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Preface

In a 1965 review of a portion of the literature on influence, leadership,
and control, Dorwin Cartwright commented that the difficulties involved in
providing a comprehensive treatment of such a topic are large indeed. He
found, as did the author of the present volume, that the literature related to
influence processes is vast and disjointed, and challenges efforts to develop
more parsimonious approaches to explaining these processes. For Cartwright,
it appeared that the development of a “genuinely comprehensive theory”
would of necessity be accomplished only through the use of concepts
derived from social science disciplines beyond psychology.

The purpose of the present volume has been to accomplish, to some
extent, that which Cartwright defined as a useful goal: to review and reinter-
pret the existing literature on leadership, power, and influence processes in
general, in order to arrive at a somewhat more general approach to under-
standing them. Progress toward this goal was facilitated by at least three
developments. The first was the development of social exchange theory,
principally by Homans and Blau, which seems to address quite basic attri-
butes of the interaction that occurs between and among individuals, on the
basis of which more complex interactions (e.g., normative exchange) and
institutions (e.g., differentiation of power) may possibly develop. The
second development was a 1969 review of the leadership literature by
Hollander and Julian which explicitly recognized the importance of social
exchange theory as a tool for explaining the influence processes that con-
stitute leadership. The third, and perhaps most significant, development was
a growing awareness in the Navy of the need for integration and reinterpreta-
tion of the leadership literature, to provide both a better theoretical under-
standing of the leadership process, and a source of understanding to naval
cadets of the sociological and psychological basis of leadership, both in small
groups and in formal organizations.

The focus of the present volume has been on influence processes in
formal organizations. While this excludes other phenomena of obvious
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importance and interest, it was judged to be an appropriate focus, con-
sidering the primary purposes to be accomplished by the book. Somewhat
more than 1,000 separate titles were reviewed and abstracted. These do not
hy any means constitute all of the available literature, nor were all of them
eventually used in the writing of the volume, which is frankly interpretive.
However, it is hoped that the material on which the volume eventually was
based does constitute a sufficient cross-section of the literature that no
important concepts have heen omitted.

Many persons have contributed to the completion of this effort. Many
of the concrpts leading to recognition of the implicit exchange between
superordinai® and subordinates in formal organizations were developed by
Dr. Carl J. Lange, who was among the first members of the Human
Resources Research Organization to study leadership. His work, which began
in 1954, initiated a series of studies of leadership that has continued within
HumRRO until the present time. Further, though no longer a part of
HumRRO, Dr. Lange contributed materially to the thinking in the present
work by reviewing the manuscript and providing many helpful suggestions.

It would be difficult within limited space to recognize the many other
persons who also contributed to the completion of the work. Particular
thanks are due Dr. E.E. Inman of the U.S. Naval Academy, who identified
the need for the work, encouraged its development at many different points,
and also materially assisted by a thoughtful and penetrating review of the
manuscript. Dr. Eugene A. Cogan of the Human Resources Research
Organization also reviewed the manuscript. and was a constant source of
encouragement. Much of the literature was abstracted by Mr. Harold E.
Christensen and Mrs. Fay F. Williams of the Division No. 4 staff.

Finally. the support of the Office of Naval Rescarch, and particularly of
Dr. John A. Nagay, is gratefully acknowledged. Such Navy sponsorship not
only made possible the accomplishment of the present work but has been
responsible for a substantial portion of the leadership research reported in
the literature surveyed.

T.O. Jacobs
Director
HimR RO Division No. 4
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Historical
Perspective

Leaders and leadership have been a focus f intenge interest since,
thousands of years ago, men first began t0 wg,der about the ways in
which leaders differ from other people. Outstanding leaders are challenging
objects for study. Scientists and nonscientists gjike have Jong sought to 1
learn the nature of the exceptional talents and gijis that have led to the
significant accomplishments of exceptional leade,g who haye emerged over
the centuries.

Indeed, such accomplishment has provided j pasis for defining jeader-
ship, as the process of exceptional innovation .. regarg either to goal
directions, methods of goal achievement, Or th, defree of achievement
itself (2.g., Galton, 1925). One of the crucial j.yes in early leadership
theory was probably generated by just this King of obseryation. Thomas |
Carlyle, in 1910, postulated the so-called “great yan thegry,” the essence
of which was that the progress the world has experienced is 2 Product of
the individual achievements of great men who | ad during the perjod in
which advances occurred.

However, every theory seems to be caPahje of Renerati® an anti-
thetical position. While psychology might be defj,ed 35 the study of the
individual within society, sociology might be defined as the study of
society itself. A sociological theory, in opposition to the great man theory,
was that of “cultural determinism,” which adyg.ated the pOSition that
great men were not so much unique individuals in théeMmse]yes. but rather
were products of forces existing during the perioq j, which they lived; had
one ‘‘great man” not appeared, another “‘greal ., woyjd have. I, this
view, it is not that individuals appear who have (pe Capahility to effect
great and sweeping changes, but rather that SOgjeial fOrces have reached
such a magnitude that change must occur. Given g ,¢h forees, an indjyidual
who can verbalize them and mobilize support for reasom‘ble change will be

NOTE: The list of references cited in Chapter 1 bettiy on PHEE 1R,
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Chapter 1

accorded leader status. Clearly, the requirements for leadership would be
different, depending upon which view is accepted—that of Carlyle or that
of cultural determinism.

Of course, neither of these two conflicting positions could be
demonstrated as scientifically ‘“‘correct.” Basically, they were conclusions
drawn from observations, and both became obsolete as knowledge accu-
mulated about the social dynamics of leadership processes. Nevertheless,
the research on leadership has shown a continuing tendency for attention
to be focused either on the individual in a leadership position, or on the
structure of the social group in which the leader finds himself. Only quite
recently have these two apparently conflicting emphases begun to seem
compatible. The purpose of this introductory chapter is to outline some of
the trends in leadership research and theory that have led to a blending of
these opposite poles of thought.

During the last 40 years there have been several lines of development
which, in some respects, seem to have proceeded almost independently of
one another. Especially during the decade prior to World War 11, there was
great interest in the personality traits of leaders. Individuals who had
achieved leadership status in one context or another were administered
psychological tests of various sorts to measure personality characteristics
that might be uniquely associated with their status. At nearly the same time,
however, there were beginning movements in industrial psychology by Mayo
(1933) and his associates that were concerned with the productivity of
industrial work groups, and the impact of the organization on the work
group’s motivation to achieve high levels of productivity.

These approaches constitute foci of attention on (a) the personality
of the leader and (b) the group itself—respective approaches that were
conceptually almost in opposition to one another in that each very nearly
excluded the other’s subject as an element of importance. Even so, there
was also a beginning awareness of interactive aspects of the leader-follower
relationship, including such notions as the nearly universal emergence of
structure in the small group, and power (or suthority) relationships in
such group suructures. Smith and Krueger (1933) note that “In one sense
at least it may be said that leadership is effective in face-to-face situations
in proportion to the degree of control which the leader has over the
follower group. That degree of control is due in part to the security and
permanence of the leader in his position.”
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In this statement, there is implicit recognition of the need to consider
| E group goals, the leader’s bases of power, and, perhaps, the extent to which

the leader’s position may be supported by a larger organizational structure.
As will be seen, these are all highly important elements of the total
1 leadership equation.

One further complication in the study of leadership has been the
problem of deciding who is a leader and who is not (and, perhaps, how
much a leader each leader is). On the surface it appears absurd that this
should be a problem—surely, it cannot be so difficult to decide whether a
person is or is not a leader. But the fact remains that different standards
have been applied, with the result that different studies sometimes reach
apparently contradictory results that may not even be relevant to one
another.

For example, Cowley (1928) made a distinction between ‘“headmen”
and leaders. Leaders were thought to have programs in their groups, and to
be moving toward objectives in a definite manner. ‘‘Headmen,” in contrast,
were simply administrators, with no program and no objective, marking
time while holding office. (Obviously, in some cases this distinction
would be a difficult one to make.) Cowley was considering position-
holders in general, and then applying a criterion of effectiveness to them.
The problem is that it can sometimes be extremely difficult to judge
effectiveness, so there might be considerable question as to whether a
given position-holder was in fact a leader, or just a ‘“headman.”

FOCUS ON LEADER PERSONALITY TRAITS

During the two decades before World War II, it was natural that
extensive effort was devoted to discovering the specific personal character-
istics that distinguished leaders from non-leaders. This development was
perhaps a consequence of the earlier attention given to the study of great
men as leaders and perhaps. too, a result of the rapid growth of person-
ality theory. This latter emphasis was evident in the proliferation of
“personality” tests, which were supposedly effective in measuring various
dimensions (or traits) of personality.

+»
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Chapter 1

From the studies they reviewed, Smith and Krueger (1933) listed a
number of traits that had been found to characterize leaders. These traits
include the following:

Personality Traits Social Traits
Knowledge Tact
Abundance of Physical and Sympathy

Nervous Energy Faith in Others and Self

Enthusiasm Patience
Originality Prestige
Initiative Ascendance-Submission
Imagination Physical Characteristics
Purpose Some advantage as to height,
Persistence weight, and physical
Speed of Decision attractiveness

Smith and Krueger noted, however, that some of these traits had
... been determined by statistical devices, others by mere observation of
leaders in action, and still others by experimental procedure.” They
consequently included as one of 12 suggested areas for further work the
following:

One of the most suggestive attacks in the field of leadership
would consist in selecting those who are considered leaders in
any situation and in administering to them a battery of psycho-
logical tests in an effort to determine whether or not they
actually are leaders and, if so, what characteristics they possess.
Tests are available which are designed to measure such traits as
the following: stability, sociability, ascendance-submission,
extroversion-introversion, mental ability, academic standing, speed
of decision, strength of will, self-confidence, and finality of
judgment. A composite picture from the results of such an array
of tests should give a rather definite idea as to whether an
individual possesses the traits which may be considered charac-
teristic of a leader in the situation studied.

As if in response to this injunction, studies of ‘leadership traits™
became almost commonplace. Their objectives ranged from selection of
business executives to identification of military leaders for hazardous
combat duty. The logical assumption underlying this kind of approach was
that there were leader charaeteristics which could be identified, and would
be suceessful in separating leaders from non-leaders.
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THE SITUATION AND LEADERSHIP

Unforiunately, the massive amount of effort invested in leadership-
trait research during this period and indeed continuing until the present,
has yielded very little in the way of generally useful results. Bird (1940)
compared the results of 20 studies, finding that 79 traits had been
investigated in the body of studies as a whole, with surprisingly little
overlap from study to study.

Subsequent to World War I, Stogdill (1948) surveyed a total of 124
studies conducted to determine the traits of leaders. Figure 1 lists the
characteristics reported in the studies Stogdill surveyed, together with the
number of different studies, in parentheses, supporting one pole or the
other of the characteristic mentioned.

While the findings regarding traits shown in the listing appear con-
vincing, comparison of these traits with those summarized earlier shows
little similarity. A possible explanation for this lack of comparability is
simply that the language being used may not be precise enough tc cause
the same basic trait always to be named by the same word. However, this
explanation creates its own problems since, if trait names are this
imprecise, it is difficult to see how the underlying concepts could have
any substantial value for either selecting or training leaders. ]

In a summary discussion, Stogdill suggested that the personal factors !
that had been 1ound associated with leadership could probably be cate- i
gorized under five general headings: (a) capacity, (b) achievement,
(c) responsibility, (d) participation, (e) status. These findings, to him, were
not surprising. Within his frame of reference, a leader was a group member
who served as an important motive force in producing group movement .
toward the attainment of group objectives. Thus, these factors were 3
descriptive of group members who had special competence in producing
movement toward the attainment of goals.

However, Stogdill listed yet another factor which needed to be |
considered. the situation. While there had been agrecement among many |
studies as to specific traits that had been either positively or negatively ' !£
associated with leadership, examination of the list in Figure 1 shows some | ‘
surprising contradictions. The only reasonable explanation is that in these 1
few cases, the demands of the situation itsetf were sufficiently different
from the ordinary that “‘different from ordinary™ requirements existed for
the would-be leader.

PN 7
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Chapter 1

Leader Traits Surveyed in a Group of Research Studies

&

10.

1.

12.
13.
4.
15.

16.
17.
18.

19.
20.

21

22.
23.

24

25.
26.
27.

28

NownaewNn —

Leader Troit
Chranological Age:
Height:

Weight:

Physique, Energy, Heolth:
Appearance:

Fluency of Speech:
Intelligence:

Scholarship:
Knowledge:

Judgment and Decision:

Insight:
Originality:
Adoptability:

Intraversion-Extroversion:

Dominance:

Initiative, Persistence,
Ambition:

Respansibility:
Integrity and Conviction:
Self Confidence:

Moad Contral, Maad
Optimism:

Emotional Cantral:

Social ond Econamic Status:

Sociol Activity and
Mobility:
Bio-Social Activity:

Saciol Skills:
Papularity, Prestige:
Coaperatian:

Troits Differ With
the Situation:

Occurrence in Studies
Younger (6), alder (10), neither (2)
Taller (9), sharter (2), neither (2)
Heavier (7), lighter (2), neither (2)
Higher (12), not o factor (4)
Better (1), warse (2), neither (1)
Mare fluent (13)

Brighter (23), no difference (5), o difference too great militotes
against leadership (5)

Better records (22), warse (1), neither (4)

Knows how ta get things dane (11)

Soundness aond finality of judgment better (5), speed and
accuracy of thought ond decision better (4)

More alert (6), better able ta evaluate situatians (5), better
insight (5), better self-insight (2), better sympathetic
understonding (7)

Mare original (7)
More adaptable (10)
More extraverted (5), mare introverted (2), no ditference (4)

Mare dominant (11), mare dominant persons rejected os leaders
(4), no difference (2)

Generally higher initiative and willing to assume respansibility
(12), persistence in face of obstacles (12), ambition and
desire ta excel (7), application oand industry (6)

More responsible (17)
Mare integrity, fortitude (6), more strength of convictions (7)
More self assured (11), absence of modesty (6)

Mare controlled in mood (4), moads not controlled (2), hoppy,
cheerful dispasition (4), nat o factar (2), sense of humor (6)

Mare stoble and emationally cantralled (11), less well con-

trolled (5), no difference (3)
From higher sacio-ecanomic background (15), na difference (2)

Participate in mare group activities (20), exhibit o higher rate
of sociol mability (5)

Mare octive in gomes (6), more lively, active, restless (9),
doring, adventuraus (3)

Mare saciability (14), maore diplomacy, tact (8)
Mare popular (10)

Mare cooperative (11), more corporate re spansibility (8), able
to enlist caoperation (7)

Patterns of leadership traits differ with situation (19)

Figure 1
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Thus, the results of his survey, on the surface, seemed to support the
theory that leaders do have at least some unique measurable traits. How-
b ever, examination of the extent to which these traits differed from
situation to situation, depending on particular situational demands, forced
Stogdill to conclude that it may be more fruitful to consider leadership as
a relationship that exists between persons in a social situation, rather than
as a singular quality of the individual who serves as the leader.! **A person
does not become a leader by virtue of the possession of some combination
of traits, but the pattern of personal characteristics of the leader must
bear some relevant relationship to the characteristics, activities, and goals
|I of the followers. Thus, leadership must be conceived in terms of the
interaction of variables which are constant flux and change.” (Stogdill,
1948, p. 64)

This is a very important conclusion. To consider its full impact, it is
first necessary to consider what the implications would have been, had it
been found that there were unique. measurable qualities, or traits, that
leaders did have which others did not have. This would have implied that
| leaders either were born uniquely different. or had reeeived a unique

background of experience that made them successful in doing something |
that others could not do. Further, for a trait theory of leadership to hold |
true, it would have been necessary to find that leaders in one situation
were leaders in other situations as well. (This is in contrast to Stogdill’s
conclusion, that the nature of the situation in which the leader finds
himself determines what characteristies are required for success.)

A review of two experimental studies will demonstrate why the
“persons-in-situation’’ conelusion was necessary. In the first, Carter and
Nixon (1949) conducted a study of leaderless groups with high se¢hool
boys. In each of the leaderless situations, each boy worked as a member
of a group which had an assigned task. The leadership behaviors of each of |
the boys in each of the situations were observed and recorded. The key
aspect of this experiment was that there were three kinds of tasks—one
intellectual, one mechanical. and one clerical. If it can be assumed that
leadership is the result of a unique trait, or a combination of unique traits,
then any boy who emerged as leader in one situation should have been
leader in the other tivo situations in which he participated, as well.

a2,
- 4

'This was a conclusion reached also, and in very nearly the same terms, by
Gibb (1947, 1951).
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However, this was not always the case. Boys who were leaders in the
intellectual task also tended to be leaders in the clerical task, but on the
mechanical task new leaders tended to emerge. This clearly indicated that
the requirements for leadership differ—at least to some extent—in the
mechanical task situation, as opposed to the other two situations where
the requirements are more nearly alike.

If it is acceptable to define the leader as the group member who
most facilitates the attainment of group goals, this result is not at all
surprising. It does not mean that the leader’s personal characteristics are
unimportant. What it does mean is that, other things being equal, any
group member who has special talents or special abilities that can be used
in the attainment of a group goal will be likely to have a greater level of
, influence on the rest of the group members than someone who lacks such

special qualifications.

However, the requirements for attainment of one kind of goal may
differ from the requirements for attainment of another kind. This is why
the situation itself is an important factor in determining who will emerge
as leader in a particular group. The real question is who can best facilitate
the attainment of the group goal.’

The second study was conducted by Hamblin (1958) and the object
was to determine what happens to a group leader when a group is
subjected to a ‘‘crisis” situation that it cannot handle. Twelve three-man
groups were studied as they played shuffleboard. The groups were told
that they were competing with other subjects who had previously worked
on the same problem, which was to determine through trial and error
what specific rules werc in effect in order to play the game correctly.
Correct scores were indicated by a green light, and infractions of rules by
a red light.

Control groups and experimental groups were run through three
periods under similar conditions that allowed them to learn most of the
rules of the game. Control groups were then run three additional periods
under the same condition. Experimental groups, however, operated under
new conditions that permitted all previous infractions of the rules. and

] prevented all previous correct procedures. Further, when a new procedure |

“The question is more complex than this statement would indicate: additional
factors that must be considered will be discussed in Chapter 3.

E
[
3
r
|
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of the “permitted” type was discovered by the group, the experimenter
changed the rules again. The net effect was that the experimental groups
§ could discover no correct rules during the last three periods, the crisis
condition.

During the periods of crisis, the experimental groups replaced their
leaders nine times in 12 cases, while in the control groups, there were only
three cases of replacement. Significantly, in those groups where replace-
ment occurred, it did not happen immediately, that is, in the first crisis
period. Rather, replacement occurred only after the old leader had had a
chance and had failed to solve the problem.

These findings clearly indicate that an important function of the
leader is !r facilitate the attainment of group goals. When he fails to
accomphish this purpose. he is replaced—if the group has this option.
Similar findings from other studies have repeatedly eonfirmed this general
conclusion. Further. the reason why the situation is important in deter-
mining who will have leadership status is that a group member can have
such status only if he contributes in a singular way' to the attainment of
group goals. When he eannot do this, he ceases to have unique leadership
status in the group.

It is important to rccognize that many of these earlier studies of
leadership (including both the study by Carter and Nixon and the study
by Hamblin) dealt with ‘what may be called synthetic groups—that is,
groups constituted solely for the purposes of the experiment, often con-
sisting of students. Such groups differ in many important respects from
established groups in formal organizations. It therefore is reasonable to
question whether such findings as the ones reflected thus far will also hold
true for established groups.

Another review of leadership studies (Jenkins, 1947) focused to a
greater extent on such formally constituted groups, and provides answers
for this question. This review gave particular attention to studies that
attempted to deal with the problem of selecting future military leaders,

3The basis for this contribution will be explored in Chapter 7. It is sufficient here
to note that such contributions depend on task demands, and fall into two principal
arcas, technological expertise (possession of task-relevant knowledges or skills thal
uniquely facilitate goal attainment) and organizational expertise (possession of planning/
conceptualizing/directing skills that enable the group to function more effectively), plus
some additional areas (e.g., skills in facilitaling interpersonal interaction within the group)
that vary in importance wilh the context in which the group operates.

1
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and concluded that *‘[no] .. single trait or group of characteristics has
been isolated which sets off the leader from the members of his group.”
(Jenkins, pp. 74-75). Other conclusions included:

(1) The question of who becomes a leader in a given group n
undertaking a given activity is determined to a major extent by the )
specific situation, as are the leadership characteristics displayed. Further,
there are wide variations in the characteristics of individuals selected as
leaders in the same type of situation.

(2) The only general factor in which leaders seemed to excel
members of their groups appeared to be that of technical or general
competence, or knowledge, in the particular area which constituted the
group’s activity.

Jenkins also noted that (a) leaders tend to have certain characteristics
in common with members of their group, such as interests and social
background, and (b) leaders may have certain unique but “‘poorly defined
personality traits’’ in addition, perhaps, to being superior to followers in
such things as physique, age, education, and so forth. However, it was felt
that further research was needed in both areas before firm conclusions
could be reached.

These findings may appear unreasonable; personal association with
leaders who have ‘“‘magnetic personalities” tends to produce disbelief that
such persons might encounter a situation in which they would not be
capable of leading anyone, anywhere, at any time. However, the findings
summarized in the preceding paragraphs have heen found to hold true in
more recent research, which also demonstrates further the impact of the
group task on leader selection.

For example, a study was made of the performance of groups of Air
Force enlisted personnel (Rosenberg, Erlick, and Berkowitz, 1955) on a
task requiring simultaneous participation by all group members. After each {
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trial, the researchers reconstituted the groups. which consisted of three i
persons each. Suabstantial consistency of individual leadership status over ]
different groupings of people was found, and the tendency for individual ]

leadership status to persist from one group to another was highly signifi-
cant. In this particular situation, a person who was a leader in one group
tended, very strongly, to he a leader in a second group. However, only one
type of task was used in this experiment, which means that—in contrast to ]
the study by Carter and Nixon—the situation changed relatively little from
trial to trial.
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Barnlund (1962), on the other hand, used six different types of tasks
! while rotating the membership of groups from one session to another.
When the task changed from one trial to another, the status (leadership)
scores earned by specific individuals also varied substantially from one
situation to another. There was a tendency for a person who was leader in
one group to be high in the status hierarchy in other groups as well, but
this was not nearly as strong as the tendency found in the study by
Rosenberg, Erlick, and Berkowitz. Thus, changing the nature of the
group’s task reduced the generality ot leadership. Apparently, the ability
of the leader at the group’s task is an important variable.

Additional studies have been conducted in more recent years to
determine whether more modern methods and measuring instruments can
produce findings that could not have been obtained in earlier years. In one
of a substantial series of studies attempting to obtain predictive relation-
ships with Officer Effectiveness Reports, Tupes (1957) correlated various
non-personality measures with OERs obtained after commissioning. The
measures and their correlations with the OERs are shown in Table 1. The
relationships are, in the main, very low and are of virtually no praetical
use in predicting effectiveness based on the OER criterion.

Similar findings continue to accumulate regarding personality
measures. For example, Lee and Burnham (1963) conducted a study of
students in a two-year program leading to the MBA degree. The study was
designed to assess whether items in an extensive battery of 44 variables—
43 of which were selected scales from such psychological tests as the
Strong Vocational Interest Blank, the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality
Inventory (MMPI1), the Thematic Apperception Test (TAT), and so forth—
were related to the subjects being rated as desirable or undesirable to have
as bosses. These evaluations were made by their classmates, and thus were
a form of peer ratings.

Lee and Burnham concluded that, of all 44 variables examined, the
best and only stable predictor of the number of times a student was rated
by his peers as desirable to have as a boss was that student's grade point
average during the two-year period. This finding was repeated with a
second sample of subjeets.

An additional study provides a dramatic illustration of why the traits
approach to leadership lacks utility. In this study, Sanford (1950) noted
that there are seemingly few general leadership traits, if any at all. As did
others at approximately the same time, Sanford concluded that the
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Table 1

Non-Personality Measures and Their Correlations
With Officer Effectiveness Reports®

Measures Saorrr\‘zle S;:I:gle
Physical proficiency tests
1. Dips, on parallel bars -.04 -.02
2. Shuttle run .01 -.02
3. Basketball throw, distance .02 -.03
_Tests from Aviation Cadet-Officer
Candidate Qualifying Test
1. Current Affairs .01 -.04
2. English Usage 14° -.04
3. Practical Judgment .08 -.01
4, Aerial Orientation .08 -.04
5. Arithmetic Reasoning 220" .01
ROTC Senior Personal Inventory A3 -.05
AFROTC Proficiency Criteria
1. Evaluation Scale (Peer Rating) .156° .19
2. No. times rated on 1, above -.04 A2
3. Military Science Grade 21" .07

9From Tupes (1957). *indicates statistical significance at the .05 level,
**at the .01 level.

findings available at that time indicated a need to specifically include in
any leadership theory not only characteristics of the leader, but also
characteristics of the situation, and follower. While the characteristics of
the situation were thought to determine the necessary relationship
between the leader and follower, the follower was thought to be of unique
importance because it is he who observes both the leader and the situa-
tion, and whose reaction is in terms of what he perceives.

Sanford had been particularly interested in the authoritarianism of
the leader, where authoritarianism is defined in a manner somewhat
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synonymous with being arbitrary and unyielding. He had predicted that
followers would react negatively toward an authoritarian leader. A measure
of authoritarianism was included in a study of leaders in a formal organi-
zation (Vroom and Mann, 1960). The subjects were supervisors in a large
delivery company. Two distinct groups of subordinates were also studied.
The first group consisted of drivers who, on reporting to work, were
assigned trucks and routes, and given any other instructions for the day.
From 30 to 50 drivers reported to any one supervisor; the nature of their
work restricted interaction among drivers, and between drivers and super- J
visors, to a few minutes at the beginning and at the end of each day. The
drivers were on an incentive plan that was tied in with how many parcels
they could deliver. The second group of subordinates consisted of posi-
tioners who were responsible for taking parcels from a conveyer belt and
positioning them on shelves. Six- to 12-man crews worked together and
were paid on a group incentive plan. There was a great deal of inter-
} action among the positioners and their supervisor, who worked alongside
' them throughout the shift.
When attitudes of drivers and positioners toward their supervisors
were correlated with the supervisors’ authoritarianism scores, an interesting
finding emerged. Positioners, as expected, tended to dislike (r = — 41,
p<.01) supervisors with higher authoritarianism scores, but drivers pre-
ferred more authoritarian supervisors (r = .41, p<.01). In both cases, the
size of the correlation was such that there could be no doubt of its
statistical significance; further, the difference between the drivers’ reac-
tions to their supervisors, and the positioners’ reactions to the same
supervisors vzas also highly significant.
To account for these findings, it is necessary to re-examine the
4 situation from which each of the two groups of subordinates viewed the
supervisor. It will be remembered that drivers had no contact with the
supervisor during the day, and had only a brief time with him at the
beginning (and end) of each day. In contrast, positioners had continual
interaction with that supervisor in a situation that permitted, and perhaps
required, continuing contact throughout the day.

- —

¥ Specific defining characteristics are omitted because further study of authori-
: tarian measuring instruments has cast substantial doubt that they confirm the character-
4 isties of the authoritarian as they were thought to be at the time of Sanford’s article.
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Clearly. for the drivers, the supervisor behaved effectively when he
was able to provide clearcut guidance. structure, and instructions for the
day's work during the very few minutes available before that day's work
started. ‘This was especially relevant because the drivers were on an
incentive plan; with more time, they could deliver more parcels and earn
more money. Thus, with the drivers, the authoritarian manner, if such did
exist, was effective because it produced what they needed—informative,
rapid orders that enabled them to proceed efficiently to their jobs.

For positioners. on the other hand, continuing contact throughout ]
the day could hardly be coldly efficient and directly to the point without
eventually being perceived as just that. Further. since positioners were paid
on a group incentive plan, they probably needed a supervisor who could
help resolve intragroup tensions and facilitate group interaction that would
aid goal attainment. They wanted, but did not perceive an opportunity
for, involvement in group decision making, a supervisor with sensitivity to
their needs and feelings, and help with group problems. It is not surprising
that the positioners reacted negatively to the more authoritarian super-
visor.*

It is clear from this study that the same personality characteristic
contributed positively to the effectiveness of the supervisor under one set
of conditions (nature of task demands on the group, structure of working
group. extent of intragroup cooperation required, and degree of contact L4
with the supervisor, to mention only a few probable factors) and nega-
tively under a different set. The fact that it was possible to compare
reactions to the same supervisors under different conditions demonstrates
conclusively the impact of situational factors on leader effectiveness, and
illustrates why a focus on the personalitv of the leader alone is
inadequate.

If further verification of this conclusion is needed, a review by
Mann (1959) of more recent studies related seven personality dimensions
(identified by factor analysis) to six measurcs of individual performance
(e.g.. leadership). While significant relationships were found, in no case was
the median correlation hetween an aspect of personality and performance
higher than .25, and most were closer to [15. The failure to find strong
relationships confirms the fact that while personality is a significant

€ pqep - . . . .
“This interpretation is, to some extent. that of the present author
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variable in determining individual behavior and status in small groups,
there must be other considerably more potent influences.

In summary, the research of well over 40 years has failed to demon-
strate unique leadership qualities that are invariant from situation to
situation. A leader with certain traits may be effective in one situation and
ineffective in another. Further, leaders may be effective in the same
situation with different combinations of traits.

This general set of conclusions provides the point of departure for
the present volume for, as Gibb (1954) noted, *. .. leadership is always
relative to the situation.” It is difficult to conceive of a stable group that
does not have objectives or goals that are mutually shared by the group’s
members. The situation impacts on leadership because the nature of these
goals and the group member activities necessary to achieve them will
determine which member has the best combination of skills and abilities
to aid in their achievement.

In later sections, numerous studies will be cited that demonstrate this
point. The conclusion will be reached that the success of any individual in
a group leadership role will depend on the perception by the group’s
members that he has contributed uniquely toward goal attainment, and
that it is to the advantage of the group for the individual to retain his
leadership role. In simplest terms, the effective leader has functional utility
for his group; he makes a significant contribution to it and, in exchange, is
repaid as the group accords him the status and esteem of accepted
leadership.

A central purpose of the remainder of the book is to provide an
understanding of this exchange process, particularly how leaders can
initially motivate their groups to accept influence, the processes that
underlie the continued exertion of influence, and the ways in which
leaders can make unique contributions to group goal attainment.

