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Abstract

The author has studied the superordinate-subordinate relationships

within a strategic Missile Operations Squadron. Thirty-five crews of four

men each were given instrwnents to test their role prefe-~ences , pressures,

and perceptions of their subordinates. Inte.. -correlations were found between

scales within each dyad using Pearson-product-Moment coefficients. The

author focused on role relationships which influenced upward perceptions

by subordinates. Rebels tended to perceive their bosses as authoritarian

rather than equalitarians while ingratiators and critics saw their super-

iors as equalitarian and not authoritarian . Similar patterns to a lesser

degree were found in the crew commanders ’ perceptions of site commanders.

These relationships were true for role preferences and role pressures. 
—

Superordinates also effected the upper perceptions. Authoritarians don ’t

see their bosses as authoritarian but either as equalitarian or permissive.

Equaj .itariaris perceived equalitarianism while permissives perceived

equalitarianisxn in their bosses. These results parallel very closely the

results found in other studies.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

The Air Force spends appr oximately ~14.O,OOO training its

Titan II xnissi1~ crow commanders in the technical aspects of the

Titan II launch facilities. That is to say , it is well understood

that these officers do not initiafly have the technical ability to

a~sunie the responsibilities for this fifteen million dollar piece of

hardware. Just as importan t, in the supervision of this particular

system is an ability on the part of tho missile combat crew commander

(MCCC ) to effectively manage the personnel and equipnent on his

complex. The Air Force has taken for granted that its officers are

sufficiently trained in personnel management to be able to cope with

the problems presented them in their special environment.

For years we have known that management styles differ from

one individual to anothc~’; equally true, but less realized, is the

fact that subordinate roles also change from person to person and

situation to situation. It was a hypothesis based upon the above that

became the foundation for this study. In particular , it was the

author ’s belief that the management techniques of any given crew

commander elicit varied results when combined with the available

subordinate styles. This idea was supporte d thr ough observation of

several crews wr~i1e they perforxr ’ed in a simulated launch complex.

WhiJ•e the Air Force personnel assignment policy does not account for

1
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these management/subordinate differences, this military orgaril zation

might increase its efficiency if it did . Once it is established which

superior style is the most effective for a Titan II crew, then we can

turn our attention to subordinate roles and determine which canbirA-

ation of superior/subordinate styles will make the launch crew most

functional. The purpose, then, of this study is to measure response

behavior of superior—subordinate roles and role perceptions of

supervisory—subordinate behavior.

REVIEW OF THE LIT~ tATÜtE

To the author’s knowledge there have been no previous

comprehensive studies involving the social perception within tho

superordinate-subordinate framework. Since the model used in this

research is a recent development , it has not been exploited in many

of these systematic and obvious areas of application. The research

background , however , is necessary to explain some of the findings of

the results chapter. The citations can be classified according to a

n~.znber of general titles: Social climate and leadership styles,

subordinate behaviors, superordinate-subordinate interactions, inter-

personal perceptions, subordinate’s perceptions of superordinates,

and superordinate ’ s perceptions of subordinates.

Social Climato and Leadership Styles

In the late thirties during the period of time wh~ri the world

was concerned about the possibilities of efficie~t dictatorshi p, a

number of social psychologists instituted a search into the areas of 

- — - —-.. — -~~~~~~
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leadership and social climate. The most effective and articulate of

these groups was the Research Center for Group Dynamics at MIT . Many

studies were conducted but the most comprehensive were reported in

the journal articles of Lewin , Lippit , and White ( 1939). These

particular studies involved the naturalistic observations of

subordinate behavior where supervisors were simulating three basic

management styles: authoritarian, democratic , and laissez-faire. The

term social climate was developed to imply the interpersonal context

of the leadership process. The initial focus was directed toward

questions of aggression as an outgrowth of the leader ship style but

the research ultimately established a context of studying wider

manifestations of the reactions to leadership styles.

Sane later studies within the same vein were conducted by Coch and

French (194.8) and Kat z (1950). These studies replicated the general

findings that laissez-faire or permissive management was least

effective and that authoritarian-directive management and democratic-

participatory management had succeeded in various areas with the

former having the greater tendency to generate open hostility or

passive aggressive behavior .

A decade later Adorno and Frenkle-Brunswik , Lev inson , and

Sanford (195 0) developed a through treat~ e on the “authoritarian

personality.” In this work they succeeded in integrating a wide

variety of divergent concepts and dynamics into a central syndrome or

typo. These findings were that fascism ethnic racism, dogmatimn,

countordependency and some specialized form s of rigi dity were highly

interrelated and functionally determined from early childhood training

-— - -
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and via exposure to preva~ l s n ~ c~ltura~ value system

Under the concepts of aut t~ rit .artanirm it became apparent that

hostility and simple paranoid behavior were associated with high needs

for structure and intolerance for ambiguity . A thorough I ollo~ up of

the research in this area since that time is in a review reported by

kCirsch and Dillehay which reports over 200 studios in authoritarian

personality. Ther e ~a re probably another 1000 studies utilizing the ‘~~~~

and “F-S” scales which were not reported there.

A return to the environmental as ‘well as personality interpre-

tation of other leadership behaviors can be seen in later works of

La’vena (19~+9), Stodgill (191+8), arid Berkowitz (1956). These studies

emphasized the role aspects of leadership styles indicating the

situational factors entering into most manage~ont style decisions,

In the last two decades leadership styles have become a central

issue in areas of organizational behavior and social psychology as

applied to industry. McGregor (1960) suggested that the differences

in leadership styles could be associated with basic differences in

assuiiption~ held by the superord~nate concerning the work process.

The “Theory X~’ assumptions are that : workers dislike theIr occupa-

tions, motivations are primarily induced from without, and continual

vigilance is necessary if any project is to be accomplished. These

assumptions lea d to supervisory behavior ~thich is autocratic,

directive and coercive . The “Theory Y” assumptions are at the

opposite end of the pole and suggest that man is internally motivate d

and has no reason to dislike his work if allowed to develop his own

pay—off system.
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Another model for understanding leadership behavior within t~e

work setting was presented by Blake and Mouton (1964) in their

managerial grid. The typology employs the interaction of two basic

dimensions , concerns £ or people and orientation toward tao task. All

positions within the Cartesian Grid formed can be described but the

usual typology involves the four corners and the center as discreetly

different management styles. The 1,1 position implies no management;

9,1 is task-oriented, and associated with authoritarianism; 1,9 is the

benevolent-missionary type manager; the middle or 5,5 position is

sometimes called the compromiser; and 9,9 represents a fusion of the

two characteristics considered the most fav orable position. This

model has high communication value but has not been particularly

successful in generating research.

The model having the greatest methological sophistication and

theoretical responsibility is Fiedler ’s (1967) Contingency Model.

His basic typology involved task-oriented leaders and relationship-

oriented leaders but he demonstrated that his effectiveness is

contingent upon the nature of the task which they are performing.

His research results show that task-oriented leaders are more effective

under very favorable or unfavorable conditions. The curvilinear of

rolationships suggest why only low relationships have been foun d in

the past between management styles and meas ures of performance.

Other meaningful but related models and typologies can be

found in the work of other research writers. 1,!. Weber (191+7)

establi shed the tyriology of organi zational situations and leadeits’

