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Arthur B. ~~enev
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ABSTRACT

(The hundred and three  working students were given a battery
j f  scales to measure the major leadership theories and models

~n contemporary use. These include McGregor ’s Theory X and Y ,
the Blake-Mouton Management Grid , Fiedler ’s Contingency Model ,
rroldahl’s Doqinatism , Frenkel Brunswick ’s Tolerance for Amb i—
qulty, Sanford ’s F—Scale , Cattell’s conservatism , suspic ious
and dominance scales from the 16 PF, three scales from Sweney ’s
r~esponse to Power Model and eight scales from Swenev ’s and
Fiechtner ’s Role Reaction Model.

‘actor analysis utilizing principle components yielded eleven
factors before the Guttman Criterion was met. Varirnax rota-
tions were applied to these resulting in eleven independent
common factors with relatively high simple structure.

The factors were identified as: Authoritarian Preference ,
Authoritarian Pressure , Equalitarian Preference , Equalitarian
Pressure , Balanced Manager , People Oriented Manaqer , Assumed
Similarity between Opposites , Contemptuous Indulq~ nce ,
Supportive Values, People Tolerance , and Organizational Tol-
erance . Except for the first factor , the attempts; to integrate
the various positions was largely frustrated. The factors
tended to be “instrumental factors’ indicatinq that tJ~c models
m i  scales developed around them were f a i r l y  independent even
thouqh they had seemed to be measuring the sane general ized
qual i t i es .  I tem—by—item factor analysis of these scales is
h ig h l y  desirable  hut would require a much larger  s ample and
a much larger computer capacities than are cur ren t ly  available.
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AN TNTE G RAT I VE FACTOR ANALYSIS OF LEADE RSHIP

MEASU RES AND THEORIES*

Art~’ur B. .Sweney
Leslie A. Fiechtner
Robert 3. Saxnores

Center for Human Appraisal
W i c h i t a  State Universi ty

INTRODUC TION

Sincc  Lewin , L i p~ i t t  ar.~ White ’ s ( 1939) landmark study , a

qr c at  deal of a t t e n t i o n  has been directed toward the methods and

‘I fe ct s  of leadership .  Aaorno , Frenkle Brunswick , and Sanford

(i~~~O~ def ined  in operational and clinical terms the n a tu r e  of

w t h or i t a r i an i s m  and orej ud ice  and provided the s ci en t i f i c  corn—

s s i n i t v  w i t h  the f i r s t  psychometric ins t ruments  to measure them .

i~s~~e t h a t  t ime , a number of theories and in s t rumen t s have been

~1eve loped , hi gh ly  independent of each other w i t h  very  l i t t l e

concerted e f f o rt s  to reconcile them theoretically or emp ir ica l ly .

Troldahl ’;; (1965) Doqinati~~~, Frenkel-Brunswick ’~ Intolerance

for Ambiquitv , Cattell’s (1956) Libera l i sm—Conserva t i sm Scale

from the  Sixteen P. F. followed closely after the pionetsrinq work .

A ft r these came the work of Hemphill (1959~ with some newer

theories for viewing authoritarianism in management. The Blake-

Mouton Manaqerial Grid (1964) represented not only new instruments
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for management styles but a new theoretical basis for defining them.

Fiedler (1967) found an operational measure which criticially differ-

entiated leaders over situations based on how they rated the~ r ss~bordin—

ates or co-workers. McGregor (1967) posited that major differer~ces ir,

leaders stemmed from different assumptions which tl’~ey held concern~ r.g

workers and organizations. These he termed “Theory X” and “Theory Y”

but were identified with authoritarianism and equalitarian styles in

his discussions.

Sweney (1970) pointed out the shortcomings of discussing leader—

ship styles in isolation and developed the Response to Power Model to

integrate three superordinate roles with three subordinate roles to

constitute elemental management systems. He , additionally , differen-

tiated the outcomes of measurement into role preferences , role pressures

and role perception and hypothesized the kinds of differences which

occur . The Role Response Model was developed by Sweney and Fiechtner

(1973) to explain the motivation for organizational roles in terms of

ta~’ interactions between superordinates ~nd subordinates.

This study is directed toward reconciling the widely varied

systems and theories to provide a coherent context within which to

evaluate research findings and from which to formulate more comprehcr~-

sive concepts or leadership dynamics.

METHODOLOG Y

One hundred and four employed part- t ime s ru n en t ~; were giv .cz .  a

battery of instruments selected to measure various tneoretical poss-

tions related to authoritarianism . Their time w e ,  vo lun teered  from
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active class periods and 100% participation was secured so that the only

selective factors operating were those which brought them to night classes.