17
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Contemporary
Positions

With the gradual abandonment of trait approaches to the under-
standing of leadership, interest in other approaches increased. One princi-
pal and highly promising result was acceleration in the accumulation of
knowledge about group dynamics, which had already led to the conclu-
sion that leadership is a functional role which serves important purposes
for the group (Gibb, 1947). This different emphasis required different
methodological approaches, also. Paralleling other developments in
psychology, the u;proach shifted to careful study of behavior—mostly
interactive, and communication in particular—within groups (Cartwright
and Zander, 1960). This led, in turn, to increased use of experimental
methods in laboratory settings, and to a whole new set of understandings
about leadership and influence processes.

As individuals interact within a group, they develop expectations with
regard to their behavior toward one another, and behavior directed toward
achieving group goals. When such expectations develop, and if they are
accurate, they add a measure of stability and predictability within the
group environment that appears necessary for effective group functioning.
In the absence of the ability to anticipate future events, such as the
reactions of other group members to one’s own behavior, there is anxiety
and uncertainty. The more predictable interpersonal behavior is, the less
uncertainty there is. Thus, the motive for learning to “anticipate the
behavior of others seemns to be the need to reduce uncertainty and its
associated anxieties (Cohen, Stotland, and Wolfe, 1955; Harvey, Hunt, and
Schroder, 1961).

A substantial part of individual behavior in groups therefore is
devoted to getting information about others that can serve as a basis for
predicting their probable future behavior. As an early form of such
behavior, children seek to learn who is friendly toward them and who is
not. They also seek to learn who has the power to satisfy their needs, and

NOTE: The list of references cited in Chapter 2 begins on page 86.
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who cannot (Wolman, 1956). While the learning that occurs within groups
of adults is more sophisticated, there is evidence that it is still governed by
similar principles (Schutz, 1957). There can be little doubt that an impor-
tant first step in either the formation of a new group, or the addition of a
new member to an established group is for this learning to occur. Groups
cannot go about their business efficiently until it does. These group
processes are important to the leader because much of his effectiveness
depends on the expectations group members form about his behavior, and
the expectations he, in turn, forms of the group’s behavior both toward
him and toward one another in working to accomplish group goals. |.
| Emphasis on observation of behavior within groups as a means of
studying influence processes was probably responsible in large part for
directions taken by leadership research and theory during the period
following abandonment of the traits approach. One of the problems with
the traits approach had been that the effectiveness of the leader appar-
ently varied from situation to situation. Another and more serious prob-
S lem was that traits were difficult to measure reliably. Most measuring
instruments were personality inventories, of one type or another, which
were in part ineffective because it often was apparent how an item should
be answered to be in the ‘‘desirable’” direction.

Behavior measures, on the other hand, are not subject to this fault.
Though an individual who is under observation may often behave in a
manner morc socially desirable than his usual behavior, this is somewhat
less likely to happen than that socially desirable answers will be given on a
personality test. Even if it does happen, the relationship between the
behavior and group outcomes can still ve observed and specified if it is
possible to measure the behavior itself reliably. The shift from study of
personality traits to study of group member and leader behavior thus ]
constituted a move from a less precise to a more precise field of study. |

Of the four contemporary positions chosen for review in this chapter,
two have heavily emphasized study of leader behavior. They were chosen
both for that reason and because they resulted from prograins of research
that have yielded, in both cases, a substantial portion of the existing
knowledge about the leadership process.

The third contemporary position to be described is the contingency
model of leadership effectiveness. It has been included because 1t demon- |
strates effectively the complexity of the interrelationships between the
characteristics of the leader, the follower, and the situation.
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Finally, a brief summary of organizational psychology will be pre-
sented, though the knowledge provided by organizational psychologists is
somewhat less systematic than that provided in the other three positions.
It is included because of the general agreement among many psychologists
that even this less systematic information provides invaluable insights into
organizational processes about which leaders must know.

STUDIES IN LEADERSHIP, OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY

In 1947, the Personnel Research Board of Ohio State University
decided to initiate study of leadership aspects of supervisory positions in
formal organizations. At that time, relatively little research had been done
on these higher-level positions, and there was little information about
them in comparison with the amount and type of information available on
positions at lower levels in the occupational hierarchy. At the outset, it
was decided that major attention should be given to the development of
concepts about leadership, and to the development of methodology for
studying leadership, as well as to obtain significant new information.
Variables that were thought to be of probable importance were status,
work performance, personal interactions, responsibility, authority, and
personal behavior patterns (Stogdill and Coons, 1957).

After substantial thought about organizational leadership and varia-
bles which affect it, the paradigm shown in Figure 2 was developed. As
can be seen, the central focus was leader behavior itself—that is, what the
leader does. Further, it was desired to know what he does as a function of
what position he holds in the organization. Analysis of previous research
had led to the conclusion that the leadership behavior of a position
incumbent would be determined, at least in part, by performance demands
made upon that position. This is reflected in Figure 2 which shows
organizational influences (situational influences) on leader behavior.

This orientation led quite naturally to the definition of a leader as an
individual in a given office or position of apparently high influence
potential (Shartle, 1963).

Two broad lines of inquiry resulted from this conceptualization. The
first consisted of emphasis on organizational aspects of leadership, the
general effects of positions on the patterns of behavior of position holders,
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2 Paradigm for the Study of Leadership
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and the impact of organizational influences on such functions as delega-
tion of authority. The second major thrust was a study of general aspects
of leader behavior that might exist in many different positions and be
broadly effective. Each of these will be discussed.

Given the initial orientation that leadership is a process of interaction
between persons who are participating in goal-oriented group activities
within an organization of some sort, it was reasonable to develop as initial
guiding hypotheses (a) that leardership is exerted by specific persons (posi-
tion holders), (b) that leadership is an aspect of group organization, and
(c) that leadership is concerned with attaining objectives (Stogdill and
Shartle, 1948).

Most of the early research in this program, particularly with aspects
of organizations, was done within various Naval commands and organiza-
tions. A guiding principle for this work was that group leadership was
defined, in part, by the existing structure of organizational roles and that
these roles were in turn—at least in part—derived from the expectations of
the group (Shartle and Stogdill, 1953).

This is an important emphasis. The position is that formal organiza-
tions are goal-oriented, and that groups within organizations have defined
goals and obje:tives to accomplish. Most members of the organization will
have beliefs or expectations about what cach of them should do in order
to accomplish these objectives. To the extent that these belicfs are shared,
numbers of people within the organization will then Lave the same
expectations regarding what someone else in a particular organizational
position should be doing as a part of the overall task of accomplishing
ohjectives and goals. Such shared beliefs constitute organizational roles.

A number of important findings emerged from this research. First, a
study of a large number of Naval officers in a large number of different
positions and organizations indicated that there were eight different types
of duty positions, based on the predominant type of performance accom-
plished within that position. These types of positions were labeled
(Stogdill, Wherry, and dJaynes. 1953) as public relations representatives,
professional consultants, personnel administrators, technical supervisors,
schedule-procedure makers, maintenance administrators. directors or deci-
sion makers, and coordinators. While it is possible to challenge these
specific names, the important point is that there apparently are types of
jobs within organizations that can be described in terms of similar kinds of
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responsibilities, and that the responsibilities of the position determine to a
substantial extent the behavior of the officer in that position.
In a further study these findings were confirmed and, in addition,
specific job functions were identified that seemed to be more importantly
a part of the job, as opposed to those that seemed to be more importantly
a part of the man (Stogdill, 1963). These are the functions:
Functions that vary with the man
Delegation Practices
Time Spent on Public Relations
Evaluation
Reading and Answering Mail
Reading Technical Publications
Time Spent with Cutside Persons
Funciions that :re conrtant with the position
p— Level in tne Organizational Structure
B Military Rank
Time Spen‘ i» Personal Contacts
Time Spent with Assistants
Time Spent with Superiors
Time Spent in Supervision, Coordination, and Writing
Reports
Number of Nominations Received for Working Partner
From these functions, it appears that interpersonal behavior within
the discretion of the position holder is influenced by his personal charac-
y teristics—that is, the individual has patterns of interpersonal behaviors that
are, to a degree, consistent from situation to situation. On the other hand,
there are certain technical requirements of the position to which the
o position holder must adjust his own behavior. In the list of functions it is
' apparent that time demands placed on the position holder by both seniors
and subordinates, as well as supervisory and coordinative requirements, are
functions of the position itself. This supports the view that an organiza-
tional position is a focus of interrelationships that are oriented toward
accomplishment of purposes which are mutually understood by organiza-
tion members.
One reason these aspects of the position are constant, instead of
changing as the position holder changes, is that other members of the
organization have certain expectations as to what behavior patterns should
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be engaged in by the position holder. These expectations are undoubtedly
interpreted by him as requirements of the position, and he then conforms
to what is expected.

If this line of thought is correct, then the more clear-cut these role
expectations are, and the better understood they are by all members of
the organization, the better the organization should function and the
better the members should feel about the organization.

In two additional studies, these predictions were found to be accu-
rate. In one study, enlisted men in submarines were asked to complete
charts to indicate their superiors, their subordinates, and their peers
(Scott, 1952, 1953). When these informal preceptions were compared with
the actual organization charts, it was found that errors in perception of
the formal organizational structure tended to be associated with lower
morale within the organization. The finding that morale suffers when lines
of authority are confused, supports the general notion that it is important
for role relationships to be well understood. It is difficult for the individ-
ual to be effective in an organization when he does not know where he
stands in relation to others.

Certain kinds of functions are characteristic of organizations in gen-
eral. Position holders, for example, have both responsihility and authority.
The responsibility constitutes a statement of what they are expected to do
and, usually, sufficient authority is provided to enable the position holder
to meet his responsibilitics. However, in formal organizations few people
accomplish the total responsibilities of their jobs in isolation from others,
or even with their own hands, except at the lowest level. Individuals with
assigned responsibilities are, at the same time, assigned personnel resources
and subordinate leaders to facilitate their successful accomplishment of
these responsibilities.

The effectiveness with which subordinate leaders can function theo-
retically should be related to the manner in which their superiors delegate
authority to deal with the responsibilities assigned to them. This hypoth-
esis was also confirmed by a study of officers and subordinate leaders in a
variety of Naval commands, including submarines (Shartle and Stogdill,
1953). Where their seniors described themselves as high in authority,
juniors tended to see themselves as having little responsibility. However, if
seniors described themselves as high in responsibility, juniors felt them-
selves to have both high authority and high responsibility.' This latter

"This was not true for responsibility in small organizations.
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finding was also true for delegation, where increased delegation by seniors
was accompanied by feelings among their juniors of higher responsibility
and authority, and with a tenclency toward higher delegation themselves.
The fact that the behavior of seniors conditioned the feelings and
behavior of their juniors, and that organization size influenced these
findings, again strongly supports the view that the interrelationships among
positions have a strong influence on the role behaviors of position holders,
and, further, that the delegation practices (authority and responsibility)?
of higher-level position holders will determine the pattern of behavior that
occurs at lower levels.
While many additional studies were performed by this research group,
' the studies just described outline some of the more significant findings.
These, and other findings, have led to a definitive behavioral model of
organization (Stogdill, 1959, 1969). The model is too complex to present
in complete detail in this volume, but the essential elements of the model
are shown in Table 2. This model, developed from analysis of a large
\ amount of data in addition to that discussed so far, hes some highly
significant features,

Table 2

Classes of Variables in
Behavioral Model of Oryganization®

Inputs l Mediators Outputs
Performances (P) Operations (0) Productivity (K)
Interaction (I} Interpersonnel (L) Drive (D)
Expectations (E) Structure (2) Cohesiveness (C)

Task Materials (T)

3 rom Stogdill (1969).

First, an organization is considered to be an input-output system,
with mediators, or processors, operating between inputs and outputs. This
emphasizes the essential concept of exchange between an organization and
its environment. The fact that the environment does influence the activity

*Strictly speaking, responsibility cannot be delegated, but an officer can create
responsibility for a junior, though he remains fully responsible for his own position.
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of the organization and its eventual outputs is quite important in organiza-
tional theory, and is an essential aspect of exchange theory which will be
described in Chapter 3. )

A second extremely important aspect of the present model is that
f outputs, as shown, consist not only of productivity—which long was
. viewed, in organization theory, as the principal (or only) output—but
! rather that the drive of the group and its cohesiveness also are prodicts.
That is, as Stogdill (1969) notes, while an organization is working toward
the creation of a product, the operations and interpersonal interactions
i within the organizational structure act at the same time to influence the
cohesiveness and the drive of the organization.”

Listing drive and cohesiveness as outputs emphasizes that it is the
leader’s responsibility to balance these against productivity. If the leader
pushes too hard for productivity, cohesiveness is very likely to drop, with
resultant group member dissatisfaction, and turnover—if turnover is possi-
ble. If, on the other hand, cohesiveness is taken as a principal goal in
itself, group members are likely to be well satisfied, but to produce at a
level that prevents the organization from attaining desired goals. The Table
2 model emphasizes the requirement placed on the leader to keep these
outputs in balance.

This model, which appears to be substantiated by the data, is a
considerable departure from the human relations orientation (to be dis-
cussed in a later section dealing with organizational psychology) which
held that group member satisfaction would lead to higher productivity.
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Perhaps in an ideal worid it would, but in the real world it apparently q
does not. /
This may be difficuit to accept: the ‘“‘common-sense” view certainly 3

would be that drive and cohesion should affect the motivation of group
members to work toward high productivity goals. Examination of a second
significant line of research findings in this same series of studies may make

more understandable the position that drive and cohesiveness are, like 4
product..ity, products of preceding experiences and events, rather than a
cause of productivity itself. 4

Because of the fundamental interest of this research group in leader
behavior, attempts were made at the outset to obtain descriptions of

*In this system, productivity is a self-evident variable, that can be described as
amount or quality. Cohesiveness is described as unit, drive as enthusiasm and morale.
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leader behavior that might be classified into more general categories, or
classes, of behavior. From observations of position incumbents, nine differ-
ent dimensions or categories of leader behavior were identified:

(1) Integration—cooperation-increasing activities,

(2) Communication—increasing group member understanding of
group processes.

(3) Production emphasis—activity toward increasing amount of
work.

(4) Representation—speaking for the group in outside contacts.

(5) Fraternization—leader actions oriented toward becoming a
part of the group.

(6) Organization—activities leading toward differentiation of
group member duties and defining ways of accomplishing
duties.

(7) Evaluation—activities involved in reward distribution.

(8) Initiation—activities involved in changing group activities.

(9) Domination—activities showing disregard for ideas or actions
of other group members.

A questionnaire was developed, containing statements of leader behav-
ior illustrating these different dimensions. This questionnaire was then
administered to members of many different organizational groups, as a
means whereby these members could describe their leaders (Hemphill and
Coons, 1957; Fleishman, 1953).

Responses of group members were analyzed by the statistical tech-
nique of factor analysis, a method which permits identification of a set of
common dimensions that underlic a larger set of observations. Several
different factor analyses were done, with different groups and with slightly
differing results. The outcome thought to be most reasonable indicated
four different underlying dimensions (Halpin and Winer, 1957):

(1) Consideration. This was the single largest factor of the four
and indicated leader behavior such as doing personal favors for subordi-
nates, looking out for their personal welfare, explaining his actions, treat-
ing subordinates as his equal, being friendly and approachable, and so on.
This kind of behavior might be labeled ‘“*human relations™ behavior in
other contexts.

(2) Inttiating Structure. This was the second most important
factor, and had to do with such leader behaviors as asking that subordi-
nates follow standing operating procedures, maintaining definite standards
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of performance, making sure his own role is understood, and making his
attitude clear to subordinates. These behaviors serve to define structure
within the group, with regard to the accomplishment of group goals.

(3) Production Emphasis. This included leader behaviors such as
encouraging overtime work and encouraging better performance than com-
peting groups. In one sense, behaviors in this category might be thought to
reflect leader attitudes that are favorable toward productivity almost to
the extent of disregarding the feelings of group members.

(4) Sensitivity (Social Awareness). This factor was represented
by leader behaviors such as being willing to change ways of doing things,
asking individual members to sacrifice for the good of the entire group,
and being aware of conflicts within the group.

Because most of the leader behavior measured was found to occur in
factors 1 and 2, factors 3 and 4 were eventually dropped and a measuring
instrument developed to reflect the first two.

There has been substantial study of these two resulting dimensions of
leader behavior. For example, Halpin conducted two studies of homber
crews during the Korean conflict, relating leader behavior to crew perform-
ance and crew satisfaction (Halpin, 1953, 1954).

In the first study, 89 crews flying in combat over Korea were
subjects. In addition to obtaining descriptions of leader behavior from the
crews, ratings were obtained from seniors on overall crew effectiveness,
teehnical competence without correspondingly high overall effeetiveness,
and conformity to administrative requirements. (These resulted from a
factor analysis of a larger number of ratings.) Similarly, ratings from the
crews yielded measures of crew confidence and proficiency, friendship and
cooperation, and morale.

Correlations between the crew ratings and the consideration dimen-
sion were quite significant. Correlations with the initiating structure
dimension were also significant, but the relationships were much less
strong. Crew members were more satisfied when their commanders
engaged in more consideration type behavior. However, the relationships
with ratings from senior officers (senior to the aircraft commanders) did
not show the same pattern. Their ratings correlated meore strongly with
initiating structure (ranging from .25 teo .32), but not significantly with
the leader’s consideration behaviors.

A further finding of interest was that of those crews scoring highest
on overall effectiveness, eight commanders scored above the average on
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both consideration and initiating structure, and only one scored below the
average on both. Of the crews scoring lowest on effectiveness, six com-
manders were below the average on both scales, and only two were above
the average on both.

This study illustrates findings that have been repeated many times in
studies of initiating structure and showing consideration behavior. In
general, it appears that groups with leaders who score high on both
dimensions are higher in overall effectiveness. Group members want the
leader to be high on consideration, while his own seniors want him to be
higher on initiating structure. The leader who is successful within a formal
organization must Lalonce the expectations from both directions in order
for his group to be outstanding in the opinion of both sets of evaluators.

This kind of conclusion is substantiated by the results of leadership
training developed to emphasize leader behaviors on the consideration
dimension at the expense of leader behaviors on the initiating structure
dimension. Fleishman (1953a) found that the effects of such training given
to industrial foremen appeared rather small from a long-range point of
view. The training produced a significant short-term increase in their
attitudes toward consideration, and a decreasc on initiating structure.
However, their on-the-job behavior was not changed by this change in
attitudes. In fact, some foremen who received this training and then
returned to their work groups appeared to become less considerate and
higher on initiating structure than they had been before.

These unexpected results were found to be related to the attitudes of
supervisors about these foremen. Foremen working for supervisors who
were high on consideration were also more considerate toward their own
subordinates. Conversely, if a supervisor was low on consideration behav-
jor, so was the foreman. A similar trend existed for initiating structure
behaviors, but it was not significant.

This is a “‘climate’ effect in which each foreman was working within
a “climate” of expectations his seniots held about the hehavior he was
expected to show toward his subordinates. If the foreman did not con-
form to these expectations, his supervisor would disapprove. Thus, the
expectations of the supervisor strongly overshadowed the effect of the
training. Such ‘‘climate” effects are not infrequent: in general, leaders at
higher organizational levels expect, and approve, initiating structure behav-
ior from their subordinate leaders, and this tendency gets stronger with
higher organizational levels ( Fleishman, 1953b: Halpin, 1953).
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Thase findings can be related to Stogdill’s (1969) organizational
model. Cohesion, drive, and productivity are products because in a formal
organization the leader, and the group as well, must work toward the
satisfaction of two different sets of expectations. One set consists of the
expectations of the formal organization itself. These expectitions center
around productivity and are reflected in the desires of seniors for a higher
balance of initiating structure behavior, which appears to be oriented
toward the accomplishment of group goals. However, the group itself also
has expectations. These, as will be seen in Chapters 4 and 5, center
around satisfactions received from the organization, and from interrela-
tionships among members of the group. Leader behavior that facilitates
satisfaction of these needs does lead to higher cohesion and drive toward
the accomplishment of goals. Thus, productivity is an output that satisfies
the formal organization, while drive and cohesiveness are outputs reflecting
satisfaction of group member’s needs.

Findings that provide further support for these conclusions are
numerous. For example, a second study (Harris and Fleishman, 1955) was
conducted to confirm the lack of permanent effect of “human relations”
training on the behavior and attitudes of foremen. Again, groups that had
received the training did not differ significantly from groups that had not.
However, it was concluded that the training had some impact on the
groups that had received it, in that their behavior patterns were not as
stable as those of foremen who had not received the training, The training
produced change, but not predictable change. Again, situational
(“climate’) variables had a more substantial effect than the training. These
situational variables undoubtedly included expectations of seniors with
regard to initiating structure behaviors.

Other studies have demonstrated the impact of situational variables
on the relative effectiveness of initiating structure and showing considera-
tion behaviors. Organizational stress was studied in three hospitals of
different size (Oaklander and Fleishman, 1964). It was hypothesized that
the way in which a supervisor enaets his leadership role should have an
influence on the degree of organizational stress existing within and
between groups. Specifically, it was thought that a supervisor scoring
higher on consideration should have lower stress (interpersonal conflicts,
hostility, and noncooperative relationships) among the members of his
own unit, while supervisors scoring higher on initiating structure should
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have lower disharmony between their own and other units. These hypoth-
eses were found to hold true only for a hospital of medium size.

The findings suggest that the elfects of initiating structure behavior
may be more situationally defined than the effects of consideration behav-
iors. In smaller organizations, structure (formal procedures, etc.) may be
seen as relatively less necessary by the members of the group, who may
desire a more personal relationship with their leader. In the small organiza-
tion, where there is more opportunity for face-to-face contact, high struc-
ture may be interpreted as over-supervision. As the organization gets
larger. group members may see more structure as supportive and helpful,
perhaps sometimes even protecting individual members of the group from
arbitrary requirements that might be imposed by others. Put another way,
in small organizations, where everyone understands his role and can vali-
date it by interpersonal interactions with other group members, structure

. may not be as necessary as in larger groups where there can be uncer-
tainty, which is detrimental to morale.

These studies demonstrate that situational variables influence the
balance of leader behavior that will be desired (or best). An additional
study (Halpin, 1954) yrovides further confirmation through demonstrating
that a change in th: situation changed the desires of group members
regarding the balance of initiating structure and consideration behaviors
from the leader. When leader behavior was measured in a training situa-
tion, whero rsk was low, group members preferred more consideration and
less initiating structure behavior. However, when these units were moved
to a combat zone, where risks were higher, their approval of initiating
structure activities increased and of consideration hehaviors decreased. This
can be interpreted to mean that group members are sensitive, as are their
leaders, to situational demands and that their expectations to some extent
will change as situational demands change.

The leader needs to be flexible, to balance his behaviors in order to
obtain the right balance of outputs from his group. Further, in most cases
the more effective leader seems to be the one who engages in both kinds
of behavior, in the proper amount, rather than avoiding one type or the
other (Rim, 1965). (While task and socio-emotional leadership c¢an be
handled by different persons, neither is as effective as a single person who
can handle both roles.)
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This conclusion is illustrated by an application of initiating structure
and showing consideration concepts to military leadership, called the
Military Leadership Grid®(Blake, Mouton, and Bryson, 1968). An example
is shown in Figure 3. As can be seen, a leader’s behavior can be scored in
terms of his emphasis on mission performance and concern for his people.

The Military Leadership Grid

| | | | I |
HIGH 9 1,9 LEADERSHIP 9,9 LEADERSHIP

Thoughtful attention to needs Mission accomplishment is from
of people for satisfying comnitted people; interdependence _|
relationships leads to a com- through a “common stake” in
fortable friendly organization organization purpose leads to

8 atmosphere and work tempo relationships of trust and respect

7

6 5,5 LEADERSHIP

Adequate organization performance
is possible through balancing the
necessity to get out work with
maintaining morale of people at a
satisfactory level

Concern for People
wn

4
3
2 1.1 LEADERSHIP 9.1 LEADERSHIP
Exertion of minimum effort to get Etficiency in operations results
— required work done is appropriate ?rom arranging conditions of work —
to sustain organization membership in such a way that human elements
Lowl interfere to a minimum degree
! 1 | L1 |
I 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Low Concern for Mission Performance HIGH

NOTE: Adapted fram The Manaogerial Grid@ by Robert R. Blake and Jane Srygley
[ Moutan, Gulf Publishing Ca., Haustan, 1964, p. 10. Reproduced by permissian.

Figure 3
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The Grid reflects the fact that concern for people is not incompatible
with a concern for mission performance. Rather, it is quite possibie (and
desirable) for a leader to score high on both. This is reflected by a leade,
position at the upper right of the Grid, which is called 9,9 leadership.
That a balance between these two concerns is necessary is reflected by the
center postion of the chart, where balanced 5,5 leadership produces
adequate organization performance, though it is far from the optimum.

While this view of leadership draws on other schools of thought, as
well, it is a useful application of some of the findings of this rescarch
program, and one that avoids the earlier, and inappropriate, emphasis on
showing consideration atone.

In summary, the Ohio State University studies in leadership have
contributed in a highly significant manner to an understanding of organiza-
tional leadership. It is apparent, as Stogdill’s model suggests, that icaders
must be concerned with both achievement of organizational goals (produc-
tivity) and the satisfaction of group members’ needs (leading to cohesion
and drive). High productivity can be achieved without a correspondingly
high leve! of cohesion, but when this happens there is substantial risk that
group membership will hecome unstable or that group member dissatisface-
tions will be reflected in a loss of efficiency in other ways, such as
through sickness and unexcused absences.

If one considers only two dimensions of leader behavior, initiating
structure and showing consideration, then it is probabte that the leader
achieves the desired balance of outputs from his group by achieving a
necessary balance between these two types of leader behavior. This kind
of explanation would account for the findings in a review of studies of
these leader behavior dimensions (Korman, 1966), which concluded that
there was little cvidence that training emphasizing these dimensions makes
a real difference in the work group.’

SURVEY RESEARCH CENTER, UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN

At approximately the same time that the Ohio State studies were
beginning., a series of studies in human relations was initiated at the
]

* Demonstrating this would require use of i statistical procedure giving differential
weights to these different group output factors in bhalance.
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University of Michigan Sucvey Research Center. While the studies at Ohio
State were concerned with broad issues of organizational effectiveness and
the impact of leader behavier and leader roles on the behavior of organiza-
tion members, the work a. the Survey Research Center was more con-
cerned with factor: 1a small work groups—particularly in foreman
behavior—leading tc high leve's of productivity as well as high levels of
individual satisfaction within thete groups.

Perhaps as a consequence o1 the human relations research that had
already been accomplished in iadustry, such as Mayo's, it was initially
supposed that satisfaction of individual members, and the group as a
whole, would be associated with group productivity. The human relations
research, apparently, had found that to be the case. This is clearly
contradictory to the position taken by Stogdill, as described in the
preceding section, that productivity and satisfaction (cohesion) were both
outcomes of earlier processes. However, as will be seen, the findings of the
two research groups eventually were in agreement on that point.

The Survey Researcn Center work was characterized, as was that at
Ohio State University, by an unusually effective and systematic method-
ology. However, while the Ohio State work had been concerned primarily
with descriptions of significant dimensions of leader roles, and leader
behavior, the Michigan work (Katz, 1963) used survey methodology to
give extensive and thorough coverage at the individual member level
throughout the organizations studied. This methodology was well suited to
the study of relationships between motivation, attitudes, and morale on
the one hand, and concrete measures of performance on the other.
Industrial settings were selected for study because of the availability of
relatively reliable performance records. The initial rationale intended also
that these variables be studied in a variety of organizations to learn
whether obtained relationships would be found generalizable to many
organizations, or different relationships would be found in each.

The first study was with clerical workers in an insurance company.
Though production differences between the various work groups studied
were so small that significant findings were almost orecluded, several
suggestive results were obtained. First, it was found that supervisory
behavior in the hizh-productivity sections differed in certain significant
aspects from supervisory behavior in low-productivity  sections (Kahn,
1960). Supervisors of highly productive scetions d scriminated more
betweer,  .at their jobs were supposed to he as opposed to what their
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subordinates were supposed to do, exercised more general (mission-
oriented) supervision, and were more ‘“‘employee-oriented.”

There are certain logical kinds of job functions that a supervisor, or
leader, should perform. First, when group size exceeds some small number,
perhaps five or six, group members start getting in one another’s way if
they lack centralized direction. For this and other reasons, groups with
recognized goals, either self-imposed or imposed by higher organizations,
require leaders in order to function effectively.® In informal groups, a
leader “‘emerges.” In formal organizations, a leader is appointed. In either
case, one of his logical functions is to coordinate the activities of individ-
ual members of the group so that each may contribute his energies {
efficiently toward the accomplishment of group goals, each doing what he
does best and avoiding wasteful duplication of effort. This does not imply
domination of the group, nor does it imply that group members are
robots. The basic requirement, in order to achieve efficient accomplish-
ment of group goals, is simply for each member to be able to work
efficiently at some part of the total activity that is coordinated with the
activities of other group members. Thus, the group needs a ‘‘supervisor’
who can look at broader integrative aspects of the work, and coordinate
individual member actions.

A second logical function which the group needs to have accom-
plished is that of general planning, anticipating future goals and/or obsta-
cles which may be encountered by the group in the accomplishment of
present goals.

Clearly, then, goal-oriented groups require individuals who are work-
ing on specific elements of the task at hand, as well as someone who is
working at least at one level abstracted from the immediate detail. This
implies a difference between what the leader’s job should be and what the
group member’s job should be. Such a difference was found to be
associated with group productivity in this initial study. Supervisors of
high-productivity sections did, in fact, spend more time in planning, were
thought to be better at planning, and spent less time in the actual
task operations which were similar to those done by their subordinates.

In the same vein, they exercised supervision at a more general level,
by giving broader goals to individual workers and allowing them signifi-
cantly more autonomy in making decisions regarding the ‘how-to-do-it”

*This will be discussed furither in Chaplers 5 and 6.
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aspect of their jobs. These supervisors were also more concerned with
members of their groups as persons (employee-centered), as was indicated
by their training group members to become better workers, providing
work experiences that might qualify them for promotion, and being
concerned about their problems as persons, rather than as mere tools to
get the work done.

These findings were repeated in a second study (Katz, et al., 1951)
that was conducted with railroad maintenance workers to verify the
previous findings between supervisory attitudes and behavior, and to inves-
tigate the relationship between worker morale and productivity. These
workers constituted section gangs, each of which was headed by a foreman.