behaviors. He outlined them to ho traditional, bureaucratic , and

~~~~~~~~~~~~ 4 
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entreprene urial. Likert ( 1 9 6 1)  presents four systems of management to

replace the three originally presented by Leviri, Lippit, and White,

Tannenba um and Scluizi dt (1958) establishod a typology of superordinate

styles based upon dominant bohavior~.: tells, soils , consults, and

joins; Tuclcnan (1965) another unctional taxonomy with his forming,

storming , forming , and performing. Misuiii and Tasaki (1965)

est~b1ished a taxonomy similar to that used in the Blake and Mouton

Grid, yet couched in slightly different terminology. They emphasized

performance maintenance, both performance arid maintenance , and neither

performance or maintenance • Because of ~ ie similarity of the grid

many of the results can be directly translated in those terms, even

though they probably owe their terminology to the work of Cattell

(1950) and his work with small groups where he discriminated grova

energies into effective synergy for the performance area and into

maintenance synergy directed at sust aining intra -groups needs.

Most of the models for viewing leadership behavior have been

logical ones rather than empirical. Some major exceptions, however,

are the factorial work of Hemphifl (1911~9) avid Wofford (1971). The

latter found five factor dimensions from his empirical data. These

factors were identified with leader ’ s needs systems and were entitled

group achievement and order , personal enhancement , personal inter-

action , dynamic achievement and security maintenance. His studies

indicate that these five management styles engender very little

difference in  behaviors  In s u b o r d i n a t e  but  l ead to vas t l y different

outcomes.

In a return to logical models, Sweney (1970, 1971) presented
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his Response to Power Measure Model to explain subordinate and super-

ordinate behavior. The model represented the superimposition of

Rosenzweig ’s frustration reactions , upon the Lewt nian social climates.

This resulted in three basic leadership rolet. . The autocratic—

extrapunitive ro1e~ is associated with confrontive—rejoction behavior

employed as an ego-defense against frustratior ; th~ permissive-

intrapuriitive role employs laissez-faire management tactics as a

defensive measure to appease subordinates to avoid mistakes arid

criticism~ the equalitarian—impunitive roles are perceived as a

r~tiona1 solution orientation which is free from ego defensive

contaminants. These behaviors are perceived to oe the result of long

term social role learning. The theory postulates that the role

confusion which is inherent in any person ’s behavior results from the

cultural conflict surroun ding two basic survival needs , confront iva-

competitive behavior which is essential for individual dominance and

survival and supportive behavior of the permissive leader which is

essential for the survival of the species. It thus becomes contingont

upon the situation which of these two management styles is more

appropriate . Out of this conflict and as a re sponse to objective

problem solutions and proactive rather than reactive behavior another

superordinate role is forged. This rational, objective role has been

identified as equalitarian because it derives its impetus fr~~ neither

coercion or seduction but fr mutual self interest.

Subordinate Behavior and Styles

The emphasis upon leadership characteristics and styles has

all but obliterated studies ir~ the subordinate areas. It could be 
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interpreted that the ori~ina1 Lowin, Lippet, and \~h.ito (1939) study

was directed towards the subordinate’s behavior contingent upon

experimentally manipulated leadership styles. In this study as well

as more of these that followed, subordinate behavior was perceived to

be a dependent variable rather than an Independent one. As such it

was not properly appreciated as an essential element in the total

management system.

Mechanic (1964) and Zalozriik (1965 ) fielded independent

rosoarcbs which established the sub ordinate as a theoretically

respectable part of management systems research. They eac~ discus~e.d

f unctional behavior but neither developod a taxonomy for subordir thcy

nor ostabl~~hcd any rules for perordinatt~-subordinato interaction.

Peripheral ro~oarch o~ oc~~ir~a.cy r~’su1ted from some ol’

the so~ioretric studies of lead3r z particularly in the study of

emergent leaders. Holland and Webb (1965) found high correlations

among persons chosen as leaders and those selected as followers when

the selection was a spontaneous pz’ocess. Glbb (1964) would explain

this correlation by his research which indicates that followers

subordinate themselves selectively to members who are perceived to ho

most like them but having a superordinato position at that time.

Leadership and followor sh.tp would thus seem to follow many of the same

dynamics. Nelson (1964) compared liked and disliked followers to

discover which system of dichotomization discr~minat~ i best. He foun d

that liked leaders wore similar to liked followers in being more

satisfied, emotionally controlled , and a~coptant of a uthority.

Leedors in both categories were more alert , job motivated , and aggressive

S.— .-
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than were tho followers in ooth categories. This emphasizes the fact

that leaders do vary significantly from followers but. along charac-

teristics not studied by Hollander , Wobb and Glbb.

~y applying Rosenzweig’s model for the reaction to fr ustration

to the subordinate areas, Swerioy (1970) completed his two—level

Response to Power Model (kd~’.). Although coordinated in special ways,

the subordinate roles are un.iq~e and differ from the superordinate

rolo~ . The confrontivo subordinate is extrapunitiva and identified as

the rebel. The supporti~r. ..ibordi nate i~ intropunitive and fits the

behavior descrIbed by J ones (1964) as ingratiation. The ohject~~e,

nonpunitive subordinate has been identified as t.ae critic ooporator ,

but has no research count~~part and was difficult to name since all

terms in this area seem to be connotive~~ biased toward support lveness

or confrontiveness.

Jones reported a program of research involving the needs for

projecting a favorable self image. he and his associates foun d that

this was done primarily by the suhor& rate and by using the two basic

behaviors. Taguiri (1958) showed flattery or other enhancerient

and conformity in opinion, jud~nent and behavior. Taguirl found a

strong relation between liking someone and perceiving the

attraction to be reciprocated. Thus the ingratiator incorporates the

procedure of liking and other enhancement to generate positive fee].ing~
in the other towar d himself. The lngratiator is also conforming in

opini on and indt pondent, and his behavior has oeen identified as a

“yes-man” by 4hyte or an organ1zation~l man. Tosst. ( 1971) described

the itigratlator when :~e discusses subordinate author itarianisms

_________________________ 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _  A
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although he doesn t t use the i dentification. klis total tolerance for

freedom fits the ingratiator role and seems to operate best in the

context of authoritarian superordinate. Jones found empirical support

for the relationship between conformative and ingratiating behavior.

Christie and Morton (1958) and Rosenbaun (1960) in studying

Machiavellian behavior indicate that individuals with low self esteem

were more desperate for external reinforcement and thus more

likely to use other ingratiating behaviors. This behavior fits the

other-d!rectedness pattern described by Reisman (1958).

The rebel subordinate role has been identified by sociologists

as being directed toward power equalization and hence as pro-active

manipulative tactic . The psychologists have largely studied

rebelliousness as a specialized form of hdstility and hence a re-active

state . The rebel is counter dependent in terminology by Adorno (1950)

and is a negative attitude changer per McGuire (1964).

Superorclthate—subordthate Interaction

Hierarchial interaction has always been implicit in the

research for the areas of social climate. This interaction however

usually has been considered one-sIded with the superordiriate providing

the major inputs and the subordinate’s reactions serving as dependent

variables. The full impact of the nature of the “superordinate-

subordinate” system ~as still not been fully realized . Blau

and Scott (1962 ) emphasize leadership styles as being dependent upon

the social environment factors which were operating upon them .

Fiedler (1967) indicates that. his contingency model is related to
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environmental factors . Scrutiny of his examples suggests however tnat

his contingency variables are primarily structural rather than social

aspects of the environment. Little or no attention is given to

subordinates. ilollander and J ulian (1969) emphasize the melding of

leadership behavior with situational characteristics and follower ’s

perceptions In the development of a unified system.

Kipn.ts and Lane ( 1962 ) systematically studied subordinate ’s

effects upon svperordinate behavior. In their simulatad management

exercise there wore established significant patterns of superordinate

behavior based upon subordinate ’s variables. The subordinate who lacks

understanding illicits expert power on the part of the superordinate .

The discipline problem however illicits coersive or persuasive power.

They found that the supervisors who were less confident were less

willing to use power but they did not make the logical connection

between the confidence and whether the superordinates ’ power was being

reinforced by subordinates.

House, Filley and Gu3arati (1971) found that the subordinate ’s

satisfaction primarily depends upon the degree to whicri a super-

ordinate fulfilled role expectations.

Goodstadt and Kipnie (1970) found that the reluctance to use

power on the part of the low self confidence manager was limited to

per sonal power. It was discovered that they did apply formal power

as related to the r ules and regulations to substitute for their

reluctance to use more subjective kinds. In their study they found

the personality of a single hostile subordinate increas~x~ the likeli-

hood that positive rewards wore given to the other individuals. heir

~~ ~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ .— --—- S~~--— - —~~~~ -—
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interpretations foi theso findings included unconscious bribery or

tho application of some ~istribut~ve justice concept. They did not

consider the possiblitty of percep tual bias and anchoring effect which

the negative subordj .r~ t~ was h~vir.g upon his superordinate’s

percoptloi~; of the ot~.or subordinates. In their study they also foun d

that ,as the number of subordinates increased, ~~ coercive and formal

powor was increased among them . Their rosu~.ts involved lack of

confidence and feeling of inexperience supported by earlier findings

by French and 3ynder (1959). The studies of others suggest that the

superordinate can not. be discussed irieaningfully without introducing

‘variables relating to the behavior cf the subordinates who make up th3

remainder of the peopie system. The Response to Power Model (Figure 1)

by Sweney emphasizes the symbiotic relationships between certaIn roles

played by superordi riatos and subrrdinates. In the authoritarian

personality , Adorno emphasi zed the ingratiating behavior that an

authoritarian personality exhibit-c in dealing with authoritarian

superordinates. The RPM model emp hasi zes this symbiotic re 1ationsh~p

between the authoritarian and ingratiator In addition the model

Indicates permissives and rebels also are playing complimentary roles

and would operate symbiotically in supe~ordinate—subordinate relation-

ships. The equalitarian-critic combination is also perceived to be

interrelated since objectivity demands objectIvity . This matter of

fact climate maximizes effectivo synergy and minimizes the manipu-

lative maintenance sy~iergy associated with the other roles.

With the RPM nodc]. satisf ~ctj on is perceived to be related to

the matching of superordinate and subordinate roles In some cos~plex

~

- - - ~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ —~_~~- . -  4
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SUPERIOR ROLES

EQUALITARIAN

impunitive
“truth-sayer”
objective
shares power

AIJrkIOhITARIAN respects PERMISSIVE
subordinate

extrapurative intropuflitil7e
“no—sayer” “ yes—sayer ”
subjective subjective
retains power gives power
diminishes subordinate exalts subordinate

REBEL INGE~ATIATOR
extropunitive intropunitive
“no—sayer” “yes—sayer”
subjective CRITIC subjective
seeks power respects power
diminishes impunitive exalts superior

superior “truth-sayer”
objective
shares in power
respects superior

SUBORDINATE ROL~~
FIgure 1. A He uristic Model for Predicting Superior and

Subordinate Role Behaviors (Sweney, 19?0)
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forms. The Harmony Index RI (Swenoy, Wt~ber, and Fiechtner. 1971,

1972) is the rationale for various form ulations to optimally sunmarize

the merging of complimentary roles between the superior and

subordinates. The Interpersonal Power Profile (Sweney , 1972) is the

basis for descriptively plotting the outcomes of role interactions

between them.

The total impact of subordinate-superordinate Interactions has

recently been studied by Sweriey and Fieohtner (1972). Questions which

must be answered include the direction of influence and the nature of

influence which exist between levels within the hierarchical

structure. Since the model being applied is a simple one, the

relatIonships of these questions should serve as basic.

Subordinate Percept Ions of
~~~ rordinates

The process of perceiving a superordinate’s behavior to be

non-functional or inappropriate is a coemon phenomenon in organi zational

life. Considering its prevalence it was somewhat surprising

than there was such a scarcity of research devoted

to it. No single study was found that was centrally devoted to

subordinate’ s perception of superordinates.

