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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 instruments to test their role preferences, pressures,
and perceptions of their subordinates. Inter-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.
Equalitarians perceived equalitarianism while permissives perceived
equalitarianism in their bosses. These results parallel very closely the

results found in other studies.
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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION

The Alr Force spends approximately $140,000 training its
Titen IT missilse crew commanders in the technical aspects of the
Titan II lawch facilities. That is to say, it is well understood
that these officers do not initially have the technical ability to
assume the responsibilities for this fifteen million dollar piece of
hardware., Just as important in the supervision of this particular
system is an abllity on the part of the missile combat crew commander
(MCCC) to effectively manage the personnel and equipment on his
cauplex, The Air Force has taken for granted that its officers are
sufficiently trained in perscnnel management to be able to cope with
the problems presented them in their spscilal enviromment.

For years we have known that management styles differ from
one individual to another; oqually truve, 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
euthor's belief that the management techniquss of any given crew
commander elicit varied results when combined with the avalilable
subordinate styles. This idea was supported through observaticn of
several crews while they performed in a simulated launch complex.

While the Air Force personnel assignment policy does not account for

1l
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these management/subordinate differences, this military organization
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 combin-
ation of superior/subordinate styles will make the launch crew mcst
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 LITERATUKE

To the author's knowledge there have been no previous
comprehensive studies involving the social perception within the
supercordinate-suberdinate 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 ressarch
background, however, is necessary to explain some of the findings of
the results chapter, The citations can be classified according tc¢ a
number of general titles: Soclal climate and leadership styles,
subcrdinate behaviors, superordinate-subordinate interactions, inter-
personal perceptions, subordinate's perceptions of superordinates,

and superordinate's perceptions of subordinates.,

Social Climate and Leadership Styles

In the late thirties during the period of time whan the werld
was concerned about the possibilities of efficlent dictatorship, a

nunber 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 kesearch Center for Group Dynamics at MIT., !Many
studiss were conducted but the most comprehensive were reported in
the jowrnal articles of Lewin, Lippit, and White (1939). These
particular studies involved the naturalistic observations of

subordinate behavior where supervisors were simulating three basic

manazement styles: authoritarian, democratic, and laissez-faire., The
term social climate was developed to imply the interpersonal context
of tha leadership process. The initial focus was directed towsrd
questions of aggression as an outgrowth of the leadership style but
the research ultimately established a context of studying wider
manifeststions of the reactions to leadership styles.

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

French (19%48) and Katz (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, Levinson, and
Sanford (1950) developed a through treatse on the "authoritarian
personality." 1In this work they succeeded in integrating a wide
variety of divergent concepts and dynamics into a central syndrome or
type. These findings were that fascism ethnic racism, dogmatism,
countordependency and some speclalized forms of rigidity were highly

interrelated and functionally determined from early childhood training
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and via exposurs to prevailing cultural value system.
Under the concepts of authoritarianism it became apparent that

hostility and simple paranoid behavior were assoclated with high needs

for structure and intolerance for ambiguity. A thorough follow up of
the research in this area since that time iz in a revisw reported by
Kirsch and Dillehay which reports over 200 studiocs in authoritarian
personality. There .are probably another 1000 sludies utilizing the "LV
and "F-S" scales which were nol reported there.

5 A return to the envirommental as well as personality interpre-
tation of other leadership behaviors can be seen in later works of
Lavena (1949), Stodgill (1948), and Berkowitz (1956). These studies
emphasized the role aspects of leadership styles indicating the
situational factors entering into most management style decisions,

In the last two dscades leadsorshlp styles have become a ceniral
issus in areas of organizational behavior and social psychology as
applied to industry. McGregor (1960) suggested that the differences
in leadership styles could be assoclated with basic differences in
assumptions held by the superordinate concerning the work process.

The "Theory X' assumptlions are that: workers disllke their occcupa-

tions, motivations are primarily induced from without, and continual
vigilance is necessary if any project is to be accomplished. These
assumptions lead to supervisory behavior which is autocratic,
directive and coercive, The "Thesory Y'" assumptlons are at the

f opposite end of the pole and suggest that man is internally motivated

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

pay-off system,
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Another model for understanding leadership behavior within the
woerk setting was presented by Blake and Mouton (1964) in their
managerial grid. The typology employs the interaction of two basic
dimensions, concerns for people and orientation toward the task, All
positions within the Cartesian Grid formed can be described but the
usual typology involves the four corners and the center as discreotly
different management styles. The 1,1 position implies no management;
9,1 1s task-oriented, and associated with authoritarianism; 1,9 is the
benevolent-missionary type manager; the middle or 5,5 position is
sametimes called the compromiser; and 9,9 represents a fusion of the
two characteristics considered the most favorable position. This
model has high communication valus but has not been particularly
successful in generating research.