Based on ratings by higher-level supervisors, 36 section gangs of high
productivity were matched wtih 36 gangs of low productivity, where each
gang in a pair worked under conditions of equal difficulty with respect to
terrain, number of tracks, and so on. The research methodology called for
all workers in all section gangs to be interviewed, together with their
foremen. Analysis of these interviews yielded the following conclusions:

(1) There were no meaningful differences between foremen of
high- and low-procuctivity sections in regard to background characteristics,
such as age.

(2) There was no difference in general job satisfaction between
foremen of high- and low-productivity sections, though it appeared that
foremen in high-productivity sections tended to give somewhat more
extreme ratings for satisfaction with their jobs as foremen. That is, there
were more who were enthusiastic, as well as more who were dissatisfied,
and fewer who were merely satisfied, as compared with foremen of
low-productivity sections.

(3) Though these kinds of variables did not provide strong
differentiation between high- and low-productivity foremen, the relation-
ship hetween the foreman and the worker was strikinglyv different for the
two different types of foremen, as the following observations show.

Confirming the findings of the previous study, the foremen
of high-production sections spent more time in actual supervision and less
time in straight production work. While both types of foremen reported
spending about the same amount of time supervising, the high-production
foremen more often gave the reason that they could get more accom-
plished through supervision. The degree to which the foreman could
differentiate his role from that of the worker was perceptible also to the
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workers, with members of high-productivity sections judging their super-
visors to be better planners than did the men in low-productivity sections.
There is a clear suggestion that the foremen in high-productivity sections
had seen and grasped the significance of their foreman role as being that
of a work group coordinator and goal achievement facilitator, as opposed
to being merely another set of hands and a ‘‘keep-them-at-work’’ monitor.

In line with their apparently greater grasp of the signifi-
cance of the supervisory role, high-productivity foremen also had more
interest in the off-the-job problems of their men. They were concerned
with the family life of members of their sections, and helped them work
toward better jobs by training them in special techniques and teaching
them skilled processes or some of the foremen’s supervisory duties. In
contrast, members of low-productivity groups were merely taught better
and easier ways of doing their usual tasks when the foreman was con-
cerned with training. An additional finding of significance was that men in
high-productivity sections felt their foremen reacted less punitively when
they did a bad job.

(4) As was the case with the Ohio State studies, there seemed
to be evidence of a “‘climate’’ effect. Foremen of high-productivity sections
tended to be more secure about their own standing with their supervisors,
felt less pressure from them, and were more satisfied with the amount of
authority they had to get their jobs done. However, those differences were
not statistically significant.

(5) There were no differences between high and low sections in
general attitude toward the overall work situation. However, more merm-
bers of low sections than of high sections expressed strong intrinsic job
satisfaction! This very surprising finding had also occurred in the earlier
study of clerical workers in an insurance company.®

®The authors were at a loss to explain this finding, except for the possibility that
high producers might have had high work aspiration levels, there‘ore being thwarted in
low-skilled jobs. Perhaps a more reasonable explanation, in view of later theory (to be
discussed in Chapters 3 and ) is that many kinds of “pay” are received by members of
groups in formal organizations. True leaders have skills in providing “pay" that satisfies
needs other than financial needs. This is probably one of the basic differences between
the foremen of high- and low-productivity sections in the present study. Thus, members
of low-productivity groups expressed more intrinsic joh satisfaction, because this was one
of the few “pays’ they received, other than financial, while members of high-productivity
sections got other “pays,’” such as greater autonomy in their work, or harmonious intra-
group relations, which led the intrinsic satisfaction aspects to he somewhat less pro-
nounced in comparison.
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These findings, particularly that satisfaction appeared to be only
weakly related to productivity, led to additional explorations of the nature
and sources of motivation in work groups (Katz and Kahn, 1952). Some
degree of clarification resulted from a third study of approximately 6,000
employees in a company manufacturing agricultural equipment. As had
been the case with the Ohio State studies, the Michigan scientists had felt
that a strong production orientation was to some extent contradictory
with an employee orientation. That is, it was assumed that as a foreman
became more production-oriented, he would become less employee-
oriented. (In a similar, though not identical, fashion, it had first been
assumed that as a leader initiated more structure, he engaged in less
consideration behavior.) The findings from this third study indicated that
this inverse relationship was not necessarily true, and that these two
orientations might even be uncorrelated, with the consequent possibility
that a foreman could be either high or low on either one or both. The
best foremen seemed to be high on both orientations, as had been found
with initiating structure and showing consideration.

Apparently, foremen of high-production sections emphasized high
productivity as one key aspect of the job, but not necessarily the most, or
only, important aspect, while foremen of lower-production units tended to
emphasize high productivity to the exclusion of other important aspects of
the job. This tends to confirm the earlier interpretation, in that these
foremen may not have known how to provide other kinds of “pay” (e.g.,
facilitating harmonious intragroup relations).

There also seemed to be a ‘‘climate” effect, as had been found
earlier, in that ‘‘high” foremen reported that their own supervisors empha-
sized more than just high productivity. Again, there seemed to be a
tendency for a foreman to act toward the members of his group in a
manner somewhat similar to that in which his own supervisor acted
toward him.

Another significant question answered by this research had to do
with the effectiveness of the attractiveness of the group (cohesion) as a
source of motivation for productivity. Theoretically, the more attractive
the group, the more productive the individual is willing to be in order to
remain a part of the group. (This is similar to a part of the rationale for
the human relations approach.)

Information bearing on this hypothesis was obtained from another
study (Seashore, 1954) which found that productivity was not significantly
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related to group cohesion. Instead, the productivity of individuals within
highly cohesive groups was simply more uniform than productivity in
groups with low cohesion. Groups with high cohesion had either high or
low performance levels, largely depending on what the members as a
whole viewed as reasonable. They were relatively less responsive than
groups with low cohesion to pressures from their environment, including
from their foremen. Groups with high cohesion apparently had developed
an internal standard regarding what was reasonable in the way of pro-
ductivity, and supported one another in adhering to this group standard.
Group members lacking such mutual support (in low cohesion groups)
were more ‘‘threatened” by external pressures for productivity and tended
to produce more.’

The major significant findings of the Michigan research have been the
identification of four general factors relating to productivity (Kahn and
Katz, 1960):

(1) Differentiation of Supervisory Role. Effective foremen
engaged, as has been noted earlier, in unique functions which they alone
could perform, leaving straight production work to their subordinates.

(2) Closeness of Supervision. More effective foremen supervise
less closely, apparently giving more freedom to their employees with
regard to their pace and approach to the accomplishment of job assign-
ments, as a way of increasing their motivation. (This is a type of psycho-
logical ‘‘pay.”’) They apparently allowed more worker participation in
decisions about his own job as well (another type of psychological “pay’’).

(3) Employee Orientation. More effective foremen had a greater
interest in work group members as individual human beings, rather than as
tools for the accomplishment of the job (still another type of psycho-
logical ‘‘pay’’).

(4) Group Relationships. While there is no general relationship
between morale and productivity, it is probable that satisfaction with the
work group might influence other criteria, such as turnover and unauthor-
ized absence. (Cohesion within the work group has an impact on produc-
tivity only if the foreman can successfully influence the standards of
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"This was not an actual finding, but rather the present author's interpretation of
the original findings. Additional discussion of the effects of high and low cohesion will
be found in Chapters 5 and 7.
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highly cohesive groups. This proved to be a significant element leading to
the “linking-pin”’ concept of management, to be discussed later.)

It can be seen that many of these findings are similar to the findings
from the Ohio State studies. While initiating structure and consideration
are not quite the same as production orientation and employee orienta-
tion, they are nonetheless similar. Both sets of studies show that an
effective forer-a:: needs to have an appropriate balance in his approach to
his supervisory responsibilities. He cannot be effective if he neglects either.

More recent work by University of Michigan scientists has gone
considerably beyond these summary findings. The lack of a relationship
between group cohesion and productivity is a problem in the development
of an effective philosophy of leadership. Groups with lower cohesion are
more amenable to influence by their leaders to produce at a higher rate.
However, it is suspected that there are high costs associated with this
susceptibility to influence, perhaps including sickness, absence, and high
turnover. On the other hand, a group with high cohesion may or may not

- be highly productive, according to what internal productivity standards it
develops. If a group develops low productivity standards, and is highly
cohesive, individual group members will support one another in conform-
ing to this standard, thereby increasing the ability of the group as a whole
to resist leader pressures for greater effectiveness (Likert, 1956, 1961).*

One possible solution to this problem is to affect the internal stand-
ards of the group, so that the group itself will either set high goals or
regard them as reasonable. If the leader can accomplish this, then he can
safely work toward maintaining a high level of cohesion within the group,
counting on group pressures to motivate individual members toward the
individual effort needed to achieve high goals. Such a situation clearly
represents the optimum in favorableness for the leader; however, the
problem then becomes the question of how to affect the group’s standard
in this way, so that group members value high productivity.

® While Likert was actually writing as Director of the Institute for Social Research
of the University of Michigan, and not as a part of the Survey Research Center, it seems
appropriate to include a brief mention of his work at this point because (a) he built on
some of the findings of the Survey Research Center, (b) there was an obvious exchange of
ideas between the two groups, and (c) there is some reason to suspect that Survey
1 Research Center findings may, to an extent, contradict some elements of Likert's central
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thesis.
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Likert has suggested that this may be accomplished through the
development of an organizational structure that will allow individuals at all
levels within the organization hierarchy to participate to some extent
(either directly or through representatives) in the development of objec-
tives and goals. This approach reflects the belief that increased opportu-
nity to participate in the making of decisions regarding organizational
objectives and goals will lead members—especially at the rank-and-file
level—to have a high degree of commitment to their accomplishment.

The need for some procedure for obtaining a high degree of commit-
ment stems from the fact that the members of a formal organization have
differing degrees of involvement in the accomplishment of organizational
goals. At the higher executive levels, there will be substantial involvement,
largely because leaders at the top levels are responsible for formulating the
goals and objectives of the organization. As a consequence, these goals and
objectives tend to be in close agreement with the personal goals of the
higher-level personnel, and their achievement therefore produces substan-
tial intrinsic satisfaction. However, when objectives are redefined to make
them suitable at successively lower levels, there is less and less freedom for
members at those levels to influence the nature of the goals they must
achieve. At the end of the process, at the level of the worker himself,
there often is no latitude for decision, with the result that the worker’s
own personal goals and the organization’s may have little or nothing in
common. For the worker, then, attainment of organizational goals may
not be intrinsically rewarding.

This leads to a situation in which the worker and the organization are
in a reciprocal relationship that has been called an ‘“‘employment contract”
(Simon, 1952). The worker places his time and effort, up to a limit, at the
disposal of the organization in exchange for inducements offered in return
by the organization. Within this limit, which is much like Barnard’s
concept of a zone of indifference (Barnard, 1952), the worker accepts
direction and provides effort without question. However, this tends to bhe
a minimum effort, basically what can be provided without serious risk of
termination of the relationship.

One goal of leadership is to obtain, at least a part of the tir.e,
individual effort that far surpasses this minimum. To obtain this greater
effort, there must be some kind of process that leads the individual to be
concerned about the achievement of organizational objectives for reasons
other than continuation of the incentives offered him by the organization.

/7
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He must be genuinely concerned with the welfare of the organization itself
(have identified with it), or must feel that the goals themselves are right
and proper. Either will lead to superior effort.

Likert suggests that individual members of the organization, at each
level, can participate in decision making about goals and objectives by
having representation at succeedingly higher levels. Through this represen-
tation, it was thought that organizational objectives, together with ways of
achieving them, can be developed so that all levels within the orzanization
will be agreed on them, and will be committed toward their achievement.

The key aspect of Likert’s approach was simply that the nature of
the interaction between the organization member and his seniors (the
organization) should be of such a nature that the individual will be
committed to achieving the organization’s goals. The more he is motivated
by this interaction process, to achieve these goals and objectives, the
better will be his productivity.

In Likert’s view, perhaps the most important aspect of the interaction
between member and organization is that the interaction must reflect to
the member that the organization considers him important, and of per-
sonal worth in himself. Each person has a strong need to feel accepted and
esteemed by others. To the extent the organization communicates a
feeling of personal worth and support, the individual, in exchange, will
feel rewarded and will be motivated to repay the organization through
higher productivity. However, this probably will not happen unless the mem-
ber believes that future “‘installments” of esteem are contingent on his
productivity .

Likert also suggested a mechanism for achieving this desired inter-
action. He was quite aware of the importance of group forces, and
suggested that organizations develop groups within the hierarchy that
could, through interaction, develop objectives and goals to which the
individual subscribes, while at the same time providing support and favor-
able recognition to individuals who would then work effectively toward
the achievement of these goals.

This kind of organization is shown in Figure 4 (Likert, 1956). 1t is a
systematic arrangement, in which groups (the enclosed spaces) are formed
from members at one level of organization, together with a member from
a higher level of organization (the “linking-pin’’ concept). A requirement
for this concept to be effective is that when a problem ariscs, the senior
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should not simply resolve the problem in a unilateral manner during an
individual interaction with the subordinate concerned, but rather should
seek to call in others at the same level on whom the decision or problem
may impact. This should lead to sharing of information that will result in
a more effective resolution of the problem. Further, the fact that each
individual at a given level has had an opportunity to make an input into
the resolution of the problem makes him more committed to carrying out
the solution he helped to develop.

Concept of an Interactive Organization

NOTE: From Likert (1956).

Figure 4

This line of reasoning led Likert to suggest, in summary, five condi-
tions that must be met within organizations in order to obtain high
productivity from organization members:

(1) Member Support. The member must perceive that the organ-
ization is supportive of him as a person, and thinks of him as important.

(2) Group Approaches to Supervision. Since group forces are
required to call forth the individual’s best efforts, the highest level of
productivity can be achieved only when each organization member is a
part of a cohesive group committed to high performance goals. (This is the
“linking pin’’ concept shown in Figure 4.)

(3) Emphasis on Performance. While the individual supervisor
must be employee-centered, high productivity will not be achieved unless
the supervisor also, by group methods, has led his subordinates to believe
that high production goals are desirable and necessary.
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(4) Technical Knowledge. Employee-centeredness and emphasis
on production goals are not adequate alone. The achievement of high
productivity goals appears also to require that the supervisor be technically
capable of facilitating the accomplishment of high productivity goals.

(5) Differentiation of Supervisory Role. Again reflecting earlier
Survey Research Center findings, together with the “linking pin” function.
a final requirement appears to be that the leader be capable of represent
ing his group to the organization as a whole in a manner that is satisfying
to them, while at the same time bringing to the group, in return, both the
needs of the organization, and the views, goals, and decisions of other
groups within the organization. Only in this way can his group communi-
cate effectively with the remainder of the organization.

Though presented in highly abbreviated form, it should be evident
that this is an intriguing approach to the development of commitment
within organizations. Its potential effectiveness has been questioned, how-
ever (Katz, 1964), on the basis of the following considerations:

(1) The approach will not succeed in getting the views of the
worker to the executive because the voice of the rank-and-file worker is
attenuated as it is represented up the line by successive levels. That such
would be the case is not particularly surprising, either. As organization
members interact at each level, it would be unusual, indeed, to find that
the particular interests at that level would not take precedence over the
interests expressed one or two levels away. Thus, the rank-and-file would
be underrepresented in rough proportion to the number of organizational
levels through which their views have had to go to reach a decision point.

(2) The Likert model therefore is not as effective as are unions
for dealing with interest group conflicts within organizations. Union repre-
sentatives have immediate access to high management levels, and can carry
the views of the rank-and-file to top management quickly, without distor-
tion caused by their passage through many intermediate levels.

(3) These group decision processes therefore may not he effec-
tive in generating commitment, especially when they can he applied only
to a part of the total range of decisions (such as how, and not what).

(4) Fractionalization in jobs, such as in the assembly-line tech-
nology, probably cannot be compensated for by the group interaction
processes at the working level, anyway.
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These criticisms are probably applicable to some extent; however, it
is evident that both the criticisms and the Likert model itself are
addressed to a central problem: the process by which the rank-and-file
communicate their views and wishes to higher decision levels within
organizations. Of course, it can be questioned whether or to what extent
this is desirable. Extensive consultation among higher and lower levels of a
hierarchy every time a problem arises can make for great inefficiency;
further, there are some management prerogatives that are apparently not
even desired at the rank-and-file level (McMurry, 1958). For example, a
ship’s crew under some circumstances would not want to be consulted
concerning a decision to abandon ship.

The eventual outcome of such debate probably will be intermediate
between extremes. There can be little doubt that the individual organiza-
tional member desires some degree of ability to control his actions, and
his fate. This is not only a form of ‘‘psychological pay,” which may be
necessary for good psychological health through the satisfaction of needs
for self-esteem, it is also a possibly necessary condition for the avoidance
of alienation’ at the rank-and-file level.

GROUP EFFECTIVENESS RESEARCH LABORATORY,
UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS

As will be recalled from the literature summaries that appeared
during the five years following World War Il, leadership theory turned at
that time from a strong emphasis on study of the personality traits of
leaders toward a broader frame of reference. Increased attention was given
to the followers and their needs and characteristics, together with the
requirements of the situation itself.

Of the two general schools of thought thus far described in this
chapter, the Ohio State studies concentrated on description of the bhehav-
ior of leaders in formal organizations. and sought to relate their leadership

“ Alienation, in this context, refers to rejection of the goals and values of the
organization, leading lo a condition in which reciprocation between worker and
organization is reduced virtually to a time-for-money swap. This, in turn, leads to
minimum effort (see Chapter 1 for further disenssion).
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hehavior to both subjective and objective criteria of group satisfaction and
group performance. The University of Michigan studies, on the other hand,
started with an initial focus on produetivity and group morale, with a view
toward identifying supervisory behaviors that are facilitative not only of
productivity, but also of high morale and satisfaction.

The studies initiated in 1951 by Fiedler at the University of Illinois
concentrated on still a third aspect, the personal need structure of the
leader and the interaction between him and the group, leading toward
group effectiveness. In most cases, these studies have also been character-
ized by an attempt to use an objective, conerete criterion of group
productivity as a standard by which to measure the effectiveness of the
leader.

The underlying rationale was that psychological variables, such as
inner needs, affect the maximum utilization of the skills and abilities
required of group members by a particular task. Interpersonal perception
skills had been shown, at least in some cases, to be important in effective
group functioning. To the extent that the leader and the members of his
group incorrectly perceive the needs and motives of others in the group,
presumably the group would not function as efficiently or as well as if
these errors did not exist. Such errors were thought to be at least in part
the result of misperception caused by Lhe inner needs of the observer.

Thus, Fiedler felt that the perceptions of group members, including
the leader, of one another would be an important variable to study in
relation to group effectiveness. One kind of perceptual error a group
member can make is to assume that others in the group have the same
beliefs and values as his own. that is, to assume that they are more similar
to him than they actually are. This mistaken assumption can lead to
inappropriate interpersonal interaction. Hypotheses of this sort were the
type Fiedler set out to test.

In the early studies. two different types of groups were involved—
first. high school basketball teams. and second, civil engineering students
working in three- to four-man surveying teams during a five-week field
trip. While several types of variables were measured, the one that eventu-
ally emerged as most promising was the Assumed Similarity of Opposites
(ASo) measure.'® To obtain this, group members were asked to deseribe

YT allustration is Trom the final form of the instrument. For a review of the
earlier fTorms see Fiedler, Hartnmun, wand Rudin (1952, 1953).
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_ their most and least preferred co-workers on a series of adjective pairs
| such as the following:
] Cooperative : : o 5 Uncooperative
Quitting : : H : Persistent

Scores were assigned to responses on the basis of where the group member
placed “X' marks along the line, and a ‘“difference score’ was obtained
for each adjective pair. This score was the difference hetween how a group
member would describe a most preferred co-worker and a least preferred
co-worker on that adjective pair, From these difference scores, the ASo
measure was computed, high scores representing relatively similar and low
scores representing retatively dissimilar ratings for most and least preferred
co-workers by the group membher.
In the study of baskethall teams (Fiedler 1954), players were asked,
in addition to describing co-workers, to name the person they could play
‘ with best, and the one they could play with least well. When ASo scores
\ for the teams as a whole (i.e., the team average) were correlated with team
standing (i.c., proportion of games won), the relationships were not signifi-
cant. However, when the ASo score of the team’s informal leader was
correlated with team standing. a strong and significant relationship was
found (r =—.69). In a second study of the same teams, a cormrelation of
‘ —.58 was obtained, which was also significant. While end-of-season stand-
; ings did not correlate significantly with ASo scores, they were in the same
direction.

An additional finding was that in the meost effective teams, congeni-
ality was less marked than in the less effective teams: effectiveness and
1 congeniality seemed to he inverse'y related. Further, the negative relation-

ship hetween the informal leader’s ASo und team effeetiveness indicated
that the more cffective teams were according informal leadership status on
: a different basis than were the less effective teams. The effective teams
5 accorded leadership statiis to a member who was substantially more
critical of a least preferred co-worker than of a most preferred co-worker.
In contrast, informal leaders in less effective groups tended not to distin-
guish as sharply botween least and most preferred workers.
Further, since the basis of the rating was a task-oriented  question
(most or least preferved person to work with to accomplish a task). there
was good reason to interpret these results as indicating that informal
’: leaders in effective groups not only made sharp distinetions among their
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co-workers, but also that these distinctions were made in terms of their
relative effectiveness in aiding the aceomplishment of task objectives. In
contrast, leaders of less effeetive groups either did not make sharp distinc-
tions, or made them on some other basis.

Finally, the fact that this task-oriented. discriminating person was
endorsed sociometrically by the rest of the team meant that the more
effective teams, as a whole, were more task oriented than the less effective
teams. Thus, their high standings were probably a function not only of
better talent, but also of more task-oriented attitudes,

Several questions can be generated on the basis of these findings.

First, did this task orientation exist because the team had better
talent and therefore felt that it was going to be successful, or for some
other reason? (For example, the informal leader might well have had these
attitudes before the team as a whole did, and might have become the
informal leader on the basis of other considerations, after which he then

. influenced the team to become more task oriented as a whole.)
< s Second, would these results be true for formal leaders in hierarchical
organizations, as well as for these informal leaders of basketball teams?

Third, what conditions influence the effectiveness of such task-
oriented attitudes on performance of the team as a whole?

These and other questions led to a comprehensive and intensive
research program that lasted for the better part of two decades.

Confirmation of the initial findings came quickly in a study (Fiedler,
1953) of 22 surveying parties, each composed of three to four students in
a civil engineering course. The criterion of team effectiveness was the
accuracy with which the assigned plots of land were mapped and meas-
ured. As was the case with the hasketball study, sociometric ratings were
used to identify cach team’s informal leader, and Assumed Similarity of
Opposites scores were obtained from all students. As had been found
earlier, there was a substantial correlation (—.51) between the informal
team leaders’ ASo scores, and the criterion of team accuracy. Further, the
teams that were considered most aceurate were somewhat less cohesive
(r =—.23) than the other teams, though the students themselves preferred
the more cohesive teams (r = .37)." !

There were also interesting negative lindings, as in one study in which
olficers of both the Army and the Naval ROTC programs were asked to

"' A correlation of about .11 was required for signifieance at the .05 level
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select the 15 hest and the 15 poorest leaders from their respective
programs. In this study the ASo measure did not correlate significantly
with the judgment of the officers as to their best and poorest cadet
leaders. ‘hus, ASo was demonstrated not to be a measure of leadership
ability. As had heen thought earlier, it measured either a set of attitudes
or a set of personal needs, brought to the situatian by the leader, which
impacts in some way on group effectiveness under certain conditions. The
object of continuing research was to find out what these conditions were.

Studies were conducted of B-29 bomber crews and tank crews
(Fiedler, 1955), open hearth foremen (Cleven and Fiedler, 1955), and
farm supply cooperatives (Fiedler, 1958). When study of the ASo measure
was shifted to formal leaders in formal organizations, several new findings
emerged and existing findings were confirmed. First, there was a tendency
for the same kind of negative relatianship between the leader’s ASo score
and group effectiveness that had been found hefore. That is, when groups
had leaders who made distinctions among members on the hasis of their
effectiveness in working toward task ohjectives, the groups themselves
were more productive and more effective. However, this relationship
existed only when the formal leader was accepted (respected?) hy the
members of his group and, in some cases, only if the formal leader also
held either his group or some of his key suhordinates in high esteem.
When these conditions were met, correlations between the leader ASo
score and group effectiveness were high and significant, with higher group
effectiveness associated with a leader tendency to make sharp distinctions
among his subordinates based on task achievement considerations.

It is important to re-emphasize that, in most of these studies, if the
leader did not have the endorsement of his group or of a key suhordinate
the relationship hetween the leader’s ASo score and group effectiveness
dropped to near zero. Further, when the leader did not hold his key
subordinates in high esteem, the relationship sometimes was near zero, or
even in the opposite direction.

These findings led to certain general conclusions ahout leadership in
hoth formal and informal groups. First, in a task-oriented group, it was
thought that the leader needed to maintain a certain psychological distance
(i.e.,, degree of ‘‘unapproachability’ or avoidance of intimate, friendly
relationships) fram the members of his group. It was not certain what this
distance should be, but it was elear that it existed, as measured by ASo. It
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consisted—at least in part—of the fact that the leader in these successful
groups saw himself in somewhat different terms from the way he saw his
subordinates, even though he might like his subordinates. (This may reflect
the role differentiation requirement for effective supervisors found in the
University of Michigan studies.)

It was also conelusively demonstrated by these findings that in order
for the task-oriented leader (ASo low) to he effective, it was necessary for
him to be endorsed (accepted) sociometrically by his group or by key
subordinates, or by both. Lacking suck endorsement, the ability of the
leader to influence the members of his group was so low that his influence
attempts did not lead to higher performance. This of course is in agree-
ment with many other studies which demonstrate that the leader’s posi-
tion power alone is not adequate to produce outstanding performance
within his group.'?

The finding that a leader could be characterizea as being either task
oriented (businesslike, extrapunitive, and *“‘hard-headed™ in his approach to
group members) or primarily socio-emotionally oriented (concerned about
interpersonal relations, feeling a need for approval and support from group
members, and preferring harmonious work relationships) is in agreement
with observations by others (Moment and Zaleznik, 1963; Slater, 1955;
Bales, 1958) that members of groups. both formal and informal, tend to
develop toward being either “task specialists’ or “'socio-cmotional special-
ists.”" > Further, there is evidence (Longabaugh, 1966) that these tend-
encies toward role specialization have their roots in social learning
experiences that begin at a very early age, as children begin to be sensitive
to power differences among their peers, and between themselves and those
older and younger than they are.

Task specialists tend to be concerned about accomplishment of
“things” and gain intrinsic reward from task aceomplishment. They also
are relatively more independent of others and less eoncerned about the
feelings of others than socio-emotional specialists. In  contrast, soeio-
emotional specialists tend to avoid leadership behavior that results in
initiating task accomplishment. perhaps beeause these activities are usually
associated with increases in group tension levels. Socio-emotional special-
ists tend to respond
’ effective in reducing them.
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to increased tension levels by behaviors that are

"2Qee Chapler 6.
" See Chapter 5,
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When these two specialist types exist in pure form, the task specialist
is not sensitive to group tensions and may drive toward task accomplish-
ment through initiating leadership acts that create substantial disgruntle-
ment within the group. As a pure type, the social specialist mayv drive
toward harmonious group relationships to the extent that task aceomplish-
ment is largely forgotten. While these extreme types are rarely found in
actual practice, there is a strong tendency toward specialization in one
type of role or the other. However, some find it possible (Moment and
Zaleznik, 1963) to combine these two specialty roles flexibly—able to
initiate movement toward the accomplishment of group goals when it
appears propitious to do so, yet at the same time to initiate tension
reduction behaviors when the tension level within the group rises too high.

The person who can combine hoth types of role behavir is, of
course, clearly in a better position to function as a leader because he can

. thus gain acceptance from his group on more than one hasis. The socio-

L4 metrically endorsed leader who at the same time had a low ASo score, in
Fiedler’s studies, probably combined at least some aspects of these two
different roles.

Further research with the ASo measure was initiated to discover the
conditions under which leaders with high and low ASo scores are effective
(high-ASo leaders had been found to be more effective in some groups)
and to try to develop an understanding of exactly what ASo is in relation
to other psychological variables. While this work is too extensive to be
summarized here, Fiedler has published three significant summary integra-
tions of his work (1963, 1967, and 1970) that provide some answers to
these questions. The first of these was a first publication concerning the
model of leadership effectiveness, the second elaborated on this model,
and the third explores the psychological dimensions measured by ASo
(and I PC '*).

In his integration of his previous work, Fiedler notes that a primary
emphasis was, from the beginning, the prediction of group performance
based on leadership style, and group and task structure variables. In the

" Least Preferred Co-Worker score This wis a lnler measure, correlated with ASo
but free, apparently, of the major methodologieal flaws identified in ASo by Cronbach
(1957), discussed later in this section. In contrast to ASo, which is based on the differ-
ences between the ratings of most preferred and least preferred co-worker, LPC is com-
puted from only the least preferred co-worker ralings,
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development of the contingency model (Fiedler, 1963), a major objective
was to identify variables that interact with ASo to produce group effec-
tiveness or ineffectiveness. The stimulus for development of this model
was the observation that low ASo (or low LPC) was associated with high
group effectiveness under some conditions, and that high ASo (or LPC)
was so associated urder other conditions. If it could be assumed that the
ASo (LPC) measure was meaningful, there logically had to be differences
between these situations that were acting in a systematic manner to
produce the obtained variation in results.

The contingency model suggests that the variable causing the change
from one situation to another was the favorability of the situation to the
leader. Three major factors within the situation were thought to account
for how favorable or unfavorable it would be for the leader:

(1) Affective Leader-Member Relations. The regard in which the
leader and the group members hold one another determines, in part, the
ability of the leader to influence his group, and the conditions under
which he can do so. A leader who is accepted by his group members is in
a more favorable situation than one who is not. o

(2) Task Structure. If the group's task is unstructured, and
especially if the leader is no more knowledgeable than the group about
how to accomplish the task, the situation is unfavorable to him. Four
criteria were identified, which determine the degree to which the task has
structure:

(a) Decision Verifiability—the degree to which a decision
can be demonstrated, in some impartial manner, to be
correct,

(b) Goal Cl.rity—the degree to which group members
clearly understand the requirements of the task.

(¢) Goal Path Multiplicity—the extent to which more than
one procedure can be used to aceomplish the task.

(d) Solution Specificity—the question of whether the prob-
lem has more than one correct solution.