Inst ruments :

The measures selected were in most cases those used by the research-

ers themselves. The included the F—Scale by Sanford , the Dogmatism Scale by

Rokeach , the Intolerance for Ambiguity Scale by Frenkei Brunswick , and the

Liberal Scale from Cattell’s 16 PF were used. An old test by Blake—Moutoun

for measuring their five positions was used. An experimental instrument by

Costley (1969) was utilized to measure ~cGregor ’s “Theory Y” and “Theory X”

concepts since he seemingly did not himself create any tools to measure his

constructs .

The simple authoritarian , equalitar ian , and permissive scales from the

RPM model were measured with the Supervise Ability Scale (SAS) by

Elsass and Sweney (1972). This instrun~nt measures the social pressure to

play roles while the RPM , itself , measures preferences.

Figure 1 provides the model upon which the Role Reaction Test (RRT)

is based. It assumes that in dynamic interaction roles are shaped to fit

the role demands made by the other member(s) in the system. Thus , Counter-

active Authoritarian Role is formed to resist the pressures of the Counter-

active Rebel but the Interactive Authoritarian Role is genereted to meet the

dependency needs of the Interactive Ingratiator . These reactions to each

other tend to set up self perpetuating responses which tend to establish role

traits over time.

Since the Eciualitarian and Critic roles are perceived to be oLjcct~~ve

and non-manipulative they are not affected by role interaction and hencc do

not have the two components formed for Authoritarian , Rebel , Permissive ,

- - --~-~~~~ - - ——-—-~~~ - —~---‘-~~~~ ~~‘ - ‘-~~~~~-—‘-~~~ -~—~ --‘ — ‘  ~~- - - -
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TABLE I

