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A Consideration of Two Assumptions Underlying
Fiedler's Contingency Model Tor the Prediction
*

of Leadership Lrrectiveness

Martin Fishbein, Eva Landy, and Grace Hatch
University of Illinois

The presert naper can best be viewed as an attempt to explore two of the
basic assumpticus underlying Fiedler's (1564, 1965) Continoency Model:
{1) the assumption that different group-task situations ''require a different
leader-group member interaction,'" i.e., "demand" different types cf leader-
ship behaviors; and (2) the assumption that these 'demands'' will covary
systematically with the three dimensions of the group-task situaticn specified
by the Contingency Model. Mne hundred forty-one male undergraduates rated
the way they believed the '"Most Effective Leader " /MEL) should perform in
each of eight g.~up-task sitvations on a Behavicral Description Questionnaire.
The vresults indicated that although these rarings of the MEL's behavior did
vary acrozs the different group-task situaticns, the ratings were significantly
influenced by only two of the three group-task dimensions isolated by Fiedler,
namely, the leader-member relations and the position power dimensions.
Additional hypotheses rclated to the Contingency Model were also investigated

and discussed.
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A Consideration of Two Assumptions Underlying
Fiedler's Contingency riodel for the Prediction
of Leadership Lffectiveness#
Martin Fishbein, Fva Landy, and Crace Hatch
University of Illinois

In a recent series of papers, Fiedler (1964, 1965) has presented a model for
the prediction of group performance, As Fiedler pointe out, "The mcdel is pre-
dicted on the assumption that the type of leadership behavior required for gocd
rroup performance it contingent upon favorableness of the group-task situation for
the leader.," liore specifically, Fiedler identifies three major dimensions of the
group-task situvation: (i) the nature ¢“ the affective lsader-member relations;

(2) the task structure; and (3) the leader's power positiou in the group,

The dimension of affective leader-group rclations refers to the personal
lationsnip between the leader and key members of his group. According to Fiedler,
.S dimension reflects what "is probably the most important single determinant of

group processes which affecuv team performances The liked and respected leader can
obtain compliance from his group under circumstances which, in the case of &
disliked or distrusted leader; aould lead to open revolt."

The task structure dimension refers to the clarity or ambiguity of the task.
lere one may distinguish btetween highly structured, unambiguous tasks where the
leader and his group members know exactly what needs to ve done and the way to dc
it (=.g., a missile crew performing a count-down) and unstructured, ambiguous tasks
where neither the lcader nor the members can readily specify the manner in which
such a task is to be executed (e.g., planning a program for a picnié). Fiedler
views the task structure dimension as the secend most important determinant affect-
ing team perf~rmance.

The final dimension of "leader pousition power" refers to the Jdegree of formal

or informal power in.erent in the leadership position. Thus, a leader with high




-l
position power is one who can utilize rewards and sanctions, and who nas authority
over his men tha't is supported by the organizaticn within which the group operates;
4 leader with low vosition power is rnne who essentlally is restricted to using
persuasion and other indirect means of influence.
By dichctomizing each of these dimensions, eight distinct types of group=-task

situations can be identified as follows:

Affective
Leader-liember' Task Leader’'s
Relaticns Structure Position Power
1 Good Structured High
2 Gocd Structured Low
3 Good Unstruetured High
k Good Unstructured Low
5 Poor Structured High
6 Pcor Structured Low
7 Poor Unstructured High
8 Poor Unstructured Low

Two polnts about these eight group-task sjtuations should be roted:

(1) According to Fiedler, these situaticns vary along a continuum of favor-
ableness to unfavorableness for tiae leader. That is, these situations differ with
respect t¢ the degree to which they permit the leader to "influence and control his
group members." ifore specifically, the leader is seen as havirg maximum influence
over, and control of, his group members in group-task situation 1, and minimal
influence and control in situation 8.

(2) Each of these group-task situations nmay "reouire a different leader-group
member interaction." (Fiedler, 196L). That is, these different group-task situe
ations may well damand different types of leadership behavior in order for the
group to operate at maximum efficiency. Thus, for exampl:, one type of situation
may require a permissive, ron-directive, considerate type of leader, while another
group-task: situation may require a controlling, managing, directive type of leader.