Bales (1950) presented a rating system for viewing behavior

in group settings. Tr.e observer system has been applied by some

researchers as a system for rating superordinate’s behavior. Being

simple in conceptua lizaticn , It required a greater amount of inference

and translation for its imp lementation. By and large it has not been

too succossful In its application to this particular area. Carter ’s

L~~. . - ~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~



15

system is much more highly articulated and employs more directly

observable variables but has so marty categories that ~t is extremely

c~mbersome for a single individual to record and hence also fails to

provide a suitable basis for upward ratings.

Their results indicate that theirs was a positive manifold

perception among the subordinate ’s perceptions of the superor dinate

on all fivo area2 1x~ing meas ured: consideration , structure ,

decisiveness , hierarchical influence -nd competence . The lack of

specificity in upward ratings ~u~~est a posit~ve halo effect to be

operating. Earlier studies by i~ikort (1961), Pelz (1952 ) and Wagner

( 1966) havo all ind~.cated that the subordinate experiences a greater

job satisfaction and hence a more positive perception of the super-

ordinate if he exhibIted upward hierarchical influence rather than

downward, Although the x-esnlts of House, Filley and Gujarati did not

support the position there is sufficient evidence to suggest that the

interaction of the suuordinate’ s style nay be an essential connecting

link~ Likert’s linking pin theory points to thi5 basic interaction.

Sweney (l97~ ) postulates that the symbiotic dyadic relationships

between superordinate and subordinates prescribe. certain kinds of

perception for trioir maintenance. After conducting several attitude

surv eys on job satIsfaction, Werniinont , Toren , and Kapoll (1970) found

that employees of 2 to 7 years had a greater concern for their

supervisor’s regard than did those with longer tenure.

Interpersonal Perceptions

Ashour and ~‘tg1and (1972) tested the ass~~ption made by Jaques

(1961) and Thompson (1%?) that the superordinate dalegates atscrc- 

_di~
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tioriary task to the subordinate in accordance with his capacities.

They hypothesized that the authoritarian leaders would be negatively

associated with this tendency. The capacity ass~miption was verified

but a slightly positive correlation was found with authoritarIanism

which they had difficulty explaining. They suggest delegation of

uncert.ainty and retaIning the more structured tasks. They suggest

some models of the delegating process, design of the subordinate’s

frequency of cheeks of subordinate’s behavior , and the manipulative

of the criteria by which the subordinate is evaluated.

KipnIs arid Consentlrt o (1971) found that the corrective powers

utilized by superor dinates in the military varied significantly from

those utilized in the industrial sample studied. Extra instruction

and reassignments were more highly used by the military supervisors

and verbal talks and reprimands were more frequently used in industry.

A study of interactions between problems and powers showed that

increased supervision with wor k problems while discipline and

attitudinal problems were handled with diagnostic talks. They suggest

that. because of curtailments of the formal powers of the supervisor

In industry, it is necessary for him to fall back upon persuasion and

indirect influence.

~uperordinate’s Force~tioris ofSunordinates

The sparsity of interpersonal perception studies of the

subordinates is a replication on the superordinata level. McGregor ’s

assu-nptions of “The orj X” arid “Theory 1” leaders could be considered

as one spring board, but there is little evidence that this has
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eceri followed.

Haire and Porter (1963, 1966) have sho~ri that cor.siderablo

variability exists among the fourteen countries studied in the super-

ordinate’ s perception of his subordi na tes. They found that all

countries were autocratic in assuming low leadership potential among

subordinates but all wore on the democratic side in verbalizing a

wish. that their employees develop an internal locus f or control in

Rotter ’s teruiino1o~y, 1966.

Clark and McCabe (1970) foun d that Australians’ n.anagers

perceived their subordinates much like their counterparts in England

and the United States and that they shared in a su~erficlal endorse-

ment of participative management without the supporting “Theory Y”

asswiptions concerning capability and initiaL.ive. They s~sern to

question whether subordinates can be trusted to act responsibly.

Kipnis and Cosentino (1971) found significant differences in

how military and industry viewed their subordinates. Military

subordinates were perceived as having fewer discipline problems and

more appearance problems .

Often the superordinate’s perceptions of a subordinate are

never made explicit except in the context of a formal performance

appraisal system. Considerable research has been recently devoted

toward this specialized problem . The research and emphasis in this

area, however, has not been toward perfecting &ccuracy in the

porceptual process but its utilization or basis for promotion or

manipulating performance. Work by McGregor (1957), Meyer , Kay and

Fren ch (1963), Thompson and ~~lton (1970) and Oberg (1972)

J
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emphasized this.

Recent work by Peason (1972) in gaming performance appraisal

had led to the study of sources of bias in downward ratings due to

the role preference and the personality of the rater. He found that

experienced and non-experienced raters behave significantly different.

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -—
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Chapter 2

M~fiiOlOLOG1

The body of this report is directed toward uncovering the

subtle interaction among roles botw~en superiors and subordInates.

The data was gathered from missile combat crews and involved the

development of a fairly comprehensive system for viewing the role of

perception as a reflection of the observed roles as well as the

product of successful comii~unication.

Instruments

The i~.strwients utlllzed in txiis study have been developed

pric: to tne onset of the research, but had been relatively untried.

They represent a comprehensive system of sell-perception and other

perception instruments for viewing superior and subordinate behavior .

This battery of five tests inciu&s: the Response to Power Measure

(PP~ j ,  Buporvise Ability Scale (SAS), Responsibility Index (RI) ,

Supervisor Role Rating ( SRR), and Subordinate Behavior Rating (SBR).

Tho RPM was developed as an attitude measure which would

successfully reflect preferre d superordinate-subordinate role behav~ur.

The model used for its development is found in Figtu e 1 of the

preceding cha pter and reprbsents a basis for role identification and

theorotica]. exooctations, This instrument is highly subtle and very

difficult to fool, It reflects an in~iividual ’s basic value sys tem arid

19
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not necessarily his concept of socially desirable behavior in any

precise context. The ir.strtrnent measures six roles: authoritarian,

equalitarian, permissiveness, critic , ingratiating , and rebel ; but

has some ancillary scales measurin g a ~.endency to agree and a tendency

to equivocate. The latter characteristic has been identified with

indecisiveness but can also be equated with caution or lack of

rigidity.

The RPM is a Lik~rt type opinionnaire instrument with ninety-

six items equally divided into six scales none of which have self

ipsati zed quality of the other members of the battery. The consequence

of this quality is that a subject may be high on all six role styles

simultaneously or on none and that in sc.ne circumstances the taree

superordinate or the three subordinate x~ole styles can be all

positively ccrrelated with each other . Thi s characteristic gives a

greater froodau of the research results to reflect more accurately the

attitude structures of the respondents. The research results with this

instrument , however , have shown that in most populations the roles

are fairly well, defined and fairly independent. Equalitarian s and

authoritarians are usually negatively correlated arid hence have

cpposing relationships with other role s and other measured behavior .

The validity of the scales on the RPM are hard to determine

since this battery of instrumonts i.s the only one directed towarQ

the measurement of these partic ular characteristics as specifically

defi ned. The intercorrelations within the battery indicate validities

in the high 50’s and low 60’s for the subordinate scales and slightly

lower validity for the sunerordinate SCaleS. The reliabilities have

- -~~~~~~
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been found in the high 70’s and low 80’s, but high contamination of

acquiescence response style is indicative of the spurious nature of

most reliabilities and calculations.

Table 1 indicates some typical items for the six role styles

and the degree of correlations with the construct which they measure .