The model having the greatest methological sophistication snd
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
relationships suggest why only low relationships have bsen found in
the past betwsen management styles and measures of performance.

Other meaningful but related models and typologies can be
found in the work of other research writers. M. Weber (1947)
established the typology of organizational situations and Jeadees'

behaviors, He outlined them to be traditional, bureaucratic, and

Ll
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entrepreneurial. Likert (1961) presents four systems of management to
replace the three originally presented by Lewin, Lippit, and White,
Tannenbaun and Schmidt (1958) establishod a typology of superordinate
styles based upon dominant bohavior:: tells, sells, consults, and
joins; ‘Tuckman (1965) another Zfunctlional taxonomy with his forming,
storming, norming, and performing. Misuul and Tasaki (1965)
establishsd a taxonomy similar to that used in the Blake and Mouton
Grid, yet couched in slightly different terminology. They emphasized
performance maintenance, both performance and maintsnance, and neither
performance or maintenance., Because of the similarity of the grid
many of the results can be directly translated in those terms, even
though they probably owe theilr terminology to the work of Cattell
(1950) and his work with small groups where he discriminated group
energies into effective synergy for the performance area and into
maintenance synergy directed .at sustaining 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 Hemphill (1949) and 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 achievoment and order, personal enhancement, personal inter-
action, dynamic achievement and security maintenance., His studles
indicate that these five management styles engender very little
difference in behaviors in subordinate but lead to vastly different
outcames,

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
Rosenzwelig's frustration reactions, upon the Lewirian social climates,
Thls resulted in three basic leadership roles: The autccratic-
extrapunitive roler is associated with confrontive-rejection behavior
employed as an ego-defense against frustratior ; theé permissive-
intrapunitive role employs lalssez-faire management tactics as a
defensive measure to appease subordinates to avoid mistakes and
crlticism, the equalitarian-impunitive roles are perceived as a
retional solution orientation which is free from ego defensive
contaminants, These bshaviors are perceived to be the result of long
term soclal role learning. The theory postulates that the role
confusion which is inherent in any person's behavior results from the
cultural conflict swrounding two basic survival needs, confrontive-
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 contingent
upon the situation wnich of these two management styles is more
appropriate, Out of this conflict and as a response tuv objective
problem solutions and proactive rather than reactive behavior another
superordinate role is forged. This rational, objective role has been
identified as equalitarian vecause it derives its impetus from neither

coerclon or seduction but from mutual self interest.

Subordinate Behavior and Styles

The emphasis upon leadsrship characteristics and styles has

all but obliterated studies ir. the subordinate areas. It could be
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8
interpreted that the original Lewin, Lippet, and White (1939) study
was directed towards the subordinate's behavior continrgent upon
experimentally manipulated leadership styles, In this study as well
as more of these that followed, subordinate behavior was percelved to
be a dependent variabls rather than an independent one., As such it
was not properly appreciated as an essential element in the total
management system,

Machanic (1964) and Zaleznik (1965) fielded independent
researchs which established the subordinate as a theoretically
respectable part of management systems research. They each discusced
functional behavier but neither developed a taxonomy four suvbordinacy
nor established any ruwles for superordinste-subordinate intsracticn.

Peripheral Tresearch on suocrdinacy reosulted from some of
the socioretric studies of leadsrs 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 process. Gibb (1964) would explain
this corrslation by his research which indicates that followers
subordinate themselves selectively to membsrs who are perceived to be
most like them but having a superordinate position at that time.
leadership and rollowership would thus seem to follow many of the same
dynamics. Nelson (1964) compared liked and disliked followsrs to
discover which system of dichotomization discriminatsd best. He feund
that 1liked loaders were similar to liked followers in being more
satisfied, emotion2ily controlled, and acceptant of authority.,

Loaders in both categories were more alert, job motivated, and aggressive
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9
than were tho followers in both catogories. This emphasizes the fact
that leadsrs do vary significantly from followers but along charac-
teristics not studied by Hollander, Webb and Gibb.