List of Tables

1.. E,~,i,ii I tar ian RRT Swenev ,t:s~l !“i cchtnvr , 1973

2. Coort r,itor—Critit RRT Sweney and Fiechtner , 197 3

3. Authorttarian Counteractive RRT Sweney and F’iechtner , 197 3

4. Permissive Counteractive RRT Sweney and Eiechtner , 1973

5. Rebel Counteractive RRT Sweney and Fiechtner , 1973

6. In gra t i a to r  Counteractive RRT Sweney and F’iechtner , 1973

7. Authoritarian Intr.ractive RRT Sweney and Fiechtrier , 1973

8. Permissive Interactive RRT Swenev ard Fiechtner , 1973

3. Rebel In te ract ive  RRT Sweney and Fiechtner , 1973

10. Ingr a t i a t o r I n t e rac t i v e  RRT Swenev and Viechtner , 1973

11. A u t h o r i t a r i a n  SAS Elsass and Swenev , 1971

12~ Fqualitari,mn SAS Elsass and Sweney , 1~ 71

13. ~‘ ‘rm i s siv e SAS Elsass and Sweney , l’J71

14. 1t,~1anced Manag er 9 ,9 Blake and Mouton , l9e4

15. Ta~,k Or i ent e d  Manaqer 9 , 1 Blake and Mouton , 19~ 4

16. Compromising Manaqer 5,5 Blake and Mouton , 1964

17. People Oriented Manager 1.9 Blake and Mouton , 1964

it . Retreating Manager 1 ,1 Blake and Mouton , 1964

19. Fa-~cism Scale F—Scale Sanford , et al., 1950

20. floqmatism Scale DS Troldahl , 1965

21. Ambiguity Tolerance Test ATT Frenkel-Brunswick , 1945

22. Least Preferred Co—Worker LPC Fiedler , 1954

23. Most Preferred Co-Worker ?~~C Fiedler, 1954

24. Assumed Similarity of Opposites ASO Fiedler , 1954

25. Suspiciousness l6Pf Cattell and Eber , l9t~4

26.  Dominance 16PF Cattell  and Eher , l~~e4

27. Liberal 16 PF Cattell and Eber , l’~ -4

28. Theory Y (Or g an iz .  Assumptions) >‘o Costley and Downey , 1~h~~

29.  Theory X (Organiz.  Assumptions) X0 Costley and Downey , l96~ *

30. Theory V (People Assumptions) V P Costles’ and Dowrtey , l96.~*

31. Theory X (Peopl e Assumptions) X~ Costley an~ i~owney , 1%9*

32. Theory Y (Manaqerial Assumptions) ym Costlev and Downev , 1969*

33. Theory X ( M an a q er i a l  Assumptions) ~ri Cost lcv and flownev , 1h, *

* Based on McCr eq or , 1967



TABLE 2 FACTOR I AUTHORITARIAN ROLE PREFERENCE

Variance Loading

Dogmatism .77

Theory X,  managars .68

Fascism Scale .64

Authori tarian, Countenactive , RRT .50

Rebel Counteractive .45

Conservatism (Qi-) 16PF .44

Authori tarian, Interactive, RRT .43

Intolerance for Ambiguity .39

Theory Y Managers - .38
9-1 Management Grid .33

9-9 Management Grid — .32

TABLE 3 P,-I , ’T) i ~ IT AUTFIORIThRIAN ROLE PRESSURE

Variable Loading

Permissive , SAS — .89

Authori tar ian SAS .83

Dominance (E) 16PF .35

Fascism Scale .32

9-1, Management Grid .30

I
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and the Ingratiator . Table 1 provides a list of the variables including

the author and date of publication when known .

Statistical Analysis:

The instruments were scored as nearly as possible by the systems

developed by the authors. The scores were than tabulated and missing data

(less than ~l%) were replaced with means for those scores. The data were

corr el ated , factored using a principle component extraction and a Varimax

rotation . These orthogonal factors were ordered in descending order to

fac i l i t a te  interpretation.

RESULTS

Applying the Guttman Criteria for terminating factorization , eleven

factors were obtained . All of the factors would be interpreted in general

concept terms although there was a marked tendency for factors to follow

instruments as has been noted in other studies by Cattell (1964) .

Factor I has been identified as Authoritarian Role Preference because it

is loaded by both Authoritairan Scales from the Role Reaction Test which seems

to measure the respondent ’s vague wishes. The other measures such as the

Dogmatism Scale , McG regor ’s Theory X” and the F—Scale , are also in opinionnaire

form and would measure the Alpha motivational component found by Cattell , Rad-

cliffe and Sweney (1963) . This sort of measure is unintegrated and seems to

measure fantasy more than practice Therefore , this authoritarian factor seems

to tap deep seated value positions rather indicate actual behavior patterns.



TAB LE 4 FACTOR III EOUALITh~R TAN ROLE PREFE RENCE

Variable Loading

Trust ing ( L— ) , 16 PF .77

Fqualitarian , RRT .67

Rebel, Interact ive, RRT — .61

Dominance , CE ) , 16 PF — .60

Rebel , Counteractive, RR’r - .53

Liberal (Qj+ ) 16 PF .36

Authoritarian , Counteractive , RRT - .3~

I

TABLE ~ FACTOR IV EOUALITARIAN ROLE PRESSURE

Variable Loading

EcTual i tar ian Pressure , SAS .85

Permissive , Counteractive, RET .46

Authoritarian Pressure , SAS — .39

Ingratiating , Interactive, RET .34

Permissive Pressure, SAS — . 3(~

Author i t a r i an , Counteractive, RET .3 0
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tctc r IT has bi~~n ientifled as Authoritarian Rote ~~~~~~~~ •;
~

i-~~1e i r s ; u r ~ ~ocause  of the dominance of these two sc a l e s  from t n • ~ :- uDervlsc-

A b d i t y  Scale. This  instrument is in a forced ranking form and is preceded

nv social  desi r abil ity ir.structions which  generate social pressure in the

r ’~sponse r at ter ns . ‘:~h i s  would yield results  at a superego or gamma level

according to the resul ts  found ny Cattel~ et a l .  Thia level of mea surarna nt

y ields integrated scores which incorDorate soci a .  reall ts , and have heer~ fou’~d

to be predictive of overt behavior . The low loadings of opinionnaire type

i n s trument s  suggest t ha t  this is sampling a d if f e r e n t  domain of measurement

~hi ch r n i q h t  also loa~i actual behavior had they been included in the study .

Equal i t a r i an  Preference is the t i t le  given the thi rd  factor . The hi g h

t rus t  ing score and low dominance and rebel scores seem to f i l l  out the total

co n : e~ t. Dominance car r ies  with it much compensatory stubbornness so the

ecu J i t ar i a n  should not be considered as being free of these qualities

r a t ’~~ : taan being submissive .

These scales all u t i l i ze  opinionnaire type of questions and hence t h i s

f ac to r  is more related to fantasy and basic value positions than it is to

overt  behavior .  This kind of eq,.ialitarianism is mani fes ted  on an u n i nt ~~~cat u~

a i j ha level.

