Maintenance g .
JDI Total E+C+S +S+RP+(RPxE)+ .47 .31 .16
- (RPxS F+(SxSs )+( SXE) (.37)
Job in General E+C+St+S+RP+(SxSt) .31 .15 16
+(RPxSt) (.22) "
Intent to Leave E+CHSL#SHRP+(SXSt) .35 21 .14
+(RP\<C)+( RPxE) (.25) , ,
System Rewards E+CHSy+PAHNEL +AP 47 .08 .39
o | +(PAxC)+APxC)+(Neth) (.37) o
Unit Goal Congruence E+C+Sy+S+PA+Net+AP .83 .38 .45
+(PAxC)+(Neth) (.80)
System Goal Con-  E+CASy+S+PAHNet+AP+ ~ .88 .23 .65
gruence (PAxC§+(APxC)+(Neth) (.85) ,
Note: Sample size for performance 50 for emp]oyee maintenance 1t vari

- from 61 to 68.
E=

Coefficients in (') are corrected for shr1nkage
environmental complexity; C = contextual complexity; St = structural

complexity; RP = discretionary rules and procedures; S = discretionary supp
PA = lateral pressure for action; Net = lateral network development;
AP = lateral adaptation to'pressure.
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was taken to minimize unusual circumstances. Consistency in performance
was also considered to provide additional information. These consistency
figures, however, are not subject to standard internal consistency analy-
sis since they are themselves a measure of variability.

Finally, employee maintenance criteria used a variety of measures and
the pattern of intercorrelation among these suggests a minimum of same-
source problems (interccrrelations varied considerably) .

In sum, key variables in the model were measured with the best avail-
able instruments, and each was found to possess adequate internal consis-
tency. Those familiar with field research realize the importance of thr.is
statement. In many macro investigations, where instrument development has-
not benefited from the years of effort devoted to psychological constructs,
questionable measurement is often found for several variables. '

The design underlying the analysis is also important. Not all field
tests of a theory are equal, even if adequate measurement is achieved.
Where there is considerable variability in constructs and criteria, it is
comparatively easy to detect significant associations. Such is the case
here with general environment conditions and the two performance varia-
bility indexes. : - :

A quite different condition is where predictors and criteria vary’
moderately or very little. If significant associations are found under -
these conditions, there is an analog to a weak manipulaticn in a labora-
tory study. This is the case for the specific environment, context, struc-
ture, discretionary leadership, and maintenance criteria in addition to the

- performance criteria. For these constructs we have the conditions of

strong inference. Statistically significant results should repiicate in
other samples where constructs vary to a greater degree. Put another way,
the design works against successful tests of the model. Thus, we argue,
significant findings should be given considerable weight.

Findings Concerning Propositions

Now let us review the propositions. Proposition 1 argued that macro
variables would predict discretionary leadership. - Only mixed results were
found with structural variations being associated with ‘discretionary lead-
ership. 1In this particular instance, as vertical and horizontal aspects
of the structure became-more-complex,-there-was-more-discretion- The—theory——
had  suggested that variations in the general environment would be importart.
They were not, even though there was a substantial range in general environ-
ment conditions. The structural and group and task factors more closely -
associated with the specific linkage of subordinates to the organization
were important. '

Proposition 2 suggested a direct linkage between macro factors and
unit outcomes.. As expected, there were significant relationships for spe-
cific environment conditions and performance. Structural factors had a
more pronounced association with employee maintenance criteria. The theory
suggested a direct association between a general environment condition and

s
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employee maintenance; however, such was not the case. It should be noted
that the associations between structure and employee maintenance were some-
what unusual. The literature generally suggests that a more complex struc-
ture may alienate individuals and pull them away from the organization
(e.g., Osborn et al., 1980). 1In these military units, with the need and
pressure for consistent high performance, the opposite was the case. More
intricate vertical and horizontal arrangements were seen in a favorable
light and were associated with increased attachment to the job and the unit.

Proposition 3 began an examination of the more innovative aspects of

" the model. - It proposed that dL,cretlonary leadership would be directly re-

lated to criteria. The key is not in the significant discretionary-
criterion relations. It is in the comparison of more traditional measures
of leadership and discretionary leadership. Discretionary leadership pre-
dicted performance, the more traditional leader behavior did not. When'
predicting maintenance, there was one global relationship with the gross
measure of leadership. For discretionary leadership there were two signifi-
cant canonical roots. One was traceable to rules and procedures, while a
second root was traceable to support.. Where both predict, discretionary -
leadership provides a clearer, more detailed picture. In sum, the model
clearly passed its first difficult test.

Proposition 4 argued that there would be a divergent interaction be-
tween macro conditions and discretionary leadership when predicting unit
outcomes (i.e., discretionary leadership would make the biggest difference
when environmental, contextual, and structural complexity were highest).
Here, two aspects of the model are being tested.simultanecusly. First,

can macro conditions be adequately summarized into environmental complexity, .

contextual complexity, and structural complexity? Second, does discretionary
leadership interact with macro conditions to predlct criteria? The data
suggest a p051t1ve answer to both questimngz,

Tests for some of the interactions involved strong inference not only
by design but also by the use of multiple regression analysis (less strin-

~gent methods, which partially confound main and interaction effects, par-

tial or split the data and compare bivariate correlations). As contextual
complexity increased, more discretionary leadership (both rules and pro-
cedures and support) was needed to induce higher performance (less down
time). Both were also needed to complement higher structural complexity
for higher employee maintenance. For these significant relationships,
using gross estimates nf leader behav1ﬂx did not yleld a significant
interaction.

Concerning environmental complexity and variability in performance,
here discretionary support was found to counteract higher environmental .
complexity. But such was also the case when considering more gross esti-~
mates of leadership. 1In fact, the gross estimates of leader pehavior
support in interaction with environmental complexity predicted aspects of
performarice not found when analyzing the discretionary supunrt-environmental
complexity interaction. In these few instances, the model is cnly half
correct. Leadership is needed to cope with the more complex environment,
but it apparently does not have to be discretionary leadership.
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When turning to env1ronmental compl°x1ty\and employee maintenance,
again we find that greater discretionary leadershlp is needed for higher
employee maintenance. In particular, more discretionary rules and pro-
. cedures are needed <o reduce intent to leave, increase agreement with
unit goals, and engender more agreement with system’ goals. Gross esti-
mates of rules and procedures did not yield the same ‘significant find-
ings. Discretionary leadershlp was ne:.led. . .

.

Oon balance, we see the follow1ng pattern across the r?teractlons.
First, as contextuali complex1t1 increases, more dJscretlonary leadership
is needed to increase performance. Second, Jreater structural complexity
calls for more discretionary leadership if high satisfaction and involve-
ment are desired. Finally, greater environmental complexity célls for
moré discretion for higher job satisfaction and goal agreement.\\\

Propositions 5 and 6 were concerned with more micro factors in\combi~
nation with discretionary leadership. The fifth proposition p051ted\that
group and task characteristics would alter the impact of discretionary
leadership. Such was the case when predicting performance with regard to
group cohesiveness and discretionary rules and procedures. However, the ‘\\\
mwmamnmsmtthPmmaddumum.Wewmﬂuemmfumu
analyses of cohesiveness should follow the group literature more closely
than Fiedler's model of leadership (where a leader's estimate of high

yroup atmosphere is -considered favorable). That is, we think the basis

for cohesiveness should be incorporated in the model. In some cases the
basis would be positive and in otherS, negative.

Proposition 6 was an exploratlon of the potential moderatlng role of
subordinate yroup member expertise. No significant pattern of findings
was identified and no speculations are offered.

Across all six propositions, there is a general pattern. Environ-
ment, contextual, and structural conditions are impertant in analyzing
leadership effectiveness. 1In a sample where strong inference could be
utilized, results exceeded expectations concerning contextual and struc-
tural complex1ty. Under a more traditional hypothesis-testing approach,
environmenital complexity analyses provided mixed results. Discretionary
leadership in interactive combination with environmental, contextual, and
structural complexity }rov1ded the most substantial. results. '

Additional Findings. Before turnlng to the final portions of this )
report, it is important to highlight some additional analyses. The flrsu
deals with lateral leadership; the second with explalned variance for a
series of combined leadership models; and the thlrd deals W1th the "traclng"
for the complex1ty interactions.

- Lateral leadershlp of the OICs in the telecommunications Thits was
examined on an exploratory basis. -Two patterns may be seen in the results.
First, a greater willingness on the part of the OIC to engage in lateral
relations was associated with several aspects of performance. Second,
ther= were several significant interaction effects with macro factors.

More willingness to pressure others for action was needed for higher per-
formance as the environment of the unit became more complex. Much the same
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“'both predictors ana criteria vary considerably. ~

A
!

|

pattern was found when predicting system rewards (equity) and goal agree+
ment aspects-of employee maintenance. As the context became more ¢ mple
it was important for the OIC to develop more extensive contacts with othe
unit heads at or near his/her own level. Finally, as environment and
context became more complex, leaders more willing to .adapt to others headed
units where subordirates saw more equitable rewards and were more likely tb
agree with the goals established for the unit and system. More willingness
to adapt was also needed as structural complexity increased, if high per-
formance was desired.

Overall, the results for lateral” leadership are quite promising. They
suggest that as complexity increases the lateral interface (pressuring for
action by others, developing channels of communication, and responding to
the needs of other units) becomes more important for goal congruence, equity,
and performance. It should “e noted that these actions are often consid-
ered "organizational politics." . Regardless of the title and the typical
negative fix on these types of relationships, they can be important.

variance of Global Model

"The Multiple Influence idfodel was developed with two complementary pur-
poses in mind. Ore was to explain more fully leadership effectiveness on a
theoretical basis. The propositions centered on key theoretical aspects of -
the model. A second purpose was to develop an approach which could bLe used
by practitioners to improve unit success. For both of these purposes, it
is important to examine the proportion of variance explained by the model.
Explaining small proportions of variance may be adequate to test theoreti-
cal relationships, but to point toward applications, a model should also
explain substantlal variability in success criteria.

In examining the magnitude of the relationships, it is important to
state three important restrictions. ' First, the overall magnitude of the
relationships is sample specific. It may be higher or lower in different
sumples. Here the magnitude is probably on the conservative side since
much of the design was based on strong inference. Only small variations
in most conditions are present. Second, the overall proportion of explained
criterion variance is, of course, limited by the reliability of the measures.
Third, base line data for overall comparison with other approaches is not
readily available. Our best judgment from reading the literature suggests,
however, that for the types of criteria examined in this study, proportions

of explained criterion variance are often below 25% (R .50) even where

Considerin¢ the most important findings, a global model was formulated
for ec_h criterion where there was a pattern of significant results. Macro

_settlng variables, and discretionary and lateral leadership were considered.

Across the emrloyee maintenance criteria, the total R-squares ranged from
.31 to .88. when these R-square values are corrected for shrinkage, they
ranged from .22 to .85. The lowest proportion of explained variance was

for the siugle item Job in General Sztisfaction scale. For the more popu-
lar and comprehensive Job Descriptive Index measure of total satisfaction,
the R-square was .47 (.37 adjusted). The proportion of explained variance
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"~ th. setting to more 'specific_se:ting variables.

-
was very high for the two morale related estimates of employee maintenance--
uait goal congruence and system goal congruence. In sum, using only the
complexity indexes and leadership, the approach allows the researcher to
pr- . ict substantial proportions of employee maintenance variance. It is
also important to note that much of the explained variance can be attribu-
ted to ‘nteractions between leadership and the indexes of complexity. For
these, methnd variance is likely to be- less of a contributor than for the
simpi~r additive models. Also, many of the predictors included non-same-
source data. Finally, it should he noted that the overall design of the
study worked against explaining large proportions of variance. \

Turning to performance, the R-squares are more modest but still quite -
s i1bstantial. They range from a low of .23 to a high of .49. The adjusted
R-squares range from .07 to .29. Using the most conservative figures, over
a third of the variability in the primary criterion, error rate, can be
accounted for by macro variables and leadership. (Recall the total varia-
bility in this criterion is quite small.) There was also a rough balance
between main and interaction effects. Much the same was found for consis-
tency in the error rate. Thus, even where criteria are judged to be pri-
marily outside the direct influence of the 0IC and machine-controlled, the
-approach predicts substantial proportions of Variance. !

Interaction Tracings-

. -/

Finally, where there was a pattern of significant interactions, an
attempt was made to trace the specific macro factors most likely to be ac-
cow.ting for the findings. As shown in the results, many of t#e more gen-—
eral interactions between discretionary leadership and environmental, con-
textual, or structural complexity could be traced to one or two key aspects.
For instance, as the size of the unit incre.sed, it was parti&ularly impor-
tant for the leader to increase his/her discretionary rules and procedures
t improve aspects of performance. Detailed analyses of thése tracing pat-
terns for significant findings could be used tc isclate important factors

" for 1l -ders for particular units in 5 given command. / ’

As a whole, the exploratory analyses suggest that: 'ta) lateral lead-
ership is a potentially important aspect of leadership; (b) the magnitude
of the variance expl.ined appears sufficient to deserve the atf2ntion of

_poth pra-titioners and scholars; and (c) it is possible4to trace many global
interactions between discr:tionary leadership and aspects of complexity in

Obviously these .explorato.; analyses call £ r additional research.
For instance, lateral leadership was important in this sample of OICs, but
has not always been irportant for leaders lower in the organization (Duffy,
1973). .But instead of listing a whole series of unanswered questions, it
may be more instructive to consider some of the research design implications
emanating from this succe sful examination ~f the Multiple Influence Model
of Leadership. ILet us turn to these issues and then d:lve into applications.
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Extensions

The incorporation of macro variables in analyzing leadership effec-
tiveness appears quite fruitful from two standpoints. [First, it facili-
tates a different organizational and applications perspective which may
help administrators improve the ‘effectiveness of important subsystems.
Second, it helps clarify theore:ical relationships which have received
very little empirical attention in the literature. In this section we
will expand upon some of the directions toward which future research might
be targeted to continue to expand our understanding of leadership
effectiveness.

~ One of the more direct implications for future research comes in re- .
search design. The typical leadership study concentrates on first-level
supervisors and attempts to predict the performance of their groups and/or
the performance and satisfaction of individual subordinates. While appro-
priate for analysis.of some micro factors, such a restricted design precludes
investigation of the potentially important macro setting variables. With .
the measures provided here, it is possible to allow environmental, context-
ual, and structural conditions to vary and still measure them with some

. degree of precision. Studies can be conducted with collections of higher
level administrators who face different structures, contexts, and/or envi-
- ronments. This emphasis on macro variables and higher level leaders can
be matched with an emphasis on discretionary leadership.

Logical extensions of the present study could concentrate on differ-
ent combinations of macro variables. In the present examination, specific.
environment conditions were not highly varied and all units operated with
very similar contexts and structures. It would be possible to select
sample units with more varied task en. .ronments and structures and similar
contexts to begin to analyze the possible combined influences of environ-
mental and siructural complexity on leadership effectiveness. It is possi-
ble that the structure of a unit can be reconfigured to capitalize on )
environmental opportunities and still minimize problems of specific environ-
ment interdependence and volatility. The underlying theory would suggest
that as the structure is less capable of meeting environmental demands,
more discretionary leadership is needed to maintain unit effectiveness.

Another possibility is the examination of leadership where there are
wide variations in both environmental conditions and structure in a series
of units with a common context. This could begin to lead to a clearer un-
derstanding of -the associations among organizational design, discretionary

leadership, and the average success of units. Is it possible to redesign
the structure of units to offset pressures for discretionary leadership
emanating from the environment? Similarly, a sample of units could be se-
lected so that environmental complexity and contextual complexity varied
considerably while structure did not. Here the question would be: Can
modifications in context be used to offset environmentally induced needs
for discretionary leadership? ,
These suggestions only scratch the surface. However, one major point
seems clear. This study has opened the door to ‘a whole new series of ques-
tions regarding tne interrelationships among macro variables and leadership.
More empirical work is needed either under the theoretical umbrella of the
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Multiple Influence approach or under some rival perspective. Measures,
such as those developed here, and the combination of macro factors into ./
environmental, contextual, and structural complexlty make macro studles/
feasible and potentlally fruitful. , /7
| /

While our predisposition is toward field investigation, it should also
be recognized that analysis of macro variables and leadership mlght proceed
via simulation. ' In a simulated organization, the dynamics among/leaders
facing different environmental, contextual, and structural complex1ty could
be systematically investigated in detail. Common env1ronmental’ contextual,
and structural conditions could be presented to analyze how d;fferent types
of individuals do or do not respond accordingly. Such 51mulat10ns would
allc - researchers to study in greater detail how some leaders develop dis~
creti_u with different types of subordinates. The approprrateness of dif-
ferent structures under differing contexts and env1ronments could be exam-
ined in conjunction with the dlscretlonary leadership needed to secure high
unit effectiveness. The "Looking Glass" simulation would appear to be one
potential vehicle for this. (For a description, see Mcéall and Lombardo,
1978.) : , .

e
e

/"" R

"With a long hlstory of leadership findings, it is not surpr151ng that
the addition of dlscretlonary leadership did not by itself add huge increases
in predicted variance. In competition with more traditional measures of
leader behavior, it was superior but not by an outstanding'margin. Cer-
tainly more attention needs to be given to the measurement of dlscretxonary
leadership in general. 1In particular, reliable and valid measures for ad-
ditional dimensions are needed. Application of a macro-based approach
would be enhanced if supervisors and higher level administrators were able
to clearly identify those with high discretionary leadership.

In attempting to predict discretionary leadership, it is clear that
macro variables are not the only important factors. Unit conditions may
influence the dlscretlonary leadership displayed. And the nature of the
leader as well as individual subordinates may play an important role. In-
clusion of macro variables should not automatically come at the exclusion
of group and individual factors. The data here and elsewhere suggest that
group and task characteristics should not be dropped from consideration.
The linkage among these factors and the more macro conditions in influenc-
ing the success of discretionary leadershlp awaits examination.

' In summary, this research has focused on an area where the boundaries
______are not_clearly visible. By many standards the_current investigation is a

crude attempt to explore new ground. We may have missed a number of impor-
tant findings in our attempt to plot an overall picture. More detailed
analyses of specific aspects of environment, context, structure, and leader-
ship effectlveness await future investigation. Basic research often raises
as many questions .as i addresses. This research demonstrates that it is
possible, feasible, an. desirable to begin charting a new approach to
- leadership effectiveness. The environment of the unit, its context, and
its structure do make a difference in how discretionary leadership relates
to unit success. Now the challenge-is to more fully investigate how and
why.
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" Applications
’ . 1

Some lines of basic research. clearly. suggest -simple and straightfor-
wal plications to the day-to-day affairs of complex organizations. 1In
‘many instances, however, basic research needs to be refocused to reveal
some of the more important and immediate applications. So it is with the
Multiple Influence Model of Leadership. Our applications focus on mili-
tary units such as those in the present sample. Strategies are emphasized
for guiding performance and employee maintenance efforts assuming subse-
quent refinements and tests of the model are successful. The handling of
the applications also rests on three other impbrtant assumptions:

"1. Dramatic increases in unit performanEé and employee maintenance
are not likely unless there are dramatic alterations in the en-
vironment, context, or structure of:the units. Such leng-term
strategic questions are beyond the Scope of the model as presently
formulated.

2. With existing resources and personnel, there are severe limita-
tions on costly exp2rimentation. Gradual, incremental refinements
are more realistic. :

3. 'Not all units can have outstanding performance and employee main-
tenance. There is some trade-off between consistent performance
across units where zmost all meet minimum standards and more
varied performance across units where some are outstanding and
some are below standard.

The model and supporting data reinforce some traditional notions.
First, the data suggest that environmental, contextual, and structural con-
ditions should be systematically considered. Complexity does make a dif-
ference and the overall design is important. Here, for instance, small
variations in structure v.ere associated with employee maintenance. Second,
the traditional military emphasis on leadership is supported. Discretionary
leadership was positively associated with more favorable employee main-
terance and key aspects of unit performance. Even in units where leader-
ship impact would be expected to be 'minimal; dlscretlonary leadership makes
a difference. But it is in the combination of setting and-discretionary
leadership wher:: new advances in military administration may be most clearly
seen. The model suggests it may be possible to use different approaches
to the de51gn of units to place more or less emphasis on leadershlp.

“TApplications of the model can be ﬂllustrated for two quite different
types of conditions. In the first, it’'is assumed that consistency in per-
formance across units is required. In the second, it is assumed that out-
standing performance is needed, and that total success for the command is
roughly equal to the average success of its component units.

Consistency in Performance. Consistency in performance across units
~is often critical where a mistake by one unit has dire consequences on
"~ others; that is, where total command performance -is-only-as-high as the
performance of the poorest unit. )
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Where consistency is desired, higher level command would want to re-
duce the impact of discretionary leadership. While this may appear to
contradict military tradition, it may not. Where discretionary leader-
ship is important, the organization is relYing upon the unit head to de-
liver high .performance and employee maintenance. Our data suggest that
some leaders can respond appropriat€ly to the setting to ‘engender high
performance and employee maintenance. However, some cannot. If total

" performance is only as high as the performance of the weakest unit, out-

standing efforts by successful leaders are lost over time.: Total perfor-
mance regresses to.that of the most ineffective léader--the individual un-
able to adjust to small but importart variations in the environment,
context, and structure of the unit. Tous, the rouel inplies that varia-
tions in the design across units be kept to a mlnlmum where con515tency in
performance is highly prized.