By aprlying Rosenzwelg's modsl for the reaction to frustration
to the subordinate areas, Swensy (1970) completed his two-levael
Response to Power Model (k). Although coordinated in speclal ways,
the subordinateo roles are unique and differ from the supercrdinate
roles. The confrontive subcrdinate is extrapunitive and identified as
the rebel. The supporiive :cdJdbordinate is intropunitive and fits the
behavior descrited by Jones (1964) as ingratiation, The objective,
nonpunitive subordinate has beon identified as tne critic oopeorator,
but has no ressarch counterpart and was difficuit to name since all
terms in this area seem to Lo connotively biazsed toward supportiveness
or confrontiveress.

Jones reported a program of research invelving the needs for
projecting a favoratle self image. He and his assoclates found that
this was done primarily by the subordirate and by using the two basic
behaviors. Taguiri (1958) showed flattery or other enhancement

and conformity in opinion, judgment and behavior, Taguiri found a

strong relation hetween liking someona and perceiving the

attraction to be reciprocated. Thus the ingratiator incorporates the
procedure of liking and other enhancement to generate positive feeling=
in the other towsrd himself. The ingratliator is also conforming in
opinion and independent, and his behavior has veen identified as a
"yos-ran" by whyte or an organizational man. Tossl (1971) described

the ingratiator when he discusses subordinate authoritarianisms




10
although ha doesn't use the jdentification. His total tolerance for
freedom fits the ingratiator role and seems to opsrale best in the
context of authoritarian superordinate. Jones found empirical support
for the relationship between conformative and ingratiating behavior.
Christie and Morton (1958) and Kosenbaun (1360) 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-dirsctedness pattern described by Reisman (1958).

The rebel subordinate rcle has been identified by sociologists
as being directed toward power equalization and hence as pro-active
manipulative tactic. The psychologists have largely studied
rebelliousnessas a specialized form of hostility and hence a re-activa
state, The rebel is counter dependent in terminology by Adorno (1950)

and 1s a negative attitude changer per McGuire (1964).

Superordinate-subordinate Interaction

Hierarchial interaction has always been implicit in the
research for the areas of social climate, This interaction however
usually has been considered one-zlded with the superordinate providing
the major inputs and the subordinate!s reactions serving as dependent
variables. The full impact of the nature of the "superordinate-
subordinate" system nas still not been fully realized. Blau
and Scott (1952) emphasize leadership styles as being depencdent upon
the social environment factors which were operating upon them.

Fledler (1967) indicates that his contingency model is related to
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environmental factors., Scrutiny of his examples suggests howsver that
his contingency variables are primarily structwral rather than social
aspects of the enviromment., Little or no attention is given to
subordinates. llollander and Julian (1969) emphasize the melding of
leadership behavior with situational characteristics and follower's
percoptions in the development of a unified system,

Kipnis and Lane (1962) systematically studied subordinate's
effects upon superordinate behavior. In their simulatad management
exercisc thsre were established significant patterns of superordinate
bebavior based upon subordinate's variables. The subordinate who lacks

understanding illicits expert power on the part of the superordinate,

The discipline problem however 1llicits 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 Gujarati (1971) found that the subordinate's
satisfaction primarily depends wpon the degree to which a super-
ordinate fulfilled role expsctations.

Goodstadt and Kipnis (1¢70) found that the reluctance to use ’
povor on the part of the low self confidence manager was limited to
personal power., It was discovered that they did apply formal power
as related to ths rules and regulations to substitute for their
reluctance to use more subjective kinds. In their study they found T
the personality of a single hostile subordinate increased the likeli-

hood that positive rewards were given to the other individuals., Thelr
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interpretations foir these findings included unconsclous bribery or
the applicatlon of some distributive justice concept. They did not
consider the possibility of perceptual blas and anchoring effect which
the negative subordiniis was heving upon his superordinate's
perceptions of “he other subordinates. In their study they also found
that ,as the number of subordinatcs increased, “ne coercive and formal
pover was increased among them, Their resulits involved lack of
confidence and feeling of inexperience supported by earlier findings
by French and Synder (1959). The studies of others suggest that the
supsrordinate can not ve discussod meaningfully without introducing
varlables relating to the behavior cf the sutordinates who make up ths
remainder of the people system. <The Response to Power Model (Figure 1)
by Sweney emphasizes the symbictic relationships between certain roles
played by superordinates and sutordinates., In the authoritarian
personality, Adorno emphasized the ingratiating behavior that an
authoritarian personality exhibitc in dealing with authoritarian
superordinates. The KPM model emphasizes this symbiotic relationship
between the authoritarian and ingratiator In addition the model
indicates permissives and rebels also are playing complimentary roles
and would operate symbliotically in superordinate-subordinate relation-
ships, The equalitarian-critic combination is also perceived to be
interrolated since objectivity demands objectivity., This matter of
fact climate maximizes effective synergy and minimizes the manipu-
latlve maintenance symergy associated with the other roles.