Factor iv is ident i f ied as Equalitarian Role Pressure because of tu~ high

E q u ai i t ar i a n  loading from the Supervise Abi l i ty  Scale. The level of :re~c,urr -

mcnt  is associated wi th  the supereqo or gamma component and seems to h . I

t~ . ;ocj a l  r e a l i t y . As in other pressure scales there i~ a qreater  i~~k~~~i :~ouu

t h~~ t iis kir ~ of a t t i t u d e  will  cu lm inate  in ac t ive  h( hj v i a r  than i a  t~~u
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TABLE 6 FACTCR V BALANCED MANAGER

Variable Loading

1,1 Management Grid (Retreater) — .77

9,9 Management Grid (Balanced) .74

5,5 Management Grid ( Compromiser) .54

9 ,1 Management Grid (Task Orienter) .44

Irigrat iator , I nteractive, RET .44

Equalitarian , RET .30

TABLE 7 FACTOR VI PEOPLE ORIENTED MANAGE R

Variable Loading

1-9 Management Grid (People Oriented) .82

Least Preferred Co—Worker (favorable) .49

Theory Y , Management - .46

Liberal (01 +) 16 PF .32
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the simple preference factors . The absence of equalituri.tn p r t i r ~~:~

loadings  emphasizes the independence of preference from pressure. Perinis-

sive preference seems to give rise to equalitarian pressure.

Factor V has been labeled Balanced Manager a f t e r  the i , 9 posit ion on

the Managerial Grid.  The presence of so many Grid variables suggests that

this  may be an instrument  factor based upon the par t i cu la r  way in which the

questions are asked . Equali tarian interpretation of the balanced manager

is supported by a low positive loading from Equal i tar i an Preference f rom

th~ RRT . This is both confirming and disconcerting since it suggests that

this  type of measurement is more unintegrated than integrated . The Ingrat ia-

tor Interact ive loading suggests that Blake ’s 9 , 9 may he more of a subordinate

than has been indicated before .

Factor VI is predominated by the People Oriented 1,~ scale f rom th’~

Management Grid. The absence of any of the Permissive Scales was ~urorisinq

a i nc e  this is the interpretation often given in describing this nosition on

t:ie qrid. This kind of manager seemingly rates his Least Preferred Co-Worker

hi gh and relocts “Theory Y” management as described by McGregor . Th. presence

of liberal experimentation gives this position some of the “unrea listic ”

•j u a l i t i es  noted by Blake.

Factor VII seemed to tap Fiedler ’s Cont ingency ~1odoi and was hence

ent i t led  Assumed S imi l a r i t y  between Opposites . The tendency to p o l a r i z e  

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~



-—

TABLE 8 FACTOR VII ASSUME D SIMILARITY BETWEEN OPPOSITES

Variables Loadings

Assumed Similarity between Opposites (AS0) .78

Least Preferred Co-worker (LPC) (favorable) .51

5,5 Management Grid (Compromiser) -.35

Tolerance for Ambiguity .35

TABLE 9 FACTOR VIII CONTEMPTUOUS INDULGENCE

Variables Load ings

Most Preferred Co-worker (MPC) (unfavorable) .81

Au thoritarian Interactive , RET .45

Permissive Counteractive, RET .30

TABLE 10 FACTOR IX SUPPORTIVE VALUES

Variable Loadings

Ingratiation Counteractive , RET .72

Permissive Interactive , RET .58

Permissive Counteractive , RET .46

Intolerance for  Amb iguity — .43

Ingratiatina Interactive , RET .30
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observations about others has been associated with dogmatism and authorit-

arians and hence it was surprising not to find some negative loadings for

these variables on this factor. The logical relationships between ASO and

LPC has been frequently noted by researchers so the appearance of both on

this factor was expected. Tolerance for Ambiguity is also logical but the

negative loadings of the compromiser on the factor suggest that a high

Assumed Similarity between Opposites alleviates the need for compromise.

The eighth factor was identified as Contemptuous Indulgence because

it seemed to capture its dynamic from an unfavorable attitude toward the

most Preferred Co-Worker (MPC) from the Fiedler Model and the two kinds of

patronizing Roles from the Role Reaction Test. If the MPC is viewed un-

favorably, then all subordinates are. The Authoritarian Interactive feels

compelled to meet dependency needs in subordinates by giving explicit

directions and guidance via punishment. The Permissive Counteractive Role

involves giving encouragement and positive support but seems to be pre-

dicated on the same assumption of subordinate inferiority and helplessness.