Table 1

Typical Items From the Response to Power Measure (h?~~ i
and Their Correlations with Appropriate hole Scales

Item Scale Correlations

Power only understanc power Authoritarian +,43
Most people are waitIn~ to be led Authoritarian

I want more respect ~qualitariari
I trust most people Equalitarian

I often wonder if anyone likes me Permissive ÷.40
O~.her people’s needs should come

first Permissive + 3 7

I enjoy my work Critic
My opinions are highly respected Critic +.43

I don ’t respect many people Rebel
Nice g~~s finish last Rebel +,44

I’m loyal to those above me Ingratiator +.~ 9
I want everyone to like me Ingratiator +.52

It should be noticed that one of the equalitarian itums shown

is answered in the false direction. Most of the items on this one

scale are answered false. Equalitarianism is thus defined more by

what a person would not do than by what he would do. This conform s to

~~ ~~~ ±~~~~~ ‘t ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ‘ ~ — ‘
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the concept of cool removal arid restraint which the model snggests to

characterize this role ,

The SAS was developed by Elsass and Sweney (i9’/O) to measure

the three superordinate roles. The items provide situations to which

the respondent is expected to rank the three responses given, each

being one of the three superorthrutu roles fro~s the model. In this

way, the test includes thirty three part items which in turn can be

considered three , thirty item scales with the opportunity for three

responses to each item. Because the three responses are ranked , the

respondent ’s behavior is circumscribed and the three derived scales

are self-ipsatized. On this instr~r~ent , the authoritarian scales

are negatively correlated with the equalitarian and permissive scales.

Whereas on the RPM , the permissi-~e is sà~ewhat positively correlated

with the authoritarian as the model would predict .

Although the SAS has something of an attitude flavor to its

contents, the research results indicate the responses on this

instrument are much more a function of social desirability and role

expectations. These items, being short, may take on some of the

characteristics of paired words used in the motivational measurement

by Cattel]. arid his associate s (1963). For this reason it seems to tap

the g a a  or superego component of motivation. This characteristic

has been defined as “role pressure .”

It thus has been contaminated by social desirability response

style while avoiding the acquiescence problem found on the RPM. This

particular ~ealance is useful since the test authors do not feel that

response style should necessarily be avoided. The measured
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contribution of these qualities are central to tiie construct being

measured and hence their infl t~ nce can be considered a positive fringe

benefit in the measurement process. It is highly important , however ,

that th~ nature of the construct be identified with this particular

measurement method since it is theoretically expected that

authoritarians measured by RPM will vary from these as measured by

the SAS. The validity measured by comparing these two instruments

indicates that the two instrument s do measure highly different

constructs. In most populations , however , these constructs are more

positively correlated with each other across instruments than they are

to other role s eIther within tho same instrument or across instruments.

The item validities for the SAS are somewhat higher than those

found on the RPM , end hence it can be a~sumod that the reliability for

these scales is also somewhat higrier. Since the comparison of these

two instruments has been used for comparison validities , it is so.ne—

what difficult to determine actually which validities are higher since

the scales are intende d to measure somewhat different constructs. The

predictive validities obtained from comparing te st behavior on the SAS

with other kinds of test behavior place the validities somewhat higher

than those found for the RPM. In similar circumstances there are many

instancos , however , whe n the RPM was foun d to have a higher validity

I or predicting non-test behavior .

The RI was also develope d by Elsass and Swe ney (1970) to

measure subordinate role preferences. The social desirability set is

given both by the title and the instructions and , th us, utilizes a

social desirability orientation as an inherent component of the test

• 
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Table Z -

The Correlations of Items on Supervise Ability
Scale ( SAS) with Appropriate hole Scales

Item Responses Scale Correlation

freedom Equalitarian .28
For growth, one needs affection Permissive .311

direction Authoritarian .39

resolve arguments Equalitarian .43
I like to avoid arguments Permissive .37

win arguments Authoritarian .49

methods. Its format is similar to the SAS , but contains thirty-f our

three part qi~~stions involving subordinate behavior . In this case

each of the three subordinate roles can be considered to have thirty-

four items, on each of which three different re sponses could be given:

a 1, a 2 , or a 3.

The format and instructions establish a basis for measuring

“role pressure .” This can be equated with role expectation coupled

with precise perceptions of what would be socially desirable responses.

The pressure to select “good” responses on the test acts to govern

the person’s actual behavior in the organization. The prescriptive

pressure patterns found on the test can be expected to have consider-

able predictive val~~.

The three scale s on the RI (ingratiator , criti c , and rebel) are

all negative ly corre lated with each othe r with a somewhat less negative

correlation existing between critic and ingrat lator . This
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configuration corresponds very closely to the scale pattern found on

the RPM , and account s to some degree for the high intorcorrelatiori s

found between these two instruronts. In spite of the highly different

methods of measurement , a greement between these two instruments gives

correlations in the high 50’s and lower 60’s for a normally

heterogeneous population. The greatest difficulty of separation lies

in discrimin~ating critics from ingratiators , but this reflects both

the novelty of this discrimination and also the similarities of the

constructs in the perception of the naive responding population.

The social desirability set and the superego motivation

component does not seem to constitute as high a contamination or

distortion as it does on the SAS . This may result fran the fact that

subordinate roles have not become as subject to social desirability

pressures as have superor dinate roles. The somewhat longer scales may

also have added to the validity of the measures.

Table 3
The Correlations of Items on the Responsibility

Index (RI ) and Appropriate Role Scales

Item Responses Scale Correlation

Rules are to be broken Rebel .141
to be followed Ingratiator .36
to be used Critic .32

my boss Rebel .43
I’d like to change myself lngratiat.or .29

my job Critic .35

4
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The SRR was developed to measure the perception by subordinates

of their supervisors. It consists of twelve questions directed to

describe their boss ’s behavior by allowing the respondent to rank the

three responses which correspond to the three superordinate role styles

being measured. The items have an open evaluative quality to them and

can be considered to separate the oqualitarian from the authoritarian

and permissive on a fairly subjective level. Beca use of the

evaluative tone , the responses are highly subjective and thus provic~e

a great deal of information concerning the perceiver along with tne

information concerning the person perceived.

The S1~R is a relatively new instrument developed by Sweney

(1971) and has no counterpart against which validity can be estimated.

The contents of this study should repre~ent the most cctnprehenslve

report to date of the operations of this instrument , and should show

both its sources of contamination but also the utility of this

contamination making other kinds of measurement possible.

The twelvo item scales are highly homogeneous and hence have a

fairly high degree of reliability when applied to the heterogeneous

sample. The coefficients are in the mid 70’s for equalitarian and

authoritarian scales, and the high 60’s are co~tmion for the permissive

scale . The social desirability set does not seem to operate with

this instrument , but the evaluation set does. Some of the reliability

and homogeneity of the instrument does seem to be a result of the halo

effect so completely covered by the measurement literature. Thi s is

diminishe d so~iewhat by successful efforts to direct responses int o

three areas as opposed to two , and in this way permissive sometimes

I
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Table 4

Correlations of Items on the Supe rvisor Role
Rating (SRR ) with Appropriate Role Scales

Item Responses Scales Correlations

givos in Permissi’ie .32
~iy boss usually is fair Equalitarian .71

says “no” Authoritarian .51.1.

is considered good and the other time somewhat bad with authoritarian

being perceived as being dominantly bad and equalitarian being

perceived as good.

The SBR was developed in 1971 to measure subordinate r oles as

perceived by the superordinate. In order to make the superordiriate’ $

activities easier , the subordinates on this instrument are handled as

a group and the superordinat.e rates them categorically rather than

ind~vidua1ly. In this case , the superordinate is evaluating as well

as describing the three subordinate roles for the items. There is a

highly favorab].e or unfavorable connotation to many of the items and

the instrument, thus, reflects acceptance or rejection on the part of

the superordiriate. The sophisticated rater could easily perceive that

his ratings of his men might reflect negatively upon him as their

supervisor and hence , it can be expected that the ratings obtained on

this instrument have boon filtered through a certain amount of self-

protective mechanisms.

The validity of this instrument is still inaccurately

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ _ 
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Table 5

Correlations of Selected Items from the Subordinate
Behavior Rating (S~iR )  and Appropriate bole Scales

Corre-
Item Responses Scale lation

work without me Critic .58
Ny men can be trusted to goof—off without me Rebel .50

ask me for details Ingratiator .32

ask for help Ingratiator 25
When problems arise, they blame me Rebel .42

work it out them— Critic .60
selves

determined but the contents of this study should represent the

greatest zimount of inf ormation concerning it. Currently the available

reliabilities on this instrument are not quite as high as those on the

SBR because the rating task is more diffused . The internal consistency

reliabilities can be estimated in the high 60’ s and low 70’s. The

stability of the measurement seem to be considerably less since the

measurerients themselves seem to be highly contaminated by subjec-

tivity.

SUBJ~~TS

The subjects for this study were the missile combat crews of

the 533 Strategic Missile Squadron. Of the thirty-five line crews in

tho squadron , thirty were tested in this study.