Fiedler (1964) has argued that such is indeed ‘he case.
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One of the major variables investigated by Fiedler and his associate:. has been
"the leader's esteem for his least preferred coworker (LPC)." There is a consider-
able amount of evidence indicating that High LPC leaders arec mcore effective than
Low LPC lcaders in certain group-task situations. while Low LPC leaders are more
effective than Higzh LPC leaders in dilferent types of group-task situations. In
his carlier writings, Fiedler (e.g., 1958) viewed the High LPC leader as a perscn
who is permissive, non-directivs, end considerate; and the Low LPC leader as a per-
son who is controlling, managing, and directive, More recently however, Fiedlar
(196, 1966b)has emphasized a motivational, rather than a behavioral basis for
distinguishing between (or describing) High and Low LPC leaders. ilore specifically,
Fiedler now views the High LPC lecader as a person who "obtains need satisfaction or
reinforcement as a consequence of having experienced success in interpersonal rela-
tions;" while the Low LPC leader is viewed as an i.adividual who "cbtains his ueed
satisfaction cor reinforcement through his achievement.(or participation) in assigned
group tacks." Thus, althouvgh a High LPC will, under normal conditions, tend tc be
more p-rmissive -nd considerate than a Low LPC leader, this is not necessarily the
case in all situations. That is, in any given situatinn, the High LPC leader!s
motivetion for achieving satisfying intcrpersonal relations may "cause him to
behave" in a more directive, contrciling way than a Low LPC leader. OSimilarly,
the low LPC leader s motivational structure inay "cause him to act" in a permissive,
considerate manner. Thus, aithough High and Low LPC leaders are still viewed as
behaving differentially in a given situation, the specific types of behaviors they
display will vary as a function of tlieir underlying motivational orientationse.

To summarize briefly, the contingency model may be seen as an atiempt to tie
together, and integrate, the findings of twelve years of research which suggesv
that different types cf leaders (i.e., High LPC vs. iow LPC) are differentially

aeffective in different types of group-task situations. 1In particular, Fiedler
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hypothesizes that in gituations that are very favorable or very unfaverable icv the
leader, a Low LPC ieader will be most effective; while in situations vhich are
moderately favorable or imoderately unfavorsble for the leader, & High LPC leader
will be most effective. Several validation studies (e.g., Fiedler, 1966a, Shaw and
Blum, 19586) have provided support for this as well as other hypotheses generated
by the contingency medel,

The present paper can best be viewed &s an attempt to explors two of the basiz
assumptions underiying the contingency model. ilore specifically, Fiedler's concept-
ualization assumes that High and Low LPC leaders are differentially effective in
different group-task situatiors because (a) thase situations call for different
kirds of leadership behaviors for maximally efficicont grop performance, and (b)
High and Zow LPC leaders differ with respect to leadership styles and crientations,
and thus one type of leader (e.p., a High LPC leader) w#ill better meet the "demandc!
of a given situation than will another type of leader (e:Z., a Low LPC leader),
Further, it should be rrcalled that from Fiedler's point of view, these situational
demands should covavy with the threz dimensions of the contingency model (i.e.,
affective luader-member relations, task structure, and leadaris pesition power).
.iore specifically, Fiedlar has hypothesized thau these three dimensions are of dif-~
ferential irportance., That is, the kinds of leadershir behaviors that are required
for maximal group effectiveness should vary nost with the nature of the sffective
leader-member relations, next most with the task structure; and least with the
leader's position power.

Thus the major purpose of the nresent paper is to investigate the following two
assumptions:

1. The assumption that different group task situations "require a different
leader-group member interaction,” i.e., "deand" different types of leadership

behaviors; and
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2. The assumption tha’ these "demands' will covary systematically with the
three dimeucions of the contingency model,

In addition, an attempt will be made to explore otie possible reason for the
ditferential behaviors of High arcd Low LPC leaders. That is, although Fiedler(1966d)
has presanted evidence that High and Low LPC leadei's do indeed behav: differentvi-
ally in given situations, the determinants of this differential behavior have not
been made explicit. While Fiedler has argued that the bagis of this differential
behavior is the different motivational orientations of High and Low LPC leaders,
one may raise the 3Fuestion of whether these niotivational differences are directly
reflected in behavior or whether they operate through an intervening variabis.
That is, it may woll be that High ond Low LPC leaders benave differently because
(2) they perceive the "demands" of @ given situation diffsrently and (b} they act
in accordance with their perceptions. Alternatively, High and Low LPC leaders
could (a) perceive the "demands" of a given situation similerly, but (b) have
characteristically different modes of responding to the same situaation.

Thus, a fecand nurpouse of tine present study is to investigate the ways in
which subjects who vary in IPC perceijve the '"demands' of the eight group-task
situations. Although the second alternative (i.e., that subjects differiug in LPC
perceive the same "demands") seems more consistent with Fiedler's position, it
should be noted that both of these alternatives are consistent with the general
nction that "'igh and Low LPC leaders differ with respect to leadership styles and
orientations. Further, i% should be noted that ithese tws alternatives are not
mutually exclusive, and it is possible that both occur simultaneously.