Facto r IX seems to tap genuine supportiveness and tolerance and has

been identified as Supportive Values becuase it derives its loadings from

all four supportive scales from the RRT which measure value laden role

preference . The positive loadings of Tolerance for Ambiguity emphasizes

the complex nature of that scale since it loads three other factors as

well but helps with the identification of some of the dynamics involved

in supportiveness.



TABLE ~~ FACTOR X PEOPLE TOLERANCE

Variable Loadings

Theory Y — People (Democratic) .88

Theory X - People (Autocratic) — .87

Objective Critic , RET .45

Theory Y , Management .36

Permissive Counteractive , RET .31

Authoritarian Counteractive, RET — .31

Ingratiator Counteractive , RET .30

TABLE 12 FACTOR XI ORGAN IZATIONAL TOLERANCE

Variables Loadings

Theory Y , Organization (Democratic) .70

Theory X , Organization (Autocratic) -.61

Objective Cri t ic , RET .48

Least Preferred Co’-worker .37

Rebel Interactive , RET .30

L
I -
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Factor x is defined as People Tolerance from the Costley and Downey

instrument based upon Mccreqor ’s “Theory X ” and “Theory Y” assumptions.  Th ese

two scales have about the same loadings in opposite directions. The objecti~~e

c r i t ic  has a prominent positive loading . The presence of Permissive loaaing

indicates that “Theory Y” assumptions about people may include more

Permissiveness than Equal i tarian .

Factor XI is another loaded primarily from the Jos ~ icy and i)owney

r n s t r ux n e n t .  In th is  case the McGregor ’ s “Theory Y” and “ Th eory X ” assu m nt i o n s

,ire applied to organizations so it is entitled Organizat ional Tolermce .

i n d i v i d u a l  who perceives his  organization to be “Theory Y” can a f f o r d  to 1 ,

an Objective Critic or even play the Rebel Interactive role if need . lie also

views his Least Preferred Co—Worker fairl y favorably. These finding:; vor~ e-

pond to the high correlations found by Swenev (1973) or; the Air Force bctwct n

Object;ve Superordinates and Objective Subordinates. Tolerant orqanir~1t ;e~u ;

seem to outlast individual managers . Objective Subordinates also consistently

perceive their organizations to be more tolerant than do more manipulativ e

subordinates (Sweney , 1973) .

DISCUSSION S

The attribution of causali ty to correla t ional  evidence has s l i~~adv

CX}) OSed as a f a u l t  in loqic , but by the sane token c or r e l at L o n s  can almost ~i~~w~i u ;

he ~n terpre ted  as ind ica t ing  the mutual  compat ib i l i ty  of two s~~t~ of conLt iou:~.

The fa c to r s  found in d i c at e  the complex i ty  of a f i e l d  which  heretofore has been

exp ’ored piecemeal.  The ‘actors  emphasize the cr uc-  t a l  t ~‘ o t ie most ’ ; f
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• measurement and the reiative independence of a number ot concepts

an~l models which have been universally considered by scholars to be

s i m i l a r .

The critical def ic iency of this study , once the size of the sample has

been excused , was the absence of clear—cut behavioral criteria or rati:~~s

b’. others knowledgeable abou t the respondent ’ s leadership or rol1owersh~p

beha v io r .

The distinction between the Permissive and }-~~~~~~;~ ~~irian roles ~s st~~l1

unc lea r .  In the role pressure area measured by the SAS , the self-ipsatized

nature of the test put all three scales in negative relationships . There

st il l is the confounding probability that e~ ialitarian role pressure ;~ : more

related to permissive role preference than it is to eciualitarian role p it per—

t f l c V  even though these scales have been face—validated by independent ju dses .

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION S

A sampl e of one hundred-three working students were given a l ottery o~

j i t r um en t s  designed to measure a wide variety 6f leadership i n s t r um o n t s .

l i i  sp it e  of the intended homoqeniety and constraints on variable space , one-

t h i r d  as many factors as variables emerged indicatinq much greater complexity

to the areas thai~ originally assumed. Since all of the models assumed arouis~

two or three independent roles or types of leadership, it would seem t o t

~tl1 of them are naively over—simplified . Although the eleven factor s were

readily interpreted , they had to be related to specific model s or instruments

r athe r  than universal princimles . This suggests that. until an item—b y-item

t i  - t or ~tnalvsis is possible, the constructs from t he-~~ ea~lcrsh i n  ti~~1, - l - wi I -
h ive to he retained as separate and independent concepts.
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