0f course, it is impossible to develop precisely identical environ-
ments, contexts, and structures for all units in a glven command. It is
possible, however, to design the env1ronmenfal, contextual, and structural
comple xltz facing unit heads. For instance, our data sugges  that addi--
tional structural complexity calls for additional discretionary leadership.
Structural complexity itself is an overall measure of the problems and op-
portunities emanating from: (a) vertical specialization and control;-
(b). horizontal specialization and coordination; and (c) diversity in the
vertical and horizontal patterns. Increases in any one of the three yield
a more complex structure. Conversely, a decrease in one can offset a cor-
responding increase in another. For example, assume that new types of
specialists (MOS) are added to a particular unit. 14 This increases hori-
zontal specialization and thus tr.: sux..'wal complexity facing the unit
head. Dlscretlonary leadership iweonag murh mo-~ important. Yet a small
modification in vertical specialiraticn and control might offset ar: in-
crease in horizontal specializ:-tioan. T continue the example, soO. = duties
the unit head performs, such «: assigniny personnel to ceremoniai duties,
could be transferred ton another l=zader «¢ eliminated altogethex The net
effect of both alteratlons mighi. be no oierall change in structural
complexity.

—

Similarly, environmental a-::. c.r.extual complexity cow"d be adjusted

so that virtually all leaders a'. l.: same rank faced equc'’.  complex set-

Q
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tings. This would yield the hign.st corsistency in per{ = nce across
units. Such consistei:cy can alrealy be s:en to a large «ztsat in the
current sample. In re«ard to technological factors (c¢ texu' the impor-
tant point to note is tuut while all supervisors may fa-: OHJep-y compl-:..
setcings, the settings are complex for slightly dlffnrenL LEHSONS.

Analyzing the inrvorplay among setting factors und ilscretlonary lead—
ership highlights the wide variety of choices avai.abis to improve the
chances of success. An example can illustrate some i these. For a whole
host of reasons,' it is often necessary and desirable *o change the settlng
of all the elements in a command. An example would be the introduction of

o

14

While such a change would often accompany otiner modifications in space
raquiremznts, standard operating procedures ai:d the like, the focus is on
M0S changes to simplify the illustration.
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m;;é sophisticated equipment. If coﬁéigﬁéﬁcy in performance is required,
the model suggests the following aneivsis would facilitate the transi-
tion from old to new equipment. ’

New equipment would be a chanzx in technological sophistication.
Since some units will receive new eguipment before others, those ‘with new
equipment "have a more complex cort#ut (higher technological sophistication)
vis-a-vis others. The greater tzchlianlogical sophistication eventually
will threaten consistency in pericrmance across units. If unit heads re-
spond to this greater: complexity with discretionary leadership, unit success
during the conversion period is 1lixely to stay within acceptable limits.
If leaders do not respond, the success of the unit is likely to decline
and reduce the operational perforuance of the command. In .more common
terms, there will be transitioir problems as the new equipment is installed.
The model suggests that several different altzrnstives should be considered:

1. A corresponding reducti:n in another aspect of contextual com—
plexity may minimiz: trarsition pianlems. For instance, units
with new equipment mzy be assigned a smaller range of duties, or

implementation may pbegin in uniic with lower contextual complexity.
Command could consider plLasing nzw equipment in the smaller units
whici: have a narrow=r .ang: i “inties; experience gained could be

used to reformuiate supervisor, Juties and help solve partlcular

problems with lmplementarlo

/
/

2. Additiénal leadership supposri may be provided units as the new
equipment is installzd.

/ : - .
3. .Basic alterations in !wadership .requirements may be anticipated
and widely broalozstced. i
4. Additional trainﬂug for unit heads concerning both the technical
aspects of the =zvipment as well as 1mplementatlon problems may
be considered.

5. ‘Traianing nonsupervisory personnel already affiliated with the
units may bz preferred over training a new group of specialists
and later assigiiing them to units.receiving new equipment. This
is {0 reduce an increase in struictural complexity which .often
accompanies implementation of more sophisticated equipment.

6. Particular care ciould be taken to avoid sudden increases in the
complexity of the unit's environment during the transition. For
instance, it may be-inappropriate to ask unit heads to _.deal with _
new exterral units at the same time they are asked to cope with
the new equipment. Thus, implementation may more easily proceed
through normal channels of command rather than by 1ntroduc1ng

~

them with spec1allzed staff units. NG

7. Unit heads could be trained in how to increase their discretion-
ary leadership to complement the increase in technological
sophistication and cope moze successfully with other changes.

. "

e
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As the example suggests, a comblnatlon of these could be used to
insure- smooth implementation. The exact combination would require the
judgment of ex»erienced commanders. The model is not a substitute for de~
cisions or experience. It is a guide to help commanders frame and fore-~
cast problems, develop alternatives, analyze alternative courses of action,
and make a smooth transition. ‘

. The Multiple Influence Model may also be applied to more routine ad-
ministrative problems. Again, we are assuming that the success of each
unit has dramatic consequences on the success of the whole command. Again,
an example is used to highlight the applied aspects of the Multiple Influ-
ence Model of Leadership. '

Due to strategic commitments, it is necessary to. transfer NCOICs to
and from U.S. units. TCC personnel suggested that more technically sophis-
ticated equipment was often used in U.S. units and that these units were
often larger than their Korean or European counterparts. The NCOIC trans-
ferrlng from an overseas unit to the United States faces a more more complex
context (more sophisticated equipment and larger unit size) than in his or’
her last assignment. Technical training on fully automated equipment may
have been completed 5 years before the new assignment and, in some ‘instances,
it may be the NCOIC's first assignment to a unit wich fully automated equip- -—
ment. Facing the more complex context; dlscretJonary leadership is a must
just when it is most difficult for the NCOIC to obtain. The new NCOIC, in
sum, faces a most difficult transitionary phase.

To reduce the need for discretionary leadership, several modifications .
could be-introduced. 1In the transition phase, the OIC could take a more
active role in the operations of the unlt, partlcularly in regard to less
than essential duties. A short review course conducted by civilian techni-
cal experts which centered on the unique problems of the more sophisticated
equipment could be substituted. Some temporary overlap in assignments
could be made. Hands-on training could be combined with a holdover of the >
outprocessing NCOIC. Transfers could be restricted to the most typical
units which have the least environmental and structural complexity.

Where these modifications are not deemed feasible, the model still
provides another alternative(s). The data suggest that some leaders can
develop discretionary leadership to complement the setting of their unit.
Individuals with- a history of successful leadership may be transferred into
a unit with no visible decline in unit success. Where transfers are re-
quired and alteratxons in the setting are not possible, additional leader~
ship training with an emphasis on detecting specific aspects of complexity
in-the-setting-and. appropriately. respondlng to each may ease the t£§n51tlon.
This alternative is presented last since the development of appropriate
training materials, programs, and the like is often expensive. The -model
provides a range of alterpatlves which may be assessed on the basis of cost
effectiveness. <

Let's summarize. Where consistency in performance across units is
desired -the model suggests the following. Careful attention should be
given to the environmental, contextual, and structural complex1ty of each
unit. Since units may be equally difficult to lead for different reasons.
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‘it may be possible to adjust specific components of the macro setting.

Where adjustments yield more cpnsistency across units, the need for dis-
cretionary leaders is reduced. Where inconsistencies remain it is still
possible to maJntaln consistency in performance via leadership training
-and/or careful placement of leaders. Leadership training is but one of
several alternatives. The model is a guide for dec151onmakers. It can
be used to help define problems, generate alternatives, evaluate differ-
ent courses of action, and point toward cost-effective implementation.

, outstanding Performance. Now let's change to the second condition

we mentioned. Assume that outstanding performance is needed and that

total success for the command is roughly equal to the average success of

its component units. Outstanding performance by one unit can offset less

than outstanding performance by another. 1In this condition, command should

consider developing macro conditions which allow for considerable variation
. in discretionary leadership. Over time, successful leaders could pe iden-

tified, developed, and promoted. The model suggests how this strategy

could be developed and implemented.

Variation in the complexity of the macro setting across units estab-
lishes the tlimate for discretionary leadership. The more complex the
setting of a unit, vis-a-vis others, the more dlscretlonary leadership is
likely to emerge and the more discretionary leadership is likely to make
a difference in unit. success. Instead of tightly controlling for macro
conditions, command could allow environmental, contextual, and/or struc-

~ tural complexity to vary considerably across units. Leaders able to iden- -
tify specific aspects of macro complexity and who can adjust their dis-
cretionary. leadership to complement these will likely head more successful
units. Over time, individuals with a history of success could be identi-
fied and placed in the most critical units. While promoting successful
leaders is an Army norm, the model provides detailed information concerning
how and why some leaders are more successful than others. The model also
suggests which unit heads have the greatest opportunity to exercise dis-
cretionary leadership.

Detailed analysis within a command could suggest.which components
of environmental, contextual, and structural complexity are most important
and need special attention by unit heads. In the current sample there
were only small variations in contextual complexity across the units. Yet
complementing additional contextual complexity with discretionary leader-
ship was particularly important in achieving consistent performance.

Where command is unwilling to accept low unit performancé but still
wishes to separate effective from ineffective leaders, the model provides
-———=-—--gpecific-guidelines—for: developmentalwprogramsr__Us1ng~31mulatlon_exexgl,esL_

{ it is possible to systematically vary environmental, contextual, and struc-

. tural complexity and help leaders develop appropriate patterns of discre-

‘ tionary leadership. Such simulations are already being performed for the
technical aspects of modern warfare. The Multiple Influence Model sucgests
how simulation might be used to train leaders and/or to identify those
with high potentlal

' For many commands, command success dependa upon a mixture of the con-

- ditions outlined above. That ls, teamwork is required, yet outstanding
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performance is needed. So long as performance is not too lov, outstanding
units can partially offset weaker units. Here the model providés some re-
inforcement for common practice. First, "stronger leaders" are often as-
signed to more critical units. To this, the model suggests that differ-
ences in the environmental, contextual, and structural complexity of the
units should be considered in identifying units where leadership is needed.
Second, it is possible to achieve acceptable performance via careful at-
" tention to organizational design. The model suggests, however, that in

addition to the typical structural considerations, key aspects of the en-
vironment and context should also be incorporated.

On a more sophisticated level, the model also provides guidance for.
allocating a limited number of individuals with leadership skills. Those
unable, unwilling, and/or not having-a history of demonstrating discretion-
ary leadership can be assigned to those more typical units where design
factors limit the need for such leadership.. Conversely,. in less typical
and more critical units, the more limited number of individuals with high
‘discretionary leadership can be placed where their unique skills count the
most. Such balancing can be complemented by minor alterations in design
factors so that either discretionary leadership is emphasized or de-emphasized.

A few of the types of appllcatlons stemming from the Multlple Influ-
ence Model of Leadership have been outlined. Some of the-applications re-
inforce and expand current military policy by allowing commanders to rafine
their administrative practices. The model also suggests several different

"strategies which can be used to improve performance and employee maintenance.
For instance, organizational design can be used to emphasize or minimize

the importance of leadership at the unit level. - The model also helps to
identify specifically the most critical aspects of the setting and dimen-
sions of leadership for a partlcular collection of units. Yet, an overall
framework still provides for a mlnlmuk.of specialized measures when compar-
ing quite different types of units. Of course, implementation should pro-
ceed only upon successful replication and development of this approach.

It must still be considered experimental and within the domain of basic re-
search. A rigorous examination in a difficult field setting does suggest

that applications can be derived from the Multiple Influence Model of Lead- /
ership if implemented by knowledgeable and experienced military personnel. /

Conclusions

Five major conclusions can be drawn from the examination of the Multi-
ple Influence Model of Leadership:

1. Macro setting variables (environmental, contextual, and structural

complexity) are important in analyzing leadership.

2. Discretionary leadership is important and different from super-
vision or more global estimates of leadership activity.

3. The combined impact of macro setting and discretionary leadership
is important in predicting unit success.

4. Lateral leadership is a poténtially important aspect of leadership.
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5. Combining macro variables and discretionary leadership opens new
avenues for applications which can be analyzed on-a- cost/effective
basis. Leadership training-is but one alternative.

These five conclusions call for additional research concerning env1ron-
mental, contextual, and structural conditions alone and in combination
‘with discretionary leadership. The present study is but a beginning.
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Appgndix A
On Attempts to Measure Discretionary Leadership
Abstract
This appendix summarizes the efforts made to devise a valid
and reliable measure of discreticnafy leadership applicable to a
wide variefy of organizational settings. To éxamine “he question
of reliability and validity, a modification of the Campbell and
Fiske (1959) multitrait-multimethod approach fo convérgéht-
discriminant validity was used in four different pilot samples.
Data frombrelated studies using the same or similar instrumenfs
weée;a1so incorporated in the reformu]atién of the instruments.
The nct result was 2 measure nf discretionary leadership for
two dimensions which met or surpassed the required psychometf1q
— crite(ia. The roformulated instrument is recommended for tﬁogé
who afe attempting to meas.re discretionary leadership.

Introduction

The purpose of this appendix is to summarjze the effoffs made
to develop an adéquate measure of d1scret1 ary leadership. It
briefl: reviews the'stratégy used for instrument development and
presents the results from four pilot samples. vIn1t1a1‘efforts |
suggest that a recent revision of the well-known LBDQ-Form XII
(Schriesheim, 1976) contains a number of -measurement prob]ems
and cannot.be‘uséd as a base for measuring discretionary leader-
ship. A later revisféh, developed by Schriesheim (1978) centering
on slightly different dimensions of leadership, does provide an

adequate foundation for measuring two. dimensions of discretionary
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Teadership. Adeduate measurement of discretionary leadership is
considered an essent1§1 prerequisite needed t. investigate the
Multiple Infjuence Mod»1 of Leaders: .. Thus, the success of
the final piiot study substantially iac ~ased the chances of
being able to test adequately the proposs’ Multiple Influence
view\gi lTeadership. |

i Th? first seﬁtic& below outlines the resexr. . :trategy.
. The nexf seétion cente: - o the earlier unsuc -, o' .7 empts,
while the fipa] section' v - 25 the successius vi. t uﬁS@lfs in

" Army telecommunications cei » °

N
~

Initial Research Strateqy

/
_ Instrument development can be zn extremely time-consuming

and exbénsiye;pyocgsgjw_jhus, our strateqy was_ to build upen a

well-developed 1nst;Uﬁeﬁf'to'sgparate discretionary from non-
discretionary leadership and to separate one-on-bne f}om group
" leadership. Initial efforts focused on Schriesheim's,(1976}_ /
modification or tin ieader Behavior Description Qhestfonnaire //
(LBDQ-Form"XfI}. The instrument tabs two  key dimensions 6f
Tea“z'ship consistently identified in'pr€v1ous nstrument &evé1mp-
- ment atiempts {:nitiating structure and consideration). (%ze -
Hunt, storh & Schriesheim. 1978.) Schriesheim's items were
designed to tép the leader's behavior pqward the'grouv... We modi-
fied the response categories to tap discretionary-nondiscri.ionary

leadership. We also modified the previous items to provide a one- .

. . +* .
on-one referent in addition to a grour refere~t.  Fxhibit A-I

Y

* .
The rationale for the group versus one-un-one referent is
-provided on page Al6.
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Exhibit A-1
Group Discretionary Leadership ar4 Leader Behavior Measures

1-5 Method for Sample !

For the first item in each s¢ . select the answer best indicatiag I I

o t
For the flrs : . . RN
how your unit head (immediste superior) behaves iowird vour unit ag @ o
a whole. For cthe second izem in each sut indicate whether thac a HIE
Teader behavior is determired primarily at his owm volitiom or H TIE o
viather it is deterined primarily by the setting in vhich he oper- & pot O
tes. Remember both of these ifems “n the set are’ far behavior olet lole =
tovard your uait as & whola. If you arv a manager, think of the a|& 3
unit as all che sanagers as r group who raport to the sise superior w8l o1ot & s go
as you. ' 3335?«.9.2
éaﬁﬁzzs
' s
L .96, g::xplaiu the way che task of the usit should be carried Alsic D.E 5.
~ 97. This is primarily dus %o (selact A ¢z B) | RN Al B |97,
98. He explains the part that che vait iz to play in the org;-- alslelole | 98.
nization. .
99, This is primarily dus to’ . Al B 199.
100. He explains rules and procedures to cthe unit {1 detail. A{BICID'E __3100,
101l. This is primarily due fo Al B 1101,
102. He organizes unit work activities. "l BiCIDIE 1n2.
103. This is primarily due ©> N Al B l103.
104. He lets the unit know whare it srands i ite vork. AlBIC DIE 104.
: 105. This iz primarily due ¢o ) ’ Al 3 1105,
106. He lecs che unit know what 1is expected ¢r it. - A{BICIDIE 10%8.
107. This {s prizaxily due to Al B 1107,
108. He eucourages the unitc to ure uniforu procedurss. AIBICIDIE 198.
109. This is primarily due to . . Al 3 1109.
110. Ee oakes his attitudes clear to the { .:. AIBICIDIF 9.
© 111, This is primarily due to . ’ A 3 111,
11Z. He2 tells che unit which tagks ar> mnc important. Af3]|CID|E 1z2.
i3, This is primarily dus to : LJ _Jal B 13.
114. ‘de aakes sure that the unit undarscands his pa~c in it. AR JDIE 114,
115. This is primarily due to : Al 21115,
116. Be schedulas the work the umit is to do. RICIDIE 1.6.
; L17. This is primarily iue to C : 11117,
113. Re asks that the unit.follow standard r: s and _egulations. |aAlalcipip 118.
~ 119. This {s primarily due %0 ' Al 3 j119.
120. He helps the unit make working togather mors pleas.unt. AlBICIDIEL 4 }120.
121, This is primsrily dua to Al B 121,
122. He g0es out of his way to be helpful rv the unit ) alsicinie 122.
123. This is pricarily dus to ’ L Al B 1127
124. He respects the feelings and opinions oE vheTeadr, ’ Ricinle 12,
125. This is primarily due o 125,
126. He is thoughtful and considerata ot the unit as & whole. AlBICIRIRL | 126.
127. This is primarily dua to ’ AL B 127,
128. Re maintains a friendly atmosphere within the unit. AlBICIDIE 128.
129. This is primerily due to ' 3 1129,
1J0. de is friendly and_ approachable towards the unit. BICIDLE o,
131. ' This i{s primarily due to .31, .
132. He does little things to cake it pleasaat for th~ unit. | ’_A‘_':‘;..gb.p E 12,
133. This s primarily due to [ I I B _1133.
134. He treazs everyone {n the unit as equals. ' AIBIC|DIE 134,
135. This is orimarily due o (K Al B 1135,
136. He gives the upit advance notice of changes. A BICIDIE 136.
. 137. This 1is primarily due o [ 1Al B 1137,
138. He looks out for the welfare of the unit. (AIBIC{DIE 138.
" 139, THis is primarily due to L 1 jal 3 139,
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Exhibit A-2

Individual Discretiopary Leadership Measure

125 Method for Sample 1

For each item select the answer best indicating how much discrecion

yout unit head (lzmediate superior) has to behave in that way toward

vou as an i{ndiv.dual. That is, to what degree can he act on his own

as opposed to having his behavior diccated by the setting in vhich

157+
158,
159.
160.
161.
162.
163.
166.

165.

166.
157.

168.

. he operates?

. .Explaining the way my job should be carried out.

Explaining the part thst I am to play in ths work unit.
Explaining rules and proceduras to ma in decail.

Organizing @y work activities.

. Letting me know vhere I stand in my work.

Letting me know what {s expected of wme.

Encouraging me to use unifomrm proéedures.

Makiqg his atcicudes clear to ﬁg.

Assigning me to particular tasks.

Making sure that [ understand his part in the unic.
Schaduling the work I am to do.

Asking that [ follow standard rules-and ragulations.
Helping me xzake working on my job DoTe pleasant.
Going out of his way to be helpful to ze.
Respecting my feelings and opinions.

Boin‘g. %gh:fu.l and cmﬁcn:c of oa.
Maintaining & friendly acmoephere with me.

Being friend]ly and .approachable towards ne.

Doing licelf things to make it pleasant for me to be a member
of his uniy. : T

Treacing as an equal.
Giving =e advance notice of changes.

Looking out for my personal welfare. -
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| Lictle Digscretion

Very Much Discretfion

Some Discretion
Huch Discretion

>

]
a
[~}
[
[
>
b

>

[

> [>

>

>

3

8| cl o 2 161.

B} C! DI Ei 162.

‘Bi CI DI E] 163.

B{ C| D| E] 164.
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shows the instruments as modified to mecasure éroUp discretionary-
non-discretionary leadership as i:211 as 1eadership behavior. »
Exhibit A-2 provides the information fe- the individual (one-on-one)
referent.*

Tdfassess psycho@etric adequacy, it is necessary to measure
leadership and its dimensions.several different ways. Essentially
the researcher must show that different methods of measurement
yield similar ratings of 1eadérship; The instrument in Exhibit A-2
“uses a 5 point Likert-type reéponse format ("method")}. 1In add{tion,
other forﬁats ("methods") were incorporated. One'aéked individuals
'to_attribute a leader's behavior.to eitheg the boss or other
factors (0-1 method, as in Exhibit A-1). A‘sécond‘format asked
respondents to think of’én inf1uence‘p1e and to allocate 100 |
points among variou§ sources ofbihfIGéﬁce (pie method). The
Likert {1-5) scale, the 0-1.format and the allocation "pie" were
considered three different “methods." Further, a one item global
estimate of the ]eaaer;s discretinn was-used as a baseline for
assessing the overall discretion . i the Teader. Exhibft A-3
summarizes the methods used in Sample 1.

The .nitial plan was to test tne instruments with a conveni-
ence sample, intérview individuals who had taken thé test, and
then modify items so that they were appropriate for the militery

sample to be used ir our major study. Unfortunate1y, the results

1 from the first pilot sample were not generally supportive. Thus,

T

* " N . ' '
Group an¢ individual measures are provided for only one
measurement "method.".
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Exhibit A-3
Measures, Methods, and Descriptive Statistics

for Discretionary Leadership in Sample 1

(n=54)
Measures & Methods . Descriptive Statistics
Mean Skewness Reliab y
Group Discretion
Initiating Structure
1-5 Method : 44.4  -.38 " 918
0-1 Method 166 2.5 | .92
Pie Method - , 20.0 1.2 NAD
Single Item Method - ' 3.7 -.74 NA
Cons{deration ‘ -
1-5 Method - 39.5 -.72 .79
0-1 Method , _ 1.7 4.5 .93
| Pie Method | | 3.5 .72 NA
Single Item Method 4.0 -1.2 NA
Individual Discretion _
- Initiating Structure - | - .
1-5 Method N 4.2 -.25 .93
0-1 Method 7.0 2.3 .70
| Consideration |
1-5 Method “ 39.6  -.65 .96
0-1 Method 3 12.1 :2.9 | .89

“Spearman-Brown corrected split-half correlations.

bNA = not applicable.