With the RPf modcl satisfaction is psrceived to be related to

the matching of superordinate and subordinate roles in some complex
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SUPERICK ROLES

EQUALITARIAN

impunitive
“g{ruth-sayert
objective
shares power
respects
subordinate

AUTHORITARIAN PEIMISSIVE

extrapunitive intropunitive
"no-sayer'" "yes~sayer"
subjective subjective

retains power

gives power
diminishes subordinate

exalts suboerdinate

REBEL INGRATIATOR

intropunitive

extropunitive

"no-sayer" "yes-sayer"

subjective CRITIC subjective

seeks powar respects power

diminishes impunitive exalts supsrior,
superj_or "truth-sayer"

objective
shares in power
respects superior

SUBOGRDINATE ROLES

Figure 1. A Heuristic Model for Predicting Superior and
Subordinate Kole Behaviors (Sweney, 1970)
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forms. The Harmony Index itI (Sweney, wcber, and Fiechtner, 1971,
1972) is the rationale for various formmulations to optimally sumarize
the merging of complimentary roles between the superior and
subordinates. The Interpersonal Power Profile (Sweney, 1972) is the |
basis for descriptively plotting the outcames of role interactions
between them.

The total impact of subordinate-superordinate interactions has
recently been studied by Sweney and Fieohtnor (1972). Questions waich
must bo answered include the direction of influsnce and the nature of
influence wiicih 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 Perceptions of
Superordinates

The process of perceiving a superordinate's behavior to be ]
non-functional or inappropriate is a cormon phenamsron in organizatiicnal

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
subordinatet!s perception of superordinates,

Bales (1950) presented a rating system for viewing behavior
in group settings. The observer system has been applied by scme
researchors as a system for‘rating superordinate's beshavior., Being
slmple in conceptualizaticn, it required a greater amount of inference
and translation for its implementation. By and large it has not been

too succossful in its application to this particular area., Carter's
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system is much more highly articulated and employs more directly
observable variables but has so many categories that Xt is extremely
cumbersame 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
perc?ption among the subordinate's perceptions of the superordinate
on all five areas becing measured: consideration, structure,
decisiveness, hierarchical influence =nd campetence, The lack of
specificity in upward ratings suggest a positive halo effect tc be
operating. Farlier studies by Likert (1961), Pelz (1952) and Wagner
(1966) have all indicated that the subordinate experiences a greater
Jjob satisfaction and hence a more positive perception of the super-
ordinate if he exhibited upward hierarchical influence rather than
downward., Although tho resnlts of House, Filley and Gujarati did not
support the positiorn there is sufficlient evidence to suggest that the
interaction of the suvordinate’s style may be an essential connecting
link, Likert's linking pin theory points to tinls basic interaction.
Swsney (1974) postulates that the symbiotic dyadic relationships
betwsen superordinate and subordinates prescribe. certain kinds of
perception for their maintenance. After conducting several attituds
surveys on job satisfaction, Wernimont, Toren, and Kapell (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 Poerceptions

Ashour and England (1972) tested the assumption made by Jagues

(1951) and Thompson (1967) that the superordinate dalegates discrc-




- S - —J------'-'-""""""""‘“""‘!'!

16
tionary task to the subordinate in accordance with his capacitles,
They hypothesized that the authoritarian leaders would be negatively
assoclated with this tendency. The capacity assumption was verified
but a slightly positive correlation was found with authoritarianism
which they had difficulty explaining. They suggest delegation of
wncertainty and retzining the more structured tasks. They suggest
sane models of the dslegating process, design of the subordinate's
frequency of checks of subordinate's behavicr, and the manipulative
of the criteria by which the subordinate is evaluated.

Kipnis and Consentino (1971) found tnat the corrective powers

utilized by superordinates in the military varied significantly from
those utilized in the industriel sample studied. Extra instruction
and reassigrments 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 work 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.

Superordinatet's Perceotions of
Subordinates

The sparsity of intsrpersonal perception studies of the
subordinates 1s a replication on the superordinate level. McGregor's
assuaptlons of "Theory X" and "Theory Y" leaders could be considered

as ong spring board, but there is little evidence that this has
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peen followed.,

Haire and Porter (1963, 1966) have shown thet considerable
variability exists among the fourteen countries studied in the super-
ordinate's perception of his subordinates, They found that all
countries were autocratic in assuming low leadership potential among
subordinates but all wore cn the domocratic side in verbalizing a
wish that their employees develop an internal locus for control in
Rotter's terminology, 1966.