To summarize briafly, the purpose of the present paper is twofeld: (1) to
investigate two assumptions underlying Fiedler's contingency riwdel and (2) to

explore the possibility that subjects differing in LPC differentially perceiva ithe
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"demands! ¢f & given group-task situation. Since the specific hypotheses te bs
tested in the present paper will be more clearly understood if the reader is famil-
iar witn the type of data thiat were obtained, let us first turn to a consideration

of the methods and procedures used.

Methods ggg Procedurses

The subjects were 1Ll male undergradustes who participaved in the experiment
ag part of & course requiremsnt. All subjects were tested simultaneously during a
one hour sessicn. llpon entering the experimental room {n large arditorium), sube
Jects were randomly assigned to seats. After all the subjects were seated,
questionnaire booklets were passed oute Each booklet contvained the folluwing:

1. A standard form of Fiedler's IPC Sczle, This instrument consists of 25,
elght-rlace bipslar adjective scalus, in the Semantic Differential format. The
subjects are asked tu

“thirk of yowr leasti. preferred coworker--that-is, think of tha one

person you have had the most difficulty working with, and rate that person

on the following scales. Remember, we are not necessarily asking you

4o think of the person you liked the least, but the one person you have

had the most difficulty working with.®

2. A handout dascribing the three dimersions of the contingency model, with
examples representing the endpoints of each dimension. The handout was not
attached to the bocklet, aud thus the subjscts could refer to it at all timee. The
handout is reproduced in Table 1,

3¢ Dach of the following eight pages of the booklet contained a Behavioral
Duscription Questionnaire (BDQ). The BIQ is based directly .n Bales! (1951) method
of Interaction P-ocess Analysis. Each questionnaire consists of twelve items, each
representing one of Bales' interaction process categories. That is, each item

describes & different type of behavicr (e.g., "helps to clarify the situation by

providing useful information") and the subjects are asked to indicate the degree to




6a
TABLE 1

vescriptions of Group Task Situations

On each of the following pages, you will be given a description of a certain
group task situation. These group task situctions will be described in terms cf
three dimernsions, namely: (1) the affcctive lcader-group relations; (2) the task
structure; and (3) the power position of the leader. Following is a iist of short
explanations of the terms we have us:.

AFFECTIVE LFADER-GROIP RUIATIONS. Refers to the personal relationships between the
leader and thie mesbers of his group.

Good affective r:lations refers to a situation where the leader feely, and is,
accepted and 1iked by the members of his group.

Bad affective relations refers to a situation where the leader feels, and 1is,
rcjected and gisiiked by the members of his group.

TASK STRUCTURE. Refers to the degree of clerity or ambiguity of the task the growp
is working on.

A highly structured task refers to a situation where the task the group is
working on 18 a specific one -- the poal is clear, and it can be rcached by a
definite procedure. That is, there is one correct soluticn to the problem the
group is working on, and there is one correct way of reaching the soluticn,
Further, once a solution has been reached, or the task has been coupleted, the
correctness of the solution can easily be seen.

A highly unstructured task refers to a situation where the task and goal of
the group are vague and unspecific. There is uore than one correct solution,
and more than one way to reach a solution. That is, there is no specific
manner in which to execvte such a task, Further, once the task has been com-
pleted, there is no precise way of knowing whether the method used, or the
solution itself, was the best oue,

POWER POSITION OF THE LIADED. Refers to tae degree of control and power that the
leader has over his members.

The leader has a high power position when he iLas a high degree of authority
over his group. Fﬁ%?hnr, this avthority is sunported by the organization
within which the group works. His role as the group leacer is independent of
the members., He i3 appointed Ly t' larger organization, ond is acknowledged
as the leader by the members. Further, group members have to obay his
instructions. He is expected to supervise and evaluvate the work of the group
members. He can punish or reward memberc at his own discretion. For example,
he can effect a promotion or fire or nenalize a group member.

The leader has a low power position when he has nc rewards or sanctions at his
disposal. He has to infliuence the group mainly ty persuasion, Further, his
role as the group leader is dependent upon the members. That is, the nembers
coulc replace the leader if thcy so desireds Thus, he has relatlvely little
direct authority over his group.