These crews man the nine Titan II missile caup1e~~s east of

— ~— --- - -
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Wichita , Kansas . The primary duty of the missile combat crew is to

monitor missile alert status and properly react to authentic launch

orders. The missi].e combat crew is composed of two officers and two

enlisted personnel. The Missile Combat Crew Cceima.nder is a Captain

or First Lieutenant who has served as a deputy crew corc~ander . The

L~puty Missile Combat Crew Commander is a Second or First Lieutenant

who has had special training in the Titan II weapon system. The two

enlisted crew members have also undergone extensive weapon system

training. One is the Ballistic Missile Analyst Technician and the

other is the Missile Facilities Technician.

These crews work twenty-four hour shifts at the missile

complex. They also are given training and evaluations at McConnell

Air Force Base . Some of the training evaluations are accomplished on

the Missile Procedure s Trainer. This trainer is a realistic mock-op

of the control center of a missile complex. The consoles and equip-

ment are all attached to a computer and control room. The equipment

is capable of simulating all types of ha zards , launches, launch holds,

and malf unctions. The instructor crew evaluates the line ~~~~~ s

reaction to these sim ulated conditions from the Kissile Procedures

Trainer control rocci thr ough a one-way mirror.

MN INISTRAT ION

The test instruments were distributed to each consenting crew

and taken with them when they went on an alert . They were completed

and returned to the data collection team. It was stressed that

cooperation would be appreciated, but that no pressure was being
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exorted on anyone to participate in tht3 test oxamiriation. It was also

emphasized tnat all information wouj.d be confidential and no names

wz~re required on the tests. The concentration of tdis particular study

was on crew cc~ nanders and as a result, the subordinates were given

th~i BAth , the ~Pi-: , and. i~I. The crew commanders, however , were given

tho £tW, SAS, rCi , Sth , and SL~t .

~~n~i.~~rAL HYPOTH~~ES

The focus of this study is upon the role interactions involved

in perception. Previous studies have shown that self role perception

corresponds very weakly to the role perceptions of others leaving

considerable variance to be explained by other dynamics. If the

L”ipact. therefore, of suporordinate or subordinate role styles are

to be more ful ly underst ood , it is highly important that the nature of

perceptual bias and distortion be understood and utilized. The

hypotheses underlying these studies can be classified into four major

areas: perceptual accuracy, misattributions , frame of reference

distortions , and superior-subordinate role confusion.

Perceptual Accuracy

The question of accuracy of perceptions is assiraed to be

unnecessary to study and yet much of the previous data indicates that

perceptions are most frequently related to the actual object condi-

tions. Nevertheless , assuning validity within the instruments , it is

expected that a certain component of the rater’s response will reflect

accurate perceptions of attitude-based behaviors of the person

I- ‘
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perceived. Based on this assumption , the following hypotheses are

presented as testable consequences.

Hypothesis 1: The superordinato will be perceived by his subordinates
with a certain degree of accuracy and tnis will be
reflected in positive correlations between the three
roles as measured by the ShR and the measures of
superordinate roles reflecting the superordinate’ s
self ratings on the SAS and the nPM.

hypothesis 2: The superordinate’s perception of his subordinates as
measured by the SBR will be positively correlated with
the subordinate self ratings on the ~~ and the RW.

These two hypotheses postulate accuracy which is superimposed

upon a wide variety of dynamics operating simultaneously. They make

no assumptions but that the variance and ratings in this area are

associated. For this reason the correlations are expected to be 1o~.,
but positive.

Need-related Misattributions

Within the context of this study, need-related distorticns must

be defined in terms of supplementary role needs or expectancies. This

general area has been defined in this study as t1 misattributions” and

is clearly distinguished from the frame of reference questions which

are related to anchoring and the role confusion found when inferring

s uperordinate roles from observed subordinate behavior .

This introduction of subordinate roles into the m odel

establishes a basis for predictable expectations on the part of the

subordinate concerning his superordinate’s behavior. These lead to

distinct perceptional distortions which should be iaanifested in their

rating behavior. The superord .tnate also has needs which cause
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distortion in his ratings of his subordinates. These can b&i c~ eariy

definea in the context of the rosearch conducted .

Hypothesis 3: The percoption of suDorordinates by subordinates
measured on une S~i_~ will be hi~~ly correlated with t~a
subordinate rc~ eiz of the subordinate ’s measured on tno
RPM and the RI .

Hypothesis ii.; The ratin~ s of the ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ by su~-erordin~~ c~s ~s
measured on the Sr~~ will oe highly correlated w~tn ti~esupe rordinate ’s role s of the crew cor~manders xr.easurea
on the RPM and the SASS

Fraino of Reference Distortions

The process of perception depends upon the anchoring and

centering of the perceptual field. The perceptions of what const i tut e3

average behavior are ofte n identified with the respondents own values

and own behavior. The term “Frame of Reference” is often aj~~l~~ d to

this perceptual f ield, and how this frame of ref erence is anchored

plays an important part in the perceptions of others. It is,

therefore , expected that the perception of appropriate behavior of

superordinates or subordinates will reflect the individual’ s perccption

of his own role behavior and his own value system.

Hypothesis 5: A subordinate’s ratings of his superordinate on t~~~ Z~-~
will reflect his own fr~~e o~ r-cfe -cnice }~y t~ov~ in- a
negative correlation betweeo the role found in bins~if and
the role found in ~no superordinate .

Hypothesis 6; The superordinate will rate his subordinates on the
SBR as using his own subordinate behavior as an anc~~r
point and hence a negative correlation will exist for
rebel and ingratiating , and a positive correlation on
tho critic scale.

The “Frame of Reference” distortion iS subject. to tra1nin~ and

-~~~- —-— - ---—~~~—— - - -  -- — --- -
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education and should not be too strong within this fairly sophisticotod

samplo. It is also subject to an opposing perceptual bias introduced

by the naive projection that others behave like the respondent.

Superordinate-S ubordinate Role
Confusion

Behavior is not usually classified by the perceiver into

supe rordinato or subordinate classes. For this reason, it is easy for

the rater to make inferences concerning superordinate roles based upon

observed subordinate behavior. Confusing the rebel role witn an

authoritarian role is a cor~~on conf usion of this type.

Hypothesis 7: Subordinate’s upward perceptions of superordinate roic~s
will be meaningfully correlated with the subordinate
roles of that suporordinate on self percepoicn
instiu~ients such as the RPM and the SAS.

Hypothesis 8: The downward perceptions of su erordinates will be
meaningfully correlat ed with the sirøerordinate’ $
behavior of the subordinates observed. There will be
significant relationships bet~~en the SE-C and surer—
ordinate scales on the RPM. Since this is a less
likely mode oi’ confusion, the correlations should be
smaller than those found for Hypothesis 7.

- _~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~ :C -~~
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Chapter 3