. 970




some modifications were introduced and a second pilot sample was
selected. As_we_w111 note later, results from the second sample

were equally discouraging.

;
/

Specific Tests for Psychometric Adequacy_

Several tests weré-conducted in order to assess the relia-
b11ftyvaﬁd validity of the measures. In the evaluation of con-
vérgent and discfimihént validity, we followed a modified version
of Campbelrsand Fiske's (19595 mu1titrajt-mu1timethod ﬁesfgn.
Essentially, the instrument should pass_five critical tests:

‘1. Scores should be normally distributea across the range

.of possible SCO}es. A |

2. The scale sh&h]d ﬁhow high internal consistenéy

reliability.

3. The scale should demonstrate convergenf validity. That

is, two measufes of the same dimension using different
. responge hethods shouii be highly correlated. For example,
- initiating structure using the 1-5 method should be higH1y
correlated with initiating strdéﬁhre usinéhthe 0;1 method.

4. Discriminant va]idity should be demonstrated_by each

construct: That is,'differentvdimensions should Have Tow
‘correlatioh when measured by the same method as well as
when measured by different methods.

5. Correlations hetween different measurement methods of a

single dimension should be higher.thaﬁ correlations

between different dimersions using the same method.

2




The first three tests are re]atiVe]y'straight-forward,
althcugh absolute standards for their evaluation have not been
established. . In Test 1, the distribution of scores should be
normal, not highly skewed. This indicates whéther or not the
items comprising the scale have adequéte endorsement_frequency,
and possess the nécessary variability. In Test 2, satisfactory
internal consistency reiiébi]ity:is a prerequisite for the
instrument to be valid. Split-ha]f correlations (correcteﬁ for
Tength using the Spearman-Brown formula) should be 0.6 or greater
(Nunnally, 1967.) For Test 3, df?ferént measures of the same trait
should be significantly greater than zero in o;aer'tqidemonstrate
éonvergeﬁt validity. The samples used here were relatively small
(from 27 to 54 subjects) and quite heterogeneous. (In only one
sample were respondenfs from the same organization.) vaen this
size and Heterogeng}ty, an arbitrary standard of 0.4 was chosen
for acceptable convergent va]idity.* | |

Tests 4 and 5 arehused to establish the discriminatory power
of thé scéles._ In Test 4 correlations between different traits
shgﬁ}d be 1ow, thﬁs reflecting the measurement of distinct con-

:dépts. Further correlations between different dimensiors should

be Tow Qhenfusihg eifher different methods or when they are measured
by the same métgﬁd. ‘For eXém51eé if cdnSideratfon‘and initiatfng
structure aré distinct dimensions of 1éadership, then the,cor}ela-

tion between these two dimensions should be low whether: {a) one

* i : . . / :
Both small sample size and heterogeneity increase the standard
error and, thus, a cut-off less than the .05 level was /used.
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is measured by the 0-1 method ahd the other is measured'by the 1-5
method; or whether (b) both are measured by the 0-1 or 1-5 methods.
In Test 5, correlations between different methods of measuring a
single dimension should be higher than correlations between differ-
_ent dimensions measured by the §ame method. This means that
dimension differences should be 1afger than method differ-
ences. This is the most difficult of ali the tests anﬁ is rarely
met by self-report instruments since they are subject to varying
hdegrees of method bias. E]ic%ting responses from an individual
using one type of response format (i.e., all 1-5 or all 0-1 .
methodé) typ1ca11y_éroduces some consistency in scores above and
beyond any common content variance. To pass this method test, the
convergent validity correlation between the same traits using
vdifferehﬁ methods is compared with the corré?ation between dimen-
sions which use the same mgthod. For instahce, initiating structure
using the 0-1 method when correlated with initiating Structure
measured by the 1-5 method should be larger than: (a) the corre-
lation between init?iting structure ﬁsing the 0-1 method and con-
sideration using the 0-1 method, and (b) the correlation between
initiating structure using the 1-5 method and consideration using
the 1-5 method.’ This tast assesses the relative contribution of
content and method variance in the correlation among séa]e scores.
In summary, each instrument should pass five rigorous tests.
These tests evaluate the instrument's: (1) normality; (2) iﬁterna]
consiétency reiiabi]ity; 3) convergeﬁt validity; (4) discriminént-

/

validity; and (5) susceptibi1ity/to method bijas. In addition,
: /
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these criteria represent a hierarchical order of importance.
Test 1 is a prerequisite for Tesf 2, successful completion of
Test 2 is a prerequisite for evaluation by Test 3, and so forth.'
Failure to pass a previous test reduces the meaningfulness of
subsequent tests. .We should riote, however, that the failure to .
pass any or all tests may be due to inadequate instruments,
inadequate theory, or some combination of both.
Results

This section pro?ides results for the instrument development
efforts in four -samples. Before consideringvreéu1ts, however, it .
fs useful to review a few key notiong. Initial efforts.éahcén-
trated on a revision of the LBDQ-Form XII. Two dimensions of
1eadefship were:examined--initiating structure (IS) -and qonsid- ‘
eration (CON). Some scholars have argued that there is a differ-
ence between how the leader treats the group as a whole and.how :
‘the leader treats individual subordinates one-on-gne. Thus, items
were developed for both individual or one-on-one and group discre-
tionary leadership. Four methods were employed in the group leader-
ship measures. These were:' Likert 1-5, 0-1, pie,and single item.
For examining individual leadership, only two methods‘were\emp]byed--

) * _
the i-5 and 0-1 methods. For each sample the fo}]ggjpg'prppositions

* .

While it would have been desirable to use four methods for
individual leadership as well, instrument length preciuded using
all four methods for both group and individual leadership.  Since ,
the bulk--af underlying leadership theory as well as our own Multiple
Influence approach has a group emphasis, we opted to use the more
complete set of methods with group leadership. .
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were examtned. ‘One, was there convergent-discriminant reliability
and validity for. the measures of group discretion? Two, was there
coinvergent-discriminant re11ab111ty and va11d1ty for individuai
discretion? Three, was there a measurahle d1fferencevbetween
estimates of individual and grdup 1eadersh1p?

Sample 1

The first sample consisted of 54 respondents There were
approximately an equal number of doctoral’ students mas / 's
students, and university employees. There was a]so/a smaT]
number of non-university employees. Most of theysampTe was
obtained from 1nd1v1dua1s in the Da11as Fort Wbrth metrop1ex,

P .
. suppiementéd by a smaller number of peoplexfrom southern I111nois.
[0 S .

Appreximately 20 percent of the 1ndivid9515'were interviewed after

/ B

- completing the questibnnaire. P
Exhibit A-3 provides the mean, skewness, and reliabilities
fot a]]hmeasures of discretionary 1eadership. A1l the instruments,
except the 0-1 method, pass the first test--that of e normal dis-"
tribution (where the skewness coefficient is close to 1.0). How-
ever, for a11 estim:, tes of d1scret{onary Teadership, the skewness
for the 0-1 response formet is high. Item analysis suggested that
only a few 1tems were considered primar11y under the contro] of
the boss The exhibit also provides data concerning 1nterna1 ‘
consistency reliabilities for the 1-5 response method and the 0-1

method. The Spearman-Brown Split-Half correlations suggest that

these measures possess adequate reliability.
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Test for Group Disc?etionary Leadership. Data for assessing

coniergence, discrimination, and method bias for group discretidnary
leadership for Sample 1 are provided in Exhibit,A;4. Cprreiations
underlined are used to answer the cbnvergence‘question. Only the
1-5 apd pie methods exceed the .40 cug;off. For assessing dis-
crimination, the correiati§hs within'%hexboxes in Exhibit A-4

shguld be'compared. The underlined correlations shbu]d be greater
than the others. -Only the 0-1 and pie methods pass this test for

discrimination. Finally, there is the question of methad\gias.

t N

Circled correiatidns should be less than underlined correiatidhs

for each column and row. The 0.82 initiating structure-consideration
‘correiation is far greater than the others, suggesting that there

aré serious questibns of method bias,for the 1-5 approach. Inter-

) correlations between initiating stfucFure and consideration for the

0-1, pie,and single item methods are also discouraging.

Test for Individual Discretionary Leadership. Following our

earlier rationale, only two methods were‘qsed for individual 1eader-
ship. The 1-5 and 0-1 methods were usgd sinﬁe internal consistency
reliabilities could be computed for bdth, Data in Exhibit A-5 |
suggest that the convergence correiqﬁions are too Tow (underlined’
correlations of .32 and .36): Theré is, however, adequate discrimi-
nation (e.g., the two measures of ini;iating structures are more
highly correlated than initiating strdgture and consideration
measured ip different ways). However, the convergence correlations

are not higher than the method associations. This is particularly
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| Exhibit A-4 |
Group Discretionary Leadership Data (n=54) for

Convergence, Discrimination,and Methods Test

in Sample 1
1-5 0-1 Pie Single Item (SI)
Method ' . Method Method ~ Method
IS CON Is " CON IS . CON Is CON

*
1T - 1.00 (Ei?
1.5,
— Con @ 1.00
IS 35 18] 1.00 1"'
0_1 - ‘ @
— CoN 35 34 | ' 1.00

IS -41 .27 | .38

—

—
(0 0]
—
o
o

— CON 42 aai .16

o
e )
(1)
lm
o
.
~
~J
—
o
o

1s [ .06 -.16 ‘.12 -

OC)
[s5]
o
~
—

— CON .04 -.02; .1

J i

" -
IS = Initiating structure; CON . Consideration.

.- Key: Convergence Test:: Underlined correlat1ons should be greater
than .4 (monotrait-heteromethod r > .4).

Discrimination Test: Underlined correiations within a box
should be greater than other correlations in the same box. (monotrait-
heteromethod r > heterotrait-heteromethod r).

Method Test: Circled correlations should be less than (nder-
11ned correlations({heterotrait-monomethod r < monotrait-heteromethod r).

-y
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Exhibit A=5
Individual Discretionary Leadership Data (n=54)
for Convergence, Discrimination,and

Methods Tests in Sample 1

1-5- 0-1
Method Method

IS CON IS~ CON

*
s 1.00 @
1-5 " % '
CON @ 1.00

s | .32 a8 | 1.00 ©)
' |

CON 19 .36

* :
IS = Initiating structure; CON = Consideration.

Key: Convergence Test: Underlined corfelations should be
greater than .4 (monotrait-heteromethod r > .4).

Discrimination Test: Underlined correlations within
a box should be greater than other correlations in the same box.
" (monotrait-heteromethod r > heterotrait-heteromethod r).

Method Test: Circled correlations should be less than
underlined correlations (heterotrait-monomethod r < monotrait-
heteromethod r). _ .
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true for the 1-5 method -+ » initiating structure and consideration
are correlated .77.

In sum, the ini:- .© ts at developing a reliable and valid

instrument for discretici.- dership failed. The primary prob] en
"appeared to be in the very .. - method correlations, particularly

when using the 1-5 method. Exhibit A-6 summarizes the results for

all the tests in a convenier* format.

Individual versus Grou; :2adership in Sample 1. At this point
we need to digress from discussing the deveiopment of our fnstrument
to report data on'ear1y concern expressed fn our original proposal.
At the time the proposal was.written,vfhere was considerable concern
- over the potentiaT difference between group and one-on-one leader-
'sﬁip. The argument has three components. First, some argue leader-
ship is, in reality, an interpersonal re]gtfonship between g_1eader
and a follower. Second, it is contended that 1éaders treat subordi-
nates quite d1f%erent1y so that én averége score for all individuals
masks important leader-follower dyhamics. Third, Gréen'and'his
associates (e.g.,'Graen‘& Cashman, 1975) argue,;W1th some empirical
support, that how the 1éader treats an "ingroup" or inner circle may
be different than how the leader treats less favored subordinates.
Following this 1ine of reasoning, we initially specu]ated'thqt
1nd1§idua1 discretion might be built on a different basis than group
digcretion. Further, we speculated that the mix of group and indi- |
v1dua1.discretidn might be important in explaining unit perforﬁ;nce

and satisfaction.
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Exhibit A-6

Summary of Results for Discretionary Leadership Measures in Sample 1

-Measure % Methods Tests
' 1 2 3 _ 4 5
Group Discretion Skewness Reliability Convergence Discrimination Method
Initiating St“ucture'
1-5 Method 0K 0K With pie With 0-1 & pie NO
0-1 Method 0K  None With 1-5 & pie NO
Pie Method oK NA s With 1-5 & pie  NO
Single Item Method, 0K NA None None NO
Consideration | .
1-5 Method 0K oK With pie With 0-1 & pie NO
0-1 Method 0K None- 1-5, pie & NO
, Single Item
pie Method 0K .~ NA = - With 1-5 1-5,-0-1 &
N » Single Item
Single Item Method 0K MA Nome - With 0-1 & ple . NO
Individual Discretion g -
Initiating Structure
1-5 Method 0K 0K None 0-1 “No.
0-1 Method 0K 0K None 1-5 } NO
Consideration , '
1-5 Method 0K 0K None 0-1 NO
0-1 Method 0K None 1-5 NO

oK

NA = Not applicable.
O
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Thus, if-was necessary to measure both indivicual and group
leadership to ascertain whether or not they were conceptually and

empirically distinct. Is there a measurable difference between .

‘individual and group leadership? To answer this question, we again

relied upon a modified veréion of the Campbell and Fiske approach.
Hdwever, th{s time, convergeheé and’discriminafion were not ex-
pected. If group and individual leadership are different, they

- should be meqsyring“different'concepts and shouid ndt pass the
tests for measurement of the same concept and dimensions. Data in
Exhibit A-7 suggest that measuredvdifferences in group and indi-
vfdua1 Jeadership do ggi exiét in Sample 1. The LBDQ-Form XII
(as mddified) for individUa1 and group leadership displays con-
vergence, discrimination, and passes the method bias test. We
conc1ude,‘therefore, that both are measurfng the same concept.

In summary, there was no measured difference in group and indi-

— | o .

; vidual leadership in Sample 1.

Samples 2 and 3

The results from Sample 1\were quite disappointing, particu-
larly since method variance proL]ems confounded the‘translation
of the modified LBDQiinto a_meésure of discretionary 1eadersh1p.
We therefore decided fo revise.the instrument in an attempt to
minimize these problems. Interviews with respondents suggested that
revamping of instructions might be paﬁticu1ar1y important. At about
this time, also, Yuk] and Nemeroff (1979) provided data sugges£ing
that group{ng the iféms of a single dimension tougether in a question-

naire reduces method correlations. Thus, items were grouped
. " :
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Exhibit A-7
Correlations (n=54) Between Individual and Group Measures

of Leader Behavior in.Sample 1

Individual : Group'
Leader Behavior ' Leader Behavior
Is © CON IS CON
Individual
Leader
Behavior

st h.00 '
con” 1.00

Group
Leader
Behavior

s - | .80 41 1.00 @
CON | 47 F NG 1.00

* .
IS = Initiating structure; CON = Consideration.

Key: Cohvergence'Test: Underlined correlations shouid be
greater than .4 (monotrait-heteromethod r > .4).

.- Discrimination Test: Underlined correlations within a.
box should be greater than other correlations inthe same box.
(monotrait-heteromethod r > heterotrait-heteromethod r).

Method Test: Circled correlations should be less than
underlined corre]ations\(heterotraibmonomethod r < monotrait-

heteromethcd r). :
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together. .Feedback.from sample interviewees'suggested somé
difficulty with the instructions regarding the pie method.. Those
Ainstructions werelrevamped. More clarification was provided con-
cerning individual versuéﬂgroup leadership. The response format
for the 0-1.méthod w&s modified to try fo redqce_skgwnesﬁ. And
the,sfng]e item measure was dropped. It was- hoped %hese mpdifi-
cations would yield a usaB]e instrument:for individﬁal and group
discretion. W, » |

Examples of the modifications made for Sample 2 are found in
Exhibit A-8. As before, there are mU]tipie methods for tapping
initiating structure and consideration for both group and indi-
vidual 1eadershfp. .' .

Results for Sample 2. Sample 2 consisted of 79 individuals

from the Dallas-Fort Worth metroplex. There was a mix of graduate
and undergraduate students as well as 5 few other individuals. A
large majority of the sample was currently employed. . These péop]e
described their superViSor on a]}litems and also asked their sdper-.
visors to evaluate their own discretionary leadership. The set
of managerial responses constituted. Sample 3.*

The measures, methods,and dafa concerhing tﬁe mean, skéwness,
| and reliability for discretionary leadership ére~pr§vided‘1n' N

Exhibit A-9. The data suggeSt»that the modifications did yield

* : )

Essentially, our respondents were askéd to give their boss a
questionnaire packet. The packet contained a letter from us, the [
promise of feedback concerning a given individual-supervisor's :
score, and a pre-paid, pre-addressed envelope to be returned to
us. -
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Exhibit A-8

Examples of Measures Used in Sample 2

A. Instructions and Sample Items for Measuring Discretionary. Leadcrsh1o
0-1 Method

) I‘JQTRUCTIG'JS You are beginmng A NEW SSCTIOM, For the itenis in this, sccnon you are asked to think 3bout your
IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR'S (buss’) Izader ueiiavior and how it is determined by vanious factors.

A.  These lac:ors are of tvso kinds: the boss himseif and tha setting wuhin which he operates. The s2ting
consists of 1) writi2n pnhicies/nrocedures; 2) uPper managernent Qirectives; 3) other supervisors
at your boss’ icval; 4) people «n your work unit besiccs yourself; 5] job requiremaents in your work unit;
6)_vou, yourseif; and 7lany numbar of outsice forces.

B.  Insome cases. almanst 2lf the boss’ leader benavior may be determined by nimself. In others
{such as, say, 2 hignly buresucratized organization) aimost sii will be determined by ¢ne cr more
of thesa other factors or the cornbingtion of other factors.

C.  The factors may datcrmene diffcrently your hoss’ benavior toward you as an individual and his
behavior tov:ard the group. LEADER BEHAVIOR TOWARD THE GROUP is the boss’ behaviurs
vihencver he supervises two of more oeople togetner such Js in grouo meetings. project t2am mcetings, -
taft mectings, etc. FOR EXAMPLE, the oots mignt have relativeiv more detemination ovar s
tehavior (38 compared witn the factors in tne setting) toward you as-an individua) than in nis

behavior toward ha group or vICe versa.

D. Likewise, ire FACTORS muy DETERNMINE differently your boss’ considerste, human relluons-orlentod
benmor and his task-0riented structuring deinavior.

CONSIDERATE 8EHAVIOR is that d.rected toward making things warm ana friendly, helping
2nd providing aovance notice of changes anu oeing concarncd 3bout the vaeifaere of suborainates.

TASK-ORIENTED STRUCTURING BEHMAVIOR is that directed toward structuring the job
situation 3o people know what and huw they ars to do (nS:r joo, whers they fit, where the
leacer fits, etc,

.

FOR THE FOLLOWING ITEMS select the ansvar best indicating whether vour bess’ ‘e2der ienavior TO'WARD YOU AS AN
INDIVIDUAL is cetermined primarily by himseif or primarily by the combinaticw of ractors in the serting 1n which n2 ooerartes,
These ars the factors menticned. abou3{WRITTEN POLICIES;.UPPER MANAGEMENT DIRECTIVES.OTHER SUPERVISORS
PEOPLE IN YOUR UNIT:YOU: 08 REQUIREMENTS.OUTSIDE FORCES.)

The first 12 1tems are for task-oriented structuring’; the last 10 for consideration.
) ~ Primarily Primarily

ay Boss By Other

INDIVIDUAL TASK-ORIENTED STRUCTURING : Factors

1. Explaiming (ne way iy iob snouid be carried out A 8 1.
2. Exotaming the part that 1 am to Play in the work unit ) : - A 8 2.
3. Exolaining rules a0 orocedures 10 me in detail A 8 .
4. Organizing my work activities A 8 4
5. Latting me know wriere | stand in my work A 3 s,
6. Letung me know what is expectec of me A 88 5.
7. Encouraging me to use uiform procedures : A 8 7.
‘8. Making his attitudas clear to me....... A 8 3.
B e, e L e e e et e A 3
11, Schecunng the work | am o ao ............................................... A 8 11,
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B. Instructions and Sample Items for Messurina Discretionary Leadershin

N Pie Method

INSTRUCT IONS: DO NOT USE THE ANSH
ANSWER SHEET. Think duout vour bo

YER SHEET FOR THI> rAGE ANb PLEASE RETURN THIS PAGE Wit YSUR
55 leader benavior and how it is getermuned Ly the various faciors meni:dn.:

at the beginning af this saction. Sclow are ‘allocation pies’ 10 divide up tne degrea 10 wilicn each
of these factors determings your boss’ ‘eader behavior.

A. Divide 100 points among the factors
and write the numbcr in the blank
beside sach. The totai points may not
oxcsed 100 and may ranga irom
Q up, for each factor. Please maie
sure you hava distriouted the
entirg 100 points.

~ 8. AS AN EXAMPLE, if you thought
your boss’ behavior was primarily
or mostly determined by hisovmn
choice you miyht assign him, say, a
majonty of the 100 points. That
would leave the remaining points,
10 bu distributed across one or more
of the ‘setting factors’ i you thought
his behavior was primarily ceter-
mined by factors in the sacting
you would aszign a relativaly larger
score then above to them and a
reigtively smaller score to the boss
himseif.

C. Makae these judgments for \.'our
80SS° BEHAVIOR TCWARD Ti4E
GROUP’

D. The first pis is for CONSIDERATION
and the second for TASK-ORIENTED
' STRUCTURING

CONSIDERATE BEHAVIOR is that
directed towerd making things

warm and friendty, helping and
providing advance notice of changes
and being concernad about the welfers
of subordinates.