(3) Power Inherent in Leadership Position. As will be seen in
Chapter 6, leadership position pm;vr' * v determined at its most basic

18 . . .
This is contrasted with sources of power that are derived from interaction
between leader and (ollowers, which goes beyond position power alone.
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level by the rewards and punishments which the leader officially has at his
disposal for either rewurding or punishing the members of his group. on
the basis of their perfarmance. The extent of his pawer is determined by
the authority he has over his followers., based on the range of acts which
his own seniors in the organization would agree are within his jurisdictian.
The more power the leader has, the more favorable the situation is ta him.

Fiedler assumed in the contingency model that situations which are i
either quite favorable or quite unfavorable to the leader require a guiding I
and directing kind of leadership style for optimum group performance, | ;

The most favorahle situation would be one in which the leader is aceepted
by his group members, the task ts highly structuved, and he has substantial
position power. In such a situation, it is reasonable to believe that
subordinates are ready to act and need only to learn what the leader
wishes them to do in order to do it willingly and well. On the ather hand,
in an extremely unfavorable situation the leader is rejected by his graup
\ members, the task is unstructured and vagune, and he has low position
power. In this case, it may very well be that directive leadership actions
are the only ones that will get any result at all: permissive or participative
leadership might ecasily result in everyone deciding to go home., Directive
leadership might have the same vesult, but at least it has some chance of
being successful.
The contingency model presents evidence that the low-ASo (or LPC)
leader, who tends to make distinetions among his group members on the

N basis of their task accomplishments, is more likely to he successful in i
3 these two extreme situations because he s more task oviented. and is more ;
likely to give directive teadership than the high- ASo (LPC) leader. |

For group situations that are intermediate in favorability, it was

assumed that a state of group tension probably existed, which coukd be

| alleviated by leader actions that had tension reducing properties. Such
leader actions have been characterized as “permissne.” “democratic,™
“relationship-oriented.”” and so on. The high-ASo leader, in previous stud-

ies, had been found to be more effective o such situations. and also had ]
’ been found to be more relationship-oriented. ]
| Thus, it appeared. referring to the Ohio State dichotomy., that the k
leader can afford to be high on mitiating structure 1 a sttuation that s i

favorable, and must be high on mitiating siructure i an unfavorable
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situation in order to have any hope at all of results. However. in situations
intermediate in favorability, he may get better results by being high on
consideration.

Figure 5 shows graphically how the three dimensions of leader-
member relations, task structure, and leader position power are combined
to yield an order of situational favorability to the leader. The model
contains ecight cells (all the combinations of relations, structure, and
position power; high and low on each), each of which is called an octant.

Table 3 shows how each octant is classified in terms of the three
contributing variables, together with one additional octant in which leader
member relations are very poor.

Correlations Between Leaders’ LPC Scores and
Group Effectiveness Plotted for Each Cell
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Table 3

Classification of Group Task Situations
on the Basis of Three Factors?®

J Leader-Member Task Position
Relations Structure Power
| Good High Strong
1" Good High Weak
1] Good Weak Strong
v Good Weak Weak
Vv Moderately poor High Strong
Vi Moderately poor High Weak
Vil Moderately poor Weak Strong
VI Moderately poor Weak Weak
VII-A Very poor High Strong

aFrom Fiedler (1967, p. 341.

If, according to the theory underlying the contingency model, the
favorability of the situation is actually the key factor in determining who
can best succeed as a leader, then the relation between the leader’s
attitudes about most and least preferred co-workers and group perform-
ance should vary from one octant to the next. This has been found to be
the case, as is shown in Figure 6.

Before examining Figure 6. it should be noted that in later studies of
leader attitudes, Fiedler discovered that the leader’s rating of his least
preferred co-worker was highly correlated with his ASo score, and shifted
to a use of the LPC score to replace ASo. By so doing, he avoided certain
methodological difficulties about the nature of the ASo score and the
manner in which it was derived (Cronbach, 1957). In interpreting Figure
6, a high LPC leader is roughly the same as a high ASo leader, and
conversely.

Figure 6 shows that predictions of the contingency model are verified
by the findings from many studies.'” Under conditions of high favora-
bility, there is a strong negative correlation between leader LPC and group

¢ . . s . . .
" However, Tor o severe methodological critique of the conlingeney model, which
also challenges the support for the model, see Graen, ¢f al., 1970
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A Model for the Classification of Group Task Situations
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Figure 6
performance. This means that group performance, under favorable condi-
tions, is probably substantially better when the leader is a low LPC type.
In situations of moderate favorability, there is a strong likelihood that the
high LPC leader will have a more productive group, while under conditions
that are unfavorable. the low LPC leader gets better results.
Results confirming the relationship shown in Figure 6 have been
ohtained sufficiently often to confirm the basic process being depicted.
«»

58




< »

AV 4

Contemporary Positions

However, there is still some question as to why these two leader types
respond differently to situations of different favorability. Fieldler’s most
recent work indicates that an understanding must be derived from explora-
tion of the personality dynamics involved between leaders and followers in
these various kinds of situations, and this in turn has shed important new
light on the leadership process itself.

A significant study for understanding these processes was one in
which the same leaders were observed under different conditions of favor-
ability. In this study (Sample and Wilson, 1965), 14 groups of students
were studied as they performed operant conditioning exercises in a
psychology laboratory course. Each group had an appointed male leader
with an LPC score at least one standard deviation from the mean. Eight
leaders were high LPC and six were low. All were “endorsed™ by their
group members. These groups performed 10 different operant conditioning
exercises, one under stressful conditions; stress was introduced by a
requircment not to use an instruction manual that previously had been
available, and to work under a tighter time schedule than that to which
they had been accustomed. During the stressful session, group member
(and leader) behavior was categorized according to Bales' interaction
process categories. Separate counts were obtained for the different phases
of the group’s activities which were: planning the exercise, executing the
plan, and completing the paperwork required at the end of the exercise.

The introduction of the stress treatment caused major changes in
group performance. On the routine assignments, groups led by high and
low LPC leaders had performed equally well. However, on the exercise
conducted under stressful conditions, groups with high LPC leaders per-
formed significantly less well than groups with tow LPC leader®”

High and low LPC leaders also differed in their characteristic behav-
iors from one phase to another of the exercise during fthe stressful
condition: these changes were significant in the planning and execution
phases. High LPC leaders were significantly higher than low LPC leaders
on positive socio-emotional behaviors during the planning phase. and
significantly lower during the exeeution phase. However, overall, high and
low LPC leaders were roughly even in the number of positive socio-
emotional behaviors in which they had engaged. and they were also even
on a scale measuring desire for social contact with team members.
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The interpretation of these findings was that the low LPC leader was
task oriented during the planning phase, to the extent that he had
relatively little positive socio-emotional interaction with other members of
his group. Apparently, he firmly and quickly structured the group’s pro-
cedures. This meant that the group’s procedures were established, for good
or bad, before the execution phase began, which then permitted him to
play a less dominating and sometimes even jovial role during the execution
phase, particularly when the plan was good. On the other hand, the high
LPC leader * ... holds a group discussion during the planning period and
the work is not clearly organized at that time. The leader then attempts to
organize the work during the later phases, with only partial success”
(Sample and Wilson, 1965, p. 269).

The less effective performance of the groups with high LPC leaders
apparently resuhed from the fact that these leaders used participant
leadership te hniques” which might have been workable for routine prob-
lem solving when the in. .uction manual was available and more time was
allowed, but which was not sufficient to meet the demands of the test
problem with its more stringent time limitations.

A further observation by Sample and Wilson was that the high LPC
leader also scemed to be unable to stem the tovrent of positive socio-
emotional hehavior within his group after he had started it during the
planning phase. This substantially interfered with accomplishment of task
requirements under the time limitations imposed.

These and other findings have led to the conclusion (Fiedler, 1970)
that the primary goals held by different LPC types are simply different, as
shown in Table 4.

Table 4

Primary and Secondary Needs of High and Low LPC

T
Designation Primary | Secondary
High LPC Relatedness to others Self-enhancement,
prominence, esteem
Low LPC Rewards from explicit Good interpersonal
competition for material relations with work
and tangible rewards in associates

work situation

an
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High LPC persons are thought to be primarily motivated to seck
“rclatedness’  with  others. They have as a sccondary goal self-
cnhancement, prominence, and esteem from others. In contrast, low LI’C
1 persons are thought to be primarily n.stivated by ‘... explicit com-
| petition for material and tangible rewards in the work situation, including

praise and recognition for good work by superiors, or the feeling of
accomplishment derived from the knowledge that the job was well done”
(Fiedler, 1970). Their secondary goal is good interpersonal relatios with
work associates.

It is thought that individuals will seek to accomplish their primary
goals first, and will turn toward achievement of secondary goals only if
the level of satisfaction on primary goals is adequate. Since leaders i
highly favorable situations probably are achieving a high level of satisfac-
tion of their primary goals, they should then, in theory, be oriented
toward attainment of goals which are actually secondary. If the goals of
high and low LPC leaders have becn correctly identified, the low LPC

s leader, under conditions of high favorah ity, seeks good relationships with
his group; his group is thus more ¢« ife: Live under very favorable conditions
than a group with a high LI'C leader, whose secondary goals are self-
enhancement, prominence, and seli-esteem.

In conditions of intermediate favorability, however, the low LPC
leader, threatened to some extent, begins to concentrate on his primary
goals which are task-oriented and mediated by task accomplishment. Thus,
he becomes more dommating and demanding. In contrast, the high LPC
leader under thesce conditions begins to concentrate on his primary goal,
good group relationships, which results in more effective group leadership.

Under conditions of low favorability, the high LPC leader continues
to try for good relationships, but unsuciissfully. In contrast, the low LPC
leader continues to withdraw from interpersonal relationships and to
concentrate on task accomplishment. which turns out to be a more
effective course of action.

Under conditions that are generally favorable (which probably charac-
terize most real groups in formal organizations). the high LPC leader seems
to respond by heing psychologically close to the members of his group. He
generally will reciprocate their positive feelings toward him. and may not
be giving enough attention to the task itself. This leads to high cohesion
within the group. but at the cost of task effectiveness. On the other hand,
the low LPC leader. under generally favorable conditions, maintains
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greater degree of psvchological distance from the members of his group as
a whole, being closer to group members who contribute more effectively
to task accomplishment, and more distant from those who do not contrib-
ute to task effectiveness.

The apparent difference, then, is that the high LPC leader sees group
interaction as a satisfying goal in itself, while the low LPC leader never
relinquishes good task performance as a primary goal, using interpersonal
interaction with group members who aid in the accomplishment of goals
as a selective reward for their contribution to the group’s effort.

This suggests that a degree of psychological distance, under favorable
conditions, probably will facilitate "roup goal attainment.'” If psycholog-
ical distance can be compared ' ti: Li{ferentiation of the supervisor’s role,
it ean be seen that findings of the contingency model research are
compatible with findings of the University of Michigan work, which
suggested that the most effective supervisors were those who did differen-
tiate their roles from the roles of their group members.

The Contingency Model—A Critique

The Contingeney Model is the result of a comprehensive attempt to
study the relationships among (a)conditions under which leadership is
attempted, (b) the inner needs of the leader, and (c¢) the success of the
group in accomplishing its goals. Thus, it provides a good insight into what
type of leadership is effective, producing what type of performance, under
what type of conditions, if different “‘kinds” of leadership can be said to
exist.

In relation to the Ohio State and University of Michigan work,
perhaps the single most important added dimension in the contingency
model is that it takes into account different conditions of group support
and task requirements in the determination of what “‘type” or “style” of

""This seeming contradiction to the conclusions from the Sample and Wilson
study and Fiedler's own conclusions regarding primary and secondary goals of high and
low LPC leaders is more apparent than real. The key is that the low LPC leader is
selective in his choice of which member he will allow to be psychologically “‘close,”
whereas the high LPC leader is not. Thus, every group interaction seems to he a means
to a task achievement end for the low LPC leader.

62

il . Mciiind v s




Contemporary Positions

leader behavior would produce the most effective group performance.
(Indeed, lack of this dimension can he considered a deficiency in each of
the other programs, though it was originally envisioned that this kind of
variahle would be studied in the Ohio State research.)

Fowever, there are some questions that have not yet been resolved
by the Contingency Model. Endorsement of the leader by the members of
his group is thought by Fiedler to he the most important variahle in
determining the favorability of the situation to the leader. Unfortunately,
the data from which the Contingency Model has been huilt have provided
descriptions of groups only at the point in time at which they were
studied. What has gonc on hefore that time in order to produce the
existing situation still is unclear. Thus, one of the questions that remains
to be dealt with is how the leader came to have the relations with his
group that are found to exist at the point in time at which the group is
studied.

A second question has to do with how flexible the leader is with
regard to his group-directed behavior. As will be seen in the following
section, one of the important goals of human relations training is the
development of diagnostic skills and interpersonal competence skills. These
skills imply flexibility on the part of the leader in responding to the group
situation, in order to produce in a most effective manner that which he
desires from his group members.

In contrast, Fiedler suggests that LPC attitudes and the needs under-
lying these attitudes are enduring characteristics of the individual, and that
there is quite limited capacity for change, such as in response to changing
conditions. Further, Fiedler suggested that it might be more profitable for
organizations to engineer positions so that their requirements suit the
capacities of available leaders, rather than trying to fit leaders to existing
positions. These ohservations, if true, would clearly have challenging impli-
cations for organizational development and utilization of leadership talent.
Convincing evidence has been mustered to support the position engineering
view. However, there is equally convineing evidence to support the possi-
hility that it may not be well based (Graen et al.. 1970).

Within groups. there are two broad types of leader roles—task ori-
ented and socio-emotional. That these two broad categories exist is so well
established (Bales. 1958: Slater, 1955: Moment and Zaleznik, 1963: Benne
and Sheats, 1948) that it is not reasonable to debate their existence.
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The two types of leader roles result from the fact that groups have _
two broad categories of needs, or objectives. First, it is almost inconceiv- =
able that a group can exist in any stable fashion without goals or common "
objectives. Therefore, the accomplishment of these goals also becomes a
requirement for continued group existence. Otherwise, group members
would eventually reach the decision that the costs of group membership
(there are always some costs) outweigh the benefits.

The second broad category of needs stems from the fact that group
members need positive socio-emotional contact with other persons. As will
be discussed further in Chapter 5, positive socio-emotional contacts within
groups consist of mutual interaction behaviors directed from one member
to another which give pleasure and which also build individual esteem and
feelings of self worth.

These positive socio-emotional behaviors are particularly important
when the group faces obstacles to the achievement of its task goals, or
when progress toward the achievement of goals is slowed (Sanford, 1952).

\ They may also become important when goal difficulty increases to the
point that it constitutes a challenge to the group’s ability.

It is possible for both kinds of role behavior to be combined in the
person of a single leader, though this is more difficult than specialization
in one role or the other. One reason is that task-oriented leader behavior
may create tension within the group.'” This will oceur whenever the
group either is not making satisfactory progress toward accomplishment of
its goals, or when its progress is not the result of a routine procedure.
While positive socio-emotional behavior at this point will reduce tension, it
is difficult for a leader to achieve the flexibility required to engage both in
leadership behaviors that create tension, and those that reduce tension.
These are to some extent incompatible, and many leaders find it difficult
to find the optimum balance between them, especially when it may be
necessary to engage in both kinds of behavior almost simultaneously.

Consequently, many groups develop both task leaders and social
leaders. Task leaders (Bales, 19568 Slater, 1955) frequently give suggestions
and guidance, and recommend solutions. They are good “idea’™ men. In
contrast, the social leader responds mainly to an increase in tension within
the group, whether it is caused by task-initiating activities by the task

"*Indeed, more productive groups have higher tension levels and lower cohesion
than less produclive groups (e.g. Torrance, 1955).
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leader, or by obstacles in the group’s path. Tension-reducing behavior
consists of joking, rewarding other members (e.g.. by making comments
like “that’s a good idea’’) and so on. In general, his behavior leads to an
increase in the esteem of other members, and reduces group tensions while
at the same time increasing cohesion.

Between these two, the task specialist is almost always regarded as
the group’s leader, though he may not be the most popular member. In
contrast, the social specialist may he regarded as the most popular, though
he is almost never chosen as the group’s leader. One reason for this is that
the pure social specialist appears to be relatively rigid and incapable of
engaging in active task leadership (Slater, 1955). If a social specialist is
placed in a position of leadership, it is less likely that the group’s goals
would be accomplished. The pure task specialist can be a successful leader
because, under his leadership, the group’s goals do get accomplished. While
group members may not be totally satisfied with his leadership, they can
still accept it, especially if he permits the emergence of a social specialist
in the group who can act to reduce group tensions when they go beyond a
crucial level. The importance of this function is illustrated in Figure 7,
which was derived from considerations presented by George (1962).

Hypothetical Relationship Between
Group Tension and Group Performance

Optimum Tension Level

E
3
=

Group Performance

Low
Low High
Group Tensions

Figure 7
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There probably is an optimum degree of group tension (or high group
performance. Tension should not be much lower than this optimum value
because then the group would not have the drive to accomphsh task
functions; nor should it be much higher because group members would
then become concerned about and affected by the tension itself, and this
would rapidly disrupt effective performance. Possibly this relaticnship
establishes the base for a degree of change in the interpretation of the
relationship between LPC and leader specialization.'”

It will be recalled that one of the hasic questions not presently
answered by the Contingency Model is how the group’s leader arrived at
his present position of group endorsement. Any improvement on the
Contingency Model should be able to deal with this problem. Also, there
should be provision in the theory for flexibility in the leader's behavior as
he interacts with his group. In the following discussion, this will be called
“role enactment flexibility.”

There is evidence (Moment and Zaleznik, 1963) that a lecader who has
greater role enactment flexibility, and who can perform the funetions of
both the task specialist and the social specialist, will be endorsed more
strongly by his group than a leader who is limited by his personal
resources either to task specialization or social specialization.

To expand upon the relationship between role-enactment flexibility
and group endorsement, one possible way in which LPC may relate to
these dimensions warrants consideration. Ht has already been shown
(Moment and Zaleznik, 1963: Slater, 1955) that the pure task specialist
and the pure social specialist are, to some extent, inflexible in their role
enactment behavior. However, each contributes in his own way toward the
accomplishment of group objectives, and thus is endorsed to some extent
by the group. The individual who is most endorsed is labeled a *‘star”
(Moment and Zaleznik) and receives the highest relative endorsement. He
is also highest on role enactment flexibility. There are some group mem-
bers who do not contribute to group goals, rigidly limit themselves to
generally critical behavior, and are thus very seldom given even moderate
group endorsement.

The above findings on role behavior would complement Fiedler's
findings if it were assumed that task specialists tend to be low LPC leader

) . . . . .
"It is by no means certain that this interprelation is correel, hut to the present
author it has somewhat greater appeal than Fiedler's most recent one (Fiedler. 1970).
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types while social specialists are high LPC leader types. Since either
extreme of LPC (Cronbach, 1957) indicates rigidity of a sort, it would be
assumed that the star is intermediate in LPC. Where the ‘‘underchosen™
fall is not clear; however, it probably is not really important because they
are generally rejected as leaders.

Tentative evidence that LPC measures predispostion toward role
enactment does exist. Gruenfeld, Rance, and Weissenberg (1969) examined
the behavior of high and low LPC leaders under three conditions of social
support: high, medium, and low. Observers used Bales™ interaction proeess
categorics to obtain counts of four types of leader behaviors: dominance,
acceptance, antagonism, and tension release. Degree of group support was
found to have a significant impact on leader behavior, and loss of support
affeeted high and low LPC leaders differently.

When group support decreased from high to medium, low LPC
leaders doubled their frequency of dominance behaviors (e.g., giving advice
vs. asking for information), though the frequency of such behaviors among
high LPC leaders remained virtually the same. While there were no signifi-
cant differences between the two kinds of leaders on acceptance of
suggestions from their group members, there was a significant difference
on behaviors showing antagonism toward these members, with the low
LPC leader tending to behave more antagonistically as group support
decreased.

Graham (1968) also found evidence that high and low LPC leaders
react differently to their subordinates in a work environment. 1t might be
supposed that a relations-oriented (high LPC) leader would be high on
showing consideration behavior. and a task-oriented (low LPC) leader high
on initiating strueture. However, Nealey and Blood (1968) did not find
this to be so. Graham’s study tested the hypothesis that high and low LPC
leaders differ in their discrimination among their group members on three
types of behavior, and found that they do differ. Highs were significantly
more consistent in showing consideration behaviors within the groups,
while lows seemed to show consideration to some group members and not
to others. On initiating structure the relationship was in the other direc-
tion., but was not sigilicant. Further, high LPC leaders, despite their
primary human relations orientation, were not evaluated more favorably
than low LPC leaders.

These observations suggest that LIPC should not be regarded as just a
measure of the primary and secondary goals of the leader. as might have
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been concluded from Fiedler’s (1970) most recent interpretation. If it is
also—or primarily—a measure of role enactment predispositions, with low
LPC leaders tending to be task specialists and high LPC leaders social
specialists, some of the data that currently appear contradictory would
appear less so.

For example, it has been established (e.g., Kirchner and Reisberg,
1962) that the more effective supervisor does make sharp distinctions
among members of his group. This holds true only when the sharp
distinctions are hased on accurate appraisal of the relative contributions of
the various members to the accomplishment of group goals. To make
sharp distinctions among group members requires that the leader be
prepared to have them reject him. If he has a high need for approval. as
the social specialist tends to have, he cannot accept this risk (Blumstein
and Weinstein, 1969).

If, as suggested, the high LPC leader tends to be a social specialist,
and responds to threat or tension by tension-reducing activities, he is less
effective than the accepted low LPC leader in a favorable situation,
because he then may concentrate on further behaviors designed to build
his own self esteem, as Fiedler (1970) suggested. This is less effective than
the low LPC leader’s tendency, because it wastes group resources and, by
increasing self esteem through his leadership position, probably creates
resentment in his suhordinates.

That this is not totally unfounded conjecture is indicated hy the fact
that in groups with high need-achievement members, low LPC leaders
(who would presumahly tend to be task specialists) are preferred to highs;
conversely, when members have low need-achievement, high LPC leaders
are preferred (Burke, 1965). The existence of these different preferences
strongly suggests that the leadership of the high LPC leaders is more
satisfying to group members with low need-achievement, and that of low
LPC leaders to memhers with high need-achievement. If it can be assumed
that this occurs because each type of leader hetter satisfies a type of need
that is unique to the type of group that more strongly endorsed him, then
it appears that group member goals typically associated with need-
achievement are better satisfied by low LPC leaders, and that whatever
goals were associated with low need-achievement were better satisfied by
high LPC leaders.

[ s e e
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It is tempting to conclude that the low need-achievement members
were more likely to have preferred interpersonal interaction goals than

task goals, to have responded with a degree of tension to the requirement
to achieve goals, and thus to have presented the stimulus required to
initiate the social specialist’s tension-relieving activity. If this line of rea-
soning is correct, answers are then availahle for two questions that were
raised earlier: (a) how the leader comes to be endorsed hy his group, and
(b) whether he does or does not have role enactment flexibility.

The answer to the first question is that he is endorsed by his group
because his activities facilitate goal attainment, if in fact such endorsement
exists. The low LPC leaders found in some studies that were not endorsed
and who did not have highly productive groups probably were simply nhot
effective in their leadership actions—for example, through poor planning,
poor role differentiation, or some other factor among those already identi-
fied as important.

Low LPC will probably not guarantee thal a leader will have a highly
productive group or that he will be endorsed by his group. He must have
ability as well. However, the Contingency Model findings do suggest that.
even with ahility, his group will not be productive unless he is task
oriented and makes sharp distinctions among his followers based on their
contributions to group goal attainment.

Implications for leadership are evident from these findings. An cffee-
tive leader must be capable of enforcing the requirement that all group
members contrihute to goal achievement, and must be capable of making
judgments about his subordinates that carry the implication of rejeetion,
and the risk of rejection in return. No leader can properly lead if he is not
prepared for rejection for this reason. Facilitating goal achievement is his
husiness and he must be prepared to subordinate Lis own personal goals to
this end whenever there is conflict between the two.

This, then, may be the central conclusion to bhe drawn from Contin-
gency Model findings. The leader who rewards followers with esteem
regardless of their produetivity probably can be successful in only a
limited range of situations, probably basically those in whieh gronp mem-
bers themselves can become significantly more productive when within
group tensions are reduced. However. in other situations, the leader who
discriminates among subordinates and rewards only achievers with esteem
(and other available henefits), will be more effective.
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ORGANIZATIONAL PSYCHOLOGY

Even before the growth of interest in the scientific study of leader
behavior, there were intensive efforts to apply psychological techniques to
improve the effectiveness with which formal organizations achieve goals.
There is a subtle but significant difference between these two orientatinns.
The scientific study of leadership is motivated by a desire to acquire
knowledge about an organizational phenomenon. While this knowledge is
useful to organizations, the knowledge itself is the real objective of the
research and would still be sought even if it were not direetly useful.

In contrast, when the goal is to increase the effectiveness of attain-
ment of organizational objectives, observation tends to become somewhat
less systematic and less well controlled. Observations tend to be made in a
small number of organizations, or a few parts of a single organization, and

| there sometimes is hesitation to allow changes—which could interfere with

\or operations—to be made to improve data collection. This criticism is, of
course, not true of all studies in organizational settings. Some have heen
very well eontrolled, but control is much more difficult in the context of
a formal, functioning organization. Despite these difficulties, the central
focus of such studies—the attainment of more effective organizational
funetioning—has led to valuable findings concerning the leadership process,
the role and function of small groups within formal organizations, ane
organizational processes that affect both leaders an¢ groups.

As will be seen in Chapter 4, a central problem confronting most
formal organizations is that of obtaining reliable role performanee from
organization members. At higher organizational levels, this problem is less
evident hecause these members are more likely to have identified with the
organization and to have accepted the organization’s goals as their own.
They also are more likely to be highly satisfied with the rewards they
obtain from the organization in exchange for their involvement with it.

At the lower levels. however, this may not be the ease: there may
even bhe perceived confhet between the personal goals of the worker and
the actions required of him for achievement of organizational goals.
Perhaps the one eentral theme of the body of work here elassified as
organizational psvchology. if such a central theme could be said to exist,
1= a concern for helping organizations to achieve higher productivity
through obtaining a higher degree of comnutment from their members,
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particularly at the lower levels, toward the attainment of organizational
goals and objectives,

Early theories of scientific management tended to view organizations
as though they existed without people. That is, a worker was viewed as a
rational unit, without emotions, who could be tested, fitted into an
organizational position for which his abilities qualified him, and then given
training which would enable him to do certain predictable kinds of things
within the organization (Taylor, 1947).

Bureaucratic approaches to organizational management had roughly
the same objective—to circumvent man as an individual—bhut in this case
by using process, procedure, precedent, and directive as a rational machine
which eliminates emotion from the organizational environment. In both
the scientific and the hureaucratic approaches, the employee was viewed as
being undesirably unpredictable, and systems were designed to minimize
this unpredictahility. Ideally, the emplovee should have been available in

. equal units, with no variation one from another, to facilitate organiza-
V4 tional operations (Weber, 1946).

However, during this period there were powerful forces at work that
made both of these approaches less attractive and less manageahle. Among
these influences were the emergence of powerful labor unions, which
progressively reduced the earlier freedom of foremen and supervisors to
use negative sanctions (fear and punishment; as dominant motivational
orientations, and the continuing infiltraticn of democratic values into the
work force, which made autocratic methods progressively less successful.

A landmark was the pioncering work ty Mayo (1945) and his
associates and Roethlisherger (1941). who were initially concerned with the
problem of labor turnover and who c¢onducted cxperimental studies
designed to identify the best combination of certain environmental vari-
ables in order to obtain high productivity.

The best known study (Roethlisherger. 1939) involved prolonged
ohservation of one work group making telephone assemblies. Productivity
increased. in many cases substantially, in response to almost any environ-
mental change that was introduced. Further, productivity increased during
successive test periods when working conditions were held constant. Per-
haps most surprising, produetivity increased even when all the expern-
mental conditions, which were thought to be “‘improvements.” were
removed and environmental variables returned to the original condition

{ which had served to provide a base line of productivity.
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The mystery was why productivity increased in response to any
change, cither objectively good or objectively bad. that was introduced. It
was concluided that the kevy was not the environmental change but the
interaction  hetween the experimenters and the workers in the initial
; establishment of the work group. Two workers. who were known to he
friends, had been selected and asked to participate in the experiment.
They were then asked to seleet four other workers with whom they
thought they could work well, Thus, the initial selection of the workers
was a procedure that, in essence, selected a congenial work team that was
! committed to  wholehearted and  spontancous cooperation during the
experiment. It was very sypmificant that, even while produeing more, the
individual workers felt under less pressure for productivity.

While this may or may not have been the first explieit recognition of
. the mimportance of interaction among members and supervisors of the work
. group for high productivity, it certainly was a conclusive demonstration of
that fact. Additional work ¢onsisted of an extensive interviewing program,
designed to  learn which personal and soeial factors lead workers to be
* satisfied or dissatisfied, and which produce variations in production. From
this emerged the important finding that more or less taeit agreements exist
among members ol work groups on standards of work performanee, Many
times this agreement was found to be used by work groups to render
managerial controls and pressure for production less effective, thereby
increasing the relative autonomy of the workers themselves,

The essenee of this finding is that a eohesive work group will act in
unison to enforce an agreed-upon internal standard, thereby reducing
management’s cffectiveness in applying sunetions to an individual worker
for non-productivity. (This topic will be covered at greater length in
Chapter 5.)

Mavo's work has been eredited by some as the beginning of the
human relations movement, which gave recognition to the faet that work-
ers normally do not act solely in terms of their own economic self-
interest.  and that it is not possible, as a general rule, to obtain
cooperation of the worker and mcreased  produetivity i response to
purely tangible incentives. ‘The worker is to some extent illogical in this
respect. governed, in addition, by his desire to be personally accepted by
other members of his work group. Given that high produetivity could not
he either forced or bought. Mave thought that it was necessary to obtain
the commitment of the worker by making him feel that his work is
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socially necessary. If organizations desired the loyalty of their workers,
they had to convince them that the organization was protecting their
interests. This was thought to lead to commitment (loyalty to organiza-
tion) beyond immediate returns, and to higher productivity.

These views represented a major departure from traditional theory on
at least four counts. (The following discussion i1s adapted from Bennis.,
1959.)