The purposo of this stu iy is to determine the properties of

t 
~~~~~‘t~’~l e’~~~~,- ~~~~~~~~~~ 1-h ’~ c~1’~ e confines of Missile Crews.

Since the behavior and attitud-~s are both doterminers and manifesta-

tIons of the perceptual field, it is extremely important to study

morale and job satisfaction. It , therefore , is the intent of this

study to outline the results obtained in as systematic a way as pos sible

with th~ ultin~t~ ~Ju~ of accounting for variance associated with th3

process.

The simple correlations are calculated bet~~en role perceptions

of superordinates and subordinates and role perceptions of subordinates

by superordinates as measured on the Supervisor’s Role Rating (SRR)

and the Subordinate ’s Eei~ vior Rating (SBR) respectively. The studies

conducted in this area are categorized as: accuracy of perception.

upward perception as a function of a subordiru~te’s role, upward

perception of superordinato roles, downward perception as a function

of subordinate roles, and downward perception as a f unction of super-

ordinate t s roles.

Accuracy of Force tb

In the controversy over who is correct in perceptions , the

external percoiver or the suLject hinise]1 becomes important to
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perceptions how much c~~~on variance exists between these two

perspectives. It can be assunod that some c~ mnunality e~dsts between

rating scales of the individual and his responses on the self report

instr~.zserits designed for measuring the same dimension.

Table 6 indicates some dogree of agreement between the super-

ordinate ratings of his crew as a whole and the average scoros or. a

self report instrtr~ent measuring subordinate role preferences and the

subordinate role pressure. Since it is assuning that both role

preference and role pressure are developed by social ~esirability

affocting role performance , it is assuned also that both these

dimensions would influence the superordinate’s perception of the

subordinate’s behavior.

Table 6

Concurrent Validity of RI and SAS Scales
Using the RPM Scales as a Criteria

SAS & RI
Scales RPM Scales Correlation

Rebel Rebel
Critic Critic +.32
Ingratiator Ingratiator +.39

Authoritarian Authoritarian
E qualitarian Equalitarian +.16
Permissive Permissive ÷.20

Although it seems clear that the Response to Power Noasure dnes

not measure the same aspect of role behavior as the Supervise Ability 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ —~~ -—- -- - — - — -~~ 
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Scales and the Responsibility Inc~x, they can be used to obtain a

crude measure of validity for each other. Table 6 prov ides the

comparison between roles measured by these two classes of instrunents.

The fact that the corrolations are so low the superordinate scales

can be attributed to some radical differences between personal

preference as measured by the ~~~ and social pressure which is tapped

by both the SAS and the RI.

These roles indicate tha.. rc*bel role preferences and pressures

ar e more readily perceived by the suporordinate. Three of the

correlations -wore found signifi cant and the remainder was a trend in

the right direction. The next area of greatest accuracy was the

ingratiating role. The authorit.~rlar. behavior was muon more discern-

able and hence probably much more frcqu~ntly displayed in all cases.

The relationship between self perception and the perception by the

subordinates was in the positive direction, and it was high enough

to be considered significant.

The greatest confusion in perception was that directed toward

the critic. The persons receiving the highest score on both the critic

scales were perceived as ingratiating by their superord.thates and,
1hence, the accuracy in this dimension was quite low.

Table 7 describes the accuracy of perception of crew mei~cors in

describing their crew commanders. The results related the super-

ordinate’s role rating with the suporordinate’s role preference as

measured on the RPM and his role pressure measured on the SAS. In this

a e a  of upward perception, it is even lower. Nono of the relatior.ships

~~re found to be significant and from those that ~.ere , they ~~re even
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in the opposite direction from the relationship which would be antici-

pated. From the data it becomes highly apparent that the upward

ratings are largely a function of the other dynamics rather than th e dssess-

ment of the behavior direc~.ly eminating from the superordinate ’ s

attitude and valt~ systems. It is reassuring, however, to note the

equalitariani~~ as measured on the instrwient s is viewed by the

subordinate as being the most related to the superordinate ’ s own self

rating. The configuration of the positive significance represents a

form of significance in its own right . The difficulty in separating

the authoritarian from the permissive supports the relatedness of

these two constructs within the RPM model. Although the distinctly

different- behavior is manifested in these two roles, the assunptions

and motives underlying them have many areas of cc~tununality.

Table 7

Perceptual Accuracy of Crew Members in Attributing
Superordinate Roles to Their Crew Commanders

Crew Coemander’ s Roles Attributed to
Superordinate Roles Them by Crew Members Correlations

Authoritarian - SAS Authoritarian - SRR + • 11
Authoritarian - RPM Authoritarian - SRR +.08
Equalitarian - SAS Equalitarian - SRR +.27
Equalitarian - RPM Equalitarian - SRR +. 07

Permissive - S.AS Permissive — SRR +•Ol
Perrnissiv, - hP~i Permissive — SRR -.06
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From these results, the need for further study concerning

systematic bias in role perception is obvious. It becomes apparent

that some nucleus of agreement does oxist in the superordinate’ s self

perception and those perceptions provided by his subordinates, but it

can be assuned that the majority of the variance is related to other

dynamics.

Upward Perception as a Function
of Subordinate holos

Inherent in the conceptualization and execution of sub-

ordinate ’s roles certain basic assunptions concerning a suporordinate ’ s

attitude and behavior. Loyalty to a supervisor as implied in the

ingratiation role requires that a positive perception of him be held

by the subordinate. By the same token , the discrediting and

obstrusive behavior provided by the rebel subordinate implies that

this attitude concerning his suporordinate must be largely negative.

It, therefore, is highly suspected that much of the variance associated

with upward perception can be identified with the subordinate’s role

needs of the perceiver.

Table 8 presents the perception of the crew commander with

their site commanders which correlates with his own subordinate role

pressures sieasured on the RI. A very clear pattern emerges at this

point in the investigation. The rebel subordinate largely perceives

their superordinate to be authoritarian and not equalitarian or

permissive. Critics perceive their superordinate to be not

authoritari an but oqualitarian with some tendencies toward permissive-

ness. The ingratiators show a similar pattern to that found on t~e

~
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Table 8

Perceptions by Crew Commanders of Their Site
Cc~iunanders as a Function of Their Own

Subordinate hole Pressure

Crew Commander’ s Role Attributed to
Subordinate Role the Site Cosmi~nder

RI SAS Correlations

Rebel A uthoritarian
r(obol Equalitarian _ .L~l
Rebel Permissive -.02

Critic Authoritarian —.39
Critic Equalitarian +.~id
Critic ?ermj ssive -r ,07

Ingratiator Authoritarian -.28
Ingratiator Equalitarlan +~3O
Ingratiator Permissive +.08

critic with some differences foun d on the attitudes toward permissive-

ness.

A further study of the site commander ’s perception was made

using the RPM which is a role preference instrunent , The results frcz~

this study are reported in Table 9 and indicate less relationship

between other perceptions and se)! report attitudes, These are tn e same

patterns as those found with the Responsibility Index measure of role

pressure. The store minimal correlations suggest that role preference

has less to do with perceptual processes of the subordinate than do

the role prossure measures. It should be remembered again , that the

site c~ntnanders being rated wore few and , therefore, may provide a

biased base upon which the perceptions were founded.

- 

-
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Pablo 9

Perceptions by Crew Corunanders cf Tr 6 ir  Site
Commanders as a Function of Their Own

Subordinate r olo Preference

Crew Commander ’ s Role Attributed to
Subordinate stole the Site C ommander

RPM SRR Correlaticns

Authoritarian +.12
Rebel Equalitarian -.07
Rebe l Permissive — .09

Critic Authoritarian —.05
Critic Equalitariari +.13
Critic Permissive +.27

Ingratiator Authoritarian —.50
Tngratjator Equalitarian ÷.55
Ingratiator Permissive -.03

In order to get a large sample to study the upward process,

the crew members and deputy cmmnandors of the operations crew were

asked to rate the ir crew commanders. Table 10 indicates those

perceptions of the crew mG~ber~~ subordinate role pressures as measured

on the RI. The same pattern for upward perceptual distortion was

found. Tee highly significant correlations wore found in this table

indicating the rebels uniformly perceive their superordinates as

authoritarian and not eq ualitarian , while the critic and ingratiator

uniformly perceive the reverse to be true. Correcting those sten

results as calculated on the ~ystenati~al unreliable inutrt~nonts, it

can be asstxnod that tno var: ance accounted for epprox aat.ely fifty

percent if the correlations were corrected for atterjiation due to

- 
-
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Table 10

Perceptions by Crew Members of Their Crew
Commanders as a Function of Their Own

Subordinate Role Pressure

Crew Member Role Attributed to
Subordinato Role Crew Commander

hi SAS Correlations

Rebel Authoritarian +.46
Rebel Equalitarian
Rebel Permissive +,00

Critic Authoritarian — .39
Critic Equafltarian
Critic Permissive

Ingratiator Authoritarian — .28
Ingratiator Equalitarian +.30
Ingratiator PermissF~Ze

unreliability. The subordinate pressure role, largely defined in torms

of perceptions of role expectations, seems to be an important factor in

determining the perceptual field in which behavior is ultimately

e,thibited.

Table 11 shows the pattern of perceptual bias related to the

subordinate role preference as measured on the RPM. This table

illustrates the same pattern of subordinate role influences found on

upward perception as the other three tables and indicates that, in a

larger sample,role preference has a significant effect on upward

perception.

I~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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Table 3.3.

Perceptions of Crew Commanders by Crew Members
as a Function of Their Own Subordinate

Role Preference

Crew Member Role Attributed to
Subordinate Role Crew Commander

RPM SRR Correlations

Rebel Authoritarian
Rebel Equalitarian -.35
Rebel Permissive +.13

Critic Authoritarian -.29
Critic Equalitarian +.35
Critic Permissive -.07

Ingratiator Authoritarian
In~;r~tiator Eq ualitari an +.
Ingratlator Permissive -.C1

~pward Perception as a Function
of Superordinato hcles

In spite of the high proportion of perceptual variance related

to the subordinate roles, it is hypothesizød that the superordinato

roles also affect the upward perception process by establishing the

frame of reference for appropriateness of behavior in these roles.

The subordinate’ s own superordinate role preference and pressure

establishes the context within which he judges the superordinate role

behavior of another person.

Table 12 shows the relationship between the perception of the

site commander by crew commanders and the crew cxenander’ s own super-

ordinate role. The most dominant set of relationships is found between 

~~~- 
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Table 12

Perceptions by Crew Cozmnandors of Tho~r Site
Co~r~iianders as a 1’unctIoi~ of Their Own

5u~orordinath ~ ole Pressures (SAS)

Crew Commanders Role Attributed to
Superordinate Roles Site Commanders Correlations

Authoritarian Authoritarian
Authoritarian Equalitarian
Authoritarian Permissive -.11

Equalitarian Authoritarian -.42
Equalitarian Equalitarian -.02
Equalitarian Permissive

Permissive Authoritarian +. hO
Permissive Equalit~arian
Permissive Permissive — .48

the permissive role in the crew commanders and their perceptions of

their superordinate to be critic and not oqualitarian or permissive.

Other significant relationships are found between the equalitarian

rater and his parcoption of equalitarian in his site commander. This

study showed tha c the authoritarian perceived his suporordinate not

to be authoritarian but equalitarian. Tho frame of reference theory

would support these findings. It is quite clear that su erordinato

role pressure does play a significant part in the upward percept ual

process.