Cn each of the following puges, one group task situation will be described to
you. For exa iple, one group task situation mlvht be described as follows: The

leader has a high power position, good affectlve relations, and a highly unstructured
taSEt
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which a given stimulus person engazes in the particular behavior. ilore specifizally,
subjects resapond to each item Ly checking an eight-place scale ranging from "very
trve" (8) +~ "very untrue" (1). The BDQ is remroduced in Table 2.

at the top of cach page, one of the eight group-task situations was descrited
(e.g., "Given a growp-tasi situation where the lsader has GOOD AFFECTIVE RTLATIONS,
whera the gvoup is working on a HIGHLY STRUCTURED TASK, and where the leader has a
LOW PUER POSITION"), and the cubjects were asked to describe the "idost Cffective
Leader" in that situation. More specifically, . ach sutject was told to

"think of the kind of situation described at the top of each page, and

than indiceate the way you think the most effective leader would behave

in that situation. That is, in that situation, what kind of leadership

Sehaviors do you think are recessary if the greup is to operate at

maximum efficiency and be maximally procuctive. Reumember, we vant you

to tell us the way you believe the most eflfective leader would behave

and not necessarily the -ay that a person you would Like would behave."

The eight pages (one for each of the group-task situations) were randomized
within each booklet, and two orders of presentation were us~d to describe the group
task situationa. For half the sutjects, the group-tasit situation was described in
terms of (1) affective relations (2) task structure, and (3) position power. The
order was reversed for ihe remairning subjects. Since neither the order effect nor
any of its iateractions were sigiificant in any of the analyses counducted, It will
not ve relerred to in the present raper,

To sumnzrize brietly, an IPC zcnrs and twelve judgments of the llost Effective
Leader (1ZL) ir. each of the eight group-task si* iations was obtained from each sub-
tect. Rather than considering each of the twelve behavioral judgments indeperdently,
four scores were computed for each group task situatictt. Tollowing the work of
Bales (1951). the twe ve specific behaviors were viewed as measures of two types

of interpersonal behaviors (positive znd negative s~ icerwtional behaviers) and two

types of task oriented bel.aviors ("giving answers" and "asking quzs .cns"). Thus




TABLE 2

The Behavioral Description Ouestionnaire

7a

C"ven a grouo-task situation where the leader has a HIGH POWLR POSITION, and whe:se
ulere are 4 HiGHLY UNSTRUCTURED TASK AND GOOD AFFECTIVE RELATICNS,

1.

2.

L.

Se

G

10,

THE +OST EFFECTIVE LEADER:

Vlould help and encourage the other group members.

very true:? 2 ] g 8 B g g ¢ very untrue
8 7 6 5 L 3 2 1
Weuld laugh ard joke a lot.

very true: : : : : : : : . very untrue

8 7 £ 5 L 3 2 1

Wlculd tend to agree wit' other members® ideas and sug: 'stions.

very true: B 8 s o 3 8 8 ¢ very witrue

8 7 6 5 L 32 1
Would give many useful suggestions to get the job done,

very true: 8 B 2 8 g B 8 ¢ very untrue
8 7 6 5 L 3 2 1

Uould freely express his own personal feelings and opinions.

very true: 5 : 2 E g 8 8 : very untrue
8 7 6 5 L 3 2 1

Would help to clarify the situation vy providi.g useful information.

very true: g g E e 8 8 o ! very untrue
8 7 6 5 L 3 2 1

Would often ask for more information about the task.

VESY True:? Tvery unirue

- : : : , : - ._“E__. ; : 5 : :

Would oirtern ask for the opinicns and feelings o1 others.

very true: ¢ very untrue

g7 & T LT3 Tz 1
tlculd often ask for suggestions.
very trua: 8 : g g B : : ! very untrue

B 7 & 3 L 3 2 1

Would often disagre~ with the other members' ideas and suggestions.

very true: E : E 8 : K : ¢ very untrue
8 7 € 5 L 3 2 1

Would often appear to be anxious and tense.

very true: K 2 g B g g 8 $ very untrue

7 & g L. 3 2 B

12.. Would often be antagonistic and aggressive toward othe: members,

very troz: 2 2 g : 3 g 2 : very untrue
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the basic dava obtained from each subject was his LPC score and eight sets of four
behavioral expectations. Since each of the behavi. al expectations was obtained
by summing over three judgnents, the scores could rauge from 3 (it is completely
'ntrue that the MEL would engage in this type of behavior) to 24 (it is completely
true that the MLL would engage in this type of behavior). These data were then
used to test the following hypothese:.:

1. Different group~task situations "demand" different kinds of leadcrship
behaviors for maximal group effectiveness. iiore specifically, it was hypothesized
that subjnete! ratings of the way the most effective leader should behave would
vary across group task situations;

2. The different situational demands (i.e., ratings of the way the MEL should
behave) will covary with the tiree dimensions ot the contingency model. Specifi-
ca’ly, thase "demanda" should vary most with affective leader-member relations,
next most with task structure, and least with leader position pcwer; and

3: Subjects differing in LFC will differentially perceive the demands of the
various gro'p task situations, i.e., the 1atings of the way tiie i{il. should behave
will vary as a functions of the subject's LPC sccre.

m the basis of their LPC scores, the subjects were divided into three equal
groups of L7 subjects each (i.e., a high, middle, and low LPC group. The basic
experimental design was a mixed analyzis of variance with LPC serving as a "between'
subject" main effect, aunl the three dimensions of the contingency mcdel serving as
"within subject” main effects. A senarate analysis was cenducted for each of the
four types of behaviors.