(1) The work group itself was recognized as an integral unit, rather
than an aggregate of individuals, that governed itsell to a substantial
extent—even though within a framework of the rules laid down by the
organization. The governing mechanism of the group consisted of its
norms, particularly concerning productivity and the amount of influence
judged legitimate for the foreman to exert. These rules, or norms, were
enforced by informal means, and the worker who violated them did so at
the risk of rejection by his fellow workers. Such rejection would mean at
a minimum that he would be denied social rewards controlled by the
group, and he might even be subjected to social punishments such as
insults and ridicule.

(2) The foreman’s power and authority were viewed as only partly
derived from his position: in part, they were also derived from the
willingness of his workers to accept his anthority, and his influenee was
simply less if they did not. While authority couid be applied in the
absence of willingness of the group members to comply, it was not as
effective, and the productivity of the group would be minimal rather than
maximal.

(3) An essential step to obtain comphance and commitment to a
greater than minimum effort was thought to be involvement of the group
itself in deeision making, as opposed to handing down directives that were
to be obeyed in a robot-like manner standardized by rules and time study
methods. It was believed that not only would such participative methods
mcrease the motivation of workers through involvement with work goals,
but that decisions about goals and methods of attaining them would also
be better. Such improvements were thought probable because of informa-
tion that might exist at the worker level and could be brought to bear on
deeisions through participative methods. I the human relations movement
an be said to have one central tenet, it 1s that the worker can and will
contribute meaningfully to the development of more effective deeisions
and methods if allowed.
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(4) 1t was thought that workers had social and esteem needs that
could not be satisfied through purely economic incentives, with the result
that the promise of personal development was required to ohtain the full
involvement of the worker in his organization. Individual development, as
a goal for the leader. had to be supported by organizational policy that
provided rewards for such developmental efforts. Further, the worker had
to be a participant in these decisions as well. 1t was believed that workers
would undertake greater responsibility for the control of their own actions
and the quality of their own performance if the opportunity were allowed
for growth in this direction.

While not unequivocal, there is evidence supporting at least some of
these major points. As was mentioned, one of the key differences between
human relations and traditional me _hods was the belief tha!t high produc-
tivity could be obtained with lower costs to the organization if pressures
for higher effort came from the work group itself, which the worker could
hardly afford to reject, rather than from the supervisor (Likert, 1967).

- In one test of the effect of allowing greater freedom for individual
and group decision, such as a greater degree of autonomy, Morse and
Reimer (1956) manipulated supervisory practices in a real organization to
determine the effeet on productivity and satisfaction of either allowing the
worker a greater role in decision making, or decreasing the role already
being playved. Four parallel divisions of a single company were studied.
cach involved in relativelyv routine clerical work. Rank-and-file decision
making was increased in two of the divisions. and was replaced by
increased upper-level  deeision making in the other two divisions. The
experiment was conducted over a period of 18 months which involved a
baseline measurement. a period of six months for training supervisors to
create the oxperimental conditions. one yvear of experience with the
experimental conditions. and then a remeasurement.

' The experimental manipulations appeared in the autonomy groups to
lead to the making of many decisions that affected the group. including
work methods and proeedures, and personal matters. While some of the
work groups made more decisions than  others, all increased in their
decision making. On the other hand, the groups subjected to greater
supervisory eontrol were allowed less opportunity to control and regulate
their own activities, mainly through the development of individual work
standards by higher level staff officials. The increased supervisory activity
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by upper line and staff officials also meant that the ¢lerks had less indirect
influence on decisions, such as through influencing their foremen.

Comparisons of terminal measures from each of these types of groups
with their original baseline measures indicated that groups with greater
autonomy generally had higher feelings of self-actualization, and were
more satisfied with higher management and with the company. In groups
with less autonomy, feelings of self-actualization decreased, and satisfac-
tion with higher management, the company, and the job itself all
decreased substantially. Of even greater interest was an analysis of 54
emnloyees who left these four divisions during the experiment. Nine left
for reasons of job dissatisfaction, and of the nine, eight cane from groups
with less autonomy. Further, in exit interviews, 23 employees made
unfavorable comments about pressure and work standards, and of this
number, 19 came from groups with less autonomy.

Of equal importance, productivity was about the same for all four
divisions, having increased significantly in all four. This leads to tho
conclusion that productivity increases can he obtained through traditional
methods, but only at the cost of dissatisfaction and loss of personnel. In
contrast, productivity increases achieved through participative methods
secem not to incur these costs.

The question of the effeet on productivity of the worker’s onportu-
nity to influence decision making was also studied by Indik,
Georgopoulos, and Seashore (1961). Subjects were employees of a package
delivery concern. Through a questionnaire approach, the following vari-
ables were measured: openness of communication between supervisor and
work group members, supportiveness of the supervisor, mutual understand-
ing amorig workers and hetween workers and supervisor, and felt influence
of both workers and supervisor on local operations. While all four of these
areas correlated significantly with group effectiveness, the highest correla-
tions with station productivity were obtained with the fourth area. felt
influence on local operations.

Of course, it is not clear whether the correlation with productivity
results from actual participation (actual influence on local eperations). or
from the feeling that the opportunity to influence decisions is available if
desired. Hoffman and Maier (1959) obtained evidence suggosting it may
well have been the latter. While their experiment was conducted in a
laboratory setting and not in a formal organization. they gained the
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advantage of beiny able to observe the behavior of group members during
the experiment.

The experimental task was to determine how points were to he
distributed to the members of the group, for credit toward their grades in
a college course. The parallel problem in industry is the distribution of
overtime, which normally is done on a unilateral basis by the supervisor.
In this experiment. it was found that neither the degrce to which an
individual participated in the solution nor the control he had over the
solution, as determined by the ratings of others, was correlated with the
satisfaction he felt with the solution. However, the individual’s rating of
how free he felt to contribute to the discussion did correlate significantly
with satisfaction (.32). Further, satisfaction with amount of influenee over
the decision correlated significantly with satisfaction with the solution
(.55). This strongly suggests that participation itself may have little effect
on the individual's satisfaction with group decisions: rather, the important
factor is his feeling that he ean contribute if he wishes.

While this, in itself, does not invalidate human relations prineiples. it
does raise a question about the use of participative methods. 1t may well
he that the individual worker does not desire participation (McMurry,
1958). but rather only the opportunity to be heard if he feels a need to
be heard. If this is so, it would ¢learly be to the lead.r’s advantage not to
use participative methods since he would thus increase the efficiency of
his group. Considering that his organization probably must compete with
other organizations and perhaps with only a precarious margin of relative
advantage, this is a serious consideration. It is probably on the criterion of
relative effectiveness that human relations methods in their pure form may
he most seriously questioned.

The difficulty of utilizing group problem solving methods in funetion-
ing organizations is illnstrated by a laboratory study conducted by Vroom
and Grant (1969). who compared the performance of individuals acting as
nominal groups with that of individuals acting as members of real groups.
Members of nominal groups were net permitted to mteract with one
another. while members of real groups did. The task was to generate
solutions to two “real fife™ administrative problems. Real groups generated
fewer different solutions. had solutions of lower quality, and had less
v:\ri(‘-‘ty on one of the two problems. But the quality of the real groups’
solutions wis nigher on one of the two problems. and their evaluation of
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solutions was marginally better. However, the time consumed by the real
groups was almost eight tnunes greater! This is an inefficieney that many
organizations could neot afford.

Leavitt (1964) also considers the efficieney of group decision making.
suggesting first that groups with eentralized leadership are more efficient.
at least on some tasks. and second that studies of the relatively lower
morale in sueli groups have indieated that there are ways of compensating
for the lower morale without sacrificing the greater efficiency. He further
challenges the desirabitity of equal opportunity to contribute to outcomes.
In the context of a computerized business game, he had found the most
effective groups to bo those which have the highest differentiation of
influence among the group members. That is, groups with memhers who
regard themselves as about equal in power are less effective.

The questions of efficiency and effectiveness are also raised by
another study (Berkowitz, 1953). that reported field ohservation of 72
conferences in government and industry. The objective was to learn what
happens when the funetions of institutionalized or designated leaders of
such groups are shared by others in the group. A significant finding in
these groups was that the more the chairman was the sole major leader,
the more satisfied the group was with its eonference. Further, the more
the chairman eontroiled the group process tbhe greater was the satisfaction
of the members with the groups. In contrast, as participation by members
increased, satisfaction decreased.

One explanation for this finding was that sharing of leadership con-
trol viotated the expectations of the eonference members, and led to
competition among the members, and between the members and the
conference leaders which was destructive of satisfaction. In this case.
participation prodneed a negative napact, contrary to what would have
heen predicted on the basis of pure human relations principles. When it
led to unwanted comvetition, whith probably decreased the effieieney
with which their problems were resolved, free participation by all was
detrimental. ‘

Jasinski (1959) also found group members’ expectations (regarding
foreman behavior) to be important. n this study, both foremen and
workers in an auto assembly plant stated expectations for the supervisor's
role that were reasonably similar and recognized human relations needs.
However, actual foreman practices were quite different: it was found that
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the workers, in actual practice, really expected a different kind of behav-
ior from the foreman than they had said they desired. In part, this was
recognition of the fact that the nature of the work environment precluded
the lengthy interactions with their foremen that would have been
demanded by trie human relations leadership.

The fact that participation methods are severely inefficient is a major
barrier to the use of human relations leadership in either competitive
industry or the military services, where timely execution of the leader’s
decisions may, on occasion, be the most important single requirement for
success. Further, there may even be a legitimate reason to question the
extent to which work group members want to participate. McMurry
(1958) makes the point that many employees, especially at the lower
occupation levels, are actually unwilling to make contributions of a crea-
tive nature. At work group levels, there is a limit to the amount of
responsibility they desire. Further, even if they did desire more, it would
be extremely difficult for the leader to surrender his responsibility

~ (Tannenbaum and Schmidt., 1958). It really is not his to surrender.

There is also reason to doubt that group decisions are as effective as
those made by good leaders. Most competitive organizations are delicately
hulanced so that even a small decision can cause large ripples. Individuals
low in the organization’s hierarchy do not have the perspective that those
at higher levels have (MceMurry, 1958) and most organizations cannot
afford the time and expense to allow workers, as well as leaders, to learn
which decisions are wrong. through the process of trial and error.

One alternative to “bottom-up™ leadership (MeMurry, 1958) s
“henevolent. autocracy.” which is a vompromise between human relations
leadership and the older traditional methods. First, in this approach the
emphasis must be on a humanistic, democratic philosophy of leadership.
Absolute autocracy and burcaucracy are not the only forms of effective
organization. According to this view, an ideal leadership mode should be
defined for the organization’s leaders, that can be used by them as a goal
and guide,

Second. actual and potential leaders, as opposed to pure bureaucrats,
woutld need to be pdentitied within the organization.

Third, ambiguity on the job would be ehminated to the maximum
extent possible. The objective would be structured decisions that would
provide the gurdance and support which most people need. and a uniform-
ity of policies and practices that s necessary for efficient operation. This
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degrec of strivcture is nol viewed as inconsistent with the eoncept of
hinmastic leadership beeanse it is not arbitrary; rather, it is something
that & miyority of people want and ask for. Furthermore, this approach
does not prevent the feader from allowing a subordinate freedom on a
tow-risk - deciston. and this freedom may contribute significantly to the
maintenance of morale.

Fourth, cach subordinate must know where he stands with his supe-
nors. This should not he accomplished on the basis of “evaluations’ or
merit reviews. but rather on the bhasis of a position analysis that would
indicate cleavly to whom he reports and is responsible, and would include
a statement from the emplovee as to his personal goals for the ensiing
pertod, and o compirable statement of goals by the leader.

Fifth, a0 s important 1o be attuned to possible causes of subordi-
nates” dissatistaction= perhaps by opinion pols—so that steps can he taken
1o remedy legitimate causes of dissatisfaction.,

Though one might arvue with some elements of “‘henevolent auto-
craey.” the approuch contams much wisdom. The fact that leaders make
decisions appavently does not chsturh their subardinates. This is shown hy
aostndy (Stimton, 196M) of two organizations, one of which was authori-
tarion in - outlook while the other was democratic. In the authoritarian
company  supervisors  felt «iemificantly morve strongly that they should
clearly define and facilitate group interaction toward goal attainment.
However, the two compmnies did not differ significantlv in supervisors'
attitndes on showing consideration toward emplovees.

It thereTore appears that when supervisors do initiate more structure.
it does not necessanmly canse ther subordinates to reject their leadership,
providing that  the inevease in structure does not lead to  supervisory
practices that at the <ame time result 1 a deerease in consideration tar the
work group members. A similar finding was obtained by Friedlander
11966,

Whether or not rejection ocenrs depends on many factors sueh as the
notnre of the taeh. whther the leader’s decisions are good ones, the
anonnt of enceae ecpenditnre called For by the leader, and whether the
feader™  deeisaor Vieved as arbiirary, as opposed to being derived
featimatc by enher brom orciozattional demands or the situation isell.
thadence an these pomts will be presented in later chapters.) Indeed, the
pomt coukd beomade that the subordinate of a competent, technically
expert deader expects to have hnn make the decisions. Not only s his
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perspective different, but also his role permits, and even requires, that he
engage in planning and organizing activities for which the work group
member really does not have time. if the leader does not make the
decisions, especially when they properly depend on his activity in these
areas, he is not carning his pay, and is not justifying his position within
the group.

Some evidence on the impact of autocratic leadership methods is
presented by Hamblin, Miller, and Wiggins (1960) who studicd the rela-
tionship between morate and leader competence in situations where the
leader unilaterally decided on group outcomes, sometimes in opposition to
group members. This experiment was based on reasoning that suggested
there is a strong sense of justice within a group as to who holds what
position. The leader, who holds a position of ‘high ptace,” should be the
one in the group who can function best for the common good: if he does
s0, the bargain has heen kept but, if he does not, a sense of injustice will
prevail. This concept has much in common with exchange theory concepts
that will he presented in the next chapter.

In this experiment (llamblin, Miller, and Wiggins), three-man groups
were assigned the task of playing an experimental game in which they
were to choose one row in i matrix, and the experimenter would then
choose a column. They gained or lost depending on which row and
colhimn were chosen. A confederate of the experimenter was placed in
each of these groups. The confederate knew which decision to make to
maximize the group’s outcomes, and also was the appointed leader. In
some groups he disagreed with the other two members of the group six
times out of ten, while leading the group to a maximum outcome cight
times out of ten: n other groups he disagreed with members either the
same or less, but always led them to the maximum outcome fewer times.
Thus, the variable of interest was how members felt about him and the
group. depending on how often he led the group to snecess after making a
unlateral deeision that rejected the choices of the other group members.

The findings mdicated a  signifieart relationship  (average = 38
between the leader’s competence (meastred by the number of times he
was right) and the morale of group members. This is distinetly different
from what would have been expected it participation had been the only

| important factor in the situation. An equally interesting additional finding
| was that group members did not like the leader regardless of whether he
was suceessful.

80




Contemporary Positions

These resulls snggest that it is not necessary that participation meth-
ods be used iF the leader has a high “batting average.”” As will be shown
later, sucecess 18 a remarkable enre for low morale, and the leader who can
produce group success will be well accepted, all other things being equal.
However, it probably is also important that the group members be able to
perceive the reason for the leader’s success, or they may attribute it to
luek (as Hambhin, Miler, and Wiggins believe may have occurred in the
present study) and reject. the leader porsonally, even while being satisfied
with groun outcomes,

One further point about this particular experiment is probably worth
making, The experiment was purposefully designed so that, in the high
leader success condition, the leader would be in the position of rejecting
the group’s solution in a majority of the trials. The real world probably is
not this way; in real problem situations, most people of good judgment
who share all the information available—including perspective—probably
will come to nearly the same deciston. They disagree only when they do
not share all available information.

In tire Hamblin, Miller, and Wiggins experiment, outcomes truly were
deterniined by luck, insofar as group members could see; that is, there did
not appear to be any logical reason why the leader was successful and
they were not. But, even in this extreme condition, leader competence and
morale were significantiv positively related. 1t is only reasonable that they
will be even more strongly related in situations in which the basis of the
leaders’ correct decisions can be perceived by followers, and especially
where they agree with these decisions to the extent that they can see the
basis for them.

These findings suggest that another kind of group mechanism s
operating, that may he the reason why participation methods are effective
(when they are), and why arbitrary use of power by tho leader may oftea
lead to low morale and rejection, especially when it serves selfish purposes.
In dealing with real world problems, the leader’s judgment can be
expected to be wrong in some cases: he can hardly he expected to be
perfect. Further. there will be times when he will have incomplete infor-
mation on which to base an adeqguate decision: in most cases when this is
s0, the members of his group will have at least some information that he
does not have.

In both types of situation, the gronp’s effectiveness will then suffer if
there  are  leader-imposed  barriers  to communication, so  that  group
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members are not free to communicate with him. This is strongly suggestive

that clarity and ease of communication within the organization with
regard to organizational goals and ways of achieving them, including
standards of performance for individual group members, are probably :
more important for group health (Humber, 1960) than actual participation

in decision making. That is, group members probably do not strongly
desire to participate in decision making.

As the University of Michigan work demonstrated, the leader has his
job and the group members have theirs, and the work of the group goes
more efficiently if each takes care of his own specialty. llowever, the
group members do have a stake in the group, because they suffer from
failure and profit from success just as the leader does. They consequently
review his contribution to group effectiveness continuously, as they review
the contribution of each of the other group members. And they strongly
value what is probably perecived as a “‘right” to attempt to influence
him—to “change his mind”—when they think his actions may lead to
failure. In so doing, they would be protecting their own interest in the
group.

In all probability, this is the mechanism that underhies the effeetive-
ness of participatory methods. ‘the logie strongly suggests, then, that the
leader does not need to use participatory methods in all cases. When time
pressures are great and when the leader has all the information he needs, it
might even be perceived as wasteful, and therefore resented. However, the
logic does suggest that the leader is well advised never to close off
communication from his subordinates. n all probability, this is the action
that leads to the fecling that leadership is arbitrary, and it probably is the
single condition of leadership most likely to alienate followers, produce in
them a feeling of powerlessness, and leidd them to the conclusion that they
really do not have a stake in the group. The consequences for motivation
are obvious.

Recognition that group members also have a stake in group outcomes
and that they need to be able to see the logie of the leader’s decisions,
even if they do not desire to participate in making them. has been an impleit
part of other attempts to maodify human relations principles to it more
effectively into the denuands of modern organizations.

Miles (1965) has emphasized the desire of group members to be a
resource to the leadler. as oppeoscd to being a target for human relations
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prictices that simply make them feel good. That is, they often feel that
they have something of value to contribute. McGregor (1960) makes a
similar point, that a feeling of interdependence between superior and
subordinate is the key to effective superiorsubordinate relationships and
mwoup effectiveness.

The concepts of interdependence between superior and subordinate,
and of subordinate ‘‘review’ of leader decisions, appear to run directly
counter to traditional concepts of authority and organizational control.
However, the contradiction is more apparent than real. There can be no
question that some degree of control, and its counterpart, authority,
together with at least some minimum degree of productivity, are essential
ingredients for organizational effeetiveness. Formal organizations exist to
accomplish purposes; if they do not do so suceessfully, they are quite
likely to cease to exist in the competitive world which they face. Leaders
must be committed to the accomplishment of these organizational
purposes. The alternative may well be organizational failures.

, This point was made by Barnard (1952) who noted that, regardless of
the fact that authority rests on the aceeptance or consent of individuals,
the failure of many unsuccessful organizations is attributable to the faet
that they did not or could not maintain authority over organizational
members. However, the conditions for acceptance of orders which Barnard
postulated are extremely interesting in relation to the considerations given
earlier. In his view, a person accepts an order as authoritative when:

(1) He understands the order.

(2) At the time of reeeiving the order, he believes that it is not
inconsistent with organizational goals.

(3) He believes the order to be compatible, in general, with his
own goals,

(4) He feels that he has the ahility to comply with the order,

Barnard felt that there are three categories of orders, in terms of
their probable acceptance by group members. Some are judged clearly
unacceptable and are rejected: others are barely acceptable or unaccept-
able, and may or may not be rejected: still others are aceepted without
question. Those in the third category fall into what he called a “zone of
indifferenee.”” so named because within this zone the group member will
do what is required without question. The extent of the zone of indiffer-
ence was thought to be generally determined by the degree to which
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rewards provided by the organization exceeded the costs to the individual
of staying within the organization and complying with orders.

There are two implications here. First, there is a limit tc what an
organization can require of its members, in exchange for what it gives
then1.?® Leaders sometimes do not fully take into account the fact that
the organization rewards them more liberally than it does their subordi-
nates, and make the mistake of expecting the same degree of involvement
with organization goals that they have themselves. Such involvement can
happen only when the leader supplements the rewards given by the
organization with rewards, such as esteem, that only he can give. Second,
some orders that would be rejected by subordinates as unacceptable
without interdependence between leader and follower may be judged as
acceptable with an interdependent relationship that convinces the
subordinate of his ability to comply successfully.

However, interdependence goes beyond this. McGregor recognized

that a central problem in traditional organizition theory was the question
of acceptance of authority. Barnard’s formulation merely assumed that an
increase in rewards would increase the limits of the zone of indifference.
The clear implication was that compliance was a negative value that had to 3
be offset by positive inducements from the organizatior.. In contrast,
McGregor believed that it is possible for superiors and subordinates to
engage in a joint collaborative proeess in which they mutually develop the
ground rules for work and productivity. The key to this process was the
hope that the subordinate could then come to see that the requirements
of the job really stem from the organizational context of the job, and not
from arbitrary standards set by the supervisor himself.

Through the perception that job requirements are a function of the
situation itself and that the leader and his subordinates are mutually
interdependent in accomplishing goals that neither has established arbitrar-
ily, it was felt that a state of integration could be achieved in which
subordinates perceive that they will best satisfy their own needs by
working toward the attainment of organizational goals. Such a state would
constitute commitment without the antagonism accompanying enforced
and supervised compliance with directives which might or might not
appear reasonabie.

2 . . . o . . . .
20Kahn (1960) makes a similar point, defining organizational effectiveness as how
well it achieves its objectives without placing undue strain on its members.
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SUMMARY

This chapter has reviewed four major orientations, each of which has
contributed in a highly significant way to the understanding of leadership
in formal organizations. If there are major conelusions to be drawn from
the large volume of findings thus far presented, they probably would
center on the requirement in formal organizations for effective and effi-
cient accomplishment of organizational goals.

While all organizational members must be committed to accomplish-
ment of these goals, the contributions each can and should make depends
on what his position in the organization is, and what is expected of him
by others. The leaders’ behavior is different from that of his follo wers. lle
has a responsibility for planning and organizing work and the group
cannot perforin efficiently if he does not do this well.

There is a need for authonty and control within formal organizations
to ensurc that objectives are achieved. The basis for this requirement is
that if the organization fails, everyone within it will have lost: evervone
has a very real stake in its suceess. However, there are certain “human
needs”  which still can be satisfied within this overall eontext. While
initiating structure does not necessarily lead 1o a feeling of deprivation, a
lack of consideration of the worker's esteem needs will, The appearance of
arbitrariness in the leader’s actions toward his subordinates will lead to
such deprivation. as will enforced compliance to unreasonable rules and
orders.

One implication of some of the material in this ehapter is that a need
exists for perception of interdependence between leader and  follower
within group structures, and between organization and member regarding
mutual goal satisfaction. While it was not explored fully, the suggestion is
that the elements of this mutual relationship are important for a determi-
nation of the degree to which the organization member values his member-
ship, and the e«tent to which he is committed to the organization. This
coneept will be explored at greater length in the following chapter, where
it will be seen to have major synificance as a determining factor in
organizational leadership,
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A Transactional Approach
to Leadership

Leadership in formal organizations was examined from four points of
view in the preceding chapter. Each of these had a specific focus which
yielded valuable information, but each fell short of providing a compre-
hensive picture of the leadership process in formal organizations.

The findings from the Ohio State studies in leadership were focused
primarily on leader behavior and the leadership role expectations of
seniors and subordinates. The model with which the Ohio State researchers
began their work was comprehensive and impressive. The best known and
most widely used outcomes' of this work, however, are mainly reflections
of subordinates’ expectations, which are different from those of seniors.
This, of course, refers to the two factors which should be balanced by the
leader, initiating structure and showing consideration,

Unfortunately, there is some doubt that training based on the initia-
ting structure/showing consideration dichotomy will produce better group
performance (Korman, 1966). There is good evidence that leaders who
“show consideration” to their subordinates are regarded more favorably by
these subordinates. There is also evidence that subordinates desire a some-
what lower degree of initiating structure. However, there is equally clear
evidence that seniors do not support these expectations, and criteria of
actual productivity seem not to be correlated with subordinates’ reports of
their leaders’ consideration and structure hehavior. This lack of correlation
leads to the conclusion that some leader behaviors, consideration in
particular, may produce more favorable endorsements by subordinates, but
perhaps without making any difference in attaining organizational objectives.

NOTE: The list of references cited in Chapter 3 begins on page 120.

"This statement. for the moment. deliberately ignores Stogdill’s (1959, 1969)
excellent organizational model.

93




<

Chapter 3

This is a harsh criticism, and probably only partly correct. It is likely
that a supervisor who is low on consideration will have dissatisfied sub-
ordinates, and that this will eventually cost him in terms of unauthorized
absences, sickness, and turnover, where turnover is possible. All of these
are undesirable outcomes. However, the organization zlso desires produc-
tion, and it does seem that a comprehensive theory of leadership should
deal with variables that influence productivity.

Perhaps an even more serious criticism deals with the scarcity of
information on the question of the proper balance required between these
two factors in order to attain group goals or even whether a differential
balance may be required, depending on the goal. It is also unclear to what
extent the leader may be confronted with demands for flexibility—that is,
differential behavior—either as a result of situational forces or in response
to differences in behaviors of his followers. As will be seen, this kind of
flexibility is important, and probably underlies the extent to which
leadership is general from one situation to another and, indeed, was
thought to be important by the organizational psychologists.

In this regard, the Leadership Grid probably oversimplifies the leader-
ship picture because it seems to average leader behavior over time. There is
good reason to believe that the effective supervisor alternates behavior as
the situation demands, structuring when necessary, and showing con-
sideration when desirable. The real question is what decision rules he uses.
This, of course, deals with the basic problem of what it is in the situation
that leads to what kind of response on the part of the leader in order to
produce effective group behavior.

Research conducted to develop and verify the contingency model also
has had an important conceptual basis, but has fallen equally short of the
mark in practice. In the contingency model, an effort has been made to
integrate variation in important situational variables into a niodel which
deals, in effect, with a leader predisposition. But this model fails to
provide for leader behavior flexibility; Fiedler (1970) has stated the belief
that leaders are not very flexible with regard to either their basic needs or
the attitudes he has measured as LPC.

However, there is evidence that a leader’s behavior may become more
flexible as a consequence of learning. Also, some leaders are more flexible
than others in their ability to respond to a given situation and this
flexibility apparently is at least a pa:t of what determines whether a leader
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in one situation will be judged as such in another. A further problem is
that the contingency model does not take into account longitudinal
relationships, that is, how the leader may modify the situation to make it
more favorable (while other leaders may fail at the same task), or how the
situation (and/or group) may act to modify the leader’s needs.

Fiedler speculates, perhaps correctly, that training in specific skills
required by specific situations may make a leader more effective by
making him more competent within the situation, thereby making it more
favorable to him. The increase in favorableness of the situation then may
make the leader’s behavior more effective toward goal attainment.
However, this is a complicated approach, and a simpler one would be
preferred if available, especially in view of recent criticism that attacks the
contingency 1nodel in terms of more searching scientific considerations
(Graen, Alvares, and Orris, 1970).

The studies accomplished at the Survey Research Center have been
frankly empirical. As such, they also have shed valuable light on the
nature of the leadership process, and the manner by which the leader
attains and maintains influence within his group. These studies were not
intended to produce a systematic model for theory of leadership, and
therefore cannot be criticized for not having done so.

Perhaps one of the most important outcomes from these studies is
the clear requirement for the effective supervisor to differentiate his role
from that of the persons he supervises, doing those things which he alone
can do well, and refraining from those which they can do as well as or
better than he. As an example, it will be recalled that the effective
supervisor was thought by his subordinates to be better at planning than
the ineffective supervisor. The effective supervisor also considered himself
a good planner and gave planning more weight in determining what he
should do on the job. These findings suggest that there is an exchange
occurring between supervisor and work group members in which each
specializes to some extent in his joh-related activities. The group members
depend on the supervisor (or leader) to do certain kinds of functions
which they cannot do well, and endorse him when he does. Further, it is
probable that the increased productivity of such groups does not result
from the fact that they endorse him more, hut rather that the group is
simply more effective when he performs his specialized functions—if he
does them well—and allows them to perform their functions. This line of
thought will be explored in greater depth shortly.
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The material on organizational psychology was more theoretical, and
there were fewer empirical studies than in the other three areas. However,
one crucially important emphasis of organizational psychology has been a
recognition of the requirement to satisfy organizational goals and a search
for methods by which workers can be induced to commit themselves more
fully to the attainment of organizational goals in exchange for organiza-
tionally provided rewards. The recognition that organization members at
the production level probably do not have the same expectations and goals
as those at higher levels is in itself an important emphasis, and makes even
more explicit the requirement to view the motivation of organizational
! members in terms of an exchange relationship in which members and

organizations depend on one another for need satisfactions.

If there is an exchange between organizations and members, there
also is a transaction between leaders and followers. Leaders act as organi-
zation representatives by providing earned benefits to their followers,
while at the same time guiding them toward satisfaction of organizational

3 goal attainment needs. There is substantial evidence supporting the view
that such transactions do underlie organizational membership, and that
both the organization and the members have expectations that must be
met in order for the exchange to be considered fair. The exact nature of
these expectations will be discussed in subsequent chapters. At present, it
is sufficient to note that if either side views the exchange as unfair,
dissatisfaction will result, and this will lead to efforts either to regain an
equitable exchange or to terminate the relationship.

Such a view of leadership raises immediate questions, which have to
do with how such exchange relationships get established. how they are
regulated, what underlies the judgments of fairness just mentioned, and
tactics for ‘‘bargaining.” Some answers to these questions will be provided
in the remainder of this chapter. which will present a transactional theory
that seems to have major value for understanding leadership in formal
organizations.

IDIOSYNCRASY CREDIT THEORY

One of the persistent themes that characterized the trait approach to
leadership was the bclief that leaders and followers were basically different
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in some way. Viewed in perspective, it really makes little difference
whether the basic nature of these differences resides in personality charac-
teristies (traits) or in behavior styles. When leadership research moved
from a study of personality to a study of leader behavior, it moved c..!v a
little in terms of advancing leadership theory. The one major advantage in
studying behavior was that behavior could be observed, whereas traits
could not be. However, there still was a basic assumption that leaders and
followers were different, though this assumption had not been clearly
demonstrated to be true.