TASK-ORIENTED STRUCTURING
BEHAVIOR is that dirscted toward

. suucturing the job situation 50 peopls
know what and how they-are to do
their job, whare they fit, where the
leader fits, etrc, <

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

PIE No. 1: CONSIDERATION GEHAVIOR  (See definition below)
Points Points

Points

PIE No. 2: TASK-ORIENTED STRUCTURING BEHAVIOR

Points

{sae dcﬁnitior
belcw

Points Points
Ty .
Points Points
|
Points Pointy

Points

o e ———"

” S eeTeonY MUNLABLE
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Exhibit A-9
Measures, Methods,and Descriptive Statistics
for Discretionary Leadership in Sample 2

(n=79)

Descriptive Statistics

Measures and Methods Mean  Skewness Réiiabi]ity

Group Discretion

Initiating Structure

1-5 Method . a6 -.09 912
0-1 Method i 7.0 < | .86
Pie Method 207 94 NAD
Consideration | | |
"1-5 Method‘ | 3%.3 -.65 .90
0-1 Method 67 g .85
Pie Method | 30.7 .36 TS
~Individual Discretion \ |
Initijating Sfructure _
1-5 Method M. . -.29 .94
0-1 Method 6.6 7 .72
Consideration |
1-5 Method 38.1 -1.0 .93
0-1 Method | 6.8 -.95 .74

aSpearman-Brpwn_corrected sp]it-ﬁ§1f correlations.

PyA = not applicable.
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some improvement. Particularly important was the reduétibn in
skewness for the 0-1 method. Re]iabi]j;fes.were somewhat higher |
thanAin the previous sample as hoped from,the grouping of items

. : - . E: 4

and nore detailed instructions. . -

—— e

Exhibit A-10 shows data for the convergence, discrimination,
and methods tests for group discretionary leadership. Convergence

is accéptab]e for the 1-5 and 0-1 methods, while all methods pass’

the teét for discrimination. = Again, however, the intercorrelations

! N B
\,

amqhg the dimensions for any one method swamp all other correla-
tiohé. Similar data for individual 1éadersh1p are in Exhibith-II. -

- Grouping of items did not help the method variance problem. A

\

jarger study_usinéia revised version of the LBDQ to measure leader
behavior showed muéh the'same.findings_(th;ieéheim % DeNisi, 1978).
Thus, we concluded that using LBDQ initiaiing-structure and consid-
eration to develop a subordinate perception measure of leader dis-
cretion was notAfruitfu]: This can be more clearly seen in the
surmary shown in Exhibit A-12 for Sample 2. .

Individual and Group Leadership in Sample 2. Data concerning

the potential split between individual "and group leadership were
also reexamined. ﬁafa fn Exhibit A-13 clearly su&ggst no measured
differencés in 1ndiv1dua1\and group perceptjons of:1ghder behavior.
It was decided to drop the distincEion and éqncentrate on the groupA
measures since the group approach-has received the most attention
and was most consistent with the major thrust cf our Multiple

Influence Apgroach to Leadership. We suﬁgest that the distinction
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108



.. Exhibit A-10
Group Discretionary Leadership Data (n=79) for Convergence,
’

A DiscriMinatiqn,and/Methods Tests in Sample 2

| 1.5 0-1 Pie
~ Method ~ Method Method

IS CON = IS CON IS  CON

1.5 . e
— CON 1.00 |
4 | 1.00 1!I§'
CON N 39 | . {II; 1.0
1s 26 .14 21 .06 ] - 1‘i>
Pie ‘ ‘
CON -.08 22 .20 21 -

*
IS = In1t1at1ng structure; CON = Considerat1on

IS 4

Key Convergence Test: Under]ined correlations should be
greater than .4 (monotrait- heteromethod r> .4).

Discrimination Test: Underlined correlations within a box
shou]d be greater than other correlations in the same box. (mono-
trait-heteromethod r > hetérotrait- heteromethod r).

Method Test: Circled correlations should be less than

under]ined corre1ations(heterotra1t monomethod r < monotrait-hetero-
method r).
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T Exhibit A-11

. . \\\\ : )
Individual Discretionary Leadership Data (n=79)
fof ConVergenée, Discrimination, and

Meﬁhods Test in Sample 2

1-5. . 0-1
Method Method

IS - CON s CON

Is 40 - .14 1.00 ‘
L[ ®
cON .27 45 1.00

* : .
IS = Initiating structure; CON = Consideration.

Key: . Convergence Tes :: Underlined correlations should be
greater than .4 (monotrait-heteromethod r > .4).

. Discrimination Test: Underlined correlations within ~
a box should be greater than other correlations in the same box.
(monotrait-heteromethod r > heterotrait-heferomethod r).

Method Test: Circled correlations should be less than

underlined correlations(heterotrait-monomethod r < monotrait-hetero-
method r). . '
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Exhibit A-12

Summary of Results for Diséretionary Leadership Measures

in Sample 2
Tests
) o .2 3 -4 5
Measures & Methods Skewness’ Reliability Convergence Discrimination Method
aroup Discretion |
Initiating Structure
1-5 Methed oK (114 With 0-1 . With 0-1 & Pie None
0-1 Method CK (114 With 1-5 With 1-5 & Pie ~ None
Pie Method 0K NA None " With 1-5 & Pie —None-————-
Consideration . ; ] _ .
1-5 Method © 0K 0K "~ With 0-1 With 0-1 & Pie | /None' B
0-1 Method 0K 0K With 1-5 _With 1-5 & Pie ~_—None
Pie Method - 0K CNA None " With 1-5 & 0=1 ° - None
Individual |
Discretion
Initiating structure ‘
1-5 Method 0K 0K With 0-1 With0-1 -~ None
0-1 Method o 1]4 0K With 1-5 " With 1-5 None
Consideration ‘ ' N
1-5 Method 0K 0K With 0-1 With 0-1 = None
0-1 Method 0K v 0K With 1-56 With 1-5 None
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‘ Exhibit A-13
Correlations (n=79) Between Individual and Group

Measures of Leader Behavior in Sample 2

Individual |  Group
1S, CoN 15 " CON

lIndividua]
1s" 1,00
coN” - @ S

Group

1s g1 49 | 1.00
CON. .53 i , 1.00

" ~ :
IS = Initiating structure; CON = Consideration.

~Key: Convergence Test: Underlined correlations should be
greater than .4 (monotrait-heteromethod r > .4).

, Discrimination Test: Underlined correlations within a boi‘
should be greater than other correlations in the same box. (mono-
trait-heteromethod r > heterotrait-heteromethod r). ;

~ Method Test: Circled correlations should be less than i
underlined correlations (heterotrait-monomethod r < monotrait-hetero-

method r).
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between ihdividuﬁ] and group leadership may be rga] and conceptually
important for predicting‘some criteria, but wé.are not able to make
a separate, distﬁnét measurement at this stage of instrument devel-
opment. ) | |

Self Perceptions of Discretionary Leadership--

"~ Sample 3

Sample 3 consisted of 27 managers in diverse organizations
operating in the Dallas~Fort Worth metrbp]ex. Here individuals
were asked to describe fheir owh behavior toward subordinates on
both leader behavior and the 1-5, 0-1,and pie methods for discre-
tionary leadership. Thetrackwas’taken in an attemp; to devise
another approach to measuring discretion if the employee percep-
tion route failed. Unfortunately, data pfov}ded in Exhibit A-14
are not very promising. Only the 1-5 and 0-1 initiating structure
convergence correlation meets the criterion and even here there is.
a lack of discrimination (0.48 is less than the IS-CON éorre1ation
of 0.51 across methods?}. As before there were considerable prob]ém§
with method bias. We concluded fhat self-reports were not apprq;
priate for accessing discretionary leadership. The psychometric
strengths found with:emb1oyee perceptions were lost with the sg]f—
repoft;approach.

- Rethinking on thé Concept and Measurement

of Discretionary Leadership

Pilot data éan be useful if they both help refine concepts
and move the research toward more psychoggtrica]]y sound methods

of measurement. With less than satisfaétory results from three
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Exhibit A- 14
Group D1scret10nary Leadersh1p Self- Report Data (n=27)
for Convergence, Discrimination, and Hethods Tests

in Sample 3

1-5 0-1 ~ Pie
Method Method - Method

IS CON IS CON IS CON

N v 1.00 /

. 0 . 14 - .
— N |-.25 29 | | -9 .02 1.00

IS = In1t1at1ng structure; CON = Consideration

Key: Convergence Test: Under]ined corre]ations should be
greater than .4 (monotrait-heteromethod r > .4).

Discrimination Test: Underlined correlations within a
box should be greater than other correlations in the same box.
(monotrait-heteromethod r > heterotrait- heteromethod r).

Method Test Circled corre]ationa should be less than

underlined corre]ations(heterotrait-monomethcd r < monotrait-hetero-
method r).
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- pilot samp1es using a variety of approaches to measure discretion-
ary leadership, we decided to take a’c]bsen.1ook at the concept of
discretion. * o o

Originally, welassumed that leader behavior could be divided
into discretfonary and reduired portions much as one would cut a
pie into two ditfenent slices. This simplifying assumption lead
to items which agked respondents, either implicitly pr‘exp1ic1t1y,'
to cut leader behavior into s1ices Respondents, however, could
not make this d1st1nct1on and saw d1scret10nary and requ1red\1ead°r-~
ship as independent. Thus, we took another 1ook at the measurement
of leadership w1thout chang1ng the conceptua] definiticn of d1s-\\
.cretionary leadership as influence over and above that vested in \\
the manager1a1 role. |

Looked at in a d1fferent manner, the essence of d1scret1oni

ary leadership is embodied in the phrase "he can and he does

Act1ons taken 1n’oppos1t1on to external forces "he can't but tries

anyway" may be 1nf1uence attempts, but they are clearly not dis-

cretionary leadership. Fa11ure to act when action can be taken
shows opportunity 1ost. Thus, "he could but ddesn't" constitUtes :
another important phrase. ana]]y, it was recognized that some |
leaders cannot act and do not_attempt t? build inf1uence_beydnd
that required. Thus. the phrase "can't\?nd doesn't" appeared to
be important. . L o -

Via informal discussions with 1eaders and colleagues, mev

attempted to find out whether they could adequate]y-categorize the
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1gadef behavior of individuals int6 one of our four phrases: (1) can
and does; (2) can't but tries anyway; (3) could but doesn't; and
(4) can't and doesn't&jt Individuals with some experience in
describing leaders who had been in their posts.for several months
had 1ittle difficulty using this format. Further, we askéd them to .
describe the requirements p]aced bn leaders, és a crude measure of
required leadership. Again we informally found this approach
"to'be useful and easily understood. We returned td,our pilot measures
. and also attembted to develop a more straightforward Likert approqch.
We wanted to avoid the simp]e 1-51method given our earlier problems
with method bias. The pie-apbroach yielded the greatest separation
between the dimensions but had questionable convergence. We devi%ed
a modified version of point allocations asking réépondénts to
attribute the behavior to either the leader or other circumstances.
Lengthy discussions with col]eagdes and some additional instru-
ment development work by Schriesheim (1978) basédmon previous versions
of the LBDQ provided anotner bage measuring instrument. Héfe four
~ distinct dimensions of leadership were proposed to replace the tradi-
.tiona1 initiating structure-consideration split (see Exhibit A-15). |
Tpree of the dimensions centered on téék related behaviors. They
aﬁe: rules and procedures, work assignments,and role éiarity. Data
from sgvera] samples (Schriesheim, 1978; Jermeir & Berkes, 1979)
suggested that these were less interrelated than the two-dimeﬁsion
LBD&\but used similar>items. The fourth dimension, called sqbport,
appeahfd'similar in many ways to thé old consideration. We %e]t a

more detailed division of task behaviors might allow us to more
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Exhibit A-15

Discretionary and Required Leadership-Measures for Sample 4

A. Discretionary Leadership - Categorical Method

Here we are interssted in how your boss behaves toward you on the Job. For each
of the {tems below, circle the most appropriate response.

106
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1. Explains the level of performance that £8 28 2= 28 &8
{s expected of me - A 8 ¢ 0D ..X
2. Helps make working on my job more pleasant A- B ¢ ] X
3. Tells me how I am to go about my job A B ¢c .0 -X
c. / {
4. Puts me on specific Joby / A 9 ;€ 0 X
E } AT ST
5. Considers my feelings A B ¢ VI §
6. Explains the quaiity of work that {s .
expected cf me ' _ A 8 .¢ 0 X
7. Emphasizes rules apH regulations which - )
affect how I co.my job__ A ] c D X
8. Gives me broad job assignments A B € 09X
v . /
9, Decides how I am to do my job A 8 ¢ 0 X
10. Looks out for mylpersonal welfare A B ¢ D X
11. Gives specific explanations of what is
expectad of me or 7y job _ ‘A 8 c 0 X
12. Carafully defines what jobs [ am to do A 8 ¢ 90 X
"13. Ooces things to make my Job more nleasant , A ] c D X
14, Gives me specific work assignments A 8 c 0 X
15. Explains what is expected.of me on my job A B c 0 X
16. Maintains a friendly working relationship
with me A 8 c bj X
17. Gives me instructions on how to do my job ‘A 8 c 0 X
18. Lets me decide what specific duties to
perform ’ : A 8 c 0 X
19. Gives me clear goals to reach on my
Jeb A ] o D X
20. Llets me develop my own methods for doing .
© my Job : ' A 8 c D X

, W N
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B. Discretionary Leadershio - Point Method _ /

. . by a
Think of your boss' leader behavior as being cqntrollgd by himself and
cggginatfgn of outside factors. The outside factors include: UPPER BRAS§
DIRECTIVES, OTHER SUPERVISORS AT HIS LEVEL, WRITTEN POLICIES, JOS REQUIREAENTQ&
OTHEZS IN YCUR HORK UMIT, YCU, PLUS FACTORS QUTSIDE THE TCC.

For sscn o the four benaviors below gllocaie 100 pants between your bosg’ contrt
that would mean the remaining 70 poiats would go to outside factors.
1. Clarifying what {s expected of me in my work
____points for boss
2. Assigning me to specific work tasks
poinis for boss

3. Specifying rules, procedures and policies for me to use or follow in
executing my -job :

points for boss

4. Heistaining a pleasant and friendly working relationship with me

>paints for bo;s

C. Required Leadershin

Some leaders are required %o do more than others. These requirements may
stem from UPPER 32ASS DIRECTIVES, OTHER SUPERVISORS AT HIS LEVEL, WRITTEN
POLICIES, JCB REQ,IREMENTS, OTHERS IM YOUR.WORK UNIT, YCU, FACTORS OUTSIDE
THE TCC, etc. To what eatent is your boss required to do the.following:

. Few "Many
Requirements Requirements
Maintain a pleasant wnd frieﬁdly wofkiné ' . \
relationship with me h 1 2 3 4 ) :
“Assign-me to specific work tasks ) 1 2 3 4 5
Spacify rules, procedures, and policies for
me to use in executing my job 1 2 3 4 5
Clarify what is expected of me.in my work : 1 2 3 4 5
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clearly differentiaté between dimensions at both the conﬁeptua]
"and measurement 1eve1s.».we were ready to pilot a revised version
of our discretionary leadership instrument with a more homogeneous sample
; centering on individuals with similar tgsks in.one organization.
Hnre we selected a pilot subsample of Army télecommunications
centers from the population of céntefs which was to serve as the
base for the preéent stﬁdy.
The sample size for the pilot communications sample.(Sample
4) was thirty-eigﬁt. Appendix B explains the procedures used |
and problems encountered with fhe mail questiqnnaife approach used.
The pilot allowed us not only to check our revised instruments but
to test the adequacy of our.mai1 Quéstionnaire appwroach. Changes
could then be made to both instruments and proceduregfbefore'fhe

present study was conducted.

Results for Sample 4
| Exhibit A-16 shows the mean, skewness,and.reliability for the
new approach to distretgonary leadership. Skewness is not a prob-
lem and the re]iabi]ities.are more than acceptgbie.' h

Exhibit A-17 shows results for the cdﬁvérgence, discrimination,
and method tests. All conQergence correlations are acceptable for
all dimensions. Discrim{nation comparisoéé are'acceptab1é for some
séts_of dimensions but not others. Nhgn all dimensions are con-
sidered, rb]e clarity éﬁdiéupport are adcebtabTe. Work assignments
is aﬁceptab]e if ro]e.c1arity is drobped white rules and procedures
ast pagses this test if rb]e clarity is not considered. Moving

to the most difficult test--that for method variance, the range

\
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Exhibit A-16 ”;\
Measures, Methods, and Déscriptive Statistics for Group

Discretionary Leadérship in Sample 4 (n=38)

Descriptive Statistics

" Measures and Methods - ' Mean Skewness Reliability

Categori¢a1 Method

Role Clarity o 1.58 .55 - .89
Work Assignments 1.08 . -.33 .94
Rules & Prdcedures 1.13 | -.45 .85
Support 1.66 -.87 L
Point Method. | ) ‘ ’
Role Clarity 47.3 .07 NAL
Work Assignments ' 51.2 -7  a
Rules & Procedures . 42.3 .45 _ NA
Support 65.2 . =.52 ~ NA

* .
Spearman-Brown corrected split-half correlations.

*k .
~ Not applicable.
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Exhibit A-17
Group Discretionary Leadership Data (n=38)
\
for Convergence, Discrimination,and

Methods Tests in Sample 4

Categorical ' Point
.RC WA RP supp RC WA RP SUPP

Categorical Method
RC” 1100

A" 1.00 |
RP™ 1.00

*
SUPP @ @ @ 1.00

Point Method
RC 1 .73 .56 .48 .46 1.00

WA 55 .52 .33 321 (76 1.00

RP | .48 .26 .45 .29 @ .
supe | .39 .47 .21 .57 O . (3% 1.0

%* . ’
- RC = Role Clarity; WA = Work Assignments; RP = Rules and Pro-
cedures; and SUPP = Support. .

Key: Convergence Test: Underiined correiat1ons should be greater
than .4 (monotrait-heteromethod r > :4).

Discrimination Test:‘ Underlined correlations within a box
should be greater than other correlations in the same box. (mono-
trait-heteromethod r > neterotrait-heteromethod r).

Method Test: Circled correlations should be less than

underiined correiations(neterotrait monomethod r < monotrait-hetero-
method r).
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of acceptable dimensions narrows to two. Both support and rules and

procedures pass. The two\othérktask dimensions'have.high method vgriance
corre1atibns. This is particd]arly the case with role clarity. The
recommended instrument con;ists of the 14 items shown in Exhibit C-5.
Six jtems did not pass an item analysis test and were omittéd from
further examination. |

The scoring procedure adopted for the categorical method was based
in\large‘measure upon principles of operant conditioning (e.g., damner,
1974, Skiﬁﬁer, 1969) and exchange theories (e.g., Emerson, 1972; Homans,"
19815 Jacobs, 1671). The present mode] has proposed that, in any complex
organization, enviroﬁmental conditions and structuré] conditions Vary among
subsystens creafing specific opportunities and}pfob]ems which. the subsystem
is not designed fo handle. Leaders are expected to respond to these "gaps"
with discretionary leadership to increase perfo}mance and member s;fisfaction
However, 2xternal forces may 1imit the leader's ébi]ity to build influence
above and beyond that typically required by the position. Hence, not only
must the leader perceive and respond to thev"need" for discretionary leader-
ship, he/she must also know and respond tq fhose'factors which may limit
discretionary activity. For example, increasing Eomp]exity in the environ-
ment, context, and structure of a unit may increase the need for discretion-
ary leadership, but the leader's ability to influence his subordinates may
be restricted by the setting (e.g., the subsystem may be in the process of
reorganization), the environment (e.g., on1y11imited resourcéthay-Be
avai]ab]e),.or the nature of the group {e.g., a cohesive group with an
anti-management orientation). Thus, while the existing environmental and

structural conditions affect the "need" for discretionary 1eadershib, they
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also affect the degree to which the leader can or Eannog effectively
initiate such leadership activity.

The present model also makes the inp]icft assumption that increased
need for discretionary 1eadership is directly related to increased opportun-
ities to exercise discretion. Thus, as complexity inereases, not only
does the need for discretionary leadership 1ncrease but also the 'bpportunity"
for such 1eadersh1p. In other words, 1ncreas1ng or decreasing complexity
serves as a signal or, in operant conditioning terms, a "discriminative
stimulus" indicatfng that discretionary actfvity can or cannct be implemented.

Given the presence or absence of such a discriminative stimulus, there
may or may not be an operant response on the part of the leader. That is,
the leader may respond to the st mulus with the necessany act1v1ty (“can and
does") or he/she may not respond when the need and assumed opportun1ty
persents itself ("could but doesn' t"). Similarly, when the d1scr1m1nat1ve
stimulus is absent and no opportun1ty for d1scret1onary 1eadersh1p exists,
the leader may yield no response ("can't and doesn' t") or may initiate
activity when it is not needed ("can't but tries anyway") The matrix of
need and opportunity comb1ned with the presence or absence of a response
resulted in the four a]ternative;'ﬂsed in the categorical method.