Table 13 shows that less distinct relationships ozist between

superordinate role pressure measured on the RPM and upward perception

of the site cceixnander by crew commanders. The perirkissive c~ m~and~r

~~~~~ ~~
-
~
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purceivea his site commanuer to bo authoritarian ar~c not pern.Lssive .

The a uthoritarian role preference is r4egat ively uor~ olated with

perceptions of  equalitarian and positivel y correlated with percept ioxis

of authoritarianism . TheSe trends would be s~gni~’icaixt in lar~or

saripies.

Table 13

Perceptions by Crew Commanders of Their Site
Coimriand~rs as a i’u-~ t~.on of Tnalr Own
Superordinato Role Preferences ( RPM )

Crew Co~iuaanders Role Attributed to
Superordinate Role Site C ommander Correlations

Authoritarian Authoritarian —.28
Authoritarian Equalitarian +.19
Authoritarian Permissive +.18

Equalitarian Authoritarian -.03
Equa litarian Equalitarian +.28
Equalitarian Permissive — .35

Permissive Authoritarian +.20
Permissive Equa litarian +. 06
Permissive Permissive — .26

Since the Supervise Ability Scale (SA5~ was not given to crew

members , moasures of the superordinate role pressures are not avail—

able on the crew member level. Table 14 , however , indicates the

relationships between suporordinate role preferences measured on the

RPM and tho upward percept~ ori by crew members of their crew commanders.

Thu low correlations found on this suggest that there is only a small

amount of va~ianco in the perceptual process relating tothis area.

. •__ ___i___ _ , _
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Table 14

Percept ions oL~ Crew ~. - .:~~r .ders by Crew Members
as a Function of 2:~ojr Own Suporordinate

Role Preforer.ce ~i~F~- )

Crew Members Role Attributed to
Superordinate Role Crow C ommander Correlations

A uth oritarian Authoritarian -.07
Authoritarian Ec ualj tarian +.12
Authoritarian Fermi ssive ÷.0O

Equali tar ian Authoritarian — .07
Equalitarian i~qual1tarian +.05
&~ua1itarian Permissive — .03

Permissive Authoritarian +.20
Permissive Equalitarian — .09
Permissive Permissive —.1.5

The consistencies of the patterns of sigii.if.icanco, however, suggest~

that soiae general pattern persists. The equalitarian role preference

is positively correlated with upward perceptions of equalitarian and

authoritariar1ism. The permissive role trefurence is pos .itivej y

correlated with perceived author~tarlanism in the superordinate .

Genei~ally , the correlations f0u40 are si~nil~~- , ar.d , therefore~~ar ~~

disregarded as a maj or source of variance in u~~::~rd perception.

Downward Per~er~tj or~ ~~ a Function
of S~porordinate Koles

Although Table 7 indicatos that the downward percettual

proaess is muc h more accurate than the upward one , nevertheless , it

can be assumed that systcm~ticai bias can be found within the

p
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superordinate role which the commander exhibits.

Table 15 iulustiates some systematical role perception biases

on the part of the suporordinate as a function of his ow-n super-

ordinate role. Authoritari.ans seem to perceive their subordinates as

ingratiators, not critic or rebel. The crew commanders with high

equalitarian role pressures tend to perceive the subordinat~s as

rebels. These findings describe perceptual bias based upon needs for

supplementation and may actually describe behavior which has been

reinforced in the sucordinate.

Table 15 -

Perceptions of Subordinates by Crew Commanders
as a Function of Their Own Superordinate

Role Pressure (SAS)

Superordinate Roles Role Attributed
of Crew Commander to Subordinates Correlati ons

Authoritarian Critic -.21
A~thoritarian Rebel -.14
Authoritarian Ingratiator + .32

Equalitarian Critic +.30
Equalitarian Rebel -.09
Equalitarian Ingratiator — .17

Permissive Critic — .06
Permissive Rebel +.28
Permissive Ingratiator -.22

The supplementation of roles by these findings are not

sufficiently confirmed in self reports to substantially support the

model, There is no doubt that these role perceptions are dependent

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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upon tno question of ba sic satisfaction with subordinates. Assuming

tho~o perceptiors do reflect satisfaction, thus it is possible to

speculate that each superordinate role defines the satisfactory

subordi nate in a sli~ nt1y different  way. This seem s to be most lizceiy

irm~rpretation of the difficulties found in relationships in this

study . ir~us, when the authoritarian describes a satisfactory

enp lo~roe , he descri~es an in~-ratiator. When the oqualitarian

de~c:ibes a satisfactory employee , he describes a critic, and the

peL~ 1s5ive describes a reed . These speculations should be tested

under explicit set of conditions to estaClish wnether these are

dynamics operating to explain thi s form of downward perception .

Table 16 indicates the effect of the suporordinate role

preference upon downward perception ana a different pattern emerges.

In these cases the subordinates fit the non—funct ior~a1 relationsra~~.

Thus , the authoritarian perceives his employees as rebels ; the

equalitarian perceives them as ingratiators; arid the permissive ~a~ os

no si~ üf icant pattern in tei~ s of his perceptions. Why role

preference and role pressure should have diff€rent relationships is

not clearly understood. The uniformity of the pattern , however ,

suggests that meaningful differences are involved. It is conceiva ble

that the natural oa ualitarian would perceive 1ngratlat ~ on in a

sub~:cLinate and that. the authoritarian would perceive rebellion; but

thoso perceptions a~ould be associated with dissatisfactl~..n wit~-i

~uborcjjnates and no reasonable rationale on how a single set of

responses could at one time reflect a favorable set of ratings where

on another occasion they would reflect disfavorablo revaluations .
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Table l~

Perceptions of Subordinate s by Crew Cc~ nanders
as a Function of Their Own Superorcir ~ato

Roles (hFi~~)

Suporordinate ~tole Role Attributed
of erew Comma nders to Subordinates Correlations

Authoritarian Critic - .15
Authoritarian Rebel
Authoritarian Ingratiator — .31

Equalitariar~ Critic -.06
Equalitarian Rebel — .25
Equalitarian Ingratiator +30

Permissive Critic —.13
Permissive Rebel ÷.02
Permissive Ingratiator +.09

Part oI’ the dif ference lies in the lack of agreement in the role

preference and role pressure measures , but the search for the systom-

atic difference is only further confounded by those findings.

PerceptIons by Crew Commanders as a
Functlor. of Their 0-un Subsrciinato Role

The RPM model hypothesizes that a superordinate responds to

his subordinate prImarily through his own superordinate role . However ,

the proc3ss of perception related to the frame of reference would link

the subordinate roles to perceptual process. Table 17 shows the

relationships between the crew cctimander’ s own role pressure as

measured on the Responsibility Index to his perceptions of his

subordinates on the Subordinate Behavior Rating. The superordinata -~

~ 
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who place a nigh social desirability on ingratiating roles perceive

their crews to be ingratiating. Other canrsanders wt~o place a higher

preference on the rebel role aj measured on the Responsibility Index

perceivo their subordinates to bo critics.

Table 17

Porcoptions of Subordinates by Crew Commanders
as a Function of Their Subordinate Role

Pressure (RI vs SE~t)

Subordinate Role Role Attributed
of Crew Commander to Subordinates Corre].atiens

Rebel Rebel — . 01
Rebel Critic
Rebel Irigratiator —.11

Critic Rebel -.09
Critic Critic
Critic Ingratiator — .04

Ingratiator Rebel +.08
Ingratiator Critic -.06
Ingratiator Ingratiator
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Chapter 4

DISCUSSION

Speculation

ifltj quaiit~ea of a relation.~iu~p may c~ul~ partially it~f1ect

actual behavior and objective dynamics. In many cases the infersectior.

is charactorlr,ed by each party’s perceptions of what is transpiring.

Role inter sections seem to be particularly rich in perceptual

distortions which stem from the needs and asstmiptions which each role

implies.

This study indicates that tlie perception of subordinates or

superordinates is more related to perceiver variables than to target

variables. The roles measured by the self-rating instrunents

predicted very highly the role which would be ascribed to the

alternate in the interaction. Rebels tended to see their subordinates

as rebels. Ingratiators saw their superordinate~ as equalitarians,

and equalitarians perceived their subordinates to be both ingratiators

and critics. Permissives perceived their subordinates to be rebels.

There seea to be consistent differences in the interaction of

role preference and role pressure with perception. As thi s differen-

tiation becomes clearer it is highly likely that the naturo of inter-

personal perception at each role intersection will become more

dynamically rt~corn izable. An example of this was that the

authoritarian role pressure was contaminated by socially desirable

50
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ans~ier s arid foun d positively correlated with perceptions of sub—

ordinates as rebels, and that authoritarian rob pref-~rence was

positively correlated with oerceivi.ng them as ingratiators. The nature

of these kinds ef reversals will have to be more completely understood,

if the full ric~mess of the role intersection is to be realized.

Anothor considdration helpful for understanding the inter-

sections between the role configuration of the superordinate and the

subordinate is how they effect each other as change agents. Because

of the various value systems and the injunctions placed on their

behavior by thulr assuiiptions , they will be pressuring each other to

chari1~e or in some cases not to change. Those pressures will manifest

themselves in terms of manipulative bohz.viors which constitute

schedules of positIve and negative reeriforcement .

The amount of behavior modification inherent in a particular

role intersection may not depend directly upon the pressure developed

by the disparity between roles. There are some indicationM that

equalitariaris and critics are the most effective in induc ing change

because their position on qt~ stions is most froq t~ntly perceived to

be reasonaolo by any of the other roles.

Thu intcrsectiori between individuals having similar personal