The importance of this assumption is demonstrated by an examina-
tion of how a group would look if it were true. Figure 8 shows two
possible ways of looking at group composition. The first assumes a
dichotomy between leaders and followers, where members of the group
are able to differentiate among themselves as to who the leaders are. Sinee
leaders are considerably less numerous than followers, a pyramid results,
with the followers constituting the base of the pyramid.

There is evidence that this is not a correct model (Hollander, 1959).
In one study (Hollander and Webb, 1955) a study was made of peer
nominations on three topics: friendship, perceived value as follower, and
perceived value as leader. This study was specifically designed to test

Group Composition Models

Leaders and

x “Preferred”
xXxx
XXX XX Followers
Leoders XXX X XX XXX
Desirable
Group
Members
Followers X XXX XXX XX
o Undesirable Group
X Members
(A) Leader Follower (B) Graup Member
Dichatamy Competence Dimension

Figure 8
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whether followership and leadership are actually opposites. Subjects were

naval cadets in their last week of training. Each cadet was asked to assume
that he was assigned to a special unit with an undisclo.ed mission. He was L,

then asked to name the three persons, in order. from his unit whom he

considered best qualified to lead the unit, and, similarly, the three least

qualified. On the followership form, he was asked to assume that he was

the leader of the unit, and to select the three men from his section whom

he would most like to have in his unit, and the three whom he would

least want. Each cadet was asked to name threc other cadets from his

section whom he considered his best friends.

Analysis of the data from this study yielded the correlations shown

| in Table 5. Two features of this table are noteworthy. First, there is a

very high relationship between leadership and followership, almost the

maximum strength such a relationship can have. This means that a cadet

who was nominated as a leader was also very likely to be nominated as a
follower. Further, the strength of the relationship indicates that, with few |

exceptions, it is probable that the same cadets were chosen on both
questions in approximately the same order. However, the relationship '
- between friendship and either followership or leadership is not nearly as |
strong. ||

Table 5

Relationships Between Leadership,
Followership, and Friendship?

feute Followership Friendship

Leadershiy .92 47
Foliowership .55

8 After Hollander and Webb (1955)

These findings show clearly that the more desired followers tend to
be at the upper end of the distribution of desired leaders. Leaders and
highly preferred followers are the same people. Further. the choice of
leader or follower is not determined by friendship choice. This, of course.
suggests that the pyramid model is not correet. In contrast. some other
model, perhaps like the diamond shown as Part B of Figure 8. is more
realistic,
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The interpretation of these findings (Hollander, 1959) is that the
underlying basis for choice as either leader or follower is individual
competence at group tasks. When group members perceive that a given
member has competence, he is esteemed by them and. other things being
equal, acquires status in the group. These and similar findings have led to
the development of an important theoretical approach to understanding
how status develops within group structures (Hollander, 1956). (For
present purposes, status can be regarded as synonymous with leadership
status.)?

Figure 9 illustrates how status develops within a group. Motivation to
belong to a group, in the first place, is thought to be of two kinds, to

‘ satisfy needs external to the group itself (e.g.. status satisfaction from
fraternity membership) or intrinsie (e.g., association and social approval of
other group members, or participation in group’s focal activity). To the
extent that one or the other of these two is stronger for a person, his

Variables Underlying Development of ldiosyncrasy Credit

Indivigual's Task Competence
Other Characteristics of Individual

Motivation to Belong
to Group: {y -

Obtain Social | o | .| Group Judgments Balance of

Approval About Member Impressions:
_ Relevant | B | Status
Participate in Behavior ¢
¥ Group's Focal =i — (Idiosyncrasy

Activity Credit)

}

Group Expectations:
Norms -

Roles

Figure 9

The malerial on idiosyncratic behavior and status is a liberal inlerpretalion of
the original model; some aspects have bheen omilled for clarily of presentalion,
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choice of group may be governed by the emphasis of available groups.
Some groups may emphasize social interaetion to a greater extent, while
other groups may emphasize a specific kind of activity. As an example,
one might contrast an informal group that regularly engages in a variety of
social activities with a group that is focused toward a type of activity
where task competence is a variable, such as a hridge club or a work group
in a formal organization. The individual’s motivation to belong to the
group depends largely on the group’s attractiveness, which is, in turn,
based on the compatibility betwecen its relative goal emphasis and the
prospective membher's needs.

A memher’s behavior while in the group is determined partly by his
competence at the kind of activity on which the group is concentrating,
and partly by his other characteristics, suech as personality. The key
element of this model is that other group members continually make
evaluative judgments ahout the adequaey of his behavior. These judgments
of adequacy are based, to a major extent, on whether his behavior has
conformed to their expectations of what it should have been.

Two kinds of expectations exist. One consists of norms, which are
expectations held by each group member for all other group members. For
example, most groups have a norm (set of gencral expectations) which
limits the amount of negative emotional behavior that will be tolerated
between group members; a group member who exceeds this limit is likely
to be punished. The second kind of expectation consists of roles, speeific
cither to individuals or to defined positions in the group. For example. the
group leader is expected, among other things, to represent his group well
to other groups. Group members need to feel proud of their leader, and
therefore expect him to behave in a way that will justify their pride. If he
does not, he will be less well aceepted and respected as a leader,

To the extent that a group member conforms to expeetations, and
contributes toward the aecomplishment of the group’s goal, the group's
judgments about him will be positive. To the extent this is not true. they
will be negative. According to this theory., ecach group member accu-
mulates a balance, which is termed idiosvnerasy credit (Hollander, 1956).
This produees a certain status within the group for that member, which is
quite similar to a summary evaluation of his judged worth to the group in
comparison with other members. Knowledge of the member's status, in
turn, influences subsequent judgments the group makes about him and. in
addition. may influenee the expectations they have of him and the role he
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: should play in the group. For example, a group member who demonstrates
E a substantial level of skill in a group task will, other things being equal,
: rise in status within the group. This may modify expectations, in that

group members may then expect that he will continue to make note-

E ] worthy contributions toward goal attainment, and may be disappointed if

’ he does not—although they would not have been disappointed before the
rise in status oecurred.

Idiosyncrasy credit, according to this theory, is very much like a

bank balance. A group member who has accumulated a substantial positive

i “balance” is valued by other group members, has high status within the
group, and is generally free to vary his behavior from the group’s expecta-
tions to some degree, without apparent penalty. This is particularly true
when his deviations violate relatively noncritical norms rather than, as in
the case of the leader, role expectations that are considered by group
members to be an important part of his job.

If this model of leadership status is correct, it would be predicted
that a newcomer to an established group or a member of a new group
would not initially have a ‘“credit balance,” but would need to develop
one over a period of time. This has been found to be true (Hollander,
1959). This study tested the prediction that, in problem solving groups, a
task-competent member who deviates from procedural norms of the group
early in the life of the group will have lower influence, while a task-
competent member who initially conforms, and then deviates at a later
time, will not have diminished influence. This, of course, is a graphic
illustration of the meaning of idiosynerasy credit. An individual who has
accumulated a positive “balance’ then has freedom to deviate because of

that balance.

The group task in this study was to maximize the value of a series of
15 choices. For each one. the decision as to the nature of the choice was
to be announced by the group after a three-minute discussion. Unknown
to the other subjects. one of the group was a confederate of the experi-
menter and provided two effects. First, he knew the correct answer and
announced it on all but four of the 15 choices. If the group had always
followed his suggestions, it would have received a maximum payoff on all
but those four choices.

The second effect introduced by the confederate was nonconformity
to some of the rules by which the group operated. This nonconformity
occurred either througnout the experimental session, in some of the trials
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but not all of them, or in none of them. It consisted of violating rules,
such as majority rule would hold, group members would speak in turn, or
winnings would be shared equally. When the confederate was scheduled to
nonconform, he would speak out of turn, challenge the choice of another
group member, or comment that majority rule was perhaps not working
too well. The measure of influence was how many times the group
accepted his suggestion as to what the choice should be for the group as a
whole.

The findings indicated that early nonconformity had a significant
effect on the number of times the confederate’s suggestion was accepted,
though nonconformity at a later time did not. An accumulated credit
balance apparently was effective in protecting the confederate against loss
of influence as a consequence of violation of proecedural norms. However,
just being correct did not lead to the development of influence potential
when accompanied from the outset by deviation.

At the end of the problem, all subjects were asked to rate each other
on overall contributions to the group activity. On this rating, 44 of the 48
subjects rated the confederate first and 45 of the 48 rated him first on an
item relating to influence over the group's decision. This strong unanimity
of opinion existed despite significant differences in the acceptance of his
suggestions during the experiment itself. Observations of the behavior of
subjects during the experiment supported these findings. In groups in
which the e¢onfederate’s nonconforming behavior appeared late, his
behavior was accepted without question. For example, when he suggested,
as he sometimes did, that majority rule was faulty, this suggestion was
often rubber-stamped. However, when he had failed to conform from the
beginning, such suggestions more often led to his being censured by other
group members.

These findings provide clear support for the idiosyncrasy credit view
of how leadership status develops, and underscore the essentially transac-
tional basis for such status. If this theory is ecorrect, a member’s position
in the group 1s determined by the extent of the contribution he can make
to the group’s success in achieving goals. The more capability he can bring
to the group, the more effectively the group can accomplish its purposes.
Since all members then benefit, alt share in the results of his efforts. He
therefore is of umque value to the group as a whole, and is esteemed by
them as a valuable resource. This is the source of his idiosyncrasy eredit
balance, and his status within the group.
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This analysis produces an interesting corollary, which is also
important in its relationship to the emphasis of organizational
psychologists, and others, on the importance of group goals as a
determiner of properties of the group itself. Idiosyncrasy credit theory
probably applies much more strongly to task-oriented groups than to
socially oriented groups. In groups characterized as primarily ‘‘socially
minded,” a member probably will be more likely to achicve status through
being well liked.

However, results in accordance with idiosyncrasy credit theory have
not always been obtained. In one such study (Wiggins, Dill, and Schwartz,
1965), groups of undergraduate students were told that they were in
competition with another group for a $50 prize. The task was one in
which each of its four members was working on five tasks which were to
be graded. ‘“‘Cheating” was punished by subtracting a certain number of
points from the group total. The experimental treatment was the report
that one of the group’s members had cheated, causing the group to lose a
certain number of points. In one condition, a large number of points was
subtracted, in another a medium number of points, and in a third condi-
tion only a few points. The status of the offending group member was
manipulated by reporting that his score (contribution to the group’s
overall success) was either high, intermediate, or low. Thus, high, medium,
and low status members caused their respective groups to lose a high,
medium, and low number of points.

At the end of the experiment, the members were asked to rank every
other person in the group on a scale from 1 to 5 indicating strong *‘like”
to strong “‘dislike.”” Key findings from this study are shown in Table 6.

Table 6

Average Like-Dislike Scores?

Status of Point Loss to Group
Fictitious
Subject High Medium Low
High 4.8 26 20
Medium 3.8 3.7 2.9

3High scores indicate less liking. From Wiggins, Dill, and
Schwartz (1965).
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A high status subject who caused a high point loss for his group was
disliked considerably more than high status subjects who caused medium
or low point losses to their group, and were also disliked more than
medium status subjects who had caused an equally high point loss. In
contrast, medium status subjects were disliked more than high status
subjects when they had caused medium and low point losses. (Low status
subjects were omitted from the analysis by the original authors.)

Disregarding the high status subject who caused a high point loss to
his group, these results conform to what would have been predicted from
idiosyncrasy credit theory. High status subjects, who achieved their status
by contributing more to the overall success of the group, were more likely
to be excused by their groups for having transgressed than were medium l
status subjects who had contributed less. However, the very substantial
reduction in liking for high status subjects with high point losses to their
groups is not in conformity with idiosyncrasy status theory.

Another study (Alvarez, 1968) produced a similar conclusion. In this
study, groups of 10 persons were 11sed, one of whom was a confederate of
the experimenter. These groups met for one-hour work sessions on each of
four consecutive days. The confederate was assigned as an intermediate
supervisor in some groups and as a worker in others. The task was to
generate creative ideas for the manufacture of greeting cards. !

The confederate was instructed to make a certain proportion of his
task-relevant behaviors violate specific task instructions and general social
standards in the work setting. He was instructed to direct aggression first
toward higher officials in the synthetic organization, and then toward both
them and his fellow workers. Some groups were told they were successful
while others were told they were not doing well. The criterion consisted
of ratings made by other group members of one another, at the end of
each daily meeting.

Table 7 shows ratings by other group members of the experimenter’s
confederate on each of the four trials of the experiment. While the
experimenter did not perform statistical tests on his data, it appears that
two predictions from idiosyncrasy credit theory are not borne out. First,
the higher status confederate, who occupied the intermediate supervisory
position, theoretically should not have incurred as much loss in esteem as
the lower status worker. However, the average loss for the confederates
acting as supervisors was about the same as that for the two groups of
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Table 7

Effects of Confederate Status and Group Success
on Group Reactions to Confederates Non-Conforming

Group Success
Trial Successful Unsuccessful

i Confederate Confederate »

Status Status 3

2

Supervisor Worker Supervisor Worker g

°

2

1 210 218 237 212 £

2 212 180 195 222 3

3 151 174 206 217 3
4 163 150 170 177 S
°
1-4 472 68?2 672 35?2 &
o
8Number of points difference between fourth trial rating—less favorable in all cases—and g

first trial rating.

worker confederates. Second, the confederate in the supervisor’s role in an
unsuccessful group appears to have lost more esteem than that of the
confederate in a supervisor’s role in successful groups. Idiosyncrasy credit
theory dces not seem to provide for this finding either.?

Taken together, these studies, and others conducted by Hollander,
seem to confirm most of the provisions of idiosyncrasy credit theory, but
at the same time indicate that the theory may not be quite sufficient as it
presently stands. Apparently, a leader’s peculiarities, or idiosyncrasies, are
tolerated by his followers only as long as they themselves do not incur a
resulting cost. This is shown by the experiments in which leaders did not
suffer a loss of group member esteem when the groups were successful

despite the leader’s behavior. On the other hand, when group members do

‘It can be debated whether this actually is a reasonable test of idiosyncrasy
credit theory. In the theory itself, the accumulation of credit occurs as a result of
perceptions of members, and resulling judgmenis. The installation of a subject in a
supervisory position is not the same thing. However, as will be seen, the purpose of

1his section is not to reject idiosyncrasy lheory, bul rather to suggest a minor modifica-
tion of it. This study is at least illustrative of the need for that modification.
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incur a cost, they may react in a disapproving or punishing manner, that
may appear almost excessive in degree. It is almost as though the leader is
being measured against a standard of what leaders in general should do,
and then is punished for failure to meet this standard in proportion to the
status of the position in the group he occupies. In this view, the position
of the leader is one that brings high rewards if he is successful, and high
costs if he is not, witih the criterion in both cases being, to a large extent,
whether the group as a whole is successful.

This set of conclusions clearly supports the idiosyncrasy model when
groups are successful, but apparently does not under conditions of group
failure. They consequently indicate a need for a more comprehensive
approach that will deal adequately with both sets of conditions, or to
modification in idiosyncrasy theory that will enable it to deal with group
failure conditions more adequately.

SOCIAL EXCHANGE THEORY

Such a comprehensive approach may be provided by social exchange
theory (Blau, 1964; Hollander and Julian, 1969). In exchange theory, a
central question is why a group member subordinates himself to someone
of higher status, the leader. If this occurred only in formal organizations
with appointed leaders, it might not be necessary to have more than a
superficial answer. However, it is commonly observed that informal groups
almost inevitably also have status hierarchies with leaders—provided, of
course, the members of these groups have shared goals (as will be seen
later, this is a necessary condition).

Homans (1958) has been given credit for having first conceptualized
communication and interaction within groups as an exchange process,
suggesting adoption of the view that interaction between persons con-
stitutes an exchange of goods, both material and non-material.* In its
simplest form, social behavior requires at least two persons. In Homans’

40f course, this was not the first use of the concepts important to exchange
theory, such as reciprocation (e.g., of gifts), distributive justice, and so forth. However,
it is the first attempt known hy this writer to deal with social interaction in the same
terms as those used by economists (e.g., the law of supply and demand, marginal
utility).
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view, assuming the interaction is regarded as desirable by both, the
behavior each produces toward the other is rewarding in some way. At its
most basic level, such behavior might consist of a compliment, an
expression of agreement, or even assistance in performing some task of
mutual interest.

Some social exchange behaviors are produced at a cost, and some are
essentially cost-free. For example, a compliment usually “costs™ little or
nothing, especially if it is an accurate compliment and does not tacitly
admit that the giver of the compliment could not have earned an equal
one. To compliment someone’s choice of a tie, or pair of shoes, is an
example. There are other behaviors that may produce a real, and some-
times substantial ‘“cost.” For example, the behavior involved in a game
may be viewed as social exchange. Assuming the game is of mutual
pleasure to the players, each player rewards the others by participating in
the game with them. However, for some players a substantial “cost”
comes from playing the game—they lose, and losing is a ‘“‘cost.”

One important aspect of social exchange theory is that it proposes to
regard social behavior in terms of the relative costs and benefits to
participants, under the assumption that each individual seeks to maximize
his benefits and to reduce his costs. Thus, in a game situation, some
players might find the ‘‘cost’” too great. This would occur when one
player or one team is sufficiently strong that he, or the team, will always
win, Since there is a “cost’ associated with losing, it would be expected
that the player or team which always loses would eventually decide to
stop playing. This does, indeed, conform to commonsense observation.

Leadership can be viewed in exactly the same frame of reference. As
Hollander and Julian (1969) note, the person in the role of leader fulfills
certain expectations that his group members have, in general, for leaders.
Examples of these expectations are that the leader represent the group in
relation to other groups, faeilitate the accomplishment of group goals,
coordinate group effort, and so on. These activities usually require an
unusual level of competence and a bhalance of skills of different types, so
outstanding leaders are almost always in demand and are highly valued by
their groups. Because they can provide unique serviees for their groups, it
becomes worthwhile for the groups to provide them with unique and large
rewards in the form of status, esteem, and influence. The more valuable
the leaders are to their groups. the larger their rewards may be.
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Though this is hardly adequate as a statement of social exchange
theory, perhaps it provides a reasonahle explanation for why idiosyncrasy
credit theory was rot quite sufficient, as was indicated by the studies
cited in the previous section.

As long as the leader is successful—defined by the fact that under his
direction his group is successful—group members may have little reason to
protest, regardless of what his non-task relevant behavior is. Even though
his hehavior may be “unusual” or in violation of certain rules of proce-
dure, if the group situation is oriented toward the accomplishment of a

) goal, and the leader’s direction results in the attainment of the goal, the
! group members are getting a ‘“fair hargain.” That is, they do what the
' leader says and, as a result, the group suceeeds. The exchange is more
efficient and/or effective attainment of group goals in exchange for

compliance with the leader’s directives.

When the group fails to achieve its ohjectives, quite a different
situation prevails. Under conditions of failure, if the leader has conformed
well to what was expected of him, and the group’s failure can be

| attributed to chance or uncontrollahle circumstances, he apparently is not
particularly blamed for the group’s failure, and may retain his influence
within the group. In contrast, when the leader has hehaved at variance
with group memher expectations or with “the rules of the game,” and
group members can reasonably blame the group’s failure on his particular
failure to conform, then there apparently is a substantial negative reaction
toward him. It probably is in proportion to the benefits they gave him,
such as esteem and status. which he did not fairly reciprocate in guiding
the group toward success.

The extent of this negative reaction is prohably in proportion to
either (a) the group’s judgment of inequity in the exchange—the value of
the status they accorded the leader in comparison with the retums he
provided the group. or (b) their estimate of the value of the benefits they
would have achieved had the leader not violated norms or role
expectations. If it is the latter. then a ready explanation exists for the
extreme reaction that can exist against a leader who, through non-
conformity. has cost the group members a highly desired benefit or
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reward.
In all probability, as will be seen later. both processes are operative,

the question of which is the more important in a given situation being
hased on group members’ judgments as to the effort expended by the
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leader for the group. If this judgment is high, reactions toward the
unsuccessful leader probably are based more on an evaluation of the
degree of inequity in the exchange, and will not tend to be extreme,
though replacement of the leader (o non-support) may eventually occur.

Non-conformity, however, is a different matter. It tends to be seen as
behavior that serves selfish motives. Group members may therefore judge
that a nonconforming leader has put his own interests ahead of those of
the group. When this results in group failure, with attendant costs to
themselves, reactions against the leader can become extreme. They will not
be nearly as extreme, and may not even be negative, when the leader
continues to produce success, because in this case the group members
continue to receive the rewards of group success—that is, the leader has
still kept his part of the ‘“bargain.”

This suggests the need for a small (but crucial) change in, or
departure from, idiosyncrasy theory. The implication is that the judgments
of group members about their leaders—and one another—are made in terms
of the criterion of successful accomplishment of group goals, weighted by
their estimate of the value of those goals to themselves, and perhaps
secondarily by the degree of status the leader actually presumed for
himself in relation to other members of the group. In conformity to
idiosyncrasy theory, these evaluations are presumed to be based at least in
part on social learning that has occurred at a prior time, which has led to
the development of general expectations not only for what leaders can and
should do, but also for what is fair exchange for that behavior.

If these implications are correct, it follows that a comprehensive
theory of leadership should take into account this early learning, the kinds
of expectations that arise from it, and basic social exchange processes that
lead to their development.

The Development of Social Exchange

According to current sociological thought,” it is possible to under-
stand social structure and events that occur within social structures, such
as leadership, by looking first at individual processes that occur between
people, and building on them. Social exchange theory attempts to do just

*This discussion is based principally on Blau (1964).
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that: use individual interaction processes between persons as a basis for
understanding more complex social behavior within group structures.

The most fundamental interaction between people, according to this
orientation. is interaction that tends to be reciprocated and leads to
mutual attraction as a consequence of the mutually satisfying nature of
the exchange. This satisfaction can take quite simple forms, and, with
many persons, can consist of the mere presence of an agreeable or
attractive other person,

The need for association with others is a fundamental need in normal
humans, probably in all cultures, though some have the need to a greater
degree than others. In all probability it is a learned need, derived from
early experiences, such as that of the infant experiencing satisfaction of
; his own physical needs in association with the presence of other humans.
: Indeed. there is evidence that the comfort derived from being held by
others. such as a parent holding a baby, or other close physical contact,
j o may be necessary for normal development (Harlow, 1958; Harlow and
- Suomi, 1970). Further, it may be this need that produces the learned need

for the presence of others in contrast to the physiological basis for
satisfaction of needs such as hunger.
3 It is probable that the ability to engage in successful social exchange
at later ages is developed from the learned need for the presence of others,

Development of Social Exchange Behavior
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perhaps following a sequence such as that shown in Figure 10. As physical
needs are satisfied, always in the presence of others, the mere presence of
others becomes rewarding. However, other learning is made possible by the
learned need for the presence of others. As a consequence of this need,
the infant learns to discriminate times when he is not in the presence of
others from those times when he is. When others ire absent, and the
derived need for their presence becomes strong cnough, the infant will
engage in behavior of various types (e.g., crying, “cooing”, etc.), some of
which will eventually be found to attract the attention of adults (or
others), and result in their presence. This behavior will then have been
learned, through the process of instrumental learning.

As further learning occurs, the infant, and later the child, learns to
discriminate between behavior that both attracts and results in approval, as
opposed to attracting and resulting in disapproval. Another stage in the
child's life is marked by these behaviors that serve the function of both
attracting favorable attention and obtaining approval. (Approval is dis-
criminated from disapproval because the parent typically does especially
“nice” things for or to the infant/child when the infant/child has done
something that is ‘‘approved,” and often just the reverse for disapproved
behaviors.)

It is probably in this way that the child learns to seek approval by
others, and this. in turn. hecomes one of the individual’s basic goals in the
social exchange process. It also serves as one of the motivating forces that
bring individuals together in social groups. and one of the types of
satisfactions that members of groups in formal organizations derive from
their group membership. It is one of the ‘‘rewards” that make worthwhile
those performances that earn the privilege of group membership.

There is more learning that occurs at an early age as the child learns
to compete with other children for the presence/approval of another child,
and also learns how to dominate, or establish primitive power rela-
tionships. These also are essential to the development of mature social
exchange skills.

As a child first engages in social behavior with other children. he
continues the basically selfish (self-oriented) behavior that had become his
pattern with adults. However, he finds that other children are engaging in
the same types of behaviors toward him. The result is that neither he nor
the others approve. though each is secking approval. and additional

i
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reward others in some way. Once a child has learned the principle of
rewarding others in order to win their approval and, better still, to elicit
specific desired behaviors from them, he has mastcred the basics of social
exchange.

Such behaviors are so elementary and commonplace that they almost
l escape notice as significant elements of social learning. Examples might

Chapter 3
learning of a trial-and-error sort is necessary. This consists, in the main, of
learning that he can do things that will attract other children to him, and
win their approval as well. Of course, these things consist of behaviors that

consist of allowing another child to play with a favorite toy for a short
while, sharing some candy, or even just smiling at the other child. The
most difficult part of this learning is for the first few instances to occur
and be associated with a stable attraction/approval response from the
other child. When this has occurred, the child will have learned to
exchange ‘‘favors” for needed approval and association with other
children.
Of course, there is a limit to the amount of one-way sharing that
3 occurs. A child with a new toy could, as an extreme, allow a friend to
f plav with that highly desirable toy all the time. This obviously would
conflict with the desire to play with it himself. Thus, while this ‘‘favor”
produces a benefit to the child, or reward, it also has a cost. Eventually,
he will reach the point at which he would rather have the toy than the
friend, and then he will take the toy back, or at least will try. This
illustrates another important point in social exchange theory that was |
touched on earlier. Some benefits that are provided to others, such as
smiling, have little if any ‘‘cost” associated with them. But other henefits
are costly to the one who provides them, and there is a constant process
of assessing the value of the return against the cost.
There is a strong tendency toward maximizing the henefit/cost ratio.
For example. the child may find that one friend has few toys and will
provide association and approval in exchange for only a few minutes of
play with the favored toy, in comparison with another friend who :
demands many minutes in exchange for his presence and approval. All
other things being equal, the child will choose to play with the friend who
provides presence and approval for a few minutes play with the toy.
Two other key features of social exchange theory can be illustrated
by this example. One is the cxpectation of reciprocation, and the other is
the effect of a superior bargaining position. If the child in the example

*
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above were to allow his friend to play with the toy, and the friend were
to pick up the toy and start to leave, it could be predicted that the |
exchange relationship would suddenly come to an end. That is, if the child

does not get something he wants, he will not continue giving the benefit.

He will take his toy back. This teaches the other child that he must

provide a return for the benefit that he is providing. In other words, the

benefit must be reciprocated.

Further, there will come a time when the child will want his toy
back anyway, because deprivation of the need to play with his own toy
has exceeded the value he is receiving from the other child’s presence.

Either of two things may then happen. First, the other child may already

have learned that he gets approval from other children by allowing them

to play with his toys, in which case he may have brought along a toy of

his own which he exchanges for the favored toy. This is another form of

reciprocation, in which something of equal value is returned as a reciprocal

henefit. Where the toys are really of equal value, actual “trades” may

occur. (However, another kind of learning can also take place. If the other

child has not already learned the concept of reciprocal exchange *“‘in
kind,” or if he cannot reciprocate “in kind,” he may seek to retain the
toy by force. If he succeeds, he will have learned that he can obtain
henefits through the application of force, which becomes an early demon-
stration of the utility of power. This will be discussed in more detail
later.)

However, the other child may not have a toy of equal value that he
can offer, and he may not be able to retain the toy by force. If the toy is
actually highly desirable, he may be so fascinated by it that he cannot
bring himself to leave even though he cannot play with it at that time.
The first child may then be able to obtain the benefit he wants, the social
presence and approval of the other child, merely through the promise that
the other child can play with the toy at a later time or, in the most
extreme case, just by exhibiting it for the other child to see. Instances of
this sort illustrate the benefits of a superior bargaining position, in which
one person has resources that are substantially more desirab'e than those
of the other person. This constitutes early learning of the utility of power
derived from another source, the ability to command uniquely desirable or
scarce resources. However. in contrast to learning about power based on
force or coercion, learning about power based on scarce resources is
essential for later successful social exchange behavior.
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These examples of social exchange hehavior have been couched at the
level of the infant and the small child for tv/o reasons. First, it is at this
level that the simplest forms of social exchan f¢ occur. Second, it is at this
level that the social learning underlying the clevelopment of more mature
social exchange behavior occurs. In all probalility an understanding of the
learning processes itself is important for the leader who must understand
not only what he is doing, but also why he is doing it.

Several important principles have been illustrated to this point, that
are fundamental and worthy of re-emphasis.

(1) Social exchange hehavior is derived from the fundamental learned
need to experience the presence of others, and to obtain their
approval.

(2) The most basic form of social exchange behavior consists of
behaviors that reward others in some way, and the most ele-
mentary of these are behaviors that indicate approval.

(3) Derived from the exchange process, at an early time, is the
expectation that rewards will accrue from benefits provided, that
is, that benetits or ‘“‘favors” will be reciprocated.

(4) There is a principle of marginal return in which a little of a
scarce benefit will offset a lot of a benefit that is not scarce, and
in which providing more of a tvpe of bencfit of which a lot
already exists is not very rewarding.

(5) There is a strong tendency to get the most one can for the
benefits he provide: in return, that is, to maximize the benefits/
cost ratio. ]

(6) A superior bargaining position, particularly stemming from the
ability to command scarce or uniquely desirable resources, is
fundamental to the concept of power and the ability to influence
others.

During the learning that occurs later in childhood, resulting in

maturing of social exchange skills, it is probable that the emphasis is on
establishing the values of various benefits that can be provided by various
persons, and on seeking to develop greater skill in maximizing returns
while minimizing costs. Remembering that the child is undergoing a
socialization process (which teaches him the values and beliefs of adult
society), it is axiomatic that at that time he is not vet completely
socialized. His lack of a mature social conscience enables him {o attempt
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techniques for minimizing his costs that are not available to more highly
socialized adults—for example, the use of physical force, or direct verbal
assault and insult. The child who has the capability of using physical
force. or invec:iive, for securing the benefits he desires will have found a
low-cost way of obtaining them. This is another source of learning about
power, which takes the form of inflicting costs (pain, loss of self-esteem,
etc.) on someone else if they do not provide desired benefits.