~In addition to the exjstenee of these four a]ternatines, eaeh was given
an arbitrary Weight depending upon the nature of the stimu]us-nesponse
relationship. A condition where the discriminative stimulus is -present and
the~appropniate resnbnse follows ("can'and doee") was viewed as a positive
outcone'and given a weight of +4. A condition where the stimulus is nresent
and no response occurs ("could but doesn't") was viewed as a negative out-

come where opportunities are'lost (e.g., Osborn et al., 1980) and given a
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 weight of -2. A situation where the stimulus is absent (i.e., the}apprOpri-
ate opportunities for discretionary leadership do not exist) and no response
ﬁiihmadé ("can't and doesn't") was viewed essentially as a neutral outcome.
However, in the context of the "favorableness" of an organization's en-
vironment, such an outcome is distinctly negatiVe (Osborn et al., 1980).
Thus, this category was given a weight of -1. Finé]]y, a situaticon where.
"the stimulus is absent but an inappropriate response.iﬁ initiated ("can't
but tries anyﬁay") was a]sp vieWed as a negative outcome. In fact, given
the 1iterature'né§arding the negatiyé impact of leader activity when it is
not warranted by thg situation (e:g., House & Mitchell, 1974), this category
was considered to represent dysfunctional Teadership_and given a weight
of -3.* This weighted Scoring method was used in analysis of the primary
survey data and ngpresents the preferred method at the present time. |
The ;pointﬁ method of measuring discretiqnary‘1eadership, which wns
used a; a va]idatin§ insfrument.for the catego;inni method, was based on a
 different theoretical approach. While the categorical hethod emanates from
theories of conditioning and exchange, the point gystém is basgd on.an
attribution perspective (e.g., Jones & Davis, 1965; Kelley, 1973). It is
postulated that leader behavior thaf is attributed to.role requirements carriés
less / weight énd has less influence on employee behavior and attitudes
thah leader behavior which is attributed more to the leader himself and his
discretionary activity. Thus,-if the suﬁordinafe-attributes a 1arger share
of the 1eader's actigity'to his/hen own volition than to the position nnd

externabféctors, this should serve as an indicator of discretionary leader-

*Since the weights,assigned were somewhat subjective, alternative scoring
systems were investigated such as scoring "can and does" as +1 and
all other categories as -1 to represent the distinction between positive
and negative outcomes. Comparison of the preferred weighting system
with others showed little empirical differences among them with correlation

coefficients in the vicinity of .9.
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ship. For example, leader consideration-that is attributed to be solely |

—

a function of external role requirements is unlikely to have a substantial \\\\“‘\\\\\\
impact on increasing a subordinate's pérformance or satisfaction. On the
other hand, consideration that is attributed to be a function of the leader's
desire to heip the subordinate close the gap between sgarce resources and
task difficulty may'have greater impact and influence on the éubordinate
and thereby contribute more toward increasing performance and satisfaction.
In order to validate the categorical method of measuring discretionary
leadership, the point method was used not_on]y to provide a validating in-
strument, but one which was based on an entirely different theoretical
orientation as well. Although thé sample- used for validation in the pilot
study was small, we did obtain support for two dimensions using almodif{ed
form of the Campbell and Fiske convergent-discriminant va]idity approach.
With these findings, we were prepared to conduct the prfhéry survey of

Army telecommunication centers.
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Appendix B |
Details Concerning the Mail Questionnaire Administration
With written approval of the Seventh Signal Command to send

mail questionnaires to selected personnel, it was initially felt
that a high retuirn rate would be forthcoming from a pilot sample
of Army telecommunications centers (TCC). The actual return rate
was about 25 percent. This_rate was not Jjudged to be high_enough
for the major study. It was therefore determined that an unusual
effort would be needed to increase the return rate to an aécept—
able level. This appendix outlines the brocedures used in the
initia] pilot and the revised 5rocedures and concludes with some sug-
gestions for other researchers who wish to achieve high return
rates from mail surveys to military units.

The Initial Pilot Study

The procedure used in the initial pilot study wa$ ba§ed as
much as possible on recommendations made in a mail survey/review
article by Kanuk- and Berenson (1975). Five‘target‘TCC units .
were selected by staff personnel from the Seventh Signal Command.
A total of 125 potentially usable operative ;énspnne1 and shift
supervisors were in these five units. Formal cooperation was
granted by the Seventh Signal Command and a letter of cooperation
was signed by an appropriate official. The letter explained the °
purpose of the study, showed the support of higher administrators,
and encouraged participation. Following recent intervpretations

of the privacy act and university requirements for subjects involved in

social science research, an "informed consent form" was included

with the questionnaire.
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-anstrumene

The survey instrument contained all of the scales shown
in appendix C with the exception of 1atera1'ieadérship and
measures of specific task environment. in addition, the item
format for each scale was approximately the same as it appears in

the appendix. The questionnaire was printed on 7 by 8 1/2 dinch

booklets.

Procedure

Each operétor and shift supervisor in the pilot samp1e was
mailed the survey individually. The package they received con-
tained the following: - (1) the questionnaire booklet; (2) a cover
letter from the Seventh Signg] Command endorsing the project and
requesting their participation; §3)‘an informed cohsenf form; |
(4) an instruétion sheet; and (5) a return mai1; postage-paid
envelope. The instruction sheet informed the parficipants thatw
théy were to complete the questionnaire, sign-the'consént form,
and return both to the researchers using the return envelope.
Fo11owing_the privacy act, respondents were requested.to parti-
cipate and not required to complete the survey.

Three weeks fo]ToWing the mai]ing'of the quesfionnaire, a
reminder letter was mailed to all non-respbnding participants. If
the completed questionnaire had not been received. two weeks fol-
lowing that time, another comhlete set of questionnaire materials
was sent. Two weeks later a third follow-up set of materials was
sent to the non-respondents. .Thus, three follow-up contacts were
made 3, 5, and 7 weeks fo11owing the initié] mailing. Identifica-

tion of respondents was made through the signature on the consent
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form which accompanied the questionnaire. If no consent form was
enciosed, the unit of origin was identified using the postmark on
the return envelope. | |

~ Results _

At the time of the first follow-up, only 20 percent of the
oberator-shift supervisor questionnaifes had been réceived. The
'second follow-up mgi]ing increased the operator return and shift
supervisor return Ey thrée percent and the third fd]]ow-up increased
the rate 1ess'thaﬁ two percent. Thus,lthe final sample included
about 25 percent of the target re;pondents.

This extremely Tow roturn ré%e was of considerable concern
and efforts;weré made to iso]afe the key reasons. Conversations
with TCC personnel, staff aids at the ngenth Signal Cmﬂnand,and
. experienced researchers affiliated with the Army Research Institute,
in';ddition to a review of the literature since the 1975 Kanuch

and Berenson article, suggested the following:

1. Follow-up procedures could be reinforced by making them
closer together and by introducing personal contact.

2. Many potential respondents felt they had to complete the
questionnaire on their own personal time. Clarification
was sought and authorization was granted to use work
time if the sample were more limited.

3. Subjects were urged to complete the questionnaire, but
no suspense date or due date was given. It was strongly
suggested that such a due date be established for the
next administration.

4. Individuals had been asked to return their signed -

- informed consent form with their questionnaire. Several
felt their responses could be identified. Therefore, for
the next administration, completed questionnaires were to
be returned separately from the informed consent forms.
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5. 0IC's, and their civilian equivalents, did not know if
their subordinates had received questionnaires and could
not schedule time for completion. While many wanted to
assist, they desired some discretion over the timing of
“the effort. Thus, it was decided to ask commanders to
distribute surveys and collect the completed, sealed
questionnaires and send them to us directly.

6. The survey appeared longer than necessary. This appeared
to be due both to the extra "psychological length" imposed
by the booklets which did not allow for as many questions
on a page as an 8 1/2 x 11 inch format and to some
redundancy in the questions asked. Some redesign of the booklet
and study was made to correct these problems while still main-
taining adequate cross-checks.

Information provided to potential participants stressed the fol-
lowing points. First, the study was suppbrted by the Seventh Signal
Command. Second, participation was vo]uhtary; a blank.question-
naire could be returned if the potent%a]’participant did not wish . -
his/her superior to know if he/she completed the survey. Third,
all responées would be held in confidence if the procedures specified
by the researchers were followed. Fourth, the study concerned
basic research which could potentially be beneficial fo the Army.

Primary Stud

In the maih study, emphasis was shifted from_concentration on
operators and supervisors to the kesponses of shift supervisors,
their superiors (NCOIC's),and. the superior of their superiors (0IC's).
Both military personnel énd their civilian equivalents were included.
A total of 110 eligible units were identified; howéver, 29 units
were considered inappropriate due to their very small size and the
fact that they had no shift supervisors and an additional 6 units
were identified as administrative units and were not sampled.

" There remained a total df 75 units which were contacted. These units

118



Procedure

contained 75 OIC'st 49 NCOIC's,and 228 shift supervisors. Support

personnel within these units were not sampled.

Instrument

Severa] versions of the. survey instrument were designed for the
study. Two versions were des1gned for the OIC, one for the com-
mander of units which contained an NCOIC and one for the commander
of units which contained no dCOIC. The NCOIC received a slightly different
form of the survey and the shift supervisors received another version.

These d1fferent forms of the survey were as similar as poss1b1e,
however, 1nstruct1ons and item content varied slightly depend1ng upon
the respondent s superV1sory level. The version administered to the
shift supervisors, along with spec1f1c environment and 1atera1 leader-
ship quest1ons asked of OIC's and NCOIC s, are shown in Append1x C.

In an effort to reduce the apparent length of the instrument

while maintaining optimum content, tne form of the survey was

Pt

altered in comparison ‘to the pilot study The scales were arranged
so that the quest1onna1re consisted of 14 pages (each 8 1/2 by 11 -
inches compared to the pilot of 7. by 8.1/2 inches). The pilot had
18 separate pages. Thus, some actual length reductipnzand redesign

made comptetion of the questionnaire less burdensome.

In addition to altering the instrument and the supervisory
level samp]ed; the procedure fdr‘administeringsthe surve)y was
altered. Jnstead of sending each incumbent the questionnaire
direct]y,'a package of materials was delivered to~thewcommandingm~eéw~~w~w—~

officer of each unit. Instructions provided with the package

t
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informed the OIC's that they were to distribute the enclosed.
questionnaires to their subordinates and complete their own question-
naire. ‘ »

When all questionnaires were comp1eted, the OIC's wefe to
coT]ect the subordinates' surveys, which were sealed and to remain
confidential, and mail them directly to the researchers. -

Enclosed in the ﬁackage,was a copy of fhe unit’s organiza-
tional chart, a return-mai] postcardaand enough surveys for~a11
supervisory personnel in the unit. The OIC was instructed to

~sign and mail the postcard.and to review thelorganizatioﬁ chart and
correct it if the unit's personnel status had changed.. If mofé
questionnaires were needed, the OIC was tp contact the researchers
directly. Further, this updated organizationa] chart Qés to be
returned with the unit's materials. |
; In summary, the unit's package containéd: A1) instrﬁctions
to the.OIC; (2) a return méiT posttaéq; (3) an organiiationa]
chart 1isting the personnel who were to receive the questionnaires;
and (4) enough qdestionnaire péckets_for each o?lthe unit's sub-
ordinate supervisory personnel and the OIC; m
" The questionnaire packets were labeled according to the
incumbent's supervisory level: shift supervisor, NCOIC,or OIC.
Enclosed in thelpacket were the fo]]dwing: (1) fhé appropriaté
questfonnaire for that level; (2) a cover-letter from aﬁ
appropriate off1c1a1 of the Seventh Signal Command; (3) a letter
Mfrom tﬁér;;;éa}chergyékaia1n1ng the study and prOV1d1ng detailed
instructions; (4) an informed consent form; (5) a postage-paid return

/
/
/o
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envelope for the informed consent form; and (6) a 7 x 10 inch
envelope in which the completed questionnaire was to be placed,
sealed, and returned to the oIC.

Instructions provided withithe questionnaire indicated that the
consent form was to be S1gned and maiied directly to the researchers .
in the enclosed enve]ope The questionnaire on the other hard, was
to be placed in the 7 x 10 enve]ope sea]ed and returned along with
the other questionnaires tc the OIC for de]ivery to the researchers.
These instructions stated explicitly that the respondents answers
to the survey'were to remain strictly confidentiai and were to be
used for research purposes on]y; In addition, the instructions
provided a Specific due date by which time the questionnaires were
to be returned-to the researchers. o

The return postcard, which was to be‘mailed by the 0IC, gave
the researchers,information'regarding who had'received the package
and on approximateiy what date the questionnaires had been distri¥

buted to the superVisory personnel One week following mailing of

~the initial packages a reminder postcard was sent to the OIC s of

units which had returned the first postcard indicating receipt of
the materials. This reminder card thanked the 0IC for his/her co-
operation and reinforced the due date for the return of the

questionnaires. For those units where there was no ev1dence that .

 materials.had been received, efforts were made to contact the OIC

by te1ephone to check on the status of the materials. If none had
been received, a new set of materials was mailed. If the materials

had been received,-the 0IC's cooperation was encouraged.
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Four weeks fo11bwing'the initial mailing of{tﬁe questionnaires,
a tabulation was made of the response rate. A1l units which had more
than one missing shift supervisor questionnaire were identified, and
a letter was sent to the 0IC for each unit. This letter encouraged
the cooperation offthe unit commander in the project and explained
the importance of a 100 percént response to the survey. An offer
" was made to send ény additional materials necessary to secure full
participapion. If no response was madelto the fifsf follow-up letter,
a second.fd11ow-up was made two weeks later. This contact consisted
of sending a second letter to the 0IC and/or sendiné a letter and
a questionnaire directly to the incumbent.

Respohée to this second follow-up was closely monitored. If ~
no response was fdrthcdming, a final contact was made by teléphone
with selected units which gave a positive response to the previous
contacts but whose data had not been'received;_=‘ | |

In summary, a reminder card was sent to the unit heads one
week following the initial mailing. The raté of respdnse for “éach
unit was closely monitored, and a follow-up contact was made with
non-resﬁonding units four, six,and eight weéks following the initial
mailing. Fo11ow-up was conducted by phone énd/or by letter with -
the uhif head énd/or with the incumbent directly. OIC's were aiso
asked to call the researcher:z if they had quest{ons. Several did.
and agréed to participate.

| | Results - '
Of the 75 uﬁits contacted, all but 2 units yielded some

response; however, the amount of data from an additional 5 units was

122

133



-

- too small to be considered useful. Therefore, 68 units or 91
»percent of the samp]é responded to the survey in large enough
nunbers to provide gsefu] information for the unit as a whole. This
figure represents 100 percent of the units with no NCOIC and 86 per-
cent of the units which contained an NCOIC. By level, thé respond-
ents' returns were: 68 of the 0IC's (91 pérten@), 42 of the
NCOIC's (86 percent) and 185 of the shift supervisors (81 percent).
Performance data for 13 of the 68 responding units was considered
"classified". Therefore, 55 of the units (81 percent) had usable
performance data. | i

On b&]ance, it appears possible to generate a high feturn rate
withoﬁt using command pressﬁfe or requiring individuals to respond.
The procedure is more cost]} and time-consuming than that often
followed. But it did yield a very high return rate for the major

part of the study.
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Appendix €
Questionnaire Measures Used

This appendix contains exhibits pertaining to the questionnaire
administered to the shift supervisors unless otherwise 1ndfcated.
Those for the NCOIC's and OIC's were sfmi]ar but differed as appro-
priate to the position.

The exhibits are arranged in the_séme sequence as the variables
are treated elsewhere in the report.

Included with the: items is information concerning the way in
which the items were combined and scored to make up each scale. When _
~an iter xas not inclgded in the calculation of a scé1e it was because
that item was tested an& found to lower the scale's overall internal ;
consistency reliability. Most of these items were also found to be

highly invariant.
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Exhibit C-1
Genaral Instructions

This questioannaira cantains guastions concerning your work and your boss. Please circle or check
what YOU feel fs the best responss. -

FLEASE %ITE:
1. four respsnses t3 these statements will remain strictly confidentsal.
2. There are 13 RIGAT OR WRONG ANSUERS to these questions and this i1 not a test of.your ability

‘or comsistancy in carking answars. Although a nusber of the items may appear similar to 2ach
othar, :’vcy\exprt;s distinct®ns which are {mportant in describing your work situaticn. .

3. Work as rapidly as you can. Your first {mpressions are usually best in such matters.

4. Plassa be sure tnat you MAKE A RESPONSE 10 EVERY [TEM. Also, make sure that you =ark only one
3ltarmzti{ve for each statement. ) .

§. Please fas] free to express any further opinions you may hava',regarding Jour work environment
- or the questions 3t the end of tne quastionnaire.

§. Tra resylts of this study will be used FOR RESZARCH PURPQSES OHLY by Professors J. G. Hunt
ang R, M. Osbars, Souvthern [11¢role University 2t Carconcale.

. |
7. Your mork unit as usad {n this questionnaire means thos2 subordinates on your $hift whd regort
direcTy %3 you. Your boss means ycur ‘cmediate supervisor. |
. = . \
TRANK 12, . \

\
i

Exhibit C-2

Specific Envi'ronment‘(CompTeted by 0IC's)

. ra e et e T AP G - T VA —————" o S, (Vi W o= = e tpe @ e . asmmm - ege m
- Ameew - B ——

Here we are intarested in the unfts with whicn your unit deals most frequently. Your unit may interace
with a number of others in zttempting to accomplisn its mission. These can be EITHER INSIDE OR QUTSIOE

the 7th Signal. Coomand. Please 11st below AT LEAST FIVE UNITS which you think are the MOST IMPORTANT
to your operations and goal attainment, ] -

. - -

1. 6.
2. : 7.
3. _ 8.
4. o ' . 9.
5. 10.

Approximately how many OTHER units are you in contact with m1ch‘|nﬁnot 11sted zbove?

gf n'ld;.he units you have contact with, about what percentage are outside of the 7th Signal
osman . - '
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-Exhibit C-2
Specific Environment (Comp1eted by 0IC's)

 Now p1caso describe both thesc units you have 1isted above as well as the other units you interact with.
Circla one altemtive for each item.
] VERY
%0 LITTLE SOME - GREAT GREAT
K . . EXTENT EXTENT  EXTENT  EXTENT FXTENT
1. Tc what extent do the actions of the units affect
the operations of your unit?.............. ceesesesmen A B c D E

2. "he action of any one unit may or may not affect the
activities of others; to what ektent do the act‘lons of
th: units affect one another?.......cc.c..- veenacs A B c D E

3. To what extent cust the units support a new project
to ensure succassful planmning and inplemnntion?.... A B - € 1} E

4. To what extent do the units restrict the activities
of your uaft?...cccn... S ceeans A 8 c D £

0-20% 21-40% 41-50% 61-80%7 81-100%

4€ 5. ¥hat percent of the time can you predict the actions , .
of the units?..... seasebeeacssssssasscsennse A B c D . E

A~ 6. Wnat parcent ¢f the time can you predict the
expectations of the units?............ cemesemnses e A B C D E

¥*x 7. Wnat percent of the time are you certain about how to.
C res;n:-d to mees the actions or expectations of the
Units?.ieinnnenen tesmssmsssancse vemesenae cestmssssans A B c 1] E

3. What r. grcent of tha t*h.-e do you receive informaticn too
lata to capitalize on or offsat changes in actions or
expectaticns of the units’.; ................... A B c D E

A §. What percent of the “tire can you determine whether a
response to-the actiors or expectations of a unit was ]
effective for“'e v.ni.s .......... seessamsassssnes A B < D E

: VERY
NO LITTLE - .SOME GREAT GREAT
o EXTENT EXTENT  EXTENT  EXTENT  EXTENT
10F To what extanr hava the units been groaing (e.g., in
tarms of hudjars, persennel, projects) in the last ,
three yn-s?...;. ............ Ceeeseas Cerammiaen cereeen A B c D - E

1. o what extenT ==vs . the urits res eived .new Sources
of suoparr in Delast "m.-. years Y o . A B € 0 E

12. To wazxt exta=
vour enft faverasie? . ccmmeviceaeaaes veesee cesessees A B c 0 €

13. 7o wnat extews 3T= the policies o‘ the umts toward

your urnit consisTemt over tael.llllllai teemsssaaas A B ) c D E
15, To wmat extest Io the vails have slack or reserves

fm rRIaUrT25T . .. ioieiasssecseeseacccssonrataecanses R B8 C D £
15. 75 what extEnT are Ine uni"s pcu-rfu'l... .............. A B c D E
15. To wn2t extens z=e the units able to adapt to change? A 8 ‘C Ly} E

Scale Calculation of Scale

Interdependence $ 1-4

Volatility £5,6,7,9

Favorability ' £ 10, 11, 13, 14

Scoring: A=1 to E=5> except for items with
asterisk (*) which are reverse scored.
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Exhibit C-3
Contextual Variables

Between-Unit Workflow

The next four questions are about the flow of-work bétwaen your work unit and others necessa;r'y

to get that work done.

Indegendent Work Flow Case, where your unit recefves
work from one“or a number of different units and sends
it on to saveral others after complete processing.

Sequential Work Flow Case, where your unit receives
the worx from one unit and orocesses it for another
as one unit {n a series.

. n/ Your N, 5

Reciprocal Work Flow Case, whare your unit is in
direct contact with one ar another in a back-and«
forth carner ovar a period of time.

o

Yeaz sork Flow Case, where your unit collaborates
With Qinars td diagnose problems and solve them.

Scale

Between-Unit Workflow

128

138

Please circle only one alternative for each case.

ALMOST S AsoUT ALMOST
NONE LITTLE 502 A LOT - ALL
A B ¢ ) E

ALMOST ABOUT \ ALPOST
NONE LITTLE 505 A[LOT  ALL

A .8 c P A

ALMOST A30UT ALYOST

NONE LITTLE 502 A LOT Lt
A B ¢ 0 E
ALMOST A30UT ALMCST
NONE -LITTLE 503 A LOT  ALL
A 3 ¢ D E
S
~

;

Calculation of Scale

SCORE = (Item 1x0) + (Item 2x0.33)
+(Item 3x0.66) + Item 4,
A=1 to E=5. -

BEST COPY pvaiLrRlE -




. @ Task Specialization

*
*

1.

(3]
.

w
.

what percant of the employees in your work unit perform the same Job2...

What percent of the emplayess in your work unit make decisions of

0- 21- d41- 51-

..... eees A 8 C 0

Ca]cu1ation of Scale

Task Specialization

Scoring:

A=1 to E=5 except for items with
asterisk (*) which are reversed scored.