Although the analysis of variance methodolegy is often used only to deteizinre
the presence or abrence of &z significant difference betweer groups or between

different levels of a given variable, it can also be used to estimite the strength
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of obtained relatisnships between independen’ and dependent variables (e.g., see
Bolles and ifessick, 1958; Fishbein, 1963; iHller, 1961; Triandis and Triandis,
1960, 1965). .ore specifically, the analysis of variance technique is a procedure
thet partitions the total variance (in the dependent variable) into its component
parts. Thus, one can determine the per cent of the total variance that is associ-
ated with (i.e., under the control of) cach of the independent variables and their
interartions. The more of the variance controlled by a variavle, the .ore impore
tant is the variable. How:ver, since a corsiderable portic1 of the total variance
is often a function of individual differences between subjects (including treatment
by subject interactions), errors of measurement, and other uncontrolled sources of
variation, a clearer picture of the relative importantcc of each independent variable
can be obtained if one considers tiie proportion of variance associated with each of
the variables after individual differences and otiier uncontrolled sources of error

have been eliminated. That is, one may look at the per cert of controlled variance

assoclated with each independent variable as well as the per cent of the total
variance accounted for by each of these variables. Since the second hypothesis
presented above is vrimarily concerned with investigating the relative importance
of tne tiiree dimensions of the conting.ncy model as determinants of "situational
demands" placed on the .iost Effective Leader, the swiary analyses of variance
tables that will be presented will contain estiuavezs of both the total and con-
trolled variance accovnted for by each variable and its ir.teractions.1
Results and Discussion

The results of tle four analyses of wariance are presented in Tables 3 and .
acra specifically, the analyses of ratiugs of the way the !MEL should behave in a

nositive and negative sociou-emotional manner are precented in Table 3, while
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analyses of ratings of the MEL's answer giving and question asking behaviors are

presented in Table 4. In these tubles, it can be seen that, cousidered together,

Tables 3 ard I} about here

the four major variables and all their interactions account for between 7.6 per
cent and 17.8 per cent of “‘he total variance in subjects?’ beliefs about the way
"The Most Effective Leader" should behave. More specifically, LPC and the three
dimensions of the contingency model control 17.8 per cent of the variance in
beliefs about the MEL's positive sccio-emotional behavior, 11.1 per cent of the
variance in beliefs about his rnegative socio-emotional behavior, 8.4 per cent of
the variance in beliefs about the MEL's engaging in "asking questicns," and 7.6 per
¢ant of the variance in beliefs abcut his "answer giving" behavior. Although this
is clearly a significant and meaningful amount of variance to account for, it should
be noted that between 80 per cent and 90 per cent of the variance in subjects!
Judgments about the way the MEL shculd behave is essentially left unexplained.
Since only 25 per cent to 35 per ceant of this variance can be directly attributable
to individual di: ferences, this clearly implies that other variables, rclevant tc
the phenomena under consideration, still have to be isolated. Keeping this in
mind, let us now turn to a consideration of the four major variables {i.e., LPC

and the three dimensions of the contingency mcdel) and tieir interactions.

I. LPC - Contrary to the third hepothesis, it can be seen that subjects dif-
fering in LPC do not have differential expectations about the way the MIL should
act in any of the eight group task situavions. Indeed, LPC and all its inter-
actions with the three dimensions of the coulingene: model account for less than
1 1/2 per cent of the %otal variance and less “hat 12 per cent of the controlled

wvariance in all four analyses. In no case, does LPC or its interactions with other
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variables approach the ,0L level of significance. Thus it appears that leaders
verying in their Sateem for their Least Preferred Coworker are not differentially
effective in a given situation because they perceive the denands of that situation
in different ways,

II. Group=-Tagk Situations - The influence of the eight group-task situstions

as determinants of judinents about the way the MEL should behave is swimarized ¢n
line 5 of Tables 3 and L. There it can be seen that the three situatlonal variables
and all their interactions account for approximately 90 per cent of the contrulled
variarce in all four analyscs. Thus, almost all of the variance that is accounted
for is directly attributable to variations in the group-task situations. Clearly
then, as Iiedlar has suggested, these different situations do seem to "demand"™
different types cf leadership behaviors. !llowever, in order to better underctand

the differences between these situations, a consideration of each group-task
situation variable and its interaction is necessary.