As the socialization process continues, these behaviors® 1nay, and
usually do, become tempered by the finding that ‘‘approval’’ obtained by
coercion is not lasting, and may indeed backfire, when someone of
superior physical ability is able to meet the challenge successfully and
enable those previously intimidated to obtain revenge. Maturity, then,
brings awareness that such assets can be used to obtain positive approval
only when they are used to the benefit of someone other than oneself.

For example, at an intermediate age, the child who is physically
capable of suc~essful aggression may find a friend being the subject of
aggression by still another child. By protecting his friend—or even someone
who was not initially his friend—from the aggression of the other child, he
earns the gratitude of the child who was ‘“protected.”” Thus, his physical
assets become of high value to his friend, and he is then able to obtain the
rewards of social presence and approval in a positive and enduring way,
and often without additional major costs to himself. This may also extend
to other friends. When he finds that he does not need to give orders
coupled with threats, but rather that he need only make suggestions to
them, which they will accept in exchange for his continued willingness to
protect them, he will then have learned an important basis for influence
(leadership, power) within a group context. This is, simply stated, that the
individual who can and does make a unique contribution to the attain-
ment of some shared objective will acquire unique influence within that
group.

It is, of course, not necessary that this contribution be based on
physical assets. The assets that are important are simply those required for
the attainment of the shared objective. For the leaderless discussion group
responsible for hammering out and writing a group consensus on a speci-
fied topic, the required assets may consist of verbal fluency, that is, the

“For a discussion of such early behaviors, which lead to role development, see
Longabaugh (1966).
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ability to talk and write well, and to express the group’s thoughts in a
desirable manner. For a football team, it might be the ability to call plays
in a sequence that keeps the other team off balance. For a small work
group in a formal organization, it might be planning ability, together with
the effort required to look beyond the immediate task at hand and
anticipate the next problem that may occur, or lay out the next job.
Whatever it is, the key is that it will be an asset that is needed by the
group for successful and efficient accomplishment of goals and objectives.
Further, it will be a scarce asset, and the individual who has it must
consider that it is worthwhile for him to offer that asset in exchange for
the position of status and esteem that will then be available for him
within the group. (It is worth noting that if the individual does not desire
these rewards, which are the main ones the group can give him, then he
may not be a leader because he is not willing to provide his assets for the
accomplishment of group goals. Also, he may naively offer the assets to
the advantage of the group without requiring status in return. In this case
as well, he probably will not be accorded leadership status.)

Two phenomena of group process are explained by the preceding
paragraphs. One is how an individual group member gains the willing
compliance of others to his influence attempts as a leader, and the other is
why the group reacts so negatively to a leader who causes his group to fail
either through a lack of effort or through deliberate violation of ‘“‘the rules
of the game.”

As a group member contributes in a unique manner to the accom-
plishment of goals, the other group members, because of their prior social
learning, feel constrained to provide benefits in retum, if they are
demanded by the contributor. As was noted, among these benefits are
status and esteem. As the contributor’s status and esteem grow, he
becomes increasingly ‘‘visible” to other members of the group, and they
increasingly defer to him (if this is seen to be what he wants) because of
the belief that if they do not, he will then remove the scarce assets which
the group needs. This offers him the opportunity to make influence
attempts of an ever more general nature, to include decisions about group
goals. ways they should be attained, who should do what, and so on. If
these decisions are good ones, he will continue to accumulate status and
esteem, and group members are likely to defer even more to him.

Put another way, this person is in the process of emerging as a
recognized. or the recognized leader of the group. When the members of
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the group eventually reach the point of believing that his decisions are
likely to be right, and the best ones for the group, he will then have
cemented his position of influence and leadership within the group, and it
is likely that his suggestions, or influence attempts, will then be successful
in producing the desired behavior in group members. This is not only
because they fear he will otherwise deprive them of scarce resources, but
also because they may trust his judgment in task-relevant areas more than
they trust their own.

It should be recognized that, in many respects, social exchange
theory is similar to idiosyncrasy credit theory. A review of the findings of
the study by Wiggins, et al. illustrates how influence develops within the
group to a point at which the leader can deviate successfully from the
rules, but only so long as the group as a whole continues to be successful.
The probable determining factor is that the group initially trusts the
judgment of the influential member who has provided the means for the
group to be successful, or lacks the resources to offer immediate resistance
to the deviation. (This may be seen as only reasonable, anyway, because
this member had previously demonstrated the ability to provide correct
answers in a situation in which the basis for these answers was not clearly
apparent. They may well have been willing at least to test the hypothesis
that he was still just demonstrating the superior ‘‘whatever-it-is”’ that he
apparently had.)

The point is that the group probably was not willing immediately to
superimpose its judgment on the judgment of the leader who had bheen
right so many times before. When the group continues to be successful,
despite the apparently malappropriate behavior of the leader, he has then
proved his point. It is possible that his influence might even increase as a
result.

But there is a substantial difference when the group is not successful.
When the leader leads, he exercises influence. When group members are
influenced, they implicitly attribute higher status, greater wisdom. and
more competence to him. The attribution of status. wisdom, competence,
and so forth, is ‘‘payment” given by the group members in retum for the
resources and assets of the leader which they need in order to attain their
own objectives. When the group does not succeed, they will still have paid
him his ‘‘leader pay’ but will not have received the expected returmn
benefit. The reaction to this is not so great if the group believes that the
leader actually tried as hard as he could, and that the failure to achieve
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goals was the result of factors beyond his or their control. On the other
hand, when they judge that the leader did not try hard enough, or that he
caused the group to fail because he engaged in behavior that satisfied his
own personal needs at the sacrifice of the needs of the group members,
then the reaction can be predicted to be strongly negative. It amounts to
“breaking the faith.”” For this, the group punishes severely, in part because
the leader took his benefits without proper reciprocation, and in part
because they cannot trust him not to do it again.

This is shown again by examination of the Wiggins et al. study
(Table 6). It will be recalled that the status of the offending subject in
that experiment was manipulated through his alleged contribution to the
group’s performance, and that high status and medium status subjects were
the focus of interest. It can be seen from the table that a subject of
intermediate status loses no more (.1 of a point is an immaterial differ-
ence) in esteem for a high point loss to the group, which virtually put the
group out of contention, than for a medium point loss. In contrast, the
high status subject lost much more for a high point loss. One possible
interpretation is that the medium status subject was never held in
sufficient esteem that his behavior constituted a violation of their
expectations for a return obligation to the group.

Additional important principles have been illustrated by this
discussion, which can be added to those previously listed on page 114.

(7) While power over others can be obtained by coercion, it is not
stable and does not satisfy the same needs as that obtained by
positive means, and this fact tends to be learned during the
socialization process.

(8) Stable group leadership consists of an established social exchange
process between leader and group members, in which the leader
makes unique and valuable contributions to the attainment of
group goals, and. in turn, is accorded unique status and esteem
by group members. This is an exchange that is viewed by both
sides as equitable, that is, a “‘fair exchange.”” However, in order
for these unique assets to produce leadership status (a position of
influence or power within the group), four conditions must be
met:

(a) The group members cannot easily do without the benefit the
leader provides.
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(b) They cannot obtain it elsewhere, or from someone else.
(c) They cannot force the leader to provide the henefit.
(d) They cannot reciprocate equally, ‘“in kind.”

(9) Stable group leadership probably cannot exist in the ansence of
agreed-upon group goals, because, lacking such goals, it is diffi-
cult to conceive how a group member could contribute uniquely
to the group. Note, however, that popularity can be achieved
under such conditions, but that popularity and leadership are not
the same thing, as was shown earlier (Hollander and Webb).

(10) Group success is a crucial factor in determining whether the
leader will retain his influence within the group, because facilita- 3
ting attainment of group goals is the leader’s main reason for :
existing, and the main benefit he can offer the group in exchange !
for the status they give him. Under conditions of group failure, '
leader rejection is highly likely when he is seen either as not

‘ having tried to satsify his responsibility to the group, or as having
{ tried to use his position to satisfy his own personal needs at the
cost of satisfaction of the group’s needs. i

It should again be emphasized that this view of leadership as a social
exchange process is quite similar to idiosyncrasy credit theory. In fact, it
may well be that minor elaboration of idiosyncrasy credit theory, as
suggested earlier, might satisfy its apparent failure to account for a few of
the experimental findings. The principal value of exchange theory is that it
appears somewhat more general. For example, it is possible to discuss such
phenomena as motivation and group cohesion (Homans, 1958) in terms of
exchange theory, while idiosyncrasy credit theory was not designed to
handle such variables. This probably does not do great violence to
idiosyncrasy theory, since Hollander, who formulated idiosyncrasy credit
theory, has since suggested that the leadership role is legitimated by a
social exchange process (Hollander and Julian).

Because of its greater generality, social exchange theory will be the
framework within which leadership will be examined in the following
chapters. These will deal first with small group processes, including motiva-
tion, within formal organizations. and then with specific leader roles that
contribute to his acceptance and success within formal organizations.
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Chapter 3

SUMMARY

During its early years, a basic problem with leadership theory and
research was that research studies did not adequately address the leader-
ship process in terms of more basic social psychological and sociological
phenomena (Janda. 1960). By looking at only one aspect of a more
complex phenomenon, it is not surprising that findings sometimes were in
conflict and led to confusing ends.

It is apparent that leadership, whether in formal organizations or
social groups, is a transactional or exchange process between leader and
led, in which there is ‘‘an exchange of rewards” (Hollander and Julian)
from which each mutually benefits. The leader attains his position within
the group, and legitimizes that position mainly by making unique and
valuahle contributions to group goal attainment. For these contributions,
the leader is, in turn, rewarded by the group through his position and the
status and esteem that go with it.
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Motivation in
Formal Organizations

The preceding chapter established the basis for viewing organizational
leadership as a socinl exchange process in which the leader serves unique
and valuable functions for his followers, and they, in turn, reward him
with status and esteem. In this process, the effective leader acquires
increased capacity to influence the actions and goals of the members of
his group. They have become more motivated to accept his influence
because his ideas, suggestions, and plans have been demonstrated to have
value; that is, when the group accepts the influence of the leader, it
receives desired rewards in the form of more effective goal attainment.

When only the small group is considered, social exchange theory and
its application to understanding leadership are straightforward. But when
the theory is applied to the more complex field of organizational leader-
ship and how to develop motivation within large formal organizations, it
becomes necessary to consider in greater depth the elements of exchange,
and how exchange operates not only between leader and group, but also
hetween organization and group.

MEMBERSHIP IN FORMAL ORGANIZATIONS

At this point it is necessary to distinguish between social-recreational
groups and work groups. While exchange principles apply to both, the
elements (or benefits) exchanged are different. These two types of groups
differ in two key respeets: the source of their goals, and the source of the
leader’s authority,

Social-recreational groups are characterized by goals that are self-
derived. and arc of intrinsic interest to group members. Such groups
attract members for many reasons, such as the pleasure to be derived from

NOTE: The list of references cited in Chapter 4 begins on page 151,
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association with the other group members, interest in the focal activities
of the group, and satisfaction. of needs originating outside the group (e.g.,
status needs). Examples of social-recreational groups are fraternities, bridge
clubs, and bowling lvarrues. Leaders in such groups generally do not have
major problems in obtaining the involvement of individual group members
in the attainment of group goals; the goals are usually of such a nature
that their intrinsic value was really what attracted the member initially. As
a consequence, the leader does not act like a supervisor, but rather seems
to serve such purposes as being the group’s representative when dealing
with the external environment. and solving problems that may arise as the
group pursues its goals and that would otherwise constitute barriers to
goal attainment.

I In contrast to social-recreational groups. work groups generally are
parts of larger organizations. with specific tasks and functions to perform,
perhaps with specific time schedules, and with well-defined standards of
excellence that must be met. While the activities of social-recreational

s groups are 2cnerally rewarding in themselves (of intrinsic value), the

- activities of work groups may not he—for example, work on a production
line may not be enjovable. This is not to say that the activities of work
groups are never intrinsically rewarding—sometimes they are. However, it is
not necessary that they be intrinsically rewarding in order for the group to
continue its existence. The group will exist so long as it continues to
perform its part of the total organizational job. and as long as the
organization itself exists.

Perhaps the most important implication to be drawn from this dis-
tinction is that, while the motivation to belong to a social-recreational
group is intrinsic, the motivation to belong to a work group is not; rather,
members belong to work groups because of exchange between the work
group member a..d the organization of which the work group is a part.
Motivation to belong to work groups can be understood only in terms of
this exchange.

Implications may also b» drawn from the seecond distinction, con-
cerning the source of avthority of the group’s leader. In social-recreational
groups the emergent leader derives his authority from the group itself; he 1
is almost always *‘elected,”” either formally or through an informal con-
sensus of group members, and this “‘election™ gives him authority to act.

The would-be leader in a social-recreational group thus has two problems:
the first is to ¢ain prominence in the group. and the second is to maintain
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it (Hollander, 1964). The first is a call for intense competition for status;
the second is a requirement for accountability to grounp members.

In contrast, the leader of a work group generallv does not gain his
position of influence through the consensus of group members. Rather, he
is generally selected by the organization itself. and appointed to his
position of influence within the group. He therefore is fundamentally
responsible to the organization, while the emergent leader is fundamentally
responsible to the group of which he is a part. In actual practice, the
distinction is not quite as clear-cut as it might appear, for the appointed '

leader must be responsible to his group to some extent. He must act as
the agent of the organization in providing to group members the benefits
due them as a consequence of the exchange between the group and the
organization. To the exteni that he does this and other leadership func-
tions well, he will justify his leadership position within the organization,
and win the esteem and respect of his group members. I

ACHIEVING EFFECTIVE ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE

To the extent that organizational performance depends on the moti- I
. vation of individuals and groups within the organization, it 1lso depends,
at least in part, on the skill with which leaders and supervisors mediate |
this exchange process hetween organization and member. In this context,
there are three requirements, or types of objectives, for which motiva-
tional systems are needed (Katz, 1964). First, the organ zation must
attract qualified people into the system, and must be able to retain them.
Second, it must he able to obtain dependable performance from them,
defined as an adequate quantity of output, at an adequate level of quality.
Finally, it must in at least some cases be able to obtain beh: vior beyond
role specifications. that is, beyond the minimum that will do, *hat achieves
movement toward the attainment of organizational objectives in a manner
above and beyond what could be prescribed in a set of rules. regulations,
or job standards. Examples of such behavior might be spontan=ous actions
that are crucial for the successful outcome of an unanticipatec problem or
situation, or cooperation among the members of the organization in which
one member spontancously helps another to do something that neither
could have done alone. The development of constructive idews is another
i possible example, at a different level of abstraction.
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In actual practice, these three purposes are almost always interrelated
to some extent. Organizations attract qualified people on much the same
kind of basis that leads them to remain in the system. The decision to
remain in the system carries with it an implicit agreement to conform to
organizational desires in exchange for benefits to be derived from it. That
is, the individual places his time and effort at the disposal of the organiza-
tion for whatever inducement the organization offers him (Simon, 1952).
However, the incentives and leadership practices that lead to a high level
of personal commitment and involvement with the purposes of the organi-
zation may extend considerably beyond those incentives and practices that
were sufficient to attract organization members initially.

This suggests, and correctly, that performance within an organization
is to some extent separate from satisfaction with organizational member- i
ship. It will be recalled that Stogdill (1969) reached essentially the same
conclusion, and listed these two outcomes as separate end products in the
organizational model described in the previous chapter. For the present,
then, performance and satisfaction will be considered separately, though it
will eventually become evident that they are not completely independent.
In any event, to the extent possible the present chapter will be limited
mainly to the elements of exchange that are desired by the members and
that can be, and regularly are, furnished by the organization in return for
the member’'s commitment to the attainment of organizational goals.
Chapter 5 will concentrate on small group processes that have an effect on
organizational effectiveness, and Chapters 5 and 6 will deal with the problem
of maximizing small group and organizational productivity, insofar as these E
are matters that the leader can influence,

THE MOTIVATION TO WORK

Early seientific management theorists made three basic assumptions
about why people work, that describe what is essentially an ‘‘economic
”
man’":

e s

(1) Man is a rational animal interested in personal economic
gain.

(2) Men reaet as individuals within the work environment.

(3) Men may be treated as “standard units’™ of production with
little error,
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However, the research that led to the development of the human
relations movement in industry demonstrated that these basic assumptions
are not sound, and that ‘‘economic man,” as such, does not exist. A more
nearly correct phrase is ‘‘socioeconomic man’ (Whyte, et al., 1955),
descriptive of a person for whom incentives other than money are quite
important. Among other things, socioeconomic man desires both the
approval of his co-workers, so they will engage in social interaction with ;
him, and the opportunity to obtain social status through his work
(Vroom, 1964). The fact that “economic man’’ does not exist, and that
“socioeconomic man’’ does, means that the range of incentives offered by
organizations, hoth to attract desirable members and to satisfy them, must
be broader than pay alone. It must include provision for satisfaction of
other needs as well.

INCENTIVES AND JOB GOALS

A substantial amount of work has heen done to identify incentives
that will be effective in producing a high level of satisfaction among
organizational members, together with strong commitment to attainment
of organizational goals. Two somewhat different schools of thought exist,
traditional theory and motivator/hygiene theory.

Traditional theory holds that individual members of organizations
have personal needs that can be satisfied either directly or indirectly
through their work involvement. A need supposedly creates a state of
tension that continues as long as the need is not satisfied. In theory, then,
the organization can offer the means of satisfying the need in exchange
for the worker's compliance with organizational requirements. The
question of obtaining a satisfactory level of performance therefore sim-
plifies to the problem of learning what the member needs or desires, and
then of offering it to him in exchange for his services to the organization.
This, of course, was the essence of the position held by Simon (1952).

In contrast to traditional theory, motivator/hygiene theory contends
that the aspects of the work environment that provide satisfaction are not
necessarily the same as those that cause dissatisfaction. A basic assumption
here is that workers have achievement goals, many of which are relatively
long-range: their attainment, or the promise of their attainment provides
satisfaction. Further, organization members will seek to remain in an

a»>

& 126 ]

e ]




Motivation 1n Formal Organizations

environment that offers the opportunity for achieving these goals. Organi-
zational environments can also provide obstacles to long-range goal attain-
ment, or irritants of other types: these will lead to dissatisfaction.
However, merely removing the sources of dissatisfaction will not provide
positive commitment toward achievement of organizational goals or make
the member more satisfied with his overall job environment.

Each of these theoretical approaches has something to offer to the
understanding of work motivation, and they will be discussed in turn.

Traditional Theory

Traditional theorists have been concerned most intensively with
identifying personal needs that can be satisfied, either directly or
indirectly, by the organization. In traditional theory, there is little reason
to believe that work is other than simply a special area of human behavior
(Schaffer, 1953). Whatever makes for satisfaction or dissatisfaction in any
area of life should yield satisfaction or dissatisfaction in work as well.

Dissatisfaction, or a state of tension, theoretically is aroused when a
person cannot meet or satisfy certain of his needs. The amount of tension
or dissatisfaction that is aroused will be dependent on the strength of his
needs and the extent of the opportunity for satisfying them. Thus, within
the traditional framework overall job satisfaction is thought to vary
directly with the extent to which an organization can satisfy individual
needs. Further, job satisfaction is thought to depend on need satisfaction
more closely as needs hecome stronger.

Substantial work has heen done to learn what these needs are. One of
the best known classifications of individual needs is the hierarchy of
motives theory (Maslow, 19143), which holds that human needs or motives
can be arranged into five sequential categories: (a) physiological needs,
(b) safety needs, (c) acceptance needs. (d) esteem needs, and (e) self-
actualization needs.'

These needs form a hierarchy in terms of importance, or prepotence,
to the individual. The physiological needs, such as hunger and thirst, are
most basic and prepotent, and must be satisfied before man can bhecome
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! The term, “'self-actualization,” refers to **. . . the desire for self-fulfiliment . . . the
tendency . . . to become actualized in what he is potentially, What a man can be, he must
be,” (Maslow, 1943, p. 382).
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concerned with higher order needs such as esteem and self-actialization.
However, while preoccupation with a more basic need, such as security 3
(safety), will not in general permit interest in the higher level nceds such -'
as self-actualization, satisfaction of the more basic needs does not neces-
sarily lead to a quest for gratification at the higher levels. Some degree of
social learning may be necessary before the higher order, less basic needs
can emerge (Maslow, 1948). Because they are nc' imperative for sheer
survival, their gratification can be postponed for a longer period of time: it
is even possible for these needs to disappear permanently, or not to be
learned at all.

The more abstract needs also demand, at least initially, environmental
conditions that permit, and perhaps even encourage, their emergence. A
necessary condition is the absence of lower level needs, and perhaps a
model from whom to learn. However, once individuals have learned to
want the satisfaction of higher level needs, and particularly when the more ]
basic needs are satisfied, persistent effort toward continued attainment H>f

3 higher level satisfactions can be expected, and will constitute the basis on
which the individual decides whether he is satisfied with his lot.

Not all these needs can be satisfied by most organizations, for most
of their members. Virtually all offer reasonably ample satisfactions in the
form of tangible benefits that can be translated into physiological need
gratifications. Most organizations also seek to satisfy security needs. How-
ever, satisfaction of higher level needs such as self-esteem and self-
actualization is more difficult, especially at the lower echelons within large
formal organizations (e.g., factories with assembly-line technologies).

As the size of an organization increases, there is a tendency for rules
to increase, and for the activittes of lower echelon personnel to be
regulated more closely.’ As a result, the job-related freedoms of personnel
at these echelons decrease in number and degree, to the: point that they
may feel they are working in an cnvironment that is almost totally
controlled. and that they have little or no personal discretion for decisions
about what to do, or how to do it. Such a high degree of regulation
makes it difficult for the worker to satisfy esteem needs, and even more 1

IFor example, Hall, Haas, and Johnson (1967) studied a variety of organizations
ranging in number of members from 6 1o 9,000, Relatively strong relationships were
found between size and formalization of the anthority structure and the stipulation of
penalties for rule violation,
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difficult to satisfy self-actualization needs. This, in turn, may lead to
alienation of the worker from the values of the organization, and to
noninvolvement with its purposes, a problem that will be dealt with at
greater length in Chapter 6 (e.g.. pp. 243 ff.).

The amount of regulation existing within large formal organizations
provides some insight into why ‘‘democratic’’ methods, such as group
participation in decision making, that were an initial focus of human
relations theorists, produced increases in worker commitment and motiva-
tion. One of our cultural beliefs is that status is correlated with decision
making diseretion. In fact, it has heen demonstrated that span of dis-
cretion in decision making is a useful criterion for establishing pay scales;
it is an implicit criterion of organizational status that is widely agreed
upon by a very large range of organization members (Jaques, 1956). The
opportunity to participate in decisions concerning organizational goals, and
methods for achieving them. therefore should satisfy esteem needs by
implying higher organizational status.

Two-Factor Theory

A contrast to traditional theory is provided by the motivator/hygiene
theory (Herzberg, Mausner, and Snyderman, 1959), which originated in a
study of satisfactions and dissatisfactions of personnel at a middle manage-
ment level within formal organizations.
One of the major objectives in this research was to identify sources
of work motivation. In a manner somewhat like traditional theory, it was
} assumed that workeis want certain kinds of things from their jobs, and are
t better motivated toward higher produetivity if they can obtain these
things. However, a departure from traditional theory came from the
observation that some Kinds of work gratifications seemed to act as
1; satisfiers, while others act as dissatisfiers.  Further. the relationships
between attitudes about work gratifications and work output were not
particularly < hstantial,

From the motivator/hygiene point of view, it appeared that there
should bhe (a) factors in the work or work environment that would lead to
(b) the cxistence of attitudes toward work that would, in turn. (¢) have
measurable effeets on produetivity itself. A eriticism of previous studies
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was that, in general, they did not address these three elements simul-
taneously. It was thought that this deficiency would be corrected by
individual interviews consisting of a three-step process:

(1) Each person interviewed would be asked to identify times
when his attitudes toward his job were either significantly
higher or significantly lower than his ordinary attitudes.

(2) For each of these times, he would be asked to describe
anything specific that might have happened, that con-
tributed to these different feelings toward his job.

(3) e would then be asked if his work was affected by these
happenings, and, if so, how.

When the interview contents were analyzed, it was found that certain
kinds of job factors were more likely to be associated with unusually
positive attitudes toward jobs, and other factors with unusually negative
attitudes toward jobs. These factors are shown in Table 8.

y Table 8
et Factors Related to High and Low
Feelings Toward Jobs
Factors Associated With Factors Associated With
Positive Feelings Negative Feelings
{1) Achievement (1) Interpersonal relationships with
{2) Recognition with superiors
{3) Work itself {2) Interpersonal relationships
{4) Responsibility with peers
{5) Advancement {3) Technical supervision

{4) Company policy and administration
{5) Working conditions
(6) Personal life

The factors associated with positive attitudes are relatively self
explanatory. Of particular interest., some of these were more often men-
tioned as associated with short term attitudes, while others were associated
with more persistent or long term attitudes. Achievement and recognition
tended to be of the short term variety. Faectors relating to the work itself,
and the granting of increased responsibility and stature tended to produce
more lasting attitudinal effects. Further, all the positive factors tended to
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produce more lasting attitudinal effects than those related to negative
attitudes.

These findings are highly suggestive that the long-range goals of the
individuals in this study were defined by the complex of job faectors
consisting of achievement, responsibility, work itself, and advancement.
Advancement and work itself were significantly more often found to occur
in the responses labeled as most important.

As Table 8 shows, the factors leading to negative attitudes toward the
job were different. The single most important source of dissatisfaction was
company policies and administration. Specifically mentioned were organi-
zational ineffectiveness produced by inefficiency, waste, duplication of
effort, or power struggles. Company policies were also criticized when
they gave preferential treatment to some employees on some basis other than
ability to do the job. Unfair salary practices were also criticized in this
category.

While Table 8 does not show overlap between factors associated with
positive attitudes and those associated with negative attitudes, this was not
actually the case in the more detailed findings from which the table was
drawn. The data did seem to justify the conclusion that different factors
probably do lead to job satisfaction and others to job dissatisfaction.
However, a few of the factors associated with positive attitudes also
occurred in descriptions of events that caused dissatisfaction. For example,
dissatisfaction sometimes resulted from the tendency of supervisors to
stereotype a man regarding the kind of work he could do, and then
“freeze’” him in that kind of work. This fell into the category of “work
itself,”” but was a source of dissatisfaction. Further, interviewees sometimes
complained about the amount of work they had to do, more often being
dissatisfied about having too little to do than too much.

These and other observations led to a slight modification of the
original theory. In this modified form, it was thought that satisfier factors
are more likely to lead to satisfaction by their presence than to dissatis-
faction through their absence, but that factors leading to job dissatisfac-
tion are seldom associated with increases in job satisfaction through being
absent. The job satisfiers almost always dealt with factors intrinsic to the
job itself, while the dissatisfiers related to the context in which the job
was accomplished.

Of particular interest are the reported effects of the resulting positive
and negative attitudes on performance within the job. in only about half
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of the descriptions characterized by negative attitudes was it reported that
performance dropped as a result of a happening that produced a |
particularly negative feeling toward their jobs: however, nearly three- ;
fourths of the happenings that produced positive attitudes were said to
have cauced an increase in performance. Thus, the factors assoc¢iated with

satisfaction appeard to be more strongly related to performance than the 18
factcrs associated 'with dissatisfaction. ¥ i
{4

Comparisons of Two-Factor and Traditional Theory

It is apparent that these findings are not totally incompatible with
the hierarchy of needs, and traditional theory. In many respects, the
dissatisfiers (hygizne factors) resemble the more basic needs in the hier-
archy of needs model, while the factors associated with satisfaction (moti-
vator factors) resemble higher order needs. In fact, it was thought by
Herzberg, et al. that positive job attitudes are the result of factors that
satisfy a person’s need for self-actualization in his work.

The contrast is that traditional theory and the hierarchy of needs
model suppose that needs at all levels ought to be associated with both
satisfaction and dissatisfaction. Depending on what need exists. frustration
of the need should produce dissatisfaction, and gratification of the need
should produce satisfaction. Further, if the individual believes that job-
relevant behaviors can produce the gratification of an existing need. he
then should be motivated toward accomplishing those job-related
behaviors.

Implications of the motivator/hygiene theory are somewhat different.
According to two-factor theory, increases in productivity and long-range
satisfaction demand the existence of satisfier factors within the work. that
is, the work itself must be intrinsically rewarding, and there must be an
opportunity for growth within the job to the extent required by the
individual’s own growth objectives. To increase the number of *‘satisfiers™
available, it might in some cases be necessary to restructure jobs to
increase the worker's ability to achieve goals that are meaningful to him.
This might suggest substituting ‘‘larger’ jobs for the lowest-level assembly
line jobs. for example.

Another element would be to emphasize more strongly the require-
ments for cffective planning and work organization by supervisors. While
this does not mean that autocratic leadership is good, it definitely snggests
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that employee-centered leadership is not sufficient." The role of the
‘ supervisor must include adequate guidance for his subordinates, discrimina-
} tion between good and poor work, and appropriate reactions to each. It
‘ was thought that this should be accompanied by greater personal freedom
for workers, not necessarily to control their own goals within the work
} environment—which is probably not possible—but rather to allow them to
‘ control in some manner the ways in which they can achieve their assigned
goals.

A considerable number of studies have tested the differences hetween
traditional theory and two-factor theory. Some support two-factor theory,
and some support traditional theory. However, as will be seen, there
appears to be doubt that the two-factor theory is correct in its entirety,

[ though it has contributed substantially to an understanding of positive
motivation toward achievement through work.
| One of the most telling criticisms of two-factor theory is that the
sample on which the theory was bhased was not sufficiently broad, that is,
I did not include enough levels of the occupational hierarchy. The subjects
contributing to the original study were roughly at a middle management
level within their respective organizations, so two-factor theory mainly
i reflects the values and job goals of that narrow segment. There is good
evidence that the factors which are satisfying at the worker level within
large organizations are not the same as those required for satisfaction at
considerably higher levels. Further. there is a tendency for dissatisfier
, factors to act as satisfiers’ at lower occupational levels. For example,
‘ Malinovsky and Barry (1965) studied blue collar workers in the ground
‘ crews at a large southern state university. Forty items, 20 motivator and
20 hygiene. were included in an attitude survey for these workers. Factor
? analysis techniques were used to analyze the responses. A total of nine
‘ factors were identified: '

A. Pure hygiene factors
(1) Salary.

'Substinlial evidence for the need for o balance between production-centered and
employee-centered orientations has already been presented in Chapter 2.