129

the Same type?....cccececce R LR RERRT T RRREPRY veveasanena
What percent of the emoloyees in your work unit have more than cne

jobo to perform?........ teeteecatacatacannaas eccedscncsnance tesssccsaasen
Scale

1, 2,3

133
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Exhibt C-4

Structural Variables y

/

e Formalization /

/

s
/

The following questions consicer whether doctments are available 1rrespect{v/a/'of whether they are
actually vied. A docurent is at a minimum a single piece of paper with printed, typed, or otherwise
reproduced content--not handwritten. '

' /
1. Who is given a cony of the organization chart? {Check one) !

A. Ho one

B. The commander/director only )

C. The commander/director plus the ?COIC (if any)
i
'

0. The commander/directar, HCOIC (if any), plus shift suparvisors
E. All employees in the TCC K C
2. What percentags of non-suparvisory es/np{oyees_ are given written of:eratin‘g‘ {nstructions? (Check one)
A 0-3 __B. 21-t0% ,__C. 41-60z ___0. 6130z __E. 81-100%
Are written terms of reference o[r' job descriptions given to ‘the following? "’ )
3. The cemmander/director _.,..'i.Y“ -~ lo
4, Suparvisary employzes ;Yes __HNo
5. tion-supervisory employees __ Yes __ HNo
6. Is a masual of rules and regulations available? ___Yes __ Mo
7. Is a writien statemenc of pol'fcies avaﬂab]e? o Yes __ No
3. Is a writtzn work-flow jchedule avaﬂab.l‘e'? ___Yes __ Mo,
9. What garcentaga of nonsupervisory employees turn in a wriiten reporé on 2 regular basis? (Chzck ons}
A, 0-26% __ B.21-40% ___C.41-60% __ 0. 61-80% ___E.. 81-1C0%
Scale , Calculation of Scale
Formalization (Standardized Variables) : r1to9

Scoring: A=1 to E=5, No=1, Yes=2 all items standardized before summation.

130



® Decentralization

Here we would 11ke to ask you"to answer in tenns of typical work units within a TCC, not necessarily
your own. Please circle gne alternative for each of the following statements.

How much influence does the typical supervisor at your boss' level have over...?

. . QUITE VERY DON'T
NONE LITTLE SOME A BIT MUCH  KNOW

a. establishing 2 budget for the unit............. ... A B ¢ b. E X
b. hiring and firing personnel........ A v B A D £

c. promoting and demoting personnel.................. A B. ‘ c ] 3 X
d. establishing 2 new project or program........ veeee A B c 0 E X
e. setting work quotas......... eees ceeveenan eeeeaans A B- ¢ D £ X
f. establishing rules and procedures........cce...... | A B " C D E X
g. datermining how work exceptions are to be handled. A 8 ¢ 0 3 X
‘h. purchase of susplies and Nuipxrent..:........ ...... -,A B c 0 E 4

0- 21- 41- 61- 81-
‘202 40% 60%. 80x% 100%

——— Emamen  —— ——

Approximately what cercant of the budgat for a typical unit is

diractly under the 5Css' Control?. . eieeiiiiiiniieneinranerancennencnnn . A 8 C D E
Approximataly hew large 2 parcent of 2 subordinate s merit raise .

{s under control of the ty;ncal (1.1 3 vecestmrecieianciaee. A 8 c D E
Whare the typical bess dses not have 2~ formal authority ta make a

-dacision, what percane of the time is " . {mmediate supervisor

autnorized to make dacisiens ~rat‘1er than being required tc refer . . ]

them to a higher Tavel}?......... el ceeseensentectisertsentionatissenns . A B C D0 E

Approximataly whas rerzzat ef the' :1’::0 are promction recommendations - v
of a typical boss z2esepradT......l.. Vegeseeseatetncecececettaseennes ... A B € D E

~

If you ware t2 de_-.:.-'ibe a2 tyrical work unit within a TCC 2o an ouisider. would you call it: (Check one),

k. Very censmalized -

8. Somewhat zemzralized

C. About .as z2rtralizas 25 decantralized

L. Scmewnas fesamzmliczed

£. VYary Zpzsmzralizad
Scale Calculation of Scale
Decentralization : £ la-1n, 2, 3, 4, 5

Scoring: A=1 to E=5, X scored as missing data.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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A:Nithin-Unit Workflow

1.

The next four questions are about the internal flow of work between the employees in your work unit.
Listed and diagrammed below are four common ways that the work performed in your unit can flow

- between the employees. (Your boss should be considered OUTSIDE the boxes below.)

Pleass indicate to the right of each case how much of the normal work in your unit flows between
the employees 1n the mannsr described. Please circle only one altermative for each case.

Independent Work Fldw Case, vhere work and activities
are performed by emplayses s:parately.

, Yotk Patsrs Unie
R-3E- I
v v v

Vork Laawves Unit

Sequentisl Work Fles Case, where wark and activities

tiow bacwesn employeas, but most in only one direction.

' %ork Eutars Unit
1

b—so——»? \

tork Lsaves Ucit

Reciprocal Work Flow Case, where work and activities
flca catwesn ersioyees in-a back-and-forth manner
over 2 seriod of tire.

Work I=ters Unis

Gy

S'?rk Lesves Cnit

Tesn worx Fiew C2se, where work and activities

cce (o3 Jour uait and exdloyees diagnose, problom
sclve, and callabarzte as & group at the same time
in ceezings to deal with the work.

Yok 2=tars Oait

AJ

N )

[ ~~D York leazvas Usit

Scale

Within-Unit Workflow

132

140

ALMOST . ABOUT ALMOST
NONZ LITTLE 50% A LOT AL
A 8 c D 3

ALMOST ABOUT ALMOST
WOME LITTLE 502 A LOT  ALL

A 8 c D E

ALKOST ABOUT ALMOST

NONE LITTLE 50% A LOT  ALL
A B c o E

ALMOST - ABOUT ALMOST

NONE LITTLE 50% A LOT  ALL
A B C ) E

Calculation of Scale

Score =;(Item 1x0) + (Item 2x
0.33) + (Item 3x0.66) +
Item 4; A=1 to E=5.

BEST COPY AvAILABLE



WTask Standardization

1. How sany written rules and procedures exist for doing your major tasks? (Check one)

A. Very few N
8. A small number -
C. A moderate number

0. A large number

E. A'great number

|11

g

precisely do these rules and procedures specify how your major tasks are done? (Check one)
AR. Very general :
8. Hostly general ’
C. Somewhat specific
D. Quite specific
E. Very specific

3. To what extent did you follow standard procedures or practices to do your major tasks in the last
thres months? (Check one)

A. To no extent

B. Littie extent

C. Soms extent

0. Great extent

E. Very great extent

Please circle gne of the following altermatives for each statement below.

4. When ccnsfdér‘lng the various situations that arise in perforning your
wark wha* oercent of the time do you have written or unwritten pro- -
cedures far d2aling with them?.......c.ueats tesscescsscsscassesnans ces A 8 c D E

Scale . Calculation of Scale -
Task Standardizution *“ £1,2,3,4

Scoring: A=l tr E=5.- : | -

133
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Exhibit C-5
Leadership

e Discretionary Leadership (Categorica1) ~ -

!

Here we are intarested in how your boss behaves toward you on the Job. For each of the ftems below,
circle the one alternative that you feel {s most appropriate. .

A COULD  CAN'T BUT CAN'T .

AND BUT TRIES AND
HY 80SS... DOES DOESN'T - ANYWAY DOESN'T -
1. Explains the level of performance that {s expected of rre A B t D i
2. He"’l"ps make working on my job more pleasant....cecvceicccenns A B c 1]
3. Tells me how I am to g0 about my job...ciceceeacnnns FRTTTT A 8 c D
4. Puts me on spe_cﬂic JobS.eeennes S ceresiersaceacas A 8 C 0
5. Considers my fniings ....................................... A B c D
§.- Explains the quality of work that is expected of me......... A 'B c o
- 7. Emphasfzes rulas and regulations which affect how I do my
Jobuenrennane ceenen tereeveveersectiniirantarisaasiennnn 8 0
8. Decid-s hcw 1 am to do my Job......... esssrssesesessaneanas A B c D
9. Gfvas sa-ci‘ic explmtions of what 1s expected of me on my ’
JOB. eaeiiiiaians O ceenees A 8 c 0
10. Carefully defines what Jobs Ianto do. A 5 c D
11. Gtves me scesi?ic work 2SSTQNMENLS...cevreiieionnasessennnss A B c ]
12. Explafns what 1s expected Of me on My JOb....covreiecnieenns A 8 ¢ D
13.1 Haintzirns a friendly working relationship with me......... .« A B ¢ 0
14. Gives me inssructions on how to do my Job...ceceniencnnnesn A .. B € 0
Scale ' : B Calculation of Scale
Discretionary Leadership Role .Clarity tl, 6,9, 12
Discretionary Leadership Work Assignment t 4,10, 11
Discretionary Leadership Rules and Procedures £3,7,8, 14
Discretioﬁary Leadership Support 2,5, 13

Scoring: 'Can and Does' = +4, 'Could but Doesn't' = -2,
'Can't but Tries Anyway' = -3, 'Can't and Doesn t' = -1.




® Discretionary Leadership (PoiﬁtE)
AN
Think of yb r boss' leader behavior as being controlled by himself and by a combination of outside

factors. Thn outside factors include: UPPER LEVEL ODIRECTIVES, OTHER SUPERVISORS AT HIS LEVEL,
WRITTEN POLICIES, JOB REGUIREMENTS, OTHERS IN YOUR WORX UNIT, YOU, plus FACTORS GUTSIDE TﬁE TCC.

For each of the four behaviors below, allocate 100 points between your boss' control and the control
by outside factors. For example, 1f you gave your boss 30 points that would mean the remaining 70
points would go %0 outside facters.

1. Clarifying what is expected of me in my work: _ points for boss’

2. Assigning oe to specific work tasks: points for boss

S Spncifying rules, procedures, and policies for me to use or ‘foliow in executing my
- Job: points for boss )

4. Maintaiang a plessant and friendly working relationship with me: - polnts-for boss

Scale | Calculation of Scale
Discretionary Points: Role Clarity - ‘ 1

Discretionary Points: Work Assignments

Discretionary Points: Rules and Procedures

S W N

Discretionary Points: Support

135 _
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. @ Leader Behavior | : ‘\

Piease circle one alternative for each of the follcowing . s..uements

s»souanv
My 80SS.. GREE
*1. Gives vagdg explanations of what is expected of me.......
2. Helns mak2 working on my job more plessant...........i...
3. Tells m& now to go about doing my job....... eisseccsmcens
4. Puts me on spezific JobS. .. eeiciiiiiiiiieiiiitiiiiaeals
*5. Gives me unclear goals to reach on my Job................ .
.6. Maintains a friendly workiny relationship with ...,
* 7. Permits me to ignire rules and regu'latwns which affect
how [ dO My JOD.uuvee vianoeeeeoacsadosasssesnncsonnsennn A
* 8, Gives me broad assignments. ... . .iiieiiriticnieeecionnn A
3. txplains the level of performance that is expected of me.
1C. Looks out for ay personal welfare..... CETPYRPPRPPPPPPPR
A1, Lets me develod my owe methoes for doing my job.......... ’
12, Carefully defines wnat jobs | am 20 d0....ovveevncancenns
13, zxolains tne.gualzty oF work that is ¢xpecr;ed of me......
#14. ygoas things %o make my job less pleasant..... reeeenas
15. Gives me irstrucsions 9n how %0 co my job.......... e .
16. Gives me speci®ic worr 23S{CNmENTS. .. iiiveicanerrocoonns
7. Exolzins wnat i3 sxpecied of me on MY JOBurrereenreenenn
#13. Traizc me without cc—sxte—xn— My feelingS..ooeeeeeecennns
19, yetides now ! am €€ 20 My §OB....i.eeiiierniiinineioeaene
‘%20, iers ée cecide wrat sgecific duties to perform...........
Scale

Leader Behavior: Role .Clarity

Leader Behavior: Work Assignments

Leader Behavior: Rules and Procedures

Leader Behavior: Support

NEITHER

AGREE™
0IS- NOR .
AGREE DISAGREZ  AGRES

c 0

0
c 0
c 0

[a TN o]
o o

@
..-/

[ 0
8 ¢ 0
g c. 0
B c 0
B ¢ [
B ¢ ]
8 . ¢ ]
8 < ]
B C -0
e 'C b}
8 lC ]
8 C 0
8 < 0
8 ¢ -0

Ca]cUiétion of Scale

£1,5, 09,13, 17
L4, 8,12, 16, 20
£ 3,7, 11, 15, 19
L2, 6,10, 14,18

Scoring: A=1 to E=5 except for items with asterisk (*) which

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

are reverse scored.
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& Required Leadership

Some leaders are required to do more than others, These requirements may stem from UPPER LEVEL

DIRZCTIVES, OTHER SUPERVISQORS AT HIS LEVEL, WRITTEN POLICIES, JO3 REQUIREMENTS, OTHERS IN YOUR

WORK UNIT, YOU, FACTORS OUTSIDZ THE TCC, ete. How many requiraments does your boss have to do
"~ each ¢of the following? - :

. FEN . HANY
. REQUIREMENTS ~ REQUIREMENTS
1. Haintain a pleasant and friendly working reiationship.... . A 8 c 0 £
" 2. Assign SpecifiC WOrK BESKS..eoeuencneenninonenenntnennens A 8 c 0 £
3. Sgecify rules, procedures, and policies to uss fn e
878CUtING JOBS . uecenriietatintccecntccceecsoscesccenianns A B c 0 E -
- 4, Clarify what {s expected 1N CNR'S WOrK....vieeueccocncee, A B ¢ D E
Scale Calculation of Scale
Required Role Clarity ’ 4
Required Work Assignment 2
Required Rules and Procedures -3
Required Support ' ]
'Scoring: A=1 to E=5. .

137
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.¢ Lateral Leadership (Completed by OIC's)

The items -below are concernad with nOW A LEADER [N YOUR POSITION s'3uld intaract with the units you.
just described above. From your work experience and viewpoint, answer each of the following questions
2s if you were recommending a genera! poiicy for jeaders in your pasition.

' : occAsion-
ALUAYS  OFTEM ALLY SELOOM  KEVYER

%*1. He (the leader) should initiate cuntact with other
units as opposed <o waiting for their unit personnel
O cOME £0 NIM..veeevevrrvsavocccsoossmsonnas creesese A 8 C D

"w

*2. Mg should express his approval or disaporoval of
other units by complimenting achievements and pointing
out shortcomings.......... teseresccassscassssassssns A B c D E

%3. Where he thinks that close contact with other units is
nacessary, he should develop the contact himself as
opposec to having others develop the contact......... A B o D £

4. He should stress building the image of his unit in his
relaciorship with other units as opposed to letting the . :
actions of his unit speak_for themselves......cco00ee A 8 c D £

*5. When the interests of other units conflict with those
of his own unit, he should make immediate adjustments: , ]
0 these PresSureS......cccecessses eesesssssseeasees A 8 c D E

*€. Ma snould exert pressure on cther units to obtain
cleser enforzspent of poiicies, procedures, and rules ]
concerning existing projects........ Ceeeseseasnsnnnse A 8 (4 0 E

*7. He should exers pressure on other units to exceed
existing performance standards or plans (as oppased
to accapting performance which is just up to

. existing stancards or plans).....c.cieiieciiiiiaieee, A B c 0 t

5. He should exert pressure on other units to develop 2
series of evzluation criteria for existing programs
and Projests.......eeiecnieienns e evecrsssnassssesenas A 8 c b} E

§. He should try to-discourage-open discussfon-of -issues-— - -~
and orobiens with other units....cceeeneenennnes SR A 8 o 0 E

10. He should try to persuade the leaders of other units to
agree to troadly stated policies and procecures on
common proiects (&5 opposed to detajled instructions
that clari?y axactly what eaca unit is expecied to do). A 8  C 0 3

*17. wWhen the averall interesis of the organization come
inta direcz confiict wita those in his own unit, he
shculd make iswediate adjustment to these pressures.. A B c n E

*12, He snould olace raughly s5ual responsibilicy on all
the unics sareicipating in 2 given project rather .
than ‘on cre o= nore ¢f the mdin contriputors......... ) A '8 c 0 £

13. VWnen ceveigping new prcgrams or bi-ojec:s. he should
reiy principally upor his own judyment rather than )
the jucgment Of Other YN8 ... veeecercsssnansonranns A B - C D . E

12, [In operating existing orograms or projects, he should
rely dvincinaily upon his own judgmene ratner than -
tne juagment of other unfts.....occvevuvnecnicnnsense A 8 C D

"

1S. He snould maintain Signt control over his unit's
PESOUrCeS . .couverorarorocnnnoncnns Ceesivreinaninnrense A B ¢ 0 t

*16. He snoulc spend time obtaining information from otner )
units which provide services to his unit....... eeeen A 8 c , D

[\

%17. he snhoyld concentrate en s2rving a relatively few
units which need services that halp develop nis peopie
or lead To extra “kaocw-ndw" (as dppesed 0 proviging
routine services 0 MRy uUnits) . c..orreiiiieraianne, A 5. ¢ D

rey
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. OCCASION- -
V/QLHIYS OF TN ALLY SELDOM  NEVER

*
o

He should spend tima maintaining contacts with

widely dispersed units that might scmeday need :

his unit's services........ ceenenaess wereeas FRTEERERE A 8 ‘ ] 3
* 16, when his unit's advice is not sccepted by the head

of znother unit he should not. stop but try to “sell”

the advice to others in that unit......... eeesssenne A B ¢ D g

20. He should encourage his subordinates to offer advice ]
_to other units beyond that which the other units -
BSK fOFe.eeeceeocrocsasassonscosssccassenne eeasaaenase A 8 c D

an

21. He should be concerned that his unit, rather than the
unit that it has helped, receive credit for resulting
IMEroOVemeNeS .o ieeeuieaerineiosenennannee teessennes A B c ] 3

% 2. He should encourzge his subordinatas to ass“fst other
unizs by helping their people to understand their -
sroblems and developing skills in taking.actioa...... ‘ A B € 0 - E

* 23. He should provide opgortunities for other units to .
¢all for help from his unit....cceicinniccciccccnnenn A 8 c ] E

# 26, In dealing with units which routinely check or audit
: the performance of his unit he should initiate and
maintain contact with the checking units........... . A 8 c v 3

25. He should encourage the separatenass and independence
of nis unit (2s apposed to encouraging interaction
with other units).couirnreesn frevereceetearaatensans A 8 c ]

m

35. He should emphasize the autharity of his position when
de2ling wilh oTner UAILS ... eieieceirrenrencnrnocenne A B c _ D £

27. #hat percent of time should he spend in intaricting

with other units (as opposed to spending %ime adminis-
tering his own untt}?. . iieiiniennen, tesvenss teesnenne A 8 ¢ b]

m

3

PLEASE NOTE: The following three questions concern only those units which are HOST IMPORTANT to your

. operatisn.
\
0CCA~ ION- B
ALWAYS  OFTEN ALY SELDOM  MEVLR
2&. wren che overzll intsrz2sts of the organization come
into direct zenfiict with those of the “important
unizs” ne should susaort the organization...... eenene & 8 € 0 S 3
#29. he should ailozmza cansigerahle time o Caveloping
. 2 vpry close worxing relationship with the “important
unizs” {as cocosed to ailocating time to developing
subordinate relationships in his own UNt)eeennennens A 8. (o ] £
#30. He shouid 2ttemst to form coalitions with the
“imporzant unizs” (as opposec to working with each
Y- TY o R0 1 2 2 A 8 [« .0 g
Scale falculation of Scale
Pressurefor Action 1, 2, 6, 7, 8, 15, 24
Network Development £ 12, 13, 14, 18, 19, 27, 28
Adaptation to Pressure 't 5, 9, 11, 22, 23
Scoring: A=1 to E=5 except for items with asterisk (*) which
are reverse scored. 139
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Exhibit C-6
Group and Task Variables

¢ Group Cohesiveness

Aere we want you to describe your shift as ¢ whole, Below are pairs of adgectives. Please place
ane_check-mark on each scale according to which pole best describes your shift as 2 whole, Note,

make only one check-mark for each pair of adjectives. For example, 1f vou think your subordinates
are s11ghtly handsome, you would check: .

NEITHER .
ONE NOR
EXTREMELY QUITE -SLIGHTLY THE OTHER SLIGHTLY QUITE EXTREMELY
Handsome : : . X : L2 : : Ugly
PLEASE MARK OHLY ONE X FOR EACH SCALE. ' o

. NEITHER - .
ONE NOR - -
EXTREHS\Y QUITE SLIGHTLY THE OTHER SLIGHTLY QUITE EXTREMELY
N 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Cooperative : _ i : s : : : Uncooperative
* 2. Pleasant @ H : : s : : Unpleasant
3. Quzrrslsome : e : : : H : Congenfal
3. Selfish : : : : < : : : Unselfish
5. Balligerent : : : : 3 : : : -Peaceful
* 8, visorous : : : : H : : Feeble
* 7, Ef¥icient : : H : : : Inefficient
* g, Wisa : : -2 : H : 4 : Foalish
9. Obstrusziva : : o ] : : : : Helpful
Scale ' Calculation of Scale
Group Cohesiveness . £1to?

Scoring: Items scored for 1 to 7 except for items with asterisk (*)

which are reversed scored.
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w Task Difficulty

* §. To what extent is there a -CLEARLY KNOWN WAY to do the major types of work you NORMALLY ENCOUNTER?
No Extcnt Littleasxmt Some ‘E:xtenc Great gxtent Yery Great Extent
£

% 6. HOW EASY is 1% for YOU to KNOXW whether you do vour work correctly?
very Difficult Quite Difficult Somhgt Easy Quite Easy Very Easy
A 8 1] E

% 7. WHAT PERCEMT OF THE TIME are you GENERALLY SURE OF WHAT the OUTCOIE of your work éﬂorts will be?

% or Less 41-602 . 81-75%2 76-90% " 9i% or More
A B c ) e

8. In the past 3 morths, HOW OFTEN did DIrEICULT PROBLEMS ARISE in your work for which there wrre no
{emsrdiste or apparent solutions?