A. Leader-ilember Affective relations, In all four analyses, it can be seen
that subjects expect the inost effective leader to behave in a significantly dif-
ferent manner when he has "good" affective relations with his group members than
when he has "bad" affective relations. ilore specifically, the iICL is expected to
ask morz questions, yive morc answers, and display more positive and less negative
socio-e.iotional behavior when he has gcod than when he has bad affective relations
with his group members. The wean differences for each of the four behaviors may

be seen in Table 5.

Table & about here

In addition to influencing ail four ty cs of behavior, in Tables 3 and L it

can be seen that consistent with Fiedler's hypothesis, the leader-member affective




il -

TABLE §

lla

The Influence of Affective Leader=-ilember Relations on
Lxpectations about the Most Effective leader!s Behaviors

Good Affective Bad Affective

Type of Behavior Relations  Helations
Positive Sociocemctional 18.66 15.69
Negative Socioemotional 9.84 11.98
Giving Answers 18.90 17.30
Asking Questions 18,45 16,20

F
120,66
71.35
38.20
h9.12

All F's significant beyond the .00l level of confidence.
The higher the mean score, the more likely the MEL will engage
in the particular type of behavior. Scores can range from 3

to Zho
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rzlation dimension is the most impertant singie determinant of expectations about
the IfIL's behaviors. That is, in all cases, the affective relaticis dimension
accounts for more than 50 per cent of the controlled variance in expectations
about the MIL's behavior.

B. Task Structure. Contrary to Fiedler'!s expectations, the degree of the
task structure appears to play a relatively mincr role in determining expectations
about the MEL's behavior. [Lven though task structure dees have a significant
effect on expectations about the ilZL's positive socio-emotional behavior {i.e., he
is expected to show significantly mere positive socic-emotional behavior in struic-
turec than in unstructured situations - X = 17,51 and 16.8lL, respectively,

5 {.001), it accounts for less than 0.6 per cent of the total variance and less
than 3.3 per cent of the controlled variance in any of the four analyses. Here,
hovever, it nust be noted that the present analysis is concerned with subjects!
expectations about a leader's behavior in hypothetical situations and not with
actual behavior in real situations, Fiedler's model is based on an analysis of
these latter situations and thus the finding does not necessarily inean that task
structure is an irrelevant dimension in analyzing ~ngoing groups, nor that in a
real situation, leaders do nat take the task structure into account in determining
their course of action. The tinding does suz est, however, tuat the task structure
diiiension may not be as important as Fiedler has indicated, and certainly deserves
a closer and .1ore critical analysis.2

C. Leader's Position Power. As in the case with affective leader member
relations; 1t can be seen that subjects expect the wost effective leader to behave
in a significantly different manner when he has high position power than when he
is in a position of low power. This effect is significant beyond the .00l ievel

in all four analyses. ifore specifically, the MEL is expected to ask fewor
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questions, give mcre answers, and to show .wre negative and less pecsitive socio-
emotlonal behavior when he has a high power position than wiien he has a low power

position., Tatle 6 presents the mean differences for each of the four behaviors.

Table 6 about here

In addition, it should be noted that the leader's power position is the second
most important determinant of expectations in 1ll four analyses. As might be
expected, position power appzars to account for slightly more of the variance of
task behaviors than of socio-emotional behavicrs, ilore specifically, while position
power accounts for 23.9 per cent of the cont.olled variance in expectations about
'giving answers" and 20.3 per cent of the coatrolled variance associated with
"asking questions,” it only accounts for 16.1 per cent of che variance of nezative
sociov-emotional behavior and 14.€ per cent of the controlled variance of positive
socio-emotional behavior. In other words, it appears that unlike affective rela-
tions which appear to have a similar influence or: all types of behavior, the
leader's power position is most important in influencing his task-related behaviors
and less important wvith respect to interpersonal behaviors.

Lffective Relatiog§ Z Task Egtucture Interaction = This interaction is net

significant in any of the four analyses, Further, in no case does this interaction
account for more than 0.2 per cent of the total variance or .wmore than 2.1 per cent
of tha controlled variarce. Thus the rclative uniwportance of tiie task-structure
dimension as a determinant of expectations about the #EL's bchavior is again demon-
strated.