This stalement does not literally mean that a dissatisfier is salisfying, hut rather
that a factor such as pay or security can he and often is menlioned by someone at lower
occupalional levels as something 1hat leads him to be satisfied with his joh, whereas
security and pay are much less often mentioned in this way at higher occupational levels,
where, if they are mentioned at all, they are likely to be causes of dissatisfaction.
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(2) Technical supervision.
(3) Interpersonal relations.
B. Pure motivator factor
(4) Advancement.
C. Mixed motivator
(5) Individual accomplishment (ability to handle work
assignments without supervision).
(6) Work role dissatisfaction (items expressing negative
reactions to particular employee work roles).
D. Mixed motivator and hygiene
(7) Physical work environment (items concermed primarily
with the total work environment, of an impersonal
nature).
(8) Unrecognized work efforts (items expressing lack of
recognition for employee work efforts).
(9) Work frustration (negative responses to virying aspects
of the total work environment).

These factors, in turn, were subjected to another factor analysis
which yielded two underlying factors, as the two-factor theory would have
predicted. The first was an intrinsic work factor that seemed to resemble
the motivator factors in the original two-factor theory. The second was
defined as an extrinsic work environment factor, which resembled the
hygiene elements. However, trese two second-order factors did not corre-
late differently with overall ratings of job satisfaction, as the two-factor
theory predicts they should. Instead, they correlated almost exactly the
same.

Whitsett and Winslow (1967) have criticized the use of this kind of
finding as an attack on the two-factor theory. In their view, two-factor
theory makes no attempt to predict overall job satisfaction. This means
that a test of the two-factor theory should not be based on prediction of
overall job satisfaction. In the present view, the Whitsett and Winslow
criticism may be theoretically sound, but appears somewhat irrelevant, in
that overall job satisfaction is of interest to leaders, as is the relationship
between job satisfaction and productivity. A meaningful theory should
deal with meaningful variables.

Thus, the Malinovsky and Bamry study can be considered a major
challenge to the generality of two-factor theory, suggesting that it might
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be more applicable at higher occupational levels, where the most basic
needs (in the hierarchy of needs) are already satisfied. Individuals at these
levels consequently devote more energy to those aspects of the work
setting which contribute toward personal development, and derive both
incentive and involvement from having done so.

Further evidence that the generality of two-factor theory may be
limited was found in a study by Centers and Bugental (1966), that
focused on the differentiation between intrinsic and extrinsic factors in
job satisfaction at different occupational levels. Using a rationale that
resembles the hierarchy of needs model, it was thought that at a lower
occupational level a man may derive a great deal of satisfaction from the
work content of a particular job, but nonetheless leave it in order to take
a different job that offers considerably higher pay, or better financial
security. At lower occupational levels, the magnitude of monetary rewards
or the value of financial security might easily exceed the worth of intrinsic

3 factors that might be more important at higher occupational levels.

Data were collected from both white collar and blue collar workers at
four different occupational levels, on both extrinsic and intrinsic job
factors. As was expected, the intrinsic job elements (interesting work,
opportunity for self-expression in work, and a feeling of satisfaction from
the work) were more highly valued by white collar workers than blue
collar workers. In contrast, the extrinsic job factors (pay, security, and
good co-workers) were significantly more valued by blue collar workers.
Of these six factors, security was the one that varied most in importance
between occupational levels, being relatively unimportant at the highest
levels and substantially more important at the lowest levels.

An ingenious study by Graen (1968) which was similar to an earlier
study by Ewen (1964) offers further difficulties for the two-factor theory.
The rationale for this study is shown in Figure 11.

If satisfier and dissatisfier variables are examined separately, tradi-
tional theory and two-factor theory make different predictions about the
reactions of unsatisfied, neutral, and satisfied persons to satisfiers and
dissatisfiers. Since satisfier variables are supposed to contribute to satis-
faction only, unsatisfied and neutral workers ought to be much alik? in
reactions to these factors, while a satisfied group should be higher than
either. In contrast, traditional theory would suggest that the neutral group
ought to be higher than the unsatisfied group. though not as high as the
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Differential Satisfaction Predictions for Two-Factor
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satisfied group. A similar rationale leads to different predictions for dis-
satisfiers, as shown in the bottom half of Figure 11.

A questionnaire methodology was used to obtain data on overall job
satisfaction and reactions to work itself, and on promotion (two satisfier
variables) and pay (a dissatisfier variable). Examination of Table 9 shows
that the results conform more to the predictions of traditional theory than
of two-factor theory. Analysis of the differences between adjacent groups
showed that for work, there was a significant difference between the
neutral and satisfied groups. but not between dissatisfied and neutral.
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Table 9

Means on Overall Job Satisfaction for the Groups Dissatisfied,
Neutral, and Satisfied With Regard to
Work Itself, Pay, and Promotion

Work Pay Promotion
Group
n M n M n M
Dissatisfied 12 6.17 21 7.19 44 7.14 !
Neutral 18 7.17 29 7.79 33 8.12 9
Satisfied 137 8.47 117 8.43 90 8.68

NOTE: From Graen (1968).

While this was compatible with two-factor theory, the results obtained

with regard to promotion were contrary. On the promotion variable. there :

was a significant difference hetween the dissatisfied and neutral groups, i
but not between neutral and satisfied groups. According to two-factor 4
theory, the responses to these two variables should have been the same.
Similarly, there were significant overall differences among the three groups
with regard to pay, where two-factor theory had predicted that this would
not be the case.

Another way of testing the validity of two-factor theory would be to
examine reasons for termination among persons who have become suffi- I
ciently dissatisfied to take such a step. Two studies shed interesting light
on this question (Estes, 1963: Hulin, 1968). In the first of these, terminal |
interviews werc held with personnel from three different companies. Seven '
factors were identified in their responses. In general. they seemed to be
satisfied with their jobs (the work itself), their fellow workers, their value I
to the company, their supervisors. and their treatment by the company.
However, thev were dissatisfied with wages and advancement opportuni-
ties. If it can he assumed that the decision to terminate employment is a :
good measure of dissatisfaction, this study also is damaging to two-factor |‘
theory, in that the principal dissatisfactions consisted of one hygiene 1
variable and one motivator variable. Further, satisfaction was expressed |
with both motivator and hygiene variables.
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In the second study, turnover was examined from the point of view
of persons retained as well as persons leaving employment. This study was
conducted in a large firm with an unusually high turnover rate among
female clerical workers. In order to reduce this turnover rate, an effort
was instituted in the company which included (a) a revision of wage and
salary administration (to 1cduce inequities across departments); (b) insti-
tution of regular salary reviews and formalization of a merit raise
procrdrvre; (c) a policy encouraging intra-company transfers to increase
promotion changes, and (d) institution of a policy to encourage employees
to expand responsibilities within their present jobs.

Turnover rate was computed for each of the two years following the
institution of these changes, and a job satisfaction questionnaire was
administered, both prior to initiating the changes and at the end of the
second year. Turnover rate dropped from an original 30% to 18% at the
end of the first year and 12% at the end of the second year, a significant
reduction. Satisfaction scores associated with the factors of work, pay,
promotions, co-workers, and supervision are shown in Table 10 for both
the administration preceding the initiation of changes, and the one fol-
lowing. As can be seen, satisfaction with work did not increase signifi-
cantly. However, satisfaction with pay and promotions showed major
increases in satisfaction; satisfaction with co-workers and supervision also
showed significant increases.

Table 10

Satisfaction Scores Before and After Work Reform Changes

Mean Pre-Change Mean Post-Change
Variable Scores Scores 3
(n = 345) {n = 298)
Satisfaction with:
Work 35.33 36.11 .85
Pay 15.01 32.83 10.27""
Promotions 10.78 24.58 10.38**
Co-workers 41.53 43.49 2.45"
Supervision 40.85 43.22 2.76" "

3+ «indicates statistical significance at the .01 level; *, at the .05 level,
NOTE: Adapted from Hulin (1968).
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These results indicate that turnover decisions were not associated
with work itself, and probably had been associated mainly with dissatis-
) faction with pay and promotions, since these were the factors on which
the biggest changes occurred. This, of course, is similar to what Estes
(1963) found. Again, one of these factors is a hygiene variable, while the
other is a motivator variable.
Thus far, it seems that two-factor theory has substantial deficiencies.®
It appears that a given factor can be a cause of satisfaction for one person
and of dissatisfaction for another, depending on several variables, one of
which is occupational level. House and Wigdor (1967) include in this list
of variables age of respondent, sex, formal education, and respondent’s
T standing in his own group. Further, it appears that a given factor can
cause both job satisfaction and dissatisfaction in the same sample. Finally,
motivator factors appear to be more important for both satisfying and
dissatisfying job events than hygiene factors.

However, there is also some support for the rationale underlying
two-factor theory. It will be remembered that one of the basic assertions
in two-factor theory was that satisfier variables are primarily associated
with productivity, while dissatisfier variables are not. Lodahl (1964)
examined job attitudes among auto and electronics assembly line workers
in order to provide an occupational level contrast with subjects in
Herzberg’s original sample.

Two factors—affective and instrumental--were found to underlie the
job attitudes of these workers. The affective (emotion-producing) factor
dealt with working conditions, satisfaction with company, satisfaction with
supervisor, and so on, and closely resembled the hygiene factor of two-
factor theory. The instrumental factor concerned feelings about own
performance, responsibility, feedback relating to work performance, and
difficulty of job, which were also components of the motivator factor of
two-factor theory. Lodahl thought that the affective variables were satis-
fying to his samples only in a very shallow sense, being important only
when they were absent. In contrast the instrumental component con-
cerning rewards from the work itself was thought to derive its motivating
.roperty from what the work tells the worker about himself. When a
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sMany of these same criticisms, and some to follow, were also reported by House
and Wigdor (1967).
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worker performs well in his work, if the work is beyond some minimum

p level of difficulty, he gains a favorable impression of himself through his
success. The instrumental component is thus a source of increased self
esteem and may be quite rewarding.

A study by Weissenberg and Gruenfeld (1968) resulted in similar
findings. In this study, a job satisfaction scale, containing both motivator
and hygiene factors, was administered, together with a job invelvement
rating. Correlations were computed between job involvement and motiva-
tor and hygiene variables. Two significant kinds of firdings were obtained.
First, job involvement correlated significantly with recognition, achieve-
ment, and responsibility—three motivator variables—though it did not
correlate with work itself and advancement. Of these relationships, the
most significant was with responsibility.

In contrast, only one hygicne variable, interpersonal relations with
one’s own supervisor, was correlated with job involvement. Overall, job

<> involvement was more strongly associated with motivators than with

AV hygiene variables. However, when the total scores on the motivator and
hygiene variables were related to job satisfaction, it was found that both
motivator and hygiene variables correlated quite significantly (.70 and .60,
p<.01 for both). If job involvement can be taken as a closer measure of
what the motivators are supposed to produce than is job satisfaction, then
these findings provide clear support for two-factor theory.

A DISTINCTION BETWEEN SATISFACTION AND MOTIVATION

In summary. it appears that neither two-factor nor traditional theory
is adequate alone, each to the exclusion of the other. While an apparently
meaningful distinction can be made between motivator and hygiene vari-
ables, their effect is not predictable insofar as satisfaction and dissatis-
faction are concerned. But motivator variables. in most cases, are more
strongly associated with job involvement than hygiene variables, and are
more important at higher occupational levels. In contrast, hygiene variables
may be more important at lower occupational levels,

An integration of these two theories has been suggested by Wolf
(1970) on the basis of a review somewhat more extensive than the one
presented in the preceding section. Wolf concludes that neither traditional
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nor two-factor theory is either proved or disproved by the fact that both
motivator and hygiene factors can be related to both satisfaction and
dissatisfaction. In his view, the key to resolving these conflicting points of
view is that satisfaction and motivation need to be regarded as separate
and different. Satisfaction is an end state in itself, while motivation is the
force that produces movement toward an end state.

If it can be assumed that there are basic and higher-order needs, as
the hierarchy of needs suggesis, it seems reasonable that individuals at
lower occupational levels would experience deprivation of the more basic
needs (pay, security) more frequently than individuals at the higher
occupational levels. Since they have not yet achieved stable satisfaction of
these needs, they will be both satisfied and dissatisfied as their gratifica-
tion of these needs fluctuates. In contrast, persons at higher occupational
levels, who have achieved unequivocal satisfaction of the more basic needs,
would only be dissatisfied by their disruption, and would be both satisfied
and dissatisfied with fluctuation in the degree of gratification of higher-
level needs. That is, for each occupational level, satisfaction and dissatis-
faction would be focused on the need level at which there is still some
degree of question as to whether the level of satisfaction he is receiving is
that which he desires.

SOCIAL REFERENCE AND EXCHANGE IN
SATISFACTION/MOTIVATION

The importance of distinguishing between motivation and satisfaction
comes from the fact that some persons, particularly those at the tower
occupational levels, probably cannot achieve satisfaction through motivator
variables. Substantial gratification of the higher-level needs simply is no.
offered in organizational settings at these occupational levels. This leaves
only hygiene variables to influence both satisfaction and motivation.

However, there probably are no absolute standards for what is satis-
fying and dissatisfying, or for what will motivate.® As will be noted in
Chapter 5, there probably are only relative standards, obtained through a
process of social comparison, in which an individual bases his judgments

6 o o . .
To an extent, this discussion goes heyond the conclusions reached by Wolf.
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about his own outcomes on obhservations of the outcomes available to
others who are significant to him. At the blue collur occupational leve:s,
these judgments apparently hinge mainly on occupational level and pay
(Forry and Geschwender, 1962).

These “reference persons,”” for males, consist of father, brothers, or
persons with whom the individual spent a good deual of time duri ~g early
childhood and adolescence. Job satisfaction results from the judgment that
he is doing better than they are. for (presumably) equal investments: that
is, his benefits/ecosts ratio is better than theirs (this is an inference),
Hygiene variables then could lead to satisfaction indirectly: even such
variables as supervision, which he shares with all members of his work
group, could be “compared” (e.g.. ““l don’t have to put up with what they
have to put up with™), Social status. probably a motivator, ¢ould then
accrue from merely workin;’z in any eapacity for a c¢ompany with a
prestigeful reputation.

A more detailed discussion of how such reference persons or groups
influence the judgments that lead to satisfaction and motivation will he
deferred to the next chapter. However, it is necessary at this point to
introduce the concepts of equity and distributive justice, two extremely
important norms that, among others, govern the actions of individuals in
exchange relationships. These norms also influence the exchange between
individuals and organizations. The norm of equity requires that the
exchange bhetween two persons, or hetween person and organization, not
be unequal in value (Adams, 1965). While an overpaid individual
apparently can rationalize his overpayment (Lawler et al., 1968; Pritchard,
1969), that is. justify to himself having received more for his efforts than
was really warranted, the converse apparently is not true. The norm of
distributive justice applies when there is underpayment (Homans, 1961).
There is a strong expeetation that the “‘investments” one makes should b
followed by returns of value in proportion to the ratio of returns over
“investments” of others in similar circumstances. It is likely that judg-
ments of satisfaction with one’s job are governed, in large part, by these
norms, and are possible only to the extent that comparisons can be niade
between one’s own outecomes (considering one'’s “investments™) and the
outcomes of others who serve as a referenee.

Motivation. however. is a more difficult coneept to define. and to

explain within the framework thus far used. As the term was used by
+

142




- »

<

Motivation in Formal Organizations

Herzberg et al., it scemed to contain the implication of upward mobhility,
of effort heyond the minimum that would result in retention of the job.
These are classical middle-class, Protestant ethic values which are, indeed. a
part of the white-collar concept of motivation. But this concept is hardly
appropriate to the blue-collar worker in an assembly-line technology, nor
is it completely satisfying to beliecve that the blue-collar worker is lacking
in “motivation.™

It is proposed instead that a more fundamental meaning be applied to
the term ‘“motivation,” and that it be taken to mean the level of energy
the worker feels appropriate to apply toward performing his job functions.
A meaning such as this permits ‘“‘motivation” to fall easily into the
framework of social exchange theory. In these terms, motivation is the
level of “investments’ the worker is willing to make in relation to the
cutcomes he bhelieves are available to him. Because of the norm of equity,
and the similar norm of reciprocity, each person will consider it fair for
the organization to expect more effort from him in exchange for larger
henefits, other things heing equal. Further, if he wants larger benefits, it is
reasonable for him to believe that he should increase his own investments.

The individual’s level of motivation then probably also is based on
social comparison processes, in which he evaluates his rate of returns from
his investments, in terms of the rates of return he bhelieves are heing
experienced by reference persons. Because concepts of social status are so
pervasive, it is probable that his level of motivation is based on whether he
desires to obtain a higher level of return than his reference persons, or is
satisfied to remain at their level of returns.

A primary difference between satisfaction and motivation, then, is
that satisfaction is a value judgment about an existing state of affairs,
while motivation is essentially a decision about the level of investments—
mainly energy inputs—that the individual is prepared to make in order to
either maintain or readjust his future level of returns, in relation to
simifieant reference persons. However, in contrast with individuals at
higher oceupational levels who have learned to measure their outcomes in
more abstract terms reflecting “middle elass™ values, persons at lower
occupational levels probably operate primarily in terms of the value
variables shared by their reference persons, and these probably tend
strongly toward tangible Dbenefits that constitute more active needs for
them. Thus, more abstract or intrinsic returns are motivators for higher
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occupational levels, and more tangible returns serve the same function at
lower occupational levels.

One further point makes this analysis even more reasonable. As
Whyte et al. (1955) have noted, the meanings attached to specific happen-
ings or outcomes may not be the same from one occupational level to
another. In particular the social significance of such things as pay and
“clean work’’ to occupants of the lowest levels may be far greater than
at higher occupational levels, in terms of the alternatives available to the
individual, the comparisons implied with those in his reference groups, and
the resulting degree of social status he assumes for himself.

Thus, it is entirely within reason that at lower occupational levels
such variables as quality of supervision, pay, and security actually have the
symbolic value of the incentives that constitute motivator variables at the
higher levels. This is a further complication for two-factor theory, and
adds validity to Wolf’s analysis of the differences between these apparently
conflicting positions.

p " In summary, it does appear that neither traditional theory nor two-
factor theory is sufficient in itself. The logic of the preceding discussion
suggests that satisfaction, especially at the lower occupational levels, comes
from a social comparison process in which the individual judges that he is
receiving benefits from his efforts that equal or exceed those being
obtained by other persons whom he uses for a reference in making such
judgments. Further, there is suggestive evidence that even the meanings
attached to the henefits that can be obtained in organizational settings are
substantially influenced by these reference persons, particularly the values
of these benefits.

Following the hierarchy of needs rationale. it does seem that an
individual will seek satisfaction only of active needs, ignoring those for
which satisfaction is already assured. Further, it appears that higher-level
needs will not emerge prior to both satisfaction of thie more basic ones
and social learning that cstablishes the wvalue, either symbolically or
empirically, of the higher-level satisfier.

"In as yet unpublished research, Larry L. Lackey and T.O. Jacobs have found
‘“‘clean work’ to be an often-mentioned job goal for workers at the lowest occupa-
tional levels. In the context in which such mentions occurred, it was assumed that
“elean work'' implies higher sociil status for the job holder.
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Thus, satisfaction and/or dissatisfaction can come from any factor
that is made relevant by the reference persons of significance to the
individual. Which of these is the case will be determined by his judgment
of whether his benefits/costs ratio is equal to or better than theirs on ,
these relevant factors. '

It appears logical to conclude that motivation, in the sense that
Herzberg et al. used the term, is a quite different concept, referring to a
desire to obtain a higher level of returns than reference persons are
obtaining, through making increased investments, such as, higher | ro-
ductivity (greater effort), conformity with the desires of the supervisor,
expressing agreement with management values, and so on. A more useful
concept of motivation is possible, though, which regards it as the level of
“investments’ a person is willing to make in exchange for a level of
returns he desires to have.

The exact nature of the factors that will produce motivation prob-
ably cannot be specified in advance except in a general way, because they
almost certainly are the product of a person’s prior social learning and
thus are almost certainly a function of his existing occupational level.

However, one thing is certain: The odds are that the nature of the factors
is not the same at all occupational levels.

:
|

Motivation—Expectancy and Exchange

The importance of the distinction between motivation and satis-
faction, and the basis for their derivation through social comparison
processes that depend on social exchange concepts, can hardly be over-
emphasized. Not only does this provide a basis for reconciling traditional
and two-factor theory, it also has major implications for how motivation
can be managed by organizational leaders.

If social exchange theory is correct, motivation depends on the level
of benefits available in exchange for “investments” made by organizational
members. However, it will be iecalled that one of the basic orientations in
the bargaining process that characterizes social exchange is the desire to
maximize the ratio of benefits to costs. That is, there is a tendency, all
other things being equal. to be willing to accept grossly unfair exchanges
in favor of oneself, though unfair exchange in favor of another is strongly

L 145




Chapter 4

resented. In effect, the expectation in social exchange is that each party of
the exchange will protect his own interests, and should be exploited if he
does not (Scodel, 1962).

At the level of the exchange between individual and organization, the
strong implication is that the individual will accept a grossly unfair ratio
of benefits to costs, when he is favored, but will strongly resent any
attempt by the organization to exploit him. Thus, a given benefit, or rate
of return, to the individual organizational member probably will be effec-
tive as a source of motivation only if the organization is aware of the
judged value of the benefit to the member, can make the granting of the
benefit contingent on reciprocal “‘investments’ by the member, and then
accurately and fairly judges whether the benefit was in fact earned in
terms of original understandings and agreed-upon expectations.

Recalling the fundamentals of social exchange from the preceding
chapter, it seems reasonable that a given benefit cannot serve to produce
an obligation on the member for a return investment if the benefit will be
obtained anyway, or if the benefit can be obtained through coercion, for
example, collective action in which the power of the collectivity is suffi-
ciently great that a given benefit can be obtained by threat of punitive
action. (This, as an aside, is another reason why two-factor theory does
not operate at the blue-collar level in the same fashion as the white-collar
level. Blue-collar levels are much more strongly unionized than white-collar
levels within industry.)

Viewed from the subordinate’s frame of reference. then, moti-
vation—the level of energy he is willing to expend in the accomplishment
of job functions—is a direct function of three conditions:

(1) His expectation that he will obtain a given benefit, or level
of return, if he satisfies organizational requirements.

(2) His belief that he can satisfy thcse requirements, that is, do
what is expected, if he tries.

(3) His judgment that the benefit, or level of return, will be
worth the effort that will be required to satisfy these
requirements.

The availability of alternative sources of these benefits—particularly if less
cost would be involved—is also a consideration.

These factors, and corresponding requirements for leader actions, are
shown in Figure 12. A first requirement for a high level of motivation is
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Expectancy Theory Implications

Expectation of receiving benefit if successful
Motivation = f Expectation that success will follow effort
Judgment that benefit is worth the effort

Subordinate's Questions Requirements for Leader

(a) Be cansistent in delivering

(1) Will benefit be received benefits earned
if successful? (b) Avoid violating norm of

reciprocity

(a) Define expectations clearly
(b) Facilitate goal attainment through

(2) Will success follow effort? technical competence

(c) Plan to avoid or overcome
obstacles

(a) Know what rewards are judged
reasonable for any given effort,
in general

(b) Knaw what individual subordinates
value in particular

(3) Will benefit be worth the
effort?

Figure 12

the establishment of mutual trust between the organization and the
individual. The leader influences trust through consistency in delivery of
rewards or other benefits as they are earned, to the extent he can
influence this, and a scrupulous avoidance of violating the norm of
reciprocity, that is, failing to “deliver” as promised.

It will be recalled from discussion of exchange theory. in the pre-
ceding chapter, that the norm of reciprocity is learned early in life. It is
the expectation of reciprocation of benefits between cooperating partners.
Because this expectation is so strong, its violation, especially where a less
powerful individual perceives that a more powerful individual has acted
arbitrarily, leads to strong feelings of resentment, anger, and, often, delib-
erate attempts to frustrate the other in return. These emotionally moti-
vated behaviors take the form of ‘“‘getting even.” a need that is so strong
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that the behavior itself may even be self defeating. Further, once a
violation of the norm of reciprocity has occurred, and especially if
emotional, ‘‘getting even’ behaviors have occurred, it is very difficult to
reestablish trust and mutual exchange (Loomis, 1957; Levinson, 1965;
Brown, 1968).

A second important set of implications deals with the subordinate’s
question of whether success (necessary to obtain the benefit) is possible. A
first requirement for the leader is that he convince his subordinates that
he clearly and accurately makes known to them the organization’s require-
ments. They know that the organization, represented by their leader’s own
superiors, is a more ultimate source of work requirements for the group
than the leader himself. As long as he transmits these requirements clearly
and accurately, his subordinates can have confidence that any effort they
expend doing what he tells them will not be wasted." If they come to feel
that he is not an accurate source of work requirements, their confidence
in him will be lost and their motivation will certainly suffer. This has been
found (Lange and Jacobs, 1960) to be one of the most important areas of
leader behavior in relation to a subordinate’s evaluation of leader ability.

As Figure 13 shows, two other important leader requirements fall
into this area. First, the leader must be capable of facilitating goal
attainment through his own technical knowledge. Where the subordinate
has no doubt that he can accomplish required tasks by himself, the
leader’s technical competence is of little importance. However, when the
subordinate needs help. the leader who can furnish the required technical
assistance will gain greatly insofar as future influence potential is con-
cerned. (This may often happen even in highly regulated assembly-line
environments, in which the value of the foreman to the work group
increases when he is able to handle unanticipated stoppages or emergencies.)

Of equal importance is the leader’s ability to anticipate obstacles that
might prevent successful accomplishment of assigned tasks, and to plan
how to avoid them. In a related sense. his ability to plan future jobs in
order that they may be accomplished to desired standards in a most
efficient way will also contribute. as was shown in Chapter 2. to his
subordinates’ evaluation of his value to the group.

Perhaps the most difficult requirements are placed on the leader by
the subordinate’s question of whether the offered benefit will be worth

8The relevance of wasted effort will become clear in Chapter 7.
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the effort. He must know what rewards are judged reasonable for any
given effort, in general, and are of value to individual subordinates, in
particular. This is a difficult requirement because the kinds of rewards
valued by leaders two or three levels from the bottom of the hierarchy are

/ not the same as those valued by workers. However, value decisions made
by leaders several levels from the bottom often determine the rewards
available to the first level foreman as incentives.

The impact of differences in job values and goals, and individual
needs can be illustrated by recent attempts to increase work motivaticn
through job enlargement. It will be recalled that in the hierarchy of needs
model, self esteem and self actualization needs are the two highest levels.
These have a demonstrated relationship to job content factors in the
two-factor model, and thus should be motivators. According to traditional
logic, it should be possible to motivate workers toward higher levels of
productivity by giving them more responsibility on their jobs, and allowing
them to develop their jobs into more complex challenges. It is reasoned

r that more responsibility and challenge will produce more intrinsic
satisfaction and more subsequent motivation. In actual practice, this has
not always been found to be the case. For example, Alderfer (1967)
compared the satisfaction of operators at a standard machine task with
operators at an enlarged machine job. Among operators with enlarged jobs,
satisfaction with pay and with their ability to use skills and abilities were
both significantly higher than operators with standard jobs. However,
satisfaction with respect from their superiors was significantly lower.

Hulin and Blood (1968) have reviewed a number of studies dealing
with job enlargement and have concluded that the evidence is equivocal
that job enlargement produces positive results. In these studies. job
enlargement consisted mainly of giving more discretion to the worker. This
can be done through allowing the worker to set his own work rate, to
inspect his own work, to assume responsibility for quality control in some
other way, to repair his own mistakes, to set up and repair his own
machine, and/or, where possible, to choose the method by which he
accomplishes his job.

Where job enlargement is produced by these methods, small town
workers prefer enlarged jobs, but large urban area workers do not. This
apparently results because among urhan workers there is a tendency
toward alienation, that is, workers tend to reject middle class work values,
among which are responsibility and ‘‘larger jobs.™
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Social Factors in Work Motivation

The preceding discussion of satisfaction and work motivation has i
been focused mainly on the exchange of benefits between individual and ,
organization, the equity of that exchange, and social comparison processes |

involved in making judgments about its equity. However. there is good
evidence, such as the extensive discussions by Whyte et al. (1955) and
Blau and Scott (1962), among others, that the worker does not act as an
individual in an exchange relationship with the organization of which he is
a part. Rather, he acts as a part of the group of which he is a member,
responsive to the norms of that group, and motivated toward the social
rewards that come from acceptance by that group.

The importance of the informal group in formal organizations comes
from at least two functions it serves. First, as Katz (1965) has speculated,
these groups provide an important source of social reward to the
individual that the organization itself cannot economically afford to offer.

Thus, the total level of benefits accruing to the member from his work

efforts may be substantially higher as a result, but without any apparent
additional costs to the organization. However, there may be real costs that

are not apparent (e.g., members of highly cohesive groups may, by acting
in concert, be able to reduce the organization’s control over them). As will
be seen in the next chapter, informal groups serve as an important source
of stability and support for the individual, providing, among other things,
a group reference for judgments of what is fair and equitable in exchange
with the organization. .

It therefore is apparent that motivation cannot be considered apart
from the influence of the small group. To some extent, for example, it
will be found that the rewards from the group for restricting production
will outweigh the rewards from the organization for increasing it. How-
ever, an understanding of these and other trade-offs will require a more
detailed examination of the properties and dynamics of small groups in
formal organizations, which will be presented in the following chapter.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This chapter has presented a view of motivation and satisfaction in
formal organizations that has integrated the most useful aspects of two-factor
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and traditional theories of motivation, to produce maximum utility for
the leader in formal organizations. A distinction has been made between
satisfaction, which is a value judgment about a present state of affairs,
and motivation, which is a desire to maintain or change the level of
benefits an individual is currently receiving in exchange for his invest-
ments in the organization. A case has been made for the utility of viewing
both satisfaction and motivation in exchange theory terms, where the
utility of the exchange is determined largely through comparisons made by
the individual of his own level of returns over costs in relation to the level
of returns over costs of significant reference persons or groups.

Finally, it has been noted that the individual’s motivation within the
work situation is based on more than just the rewards received from the
formal organization. In addition, he receives important social rewards from
the informal groups to which he belongs within the formal organization,
and must conform to the desires of these groups in return for their
continued acceptance. The operation of these groups, and the influence
they have on the motivation of the individual member, will be considered
in greater detail in the following chapter.
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