Once a Weak About 2-4 Adout Gnce About 2-4 5 or More
or Less Tires a Week a Day Tioes a Day Yimes a Day
A B c D E
9. About HCW MUCH TIMZ did you spend solving these WORK PROBLEMS?
Less than Abuui 1-4 " About 1 About 2-3 4 or More
1 hr/\deek hourséueek hourloay hours/Day hourslnay
D

*10. How OFTZN can you solve these types ‘of speciﬂc work problems b/ GOING YO SOMEONE in this
crganization for an AHS:ER"

Yery ioldam Sm;imu About Halg the Time Quite Oftasn Most ofEthe Tize.
Scale : ‘ : Calculation of Scale
Task Difficulty - 5 6,7,8, 9,10

Scoring: A=1 to E=5 except for items with asterisk (*) which
: are reverse scored.
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- &Task Variability

Circle ore alterrstive for esch statement.

1. To what extent do you perform the SAME TASKS from day-to-day?

Aircst A1 My Many qf My About Half My Some of Hy Imast Mo Tasks
Tasss 2re the Tasks are the Tasks ar= the Tasks are = are the Sage
Saze Day-to-Bay Sare Day-to-Day Same Day-to-Day the Same Day-to-Day
Day-to-Day :
A 8 c D E

2. How ouch the SANE are the day-to-day situations. prohblems, or {ssues you encountar in performing
y- ' rajor tasks?

Yary much Mostly the Guite a Bit Very Much Campletely
the Sane Same Different Different 01 fferent
A +] c : D E

3. Dur...¢ 3 normal week,. HOW FREQUENTLY do EXCEPTIONS ARISZ {n your work which require SU3STANTIALLY
DIFFERENT cathods or procedures for doing it?

" Yery Rarely Occasionally Quite Often Yery Often Constantly

A 8 R o ’ E

* 4, u2d OFTEN do ycu. FCLLCW ahbcut the SAME WORK METHODS OR STEPS for DOING your major tasks from
day=-to-day? .
very Seldon Sometines About Half Quite Often Yery Often
the Time i

A <] c D £
Scale Calculation of Scale
Task Variability . t1,2,3,4

'Scoring: A=1 to E=5 except for items with.asterisk (*) which
.are reverse scored.
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¥ Expertise

PLEASZ COMPLETE THE FOLLOLING INFORMATICN.
1. Are you Civil Service? \-\émy? 2. Your AGE?

3. Atout how many pecsie work in yo;xr uait? 4. Your SEX?

5. ‘Yaars 2f SDUCATICN? . 6. Years of SERVICE (Army or Civil Service)?
7. Y:ur AR or GS RATING? 8. SHIFT?

§. Ce vou have 2ny corents? If so, pleasa state them here.

Scale Calculation of Scale

txpertise £1,2,6

Scoring: Item 1 scored as percent civilian. Items 1, 2, and 6
standardized before summation.
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Exhibit C-7
Employee Maintenance Criteria
o Job Descriptive Index

For cach 1tem under each scale (Hork, Pay, etc.) please put one of the following atternativas in
the space to the left of EACH ITEM:

If the {tem APFLIES.. . Mark Y (for yes)
1f the {tem COSS KOT APPLY . Mark H (for no)
If you CANNOT DECIDE......... Mark ? (for don’t know)

PLEASE RESPOMD TO EVERY ITEM.

HY ¥02¢ MY _50SS MY CO-WORKERS
—_Fascinating *__Asks py advice *__ Stimulating
___Poutine Nard to please Boring
___ Satisiying " Irpolite Slow -
__Boring raises good work " pmbitious
—Gaod ¥ Tactful —_Stupid
—Creative *__Influantial - %__Responsible
—Respected *__Up-to-date . T Fast
_Hat —0oesn’t supervisa enough . *__[ntelligent
Pleasant Quick-tempered Easy to make enemies
—Userus *__Tells ce where | stand Talks too much
___Tirescre - T hnnoying
___Healt‘z.ul — Stubborn : L'Lazy
__Challenging ™ Xnaws joh well Unpleasant
—0On your faat _8ad o privacy
__ Frustrating * __Intelligent : *_Activa
_Siaple * _Leavas m@ on my own Narrow interests
_Endleas *___Around-when needad * Lloyal
_Gives saps2 of Ly ___Hard to cest
zecemplisnzent
MY PAY MY _PROMOTIONS
*____Inccre adaguate for rarmai ersenses *__Good oppartunity for advancement
*___Satistectory profit sharing —_Opportunity somewhat limited
"~ 8araly live on !nccra *__promotion cn ability
_Baz —_Dead-end Job
*__ lncome providas luxursias *__Good chance for promotion
_Insacu-a Unfair promation policy
. Less tian ! desire lnfrequent promotions
* ""3”) patd *__Regular promotions
erpaic . ¥ Fairly good chance for promotion
Scale , - Calculation of Scale
JDI Work L of work items
JDI Supervision L of boss items
JDI Co-Workers : L of co-worker items
JDI Pay (Z of pay items) X 2
JDI Promotions (z of promotion items) X 2-

Scoring: If starred, Yes=3, No=0. If nori-starred, No=3, Yes=0.
® Job in General Satisfaction

h2l¢-ra~x under the Tace that expresses how you feel about your 1oo in general,
2 e, e F2y, The uper\-ision the opportunities for promotion and the peop]e

) & &

Score=DDDDDD
6 5 4 3 2

o’
T
(v

-q)

@

-\
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- .&Jocb Invo]vemenf

* 1.

* 2.

* 3,
* 4,
*§.

Pleasa respond by circling gne slternative for each of the following statements:

The major satisfaction in my life comes from my work.....

£

Tha most important tnings that happen to me involve

Y WOPKeeoasosasssassssasssssssssasassssanconssoessaocces
I'n really a perfectionist about My WOPK..ccececracoccee.
I live, eat, and breathe my JOBeeeenenennacoossossnsnnnas
[ am vary mich invoived personally in my WOrKe.eooanerose

Most things in 1if2 are more 1m§ortant than my WOrke.....

Scale

Job Involivement

'Scoring:

are reverse scored.
»
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STROIGLY

AGREE
A

> > » » >

STRONGLY

" AGREE DISAGREE  DISAGREE

c . B

w W W »™ «
R e A 2 B
o o O o 9

Calculation of Scale

£1,2,3,4,5,6

A=1 to D=4 except for items with asterisk (*) which



. ¢lIntent to Leave

Check one alternative for each of the following statements.

1. Which of the following statements most clearly reflects your feelings about your future in the
Army (Civil Service) within the next year?

A. Definitely will not leave D. Probably will leave
8. Probably will not leave E. ODefinitely will leave.
C. Uncertain

————

* 2. Are you presently considering leaving the Army (Civil Service)? How dq you feel about this?

A. I am presently looking and planning to Ieave : : -
B. I am seriously considering leaving in the near future ’
C. 1 have no feelings abcut this one way or the other
D. As far as | can see ahead, [ intand to stay in the Army (Civil Service)
E. It is very unlikely that I would evar consider leaving the Army (Civil Service)
3. If you were completely frea to chocse, would you prefer to continue working in the Army (Civil
Service) or would you prefer not to?

' A. Prefer very cuch to continue working for the Army (Civil Service)

8. Prefer o work here

C. Dan't care either way

0. Prefer not to work here

€. Prefer very much not to continue working for the Army (fivil Service)

4. which Sast describes your Amy (Civil Service) career plans?

A. D2#inita2ly fintend 3 career

B. #Host likely will make 1t a career

€. Evan change

(. Nost likely will not maka it a career
E. Uefintiely do not {ntend 2 career

——

5. How {rocrezans {s it to you personally to spend your career in the Army (Civil Service) rathar than
with some othar organization?

A. It {c vary important for me to spend my career in the Army {Civi]l Service)
g, Fairly important

€. Of scze importance

G. OF no impcortance at all

E. I hava na feeiings about this one way or the other

§. (ARMY UXLY} After you finish your present tour of Active Outy, do you intend to sign up for
ad¢iticnal n;t::a Military Service?

————

HH

vag I 2 on indefinite tour now, and xntend to remain on Active Duty until retired or
rrvoi;rt:rlly retired?
Yas. T am on 21 obligated tour and [ intend to remain on Active Duty
-,I 2 undecidad
%3, L.inzend <o leave Active Duty ‘at the end of my obligated tour
By, I ircand to resign my commission fn the near future

* e
h

e

QY Ty A
PRI T

*7. (“%Y 21 Y) Go yeu slaa to re-enlist or continue your commission?
No, ! plan to retire

8¢, 1 oi2n to saparate without retirement benefits
yncerz2in, probably no

‘1.

[ i WA
.

___ 0. uncerrain, probadly yes

B Yes
Scale _ Calculation of Scale
Intent to Leave Army i (z1-7)/7
Intent to Leave Civil Service . (£1-5)/5

Scoring: A=1 to E=5 except for items with asterisk (*)
which are reverse scored.
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- .wSystem Rewards

Plezse circle one altermative for each of the following statements:

NEITHER
' AGREE .
STRONGLY  DIS- NOR STRONGLY
DISAGREE AGREE . DISAGREE - AGREE  AGREE
* 1. Pe2aole who coatinually sCrew up around here gat the
s:::: crsatzent as ccod Perfornars....c.e.-.- Cecsns feaescanes R B c D 3
2. ¥arit is txport bcﬂ.:. {f you ¢s a good job the Army )
eppreciztes fto.ceoiencnenees S LRI A ELLEELLE A B c - 0 ) E
3. Fawards hare are given to those who deserve them........ . A - B [ 3
Scale : Calculation of Scale
System Rawards ' B, tl, 2,3

Scoring:' A=1 to E=5 except for .items with asterisk (*) which are -
reverse scored.
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¢ 8.

10.

. ¥ Goal Congruence
Please circle one alternative for each of the following stataments depending upon how Y:OU feel
about each {tem. ‘ NEITHER S

AGREE
STRONGLY  DIS- ROR STRONGLY = OON'T
DISAGREE AGREE DISAGREE AGREE  AGREE KOW

The direction in which the Army leadesrship

{s moving the Army fs appropriat@.......ccceeecee A .8 c D E X

Tre cirection in which my boss {s moviag my work .

unit §s 2ppropriate.cccccecccccansas teeeesesesann A 8 c D E X

The'coal priorities of the Army l2agarship for

tae Amy are apgropriata........ emstcssdccaimanne A B i 1 1] E X

The goals of my wark unit are in the right : o

direction. cciueecaaanuncanancscnsestanccssacacanns A B c o E X

The gazls of the TCC's are haaded the wrong way.._ A . c D E X

My feeling about the gsals assigned to my work

unit 15 that f...... eeraacnnes Cetmcrensanenses . A 8 c D £E - X

The goais of the Army and thase of my work unit )

are headed in the sam direction..i.cc..iaeaiaene. A -8 o 0 £ X

The gnals of my work urit are screwad up......... A B c D E X

My feeling about the Army's goals is- that I...... A 8 ¢ 0 E X
- The 502l ériorit‘.es o7 my boss for my work u}lit S

Are APPrIPriate. . i iiiiirsanercearanntasasanannns A 8 c D £ S §

Scale Calculation of Scale

Unit Goal Congruence o r2,4,6,8,10

System Goa! Congruence ' rl1, 3,5, 7,9

Scoring: A=1 to E=5, except for items with asterisk (*) which are
reverse scored. X scored as missing data..

| 148



e Appendix D

Supplementary Tables and Analyses

This appendix includes-exhibits\dealing with the following:

1.
2.

Descriptive statistics (Exhibit D1)

Intercorrelations for environmental, contextual, structural,

and group and task variables {Exhibits D-2 through D-6)

Tntercorrelations for leadership variables (Exhibits D-7
through D-11)

Correlations between macro and group and task variables
and leadership (Exhibit D-12)

Intercorrelations and ccrrelations for criteria var1ab1es
(Exh1u1ts D-13 through D-16)-

Correlations between envii onment context, structure,
group and task variables and 1eadersh1p and the criteria
(Exhibits D-17 through D-24)

Convergent and discriminant summary for discretionary
leadership (Exhibits D-25 and D-26)

Factor analysis summary for 1atera1 leadersh1p (Exhibit

- D-27)
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Exhibit D-1

Descriptive Statistics for Present Sample

Descriptive Statistics -

Variable Mean ! Median SD Skewness Reliabilitya
General Environmen‘tb _
Interdependence - -0.00 -0.38 3.08° ©1.69 0.77
. Volatility -0.08 -0.68 2.66 -1.88 0.63
-~ Favorability 0.18 - 0.62 2.96 . =0.59 0.72
"Complexity 6.00 -0.94 20.57 2.70 -
Specific Environment
Interdepéndence 13.69 13.79 2.58 -0.40 0.56
Volatility - 10.03 ~9.00 3.79 1.14 . 0.86
Favorability 12.12 - 11.77 2.65 0.63 . 0.61
Complexity 1672.90 - 1513.00 915.13 2.88 -
Context ' _
Log of Size _ 1.15 1.14 0.23 .-0.18 -
‘Between-Unit Workflow 5.40 5.30 1.19 0.54 -
Task Specialization’ 10.37 10.18 2.03 -0.25 0.65
Complexity 65.14 56.52 26.25 1.19 -
Structure . ‘ .
Formglization 0.05 - 0.75 2.70 -1.11 0.72
Decentralization 34.49 35.78 8.24 0.06 _6. §4
Within-Unit Workflow 5.3z 5.08 1.28 . 0.35 -
Standardization ]2.92 ' 13.03 - . 2.76 . ) -0.12 M
Complexity ~ 876.23 1203.20 6843.80 . 0.22 -
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Exhibit D-1--Continued

Descriptive Statistics

Variable Mean Median S0 Skewness Relfability?

Group and Task _ .

Cohesiveness 48.34 48,67 4 .90 -0.34 0.83

Task Difficulty 11.13 10.67 2.%9 0.80 0.64

Task Variability 7.94 7.70 z2.13 1.60 0.74

Expertise Index 0.00 0.62 2.79 ~-0.60 0.92
Discretionary Leadership ‘

RoTe Clarity 5.23 5.09 7.36 -0.23 0.88

Work Assignments 2.13 1.99 5.12 0.16 0.74

Rules and Procedures 1.74 3.0C 6.18 0.07 0.76

Support £.17 4.57 5.87 -0.46 0.80
Leader Behavior .

Role Clarity 17.32 17.36 2.69 -0.40 0.82

Work Assignments 14.84 15.00 1.80 -1.08 0.55

Rules and Procedures — —— ——15:42- 15.35 2.02 0.52 0.58

Support 17.22 17.29 3.21 -0.75 0.86
Required Leadership : ‘

Role Clarity 3.26 3.32 1.04 - -0.15 -

"Work Assignments: 2.68 2.68 0.87 0.20 -

Rules and Procedures 3.56 3.51 0.88 -0.16 - -

Support 3.01 2.99 0.80 0.16 -
Lateral Leadership ;

Pressure for Action, 26.02 26.69 4.73 -0.87 0.79

Network Development 19.97 19.45 4.60 -0.14 0.72

Adaptation to Pressure 20. 20.86 3.02 -0.60 0.66




Nescriptive Statistfcs

Mean Median SO Skewness Rellab!litya

Performance
Log of Error Rate -0.26 -0.28 0.34 0.08 -
Log of Down Tlme ) 0.21 0.24 0.46 -1.25 -
Log of Variability in -0.65 . -0.66 0.1 0.19 : -

Error Rate '
Log of Variability in 0.06 0.02 0.46 0.34 -
Down Time

Employee Maintenance .
JDI Work 32.07 32.69 - 8.57 - -0.79 0.82
JOI Supervision i 38.27 40.48 10.59 -0.89 0.48
JDI Co-Workers 41.70 41.04 8.38 -1.02 .87
J0I Pay 18.97 18.08 8.60 0.2? 44.78
JDI Promotion ' 12.80 10.76 10.09 - 1.46 .85
JDI Tntal Score 143,63 144.00 - 28.10 . -0.69 0.9
Job in General Satisfaction 3.60 3.68 0.81 -0.32 -
Jeb Involvement 14.88 14.99 1.9 , -0.25 0.64
Intent to Leave 2.12 2.00 0.68 - 0.77 0.78
Systems Rewards . 7.77 7.70 2.01 . -0.01 . 0.79
Unit Goal Congruence 17.31 17.02 2.64 -0.21 : 0.82
System Goal Copgruence 15.39 15.02 2.68 0.12 0.75

Supptementary Statistics for Variables Making Up
General Environment Components

Interdependence®

l.egal Political-1977 Per . ‘ L
Capita State.E[xpenditures 9N1.21 82227 407. 68 1.68 -

Socio cultural-1977 Population
Density per square mile 1144 32 129.08 3192. 92 2.95 -
Economic-1977 Manufacturing : : ;
concentration index 2.48 2.38 0.68 -0.13 - ;
Education-1976 Physicians .
per i00,000 vesidents . 197. 56 162.00 128. 60 2.59 : -
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Exhibit D-1-~Continued

Descriptive Statistics

Mean Median SD Skewness Reliabilitya
Volatility®
tegal Political-1968 Change
in Political Party 0.07 - 0,083 0.08 2.24 -
Socio cultural-Change in - '
percent black 1960 to 1970 1.14 0.15 .5.43 2 .21 . -
Economic-change in percent ' ,
per capita income 1970 to 1977 1.86 . 1.87 0.10 0 66 -
Education-Change in percent ' ‘ o
literate 1960 to 1970 2.00 ~2.00 Q.30 -0.12 - -
Favorabi]itzc_ |
“Legal Political-1977 ’
total state expenditures 5,987,844,60? 3,443,973,000 6,552,585,000 1.7% -3
Socio cultural-1970 life ' o : o ,
expectancy (years) 70.38 70. 22 1.30 -0.04 -
Economic-1977 per :
* capita income 7054.81 6867.25 = 1074.96 0 .68 : -
Education-1970 percent

literate 98.53 98.64 - 0.63 -1 .06 : -

3cronbach's alpha for an aggregated sampie size of .from 61 to 68 units for all variables except those
which are underlined. Underlined values were based upon a Spearman-Brown split-half reliability figure
for non-aggregated shift supervisor data only (n=185). This procedure was used because the referent for
the NCOIC items was different from the shift supervisor referent or because, in some cases, the design

of the instrument called for matching of items for split-half reliability.
bSpecific variables making up these components are shown as a shpplemeng_tgrﬁhj§‘g§nj§j}.

CIriterdependence, Volatility, and Favorability are calculated by standardizing and adding each of
their four components. ) . : :

16
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Exhibit D-2

General Environment and Specific Envirorment Intercorrelations

General Environment Specific Environment
Variable Interdependence Volatility Favorability Interdepandence Voiatility Favorability
General Environ-
ment
Interdependence --
Volatility .79 ] -
Favorability .52 19 -
Specific Environ-
ment
*Interdependence -.1N .02 -.24 ~ .
Volatility -.07 -.05 .00 -.02 s
Favorability -.12 -.10 - -.22 - -.04 07 --

" Note: n=68r=.24; 5 ¢ .05 r=.31; , ¢ .01. (two-tailed probability)

P

B T T R, | ¢/ S e —
o . . .




Exhibit.D-3 ' \

e e e e \

Context Intercorrelations \
>
. Log of Between-Unit Task
- Size Workflow Spec1alizwti?n
Log of Size -
Between-Unit :
Workflow ' i .12 -
Task
Specialization -.06 | .23 -

Note: n = 68; r = .24;p < .05; r = .31,0 < .0L.

(two-tailed prubability)
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e
Exhibit D-4

Structure Intercorrelations

A Within-Unit
~ Variable rormalization Decentralization Workflow Standardization

Formzlization -

Decentral: "ztion 2 -
Within=init .06 ) - .07 -
Workflow
Standardization 12 .63 .19 S -

Note: n = 6] to 68; r = .25; 5 < .05; r = .32; o < .01.

(two-tailed probability) \




Exhibit D-5

Group and Task Variable Intercorrelations.

Task ' * Task

Variables Cohesiveness Difficulty Variability Expertise
Cohesiveness --
Task
Difficulty -.22 --
Task
Variability -.08 .38 ‘ --
Expertise . - .04 -.04 | .40 --

Note: n =268; r=.24; p < .05; r = .31; 5 < .01.

(two-tailed protability)
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Exhibit D-6

Couplexity and Group and Task Variable Intercorrelations

General Speci fic
Environmenta! Environment Environment’ Contextual! Structural
Complexity Coaplexity Complexity Complexity Complexity Cohesiveness

Task

Difficulty varfability Expertise

Environm. )
Complexit, --

General Environ-

went - Complexity - .94 -- E . LT

. w ///(
Specific Environ- T
went ~ Complexily .01 -.05 -- ',,/—“"“/

,/"‘—k—ﬂ -~ - .- -

Contextual Complexity .30 35 e .06 -- -
Structural Complexity =13 -1 -.06 .02 -
Cohesiveness .09 .09 21 .07 .22 .-
lask Difficulty .08 .03 MR .06 . -.J2 -.22
Task Variability .01 .03 ) -.05 A7 .20 -.08
Expertise g0 -.02 -2 .20 .29 .04

.38
04

.40

Hote: n = 6] to 68; r= .25; ¢ < .05, r = .32; » < .0l. {lwo-tailed probability)

N\
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Exhibit D=7 _ ’ \

Discrefignary ggadersﬁip Intercorre]atioﬁs ' ‘

, , " Role Work Rules and
Variables Clarity Assignments Procedures Support
- Role .
Clarity -
Work .32 -
Assignments
Rules and .49 .49 -
Procedures

quport .49 -.02 16 . -

w

Note: n = 68; r = .24; 0 < .05; r = . 1; p < .01.

(two-tailed probability)
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_ EXRIDTtDm8 v e e o e e e e

Leader Behavior Intercirrciations

Role Work Rules and

Variables Clarity Assignmavts . Procedures Support
Role
Clarity -
Work .20
Assignments
Rules and 37 .43
Procedures

Support .50 .06 -17 - -

Note: n = 68; r = .24; p < .07t r = .31: 5 < .01.