Affective leclations X Power Position Intecraction - In three of the four analy-

ses, this interaction is significant beyond the .CCL level of confidence. Similar
to the power variable, the affective relations by pesition power interaction

appears to have differential influence on ciffcrent types of behaviors. ilore




TABIE 6

The Influence of the Leader's Positior Power on Expectations
About the Host Effective Leuder!s Behaviors

ﬁi Position Lo Position

Type of Behavior Power Power F
Positive Socioemotional 16.146 17.73 23.55
Negative Socioemoticral 11,49 10.33 2b.5h
Giving Answers 18.70 17.49 32.54
Asking Questions 16.69 18,00 19.0L

All F's significant beyond the .00l level of confideiice.
The higher the mean score, the more likely the ML will nngage
in the particular typz of behavior. Sccres czn range from 3
to 2ho

13a
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wme  fically, although this interaction is the third larzest determinani of vari-
ance . expectations in the three analyses wnere it is significent, 1t is con-

siderably more importast with resnect to interpersonal bchaviors than with respect

L]

to task bchaviors. That is, this interaction accounts for 1L.S per cent ot the
controlled wraiance in expectatiorns about the MIL's positive socio-emotional
behavior, and 16.1 per cent of tiie controlled variarce associated with negative
socic-emotional behavior. 1In contrast to this, it only accounts for 7.1 per cent

of tine controlled variance associated with asking questions and none ol tha variance

agsoclated w.th giving answers.

Table 7 2bout here

~ —

Ti.e means for tie three significan’ interactions wmay iLe secn in Table 7. In
all three cases, it appears that uwien the leader is in a task situation having
pood zffective relations, su_jects do not expect the iHILL to behave differecntly
wten he has high »ower than wi.en he has low power. However, in tnose situations
vhere tie leader has bad a’fective relations with his r-.abe.., the EL is expected
to behave quite differently depending upon his pouer position. .lore specilically,
when theres are poor affective relations and the leader has 2 high power position,
ne is expected to ask fewer questions, and show .lore negative ~.d less positive
socio-€ wiional behavicr, than when he has a low power position.

Task Structure X Power Pusitiou Interaction. Ip T2bles 3 and L, it can bLe

seen that this interaction rcaches the .0l level of significance in only one of the
four znalyses. Interestirgly enc :h, this one significant interaction is with
respsct to the ouly type cf behavior that was not influenced by~ the affective rela-

tions X positiun power interactiun--na:ely, giving answers. Again, however, it




The Influence of the Affective Relations x Position Pow:r Interaction
or Lxpectations about the ibost Effective Leader's Buhavior

Poattion
ownr

High

Tou

- W

K.

Affective Leader~Ilembe~ Relations

Good §3g
18.61 1430
13.71 17.08
“ositive
Soci.emctionel
Behavior

r = 50,26

B.

TABLE 7

Good  Bad

9.86

13.11
9.82  10.84
Negative

Sociocemotional
Behavior

F = 30.2L

Good Bad

18.18 15.19

18.72 17,28

C. Asking

Questions

F = 13.10

All F's significant beyond the .001 level of confidence.

range from 3 to 2L.

will ~n_age in the behavior.

The higher the socre, the more likely the MEL

l4a
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must be noted that even though this one interaction is significaat, it must be
congidered skeptically since it accounts for less than ons-nalf of one per cent of
the total variance, and only 5 per cent of the controlled variance of expectatic.s
about the (iCL's"answer giving" behavior. Furiher ovidence cf the relative unimpor-
tance of this interaction can ve seen in Table 8; which presents the eans for this

interacticn. There it can be seen that although the power variable has a large

Table & about here

arw

influence on expectations about questicn answoering behavior, task structure has
relatively littie. The interaction indicates that whor a leader has a high power
position, he is expected to answer slightly more questions when the task is
structured than when il is unstructured. In contrast, when he has a low power
position, he is expected to answer slightly more questions when the task is
unstructured than wnen it is structured. HNeither of these differences, however,
are significant at the .0l level of confidence.

Affective Relations E Task Structure § Power Position Interaction. in Tables

3 and )}, it can be seen that the triple interaction does not approach significance
in any of the analyses. Further, and perhaps more importantly, it can also L2 seen
that in no case does this interaction account for iore than O.1 per cent of the
total variance or more than 1 1/2 per cent of the controlled variance.

To summarize kriefly then, although more chan 90 per cent of the controiled
variance in ermectations sbout the way tie .IEL should behave is attributable to
variations in the proup-task situation, al wst all of this variance can be account-
ed for by only two variables acc tl.eir interaction., _.iore specifically, affective

relations, position power, and t' e affective relations X position power inter-

action accounts for 90.9 per cent of the controlled variance of positvive




TABLE 8

The Influence of the Task Structure x Position Power Interaction on
Expectations about the ilost Effective Leader's "Answer Giving" Behavior

Task Structure

Position Power High ng
High 18.98 18.42
Low 17.27 17.72

F - 9‘52’ p .Ol

Scores can range from 3 to 2L. The higher the score, the more
likely the MEL engages in "answer giving" behaviore.
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socio~emotional scores, 85.9 per cent of tlie controlled variance of ncgative socio-
emotional scores, 85.4 per cent of the controlled variance J.f expectations about
the IEL's "asking questions" behavior, and 79.6 per cent of the controlled vari-
ance of expectations about the iLL's "giving answers" behavior.