value systems but contrary or ganizational systems lead to pressures

of behavioral modification which may be misdirected , misperceived, and

may prove to be largely dysfunctional either in inducing change in the

altornate or in the pursuance of organizational goals. By illustration

it has been foun d that power conflict arising out of the intersections

betweer. an authoritarian superorciinate and a rebel subordinate prcvides

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -~~~~~i-~~L ~- ~~~~~~~~~~ :~~~~ 
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the pressures for behavioral modification but most froq~~ntly In duces

short. term ret-ronchmont to counteract each other. Over the long term ,

howovor , there are low correlations which indicate that an actual

changc of roles does oc.ur in the direction of tr~c~ three organi zational

patterns. In this way eit her the authoritarian induces the rebel to

ass wie ingratiating behavior or the rebel induces the authoritarian

to be more permissive. In same cases both change toward the objective

roles as the only neutral ground on which they can successfully meet .

The needs for the kinds of re-enforcement that come from the

symbiotic roles lead the individuals to fall into these orgar~ rational

patterns through role change, in most cases the individual does not

change his role preference very rapidly , but his concept of role

pressure may differ from one oerson to ~r~othor and he may dovclop a

very flexible program of contingent role behavior. His role preference

may ultimately coincide with his acknowledgment s of pressure depending

upo. the relative strength of the re-enforcement which has sustained

over the longer period.

Implications

Certain implications become readily apparent from the re search

include d in this study . Three areas deserve mention here : (a) role

definition/perception, (b) interpersonal relationships, and Cc) job

satisfaction.

In reference to role definItion this study has alluded to the

contrast which e~~.sts betweori the “real” and the perceived. The actual

role definition is seen as described by Air Force manuals as one of 

1~~~~~~~~~ -—-- - -
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authority. In contrast to the actual definitIon,porcept ions of the

role exIst. It is from the framework of these perceptions that “real”

day—to—day interact~.ons between the superorthnate-subordinate operate.

The key to a more thoroug h understanding of the role is not the actua l

Air Force description , but the perceived role description. It is In

thi s area that this paper becomes significant. A working knowledge

of the RPM nodol wo uld provide a frame of reference f r .. . ~‘iich one

could improve interpersonal relationships through a better under-

standing of perceived role defInitIons.

Interpersonal relationships are based upon communications bot;~

verbal and non-verbal between superordi nates-subordinates. 3oth the

day—to—day relationships and the total job perception are effected by

communication. An ur~d~~sta nding of the 1tPM model permits one to place

himself within the model at the point reflecting his perceived role .

Once perceived role position is understood , open communicatior. is

possible between superordinate —subordinate . Open communication , in

turn, enhances job proficiency, job efficiency, and job satisfaction .

This leads to a higher level of overall mission accomplishment.

Job satisfaction is seen as a result of a combination of many

variables , among which are day-to-day Interpersonal relationships ,

working conditions, role perception • and superordinate -subordinate

evaluation of job performance. Onoe perceived roles are accepted

within the superordinate—subordinate environment, and open communica-

tion channels exist, the opportunity for better working conditions is

enhanced, Once working conditions improve, it can be asstned that

objective evaluations of subordinate work will occur. Objective

EL .‘. ~~- 
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evaluation leads to job satisfaction.

It can be seen from the implications pointed out that the

development of good suporordinate-subordinate relationships is an

on—going phenomenon. The perception of “role” is what in reality is

Important. It is from these perceptions that the superordinate—

subordinate relationship operates. The RPM model brings to focus the

varying roles and intersections which can develop . As such , the RPM

model becomes the key to the improvement of the superordinate-

subordinate function.

±“uture hesearch

This study has already been conducted throughout the entire

381 Strategic Missile Wing. The results from the other tactical

squa dron were very similar. If more testing is to be conducted , it

is recommended that a qi~ stionnaire be devised to obtain a meaningful

morale variable. The morale variable woul d be valuable when inves ti-

gating the motivational aspects of missile combat crew duty.

A great deal of interest was generated by this study in the

533 Strategic Missile Squadron. Many indiv iduals wanted to know the

results and moaning of the various tests. It was recommended that

feedback , on a confidential basis, be included in any future program .

This study centered on the Missile Combat Crew Commander.

Future studies might also examine the I~ puty Missile Combat Crew

Commander. If he is really what his title implies, then he has

managerial responsibilities, If he does in fact manage, then this

information would be relevant to the study .

More specific correlations between superord.tnata—subordinat.o
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relationship and job motivation and satisfaction should be studied.

Sweney’~ 197k Motivation Recruitment Model conceptualizes the direct

relationship between the Interpersonal Power Prof lb provided by thi s

research and “intrinsic motivation” and “the threshold for considera-

tions.” These relationships should be empirically tested in order to

validate the assumptions. The Role Reaction Mode]. (Sweney and.

Fiechtner , 1972) may provide clearer patterns f or perception, since it

differentiates different kinds of authoritarians, pormissives, rebels

and ingratiators. Research in this area is under way but not yet.

reported.

After examining the results and implications derived from this

study, it would be well worthwhile for the Air Force to conduct

similar studies in both Minuteman missile and aircraft units.

4 .%.~.
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Chapter 5

S~ -~ A~Y AND CQ,CL~5ION

The Air Force spends approximately $1kO , Oc~O training its

Citan Ii. £~iissi1e ~~~~~~~ Crew Loi~inanders (A~~~C) ~n ~.ne ~.echnica1 aspects

of the Titan II launch facilities. The Air Force automatically assume s

that its officers are sufficiently trained in personnel management to

be able to cope with the problems presented them in their special

environment. Researchers have conducted many studies over the years

in this area, Their results have shown that managoment styles differ

from one individual to another , and that subordinate ro1e~ also change

from person to person and sItuation to situation. Although manj

studies have been conducted in the superordinate-subordinate inter-

actions and styles , very little research has investigated the

perceptual aspects of superordinato-subordinate roles. The purpose ,

then , of this study was to measure response behavior of superior-

subordinate roles and role perceptions of supervisory.~.sthordinate

behavior.

This study has allowed one to gain some insight into the

operations of a particular missile combat crew organi~~ tion. ~-ii1e tne

conclusions obtained from this report reflect a certain &nount of

j udgment on the part of the author , one believes that they are well

founded in the results and the tables.

One of the most meaningful ways in which to present the

- - -- - . - - 
- . 
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conclusions of this report might be tc envision the role of the MCCC

as twofold. The first portion would deal withhow his supervisors and

insp~cting officers view his effectiveness as a manager and as a

crew ecxruuander. The second phase would be how he perceives himself

as a manager and a subordinate.

When dealing with the evaluation of the MCCC there are several

topics that seem to be applicable . The commander Seems to obtain the

best results when he is not an Ingratiating subordinate . This is

especially true of his own subordinate role pressures measured on

the Responsibility Index (RI) .  There seems to be a tendency for

greater j ob proficiency demonstrated by those crew commanders that are

perceived to be either rebels or critics. Another factor to be

considered is that the correlations indIcate there is very 1itti ~

correlatIon between the rebel and the permissive £ntersecti~~.s. The

correlations also indicate that there is a high correlatior between

rebel and authoritarian intersections.

The actions that the MCCCs display tend to indicate that the

commander perceives that he must act as a sycophant to his site

commander. This action seems to bother him to the point that he often

rebels agaInst actions initiated by people other than the site

comma nders. The average MCCC sees himself as possessing the traits

of an equalitarian manager , but says that when in a subordinate

position he feels a strong tendency to act as a rebel.

While t F o  conclusions drawn from this study are not iron clad,

one belioves that the data derived from this invc~tigation will be

of real 4nd t a n . ~.ble benefit to other studies of t;:L nature. is t~.osc.

- -
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days of austerity , the Air Force can no longer afford to neglect t~ o

effects t ~~ perceived suporordi nate—subordinate roles have on mis3ion

acco~pUshrnent .

~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -. 
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Simil ar p i t  terns t o  a lesser degree w e r e  found  in t h e  c rew conun anders ’ per-
ceptions of site commanders . These r e l a t i o n s h i ps were true for role preference
and role pressures .

Superordinat es a l so  effected the upper perceptions. Authoritarians don ’ t
see their bosses as a u t h o r i t a r i a n  but  e i t h e r  as equalitaria n or permissive .
Equalitarians perceived equalitari anism while permissives perceived equa litari—
anism in their bosses . These results parallel very closely t h e results found
in o t h e r  s t u d i e s .
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