(two-tailed probability)
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Exhibit D-9

Required Leadership Intercorrelations

Role Clarity Work Assignments Rules & Procedures

Role
Clarity Coe-

Work
.Assignments .10

Rules and
Procedures .33

~éupport S .22

.47

.63

.60

Note: n = 68; r = .28; p < .05; r = .31; p.< .01,

(two-tailed probabi}ity)
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Lateral Leadership Intercorrelations

Pressure Network \\ Adaptation A

' o for Development =~ = to
- Variables Action ' Pressure
Pressure for Action -
Network Development - .31 -
Adaptation to N ) .06 -

Pressure

Note: n =.67;'r = .28; o < .05; r = .31; p < .01.

ktwo—tai]ed-probabi1ity)

11223




Intercorrelatlohs Anong Different Aspects of Leadership

Exhibit D-N

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

05; r

Otscretionary Leader Reqnlred.
Leadership Behavior v Leadership
RC WA R&P Supp RC WA R&P Supp RC WA R&P Supp
_Leader .
Behavior :
Role Te Clarity (RC) .12 .27 .35 .37 :
Work AssignmentS(wWa)-35 .39 .42 .18
Rules & Proced.(R&P) .29 .36 .52 -.09
Support (SUPP) .49 .0 .08 "3
Required
Leadership . .
Role Clarity .25 .23 -.04 .28 A2 .10 -.08 .45
Work Assignment$S .ot .07 o3 .05 .03 .42 .24 -.07
Rules & Procedures .17 .16 .33 .32 N7 .50 .33 .23
Support A3 A3 .21 .25 .06 .33 18 A2
Lateral
Leadership
fressure for
.Actlon ! -.27 -.26 -7 -.09 -.00 -3 -.19 .03 -.04 .04 -2 -.02
Network . \\ : '
Development .05 .05 4 <=0\ .09 .20 0 .13 A2 .13 AR 125 A9
- Adaptation -8 - - -4 -4 .28 -09 -.23 -.05  -.02 -.08  -.03
—to pressure : _ .
Note: n = 67 to 68; r = .24; o < .35 p < .01, (two-talled probability)



Exhibit 0-12

Complexity, Group and Task Variables and Leadership Correlations.

o Complexity Group and Task Variazbies
General Specific ’ ~ Task Task i
Environmental  Environment Environment Contextual ~ Structural Cohesiveness -Difffculty Varfability Expertise
Discretionar A
Leadership . :
Role Clarity .02 107 -.12 .07 .30 .23 -.33 -.05 A3
Work Assignments M 12 -.03 .10 .06 .06 T T -.04
Rules & Procedures ~.06 -.03 ~.06 13 -03 .02 - -.02 .07
Support A ¥4 -.06 -1 .08 - .32 .14 -.30 -.16 .44
Leader Behavior ’
Role Clarlty -.08 -.08 -.n -.07 .24 a3 -.35 -.00 .06
Work Assignments .16 .19 -.04 .09 .61 .26 -.08 -3 N
- Rules & Procedures -.05 .07 -0 -.09 -n -2 R R -2
) ' .
& Support -.01 .02 -.18 .05 30 .2 -4 -.05 .39
Required Leadership . - ' )
. Role Clarity 19 .21 .09 .19 .09 - .09, -7 -.10 .09
Work Assignaents -n -1 14 -.n .04 .05 -.04 ~.02 .02
Rules & Procedures .0f -.01 .02 .10 .06 RTI -.19 -.21 a7
Support -2 _ - .00 .01 -.04 13 -2 -.23 -.04
Lateral Leadership . o :
, Pressure for Action -.01 / -.00 -.03 .01 .04 -.06 .16 A0 .08
Network Development -.06 -.03 -.24 .12 .08 -.00 -.03 -1 -.15
Adaptation to -.08 ' -.07 -.07 . -.10 -.03 -.13 -1 .00 -5

Pressure

Mote: n = 61 to 6B; r = 257 p < .05, r = .32; p < .0}, (two-tailed prohabl\lty}

1ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Exhibit D-13

Performance Intercorrelations

Log of Log of Log of Log of
» Error Down Variability Variability in
Variables Rate Time in Error Down Time
- Rate -

Log of Error -

Rate

Log of Down ' -.18 -
- Time .

Log of Variability .79 .14 : //

in Error Rate '

/

Log of Variability  -.03 .8 . .03 | -
in Down Time 2// o

Note: n = 55; r

265 p < .05, r = .39{ o < .01.

(two-tailed probability)
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Exhibit D-14

Job Satisfaction Intercorrelations

. a1 anl a1 Jn1 Jn1
Work Supervision Co-Workers Pay Promotion
JDI Work -~
JDI Supervision .30 -
JDI Co-Workers - .49 .22 --
Jo1 Pay 22 ;25 .05 -
J01 Promotion .23 .03 | .20 08 -

J0I Total T3 .64 © . .63 - .52 55

Note: n =66 to 68; r = .24; p < .05; r = :;nga/? .01,

7 : >
(two-tailed probability) o

- - )
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Exhibit D-15
Employee Maintenance'Intercorrelations'
Job _
JDI in General - Job Intent System Unit Goal ~ System Goal
Total Satisfaction Involvement to Leave Rewards - Congruence Congruence
JDI Total --
Job in General
Satisfaction .67 -
Job
Involvement .25 .22 -- w
Intent to
Leave -.58 -.45 -.29 -
System Rewards .46 .50 .06 -.05 --
Unit Goal -
Congruence .64 .64 .1 -.40 .40 --
System Goal ]
.39 .36 .06 -,27 .48 .60 -

Congruence

Note: n = 64 to 68; r = 24; o < .05; r=.31;p < .ul. (two-tailed probability)
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txhitit D-16

Correlaticns Between Performance and Implovee Maintenance

Berformance

tmployves Log of . Log of Log of Variability Log of Variability
Maintenance Irror Rate  Down TVime in Error Rate in Down Time
JBI Tozal 1 -.00 ‘ 12 .02
Job in .08 -.02 .05 -.02
Genaral Sat- ,
isfaction - /
Job .06 -.02 .0t -.13
involvemens
intent %o .18 .0¢ .21 .23
Leave
Svstaem 18 -.06 .24 -.04
Rewara
Jnit Goal a1 -318 .03 -.20
Congrugnce

- Svstem Goal o7 -.3% 13 -.3
cgngruence

Note: n = 37 t0 55; r = .27; c < .C5; r = .33; p < .01.

ctr

wo-tailed protability)
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Exhibit D-17

Correlations Between Environment and Criteria

Envircnmental
Complexity Interdependence Volatility Favorability

General Environment

Log of Error Rate
Log of Down Time

Log of Variability
in Error Rate

Log of Variability
in Down Time

JD1 Total

® Job in General
Satisfaction

Job Involvement
Intent to Leave
Systemn Rewards

Unit Goal
Congruence

System Goal
Congruence

Note:

Performance:

181

B
14
Al

.07

.11
.05

13
.01
.03
a2

.27

Employee maintenance:

n =55 r=.26; pc< .05 r=.34 p <

.12
.08

.09

.01
.04

19
.02
.08
1

.29

A7

.15

.23

.08

.22

.10

.22

L]

.05

.21

.21

A3
.02

.18

.09

15

Comple

.19

4
18

.08

.02
.03

15
.05
.02
A7

.30

.43
-.03

.37

.09

-.01
.13

-.n7

-.20

01. (two-tailed probability)

.09

-.12
.14

-.10

-1

-.03

-.14
A7
-.03

.04

-.02

Specific Environment

.22

.01

.24
.15

.19

.05

.03

-09

.08

xity- Interdependence Volatility Favorahility Complexity

.14
.10
A3

.12

19

.03

.02
A7
=.05
.10

A2

n =64 10 68; r = .24; p < .05, r = .31; p < .01, {two-tailed probability)
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Exhibit D-18

Correlations Between Context and Criteria

Context

Log of Between-Unit Ta§1>-
Criteria - Size Work Flow Specializ  on Compiexity

.09 of Error

Rate \\\ - =12 -.16 .21

Log of Déwn 16 By .08 18
Time :

Log of Vari- -.33° -4 -.04 2"
ability in ‘ :

Error Rate

Log of Vari- .05 .09 .06 N
ability in /

Down Time R

oI Total . 17 -.01 03 e 12
Job in General a1 .09 .02 16
Satisraction

Job .18 -.04 -.07 .02
Involvement o : :

Intent to -.19 .8 -.16 .23
Leave ’ . ‘

System Rewards A -.03 - ‘~—-~J:§29"__;’“ ‘ -.08
Unit Goal .00 .05 .02 1
Congruence

System Goal < -.10 -.10 -.13 -.12
Congruence : : :

—— . - —

Note: Employee maintenance: n = 64 to 68; r = ,24; , < .05; r = .31;
' o < .01.
Performance: n = 55; r = .26; 5 < .05; r = .34; o < .01.

e
d

(two-tailed probability)
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Exhibi® D-19S

Correlations Between Structure and ~citeria

Structure
‘ : Within-Unit ' |
Criteria - formalization Decentralization Work{low Standardization Complexity
0og of Error Rate .03 ) -.03 - .08 A2 -.02
0g of Down Time .07 .06 A .09 A7 .01
Log of Variability -.0% | -.15 .04 =12 -.97
in Ervor Rate 1 )
Log-of Variability -.0} 0 .05 a2 “ -.05 .
in Qcwn Time ' . '
JD1 Totai . .53 -.00 .10 -.04 .43 |
Job in General : .48 BN -2 -.05 .38 5
Satisfaction ) -
Job Involvement -.04 .05 - -.06 .08
Intent to Leave -.25 ] .09 .09 .28 -.28
System Rewards A2 -.14 -.03 -.23 .24
Unit Goal .40 ] .06 .00 .06 B ¥
Congruence
System Goal .09 =12 -.2% , -.26 .14
Congruence -

Note: Employee maintenance: n = 61 to 68; r = .25; p < .05; r = .32:p < .01. (two-tailed probabiiity)

-~

Performance: n = 51 to 55; r = .275 p < .05; r = .75 0 < 1. (two-tailed probabs tity)
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Exhibit D-20

Correlztions 3e*ween Group and Task Variabtles and Criteria

‘ - Task - Task

Criteria Cohesiveness Difficulty Variability Sxpertise
Loz of Error .07 .06 .06 -.13
Rate ‘

~Log of Down -.2¢ - =02 - -.06 -.15
Time : '
~og of Yari- .00 -.06 -.00 -.09
aniiity in : ’ .
Srror Rate
t0g 2¢ Vari- -.29 -.02 -.07 -.27
gbitity in ' :
Jown Time
201 Total .22 =43 -.28 .32
i6p in General .27 -.43 -.02 .07
Satistaction ’ :
JCC Invoivemenst - -0 -.03 -.02 .08
intant o Leave -.27 g7 .30 -.56
Systam Rewards 17 -.2 -.26 _ -.08
Uriz-Goal ' .42 -.3 C .02 .24
Congruence
System Goal ' .27 -.16 -.07 .06
congruence

Hote: For employee maintenance: n = 64 to 88; r = .24; - < .05 (two-tail);
r=.31;¢ < .01 (two-tail).

For performance: n = 55; r = .26; 5 <.05 {two-tail); r = .34;
¢ < .01 [two-tail).
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Exhibit D-21

Correlations Between Discretionary Le.dership ana Criteria

Discretionary '.cadership

: Role Work " Rules and
Criteria Clarity Assignments Procedures Support
Log of Error Rate -.05 .27 -;08 -.04
Log of Down Time .00 -.16 .25 . -.20
-~ Log of Variability — -.22 : -.27 -.3] -.11
in Error Rate
Log of Variability -.15 .00 .09 -.31
in Down Time / ‘ v
oI Total . .48 .08 s a0
Job in General © .33 -.07 .14 .20
Satisfaction
Job Involvement .09 .23 .01 -.03
Intent to Leave .31 -.07 . -.07 -.38
System Rewards .45 .09 " .14 -.01
Unit Goal = .49 -.02 .07 .49
Congruence '
. System Goal .32 02 -.04 24
Congruence :

Note: Employee maintenance: n = 64 to 68; r = .24;5 0 < .05.
Performance:, n = 55; r = .26; p < .05; r - .34; p < .01.

(two-tailed probability)
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Exhibit D-22

Correlations Between Leader Behavior and Criteria

Leader Behavior

» Role Work Rules and '
Criteria Clarity Assignments Procedures Support

Log of Error Rate .02 -.07 T .00

Log of Down Time .07 -.05 .18 -.21

Log of Variability -.07 1 -.12 ' -.01

in"Error Rate

Log of Variability:  -.02 -.21 .07 .24

in Down Time : :

JDI Total .47 .00 -1 .50

Job in General ' N Y -.07 -.06 .31

Satisfaction

Job Irvolvement .23 -.07 .18 .05

Intent to Leave -.24 -.03 .09 -.37

System Rewards .38 .24 .09 .14

Unit Goal _ .42 .16 , -.04 .55

Congruence ‘

System Goal Congruence  .2S .18 -.02 .26

i Note: Employeé maintenance: n = 64 to 68; r = .24; o < .05.
Performance: n = 55; r = .26; p < .05; r = .34; p < .01.

(two-tailed probability)
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Exhibit D-23

\

Correlations Between Required Leadership and Criteria

b

Required Leadership

Role Work Rules and
Criteria Clarity Assignments Procedures Support
Log of Error
Rate - .08 .07 .10 -.02
Log of Down
Time -.24 -.02 -.3J3 -.1
Log of
Variability in
Error Rate - .03 .06 .06 -.01
Log of
Variability in ; :
Down Time C-.32 -.09 -.16 .o=22
Jn1 Total AN .01 .02 -.01
Job in General
Satisfaction .04 -.05 -.07 --.06
Job Involvement .25 : .08 ‘ -.02 .10
Intent to Leave -.24 -.07 .08 .10
System Rewards -.00 .05 .01 -.08
Unit Goal _
Congruence .26 -.06 .09 .10
System Goal . . _ -
Congruence A3 .00 .05 .03

= B4 to 68; r = .28; p <.05; r
< .01.

Note: Employee maintenance: n
p

Performance: n = 55; r = .26; p < 05; r = .34; p < .01.

(two-tailed probability)
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Exhibit D-24

Correlations Between Lateral Leadership and Criteria

Lateral Leaiership

Criteria Pressure for Network Adaptation to
Action Development Pressure
Log of Error Rate .19 .21 .41
Log of Down Time -.08 -.01 -.01
Log of Variability .21 .08 .48
in Error Rate
Log of Variability - .02 .14 ) .15
in Down Time :
JOI Total .09 -~ .04 ' -.14
Job in General .02 -.06 .10
Satisfaction : ,
Job Involvement .06 -.01 -.03
Intent to Leave L1 .1 .23
System Rewards .01 ‘ 12 -.03
Unit Goal a .02 09 -4
Congruence \
Unit Goal ' .04 -.02 -.13
Congruence ‘
g

Note: Emplovee maintenance: 64 to 67; r = .24; p < .05; r = .37,

n:
p < .0T.
Performance: n = 54; r = ,26; p < 05; r = .34, o < .01.

. (two-tailed probability)
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Convergent/Discriminant Analysis:

of Discretionary Leadership

Appendix A describes efforts to develop a reliable and valid
measure of discretionary leadership and fhe procedures used to
access reliability and validity. The final pilot test suggested
that at feast two diménsions of discretionary leadership could be
measured w1th adequate reliability-and validity. Exhibit P=26
summarizes the results of the five tests required to claim convergent/
discriminAnt reliability and validity using a modified Campbell and
Fiskeabproach in the present sample. Two different methods were
used to measure discretionary leadership. One was a categorica]A
method using the response categaries enumerated in Exhibit C-5
the other was an overall point éstfﬁate for each dimensioﬁ of leader-
$hip as in Exhibit C-5 . These were called the categorical and
point methods.

Both methods passed theitest for Skgwngss and the internal
re]iabi]ity for the categorical method was acceptdb]e (see Exhibit
D-1). Tests 3, 4, and 5 are examined by comparing correlations.
These data are in "xhibit B-25. ‘

Test 3 is for converg=nce and, based on our ear]ier decision
rule (ses Appendix A), it siiould be found that correlations across
dimensions us1ng different methods are greater than an arbitrary
cutof¥ of 0.4. . Such is the case for two d1mensions of discretionary
leadership: ruies and procedunes and support. Test 4 is for dis-

crimination. Correlations across a dimension using different methods

a
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should be greater than correlations between different dimensions
méasured with different methods. As noted in Exhibit D-26, both
the rules and procedures and support dimensions pass this test.
Finally, there is a test for method variance. Correlations across
a dimension using dﬁfferent»metﬁods should be higher than correla-
tions between different dimensions which are measured usihg the

same method. As before, the rules and procedures and support

dimensions pass this final test. We conclude that we possess a

reliable and vaiid measure for two aspects of discretionary 1eader7

1

ship.
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Exhibit D-25 - // |

Discretionary Leadership Convergence, Discrimination, and Method Tests
for Aggregated Shift Supervisor Data (n = 70)

< Categorical- Method © Point Method

RC WA RP Supp "RC WA RP Supp

Categorical Method: S : _ ' ‘E
‘ RC 1. .

WA

00
’ RP } o ) 1.00
| | ; -

3

21

Supp (.09 1.00
Point Method —
S, RC . ! - .20 .34 .4 1.00
WA . 36 .27 .4 ' 1.00
RP , .36 .29 .50 .17 1.00
Sup& | 13 -.02 .28 .60 .
Note:\\RC_= Role c]érity; WA = Nork assignments; RP = Rules and procedures, Supp. = Support
Key: Convergence Tests: Under11ned correlat1ons should be greater than 0.4 (monotrait-hetqro-
method r > 0.4).
Discrimination Tests: /Undérlined correlations within a box should be greater than other
correrations in the same box (monotra1t heteromethod r > heterotrait-heteromethod r).
Method Tests: Circled correlations should be less than underlined correlations (hetero-
+ra1t-monomethod r< monotra1t hpteromethod r).
Q |

3 - Y - - 1193
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_ Exh

Summary of Results for Dis

ibit D-26

cretionary Leédership Measures

Measures 1 2 3 4. ’ 5.
and - ~
Method . ..Skewness Reliability - Convergence Discrimination Method
~ Categorical _—
‘Method
RC 1]8 ~ OK None - With points Poor
WA 0K 0K one With pointéx Poor
RP 0K , OK With points With points ‘With Points
. \\ ‘ Pass o
SuPP 0K 0K With points With points With Points .
: : : Pass
Point
Method '
RC 0K NA None __With cate- Poor
gorical i
WA 0K NA None ‘With cate- With cate-
gorical gorical-Pass
RP 0K NA With cate- With cate- With cate-
: gorical gorical gorical-Pass
SUPP . 0K NA Wwith cate- With cate- With cate-
gorical -gorical

gorical-Pass 1 9 5

/’&



Summary of Factor Analysis Results

for Lateral Leadership

Lateral leadarship was measured by'a self report instrument
which-attempts to tap'the’leader’s wi]]ingness to engage in exchanges
witn others at or near his/her own Tevel. 'Ear]iervversions of the
instrument had quest1onab1e internal re11ab111ty and a pilot test
of an expanded version suggested four distinct factors For the
present investigation, a factor analysis was conducted to examine
the dimensionality of the 30-item,tnstrUment. |

Barlett's test suggested a factorable matrix and a Scree test
(Gorsuch, 1974) suggested four factors might be identified (see
Exhibit D- 27) : ]

Exhibit D-27 shows the unrotated faccor matrix us1ng RAO S

/ Gy
canonical solution.* Also shown are part-whole correlations between
a particu]ar item and the additjve‘index'of items with high loadings.
fon three:ddmensions While four dimensions nere factorally identi-
f1ed on1y three yie]ded an add1t1ve 1ndex with adequate internal
consistency. These three factors were 1abe1ed according to their
a priori dimensions-=(1) pressure for action, (11) netwonk develop-
ment, and (111) adaptation to pressure'Tne fourth dinension was dropped

from further consideration. A high score reflects a more favorable

attitude toward fncreased leadef activity'in'each of the dimensions.-

*The factor structure was clear without rotation. Trafton
(personal communication) indicates that the unrotated matrix is.
appropriate where factors utilize summed items rather than factor
scores. Such was the case here.:
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Exhibit D-c7 _’@ '

Factor and Item Analysis for Lateral {eadership (n = 67).

Factor Factor ‘Factor
L n 1l
Item No. loafling Port-Hhol et loadlnq Part-Hhol a3 Loading Part-Hhol e
L ' Corr. Corr. . Corr. -
1 .64 .58 .04 . .08
2 .60 .53 -.04 ) .
3 -2 A7 L 02
q .03 . o A7 .01 .
5 -.19 . .00 ’ -.64 : .53 -
6 .64 *.60 -.42 .22
7 .62 .57 -.46 . -.25
8 .15 .66 - - 28
9 -.23 . . .09 +35 .28
il -3 R | A -.01
11 -.28 o -.20 . -.55 : .39
12 -.36 . -.36 .43 .09
K] .33 : .72 .66 -.20"
14 .27 57 .41 -.16
15 .10 A2 -.14
16 .44 .38 .06 . : .31
17 .04 . ~.02 -.15
18 A1 ~.3 1] .06
19 -.32 -.29 .40 . ~.32
20 -.20 -.18 -.00 —
21 -.12 : - .08 . ~15 .
22 .21 .23 -8 . .48
23 .33 .18 .55 .56
24 .42 %1 .26 .25
5 .31 .06 = .04
26 .0 -.21 .19
217 .28 : . -.29 .46 R1
28 -3¢ .36 .28 -.08
29 . ~:0l .13 -7
0o - .04 -2 -.05
X 4.52 " 2.84 2.5
Fercent
of
Variance 15.1 9.5 8.5
Y

3Corr ected for overlap between jtem and LOIleOS'te index.

1 = Pressure for action. . )

11 = Network development. :
. 111 = Adaptatlion to pressure. ) 197
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