Thus while consistent with Fiedler's notions-~different group-task situations
do appear to "dermand" different kinds of leadership behavior for maximwi group
effectiveness--cnly two of the threce dimeusions isolated by Fiedler appear capable
of consistently explaining a significant per cent of the variation in these
"demands." Further, it must be recalled that although these two dimensions do
account for between 80 and 90 per cent of the controlled variance, they are only
accounting for between & and 16 per cent of the total variance. Clicarly then, it
is quite obvi_us that other variables associated with the group-task situation
remain to be isola*ted. Indeed, it is worth noting that in his more recent articles,
Fiedler has been doing just this. For examnple, he has considered the homogeneity-
heterogeneity cf the group and the amount of stress (either internal or external);
that the group is working under. Thcre can be little doubt tiat considerably more
resenrrch is necessary before the various complexities of tlie group-task situation
are isolated and t'e immortance of these variables as dcterminants of "de.ands" are
assessed,

Before concluding, however, a note of caution .wust te reintroduced. Zarlier
in this pap r, it was pointed out that while Fiedler's contingency :..odel was based
on an analysis of "real" groups in "real" situations, the pressnt paper has only
been concernea with subjects! beliefs zbout the way "the .iost effective leader”
rould behave in eight hypothetical situations. Clearly, although a subject may
expect the I[EL to behave in the same :nanner on structured and unstructured tasks,

this does not .iean that the ilJL will or does behave in the same manner. Similarly,
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although in th~ hypotheticol situctions considered in this paper. he subjects
expect tlie MEL to b have quite differently when he has high pos tion power than
when he has low position pouer, this doos not mecn the MEL will or does bahave
differently. To put this in z slightly Jiffevent way, although the difference
btetween having high and low position pouer may appear quite large in these hypo-
chetical situations, in actual groupe this dist nction may have little, if any,
practical significance.

Thus, in conclusion, although the present paper has presentederidence sup-
porting some of Fiedler's assunptions underlying the contingencv .wdel (i.e., that
different situations demand different lesdership behaviors, and that subjects whe
differ in LPC do rot perceive these deaands differsntly), and some evidence ques-
tioning other asswiptions (i.e., that the demands covary with the three diinensions
ol the consistency model in a srecific manner), it .wust be recalled that these
results c=n in no way be tcken as a dircct vest of the model. Rather they can only
be viewed as supnlemeni:ory to Fiedler's position. .here they agree with his posi-
tion, they provide some conver_ent validity for his arguments; wh.re tiey djsagreo,
Jhey icrely ralse questions about tie validity of his asswiptions and point to
directions ulirere further research with "real groups” in "rcal sitaations” must be

conducted,
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Footnotes

For a more couplete discussion of the use of the analysis of variance
tochiilque as an indicant of strength of relationship and the distinction
between total and controllsd variance, see Fishbein (1863) aud Triandis
and Triandis (1965).
In reviewing an earljer draft of this paper, Gordon O'Brien suggested
another reason why Task Structure may have had such a small effect in
thz present study. Specificully, he suggested that the use of Bales’
categories for describing leader behavior may have mitigated against
findiny differences since Bales' categories were primarily designed
to handle behaviors in one type of task situation, namely, a situation
in which a group attempts to solve an unstructured verbal problem,
Although it is possible that significant differences might have been
found had other behavioral categories been used, it should be recalled
that ®=1¢s (1951) considers his categories &s being cape*le of
enveloping all the behavior that can occur in any small face-to-face
group. In keeping with this, Bales' Interaction Process Analysis
has been used in many different contexts. Similarly, Fiedler and his

associates have often used the BDQ in various group-task situations.
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ABSTRACT

The present paper can best be viewed as an attempt to explore two
of the basic essumptions undsrlying Fiedler's (1964, 1965) Contingency
Model: (1) the assumption that different group-task situations "require
a different leader-group member interaction,"” i.e., "demand" different
types of leadership behaviors; end (2) the assumption that these
“demands' will covary systemstically with the three dimen-ions of the
group-task situation specified by the Contingency Medel. One hundred
forty-cne male undergraduates rated the way they believed the '"Most
Effective Leader" (MEL) should perform in each of eight group-rask
situations on a Behavioral Description Questionnaire. The resulix
indicated that although these ratings of the MEL's behavior 4id vary
across the different group-task situations, the ratings weve significantly
influenced by only two of the three group-task dimensions isclated by
Fiedler, namely, the leader-member relations and the position power
dimensions. Additional hypotheses related to the Contingency Model were
aiso investigated and discussed.
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