Clark and McCabe (1970) found that Australians' managers
perceived their subordinates much like their counterparts in England
and the United States and that they shared in a superficlial endorse-
ment of participative management without the supporting "Theory Y"
assunptions concerning capability and initiative. They seem to
qusstion whether suﬁordinates can be trusted to act responsibly.

Kipnis and Cosentino (1971) found significant differences in
how military and industry viewsd 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 sysiem. Considerable research has been recently devoted
toward this specialized problem, The research and emphasis in this
area, however, has not been toward perfecting accuracy in the
perceptual process but its utilization or basis for promotion or
manipulating performance. Work by McGregor (1957), Meyer, Kay and

French (1963), Thompson and Dalton (1970) and Oberg (1972)




emphasized this.

Recent work by Beason (1972) in gaming performance appraisal
had led to the study of sources of bias in downward ratings dus to

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

experienced and non-experienced raters behave significantly different,




Chapter 2

METHODOLOGY

The body of this report is directed toward uncovering the
suptle interaction among roles botween superiors and subordinates.
The data was gathered from missile combat crews and involved the
desvelopment of a fairly comprehencive system for viewing the role of
porception as a reflection of the observed roles as well as the

product of successful communication,

Instruments

The instruments utlllized in this study have been developed
pricr to the onset of the research, but had been relatively untried.
They represent a comprshensive system of self-perception and other
perception instruments for viewlng superior and subordinate behavior.
This battery of five tests includcs: the Response to Power Measure
(RPM), Supervise Ability Scale (SAS), Kesponsibility Index (kI),
Supervisor Role Rating (SiR)}, and Subordinate Behavior Kating (SEk).

Tho RPM was developed as an attituds measure which would
successfully roflect preferred superordinate-subordinate role behavicr.
The model used for its development is found in Figure 1 of the
proeceoding chapter and reprssents a basis for role identification and
theorotical expectations. This instrument is highly subtle and very

difficult to fool. It reflects an individual's basic value system and
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not nocessarlly his concept of soclally desirable behavior in any
precise context. The irstrument measures six roles: authoritarian,
equalitarian, permissiveness, critic, ingratiating, and rebel; but
has seme ancillary scales measwring a tendency to zgree and a tendency
to equivocate. The latter characteristic has been identified with
indecisivensess but can also be equated with caution or lack of
rigidity.

The RPM 1s a Likert type opinionnaire instrument with ninety-
six items equally divided into six scales none of which have self
ipsatized 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
simultansously or on none and that in scme circumstances the tnree
svperordinate or the three subordinate role styles can bs all
positively ccrrelated with each other, This characteristic gives a
greater freedan 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 falrly well defined and fairly indspendent., Equalitarians and
authoritarians are usually negatively correlaled and hence have
cpposing relationships with other roles and other measured behavior.

Tho validity of the scales cn the RPM are hard to determine
since this battery of instruments is the only one directed toward
the measurement of these partic:ular characteristics as specifically
defined. The Aintercorrelations within the battery indicate validities
in the high 50's and low 60's fo} the subordinate scales and slightly

lower validity for the siperordinate scales. The reliabilities have
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been found in the high 70's and low 80's, but high contaminaticn of
acqulescence response style i1s 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 (KPii)
and Their Correlations with Appropriate Kole Scales

Item Scale Correletions

Fowsr only understanc power Authoritarian +.43
Most people are waiting to be led Authoritarian +¢53
L want more respsct Equalitarian -b6
I trust most people Equalitarian +e33
I often wonder if anyone likes me Permissive +.40
Other people's needs should come

first Permissive +.37
I enjoy my work Critic +.49
My opinions are highly respected Critic +.43
I don't respect many people Rebel +oH4
Nice guys finish last Rebel +o0
I'm loyal to those above me Ingratiator +.46
I want everyone to like ne Ingratiator +¢52

It should be noticed that one of the equalitarian items shown
1s answered in the false direction. Most of the items on this one
scale are answored false., Equalitarianism 1s thus defined more by

what a person would not do than by what he would do. This conforms to
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the concept of cool removal and restraint which the model suggests to
characterize this role,

The SAS was developed by Elsass and Sweney (1970) to measurc
the three superordinate roles, The items provide situations to which
the respondent is expected to ranx the three responses given, sach
being one of the three superordinate roles from the model, Iin 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 instrument, the authoritarian scales
are negatively correlated with the equalitarian and permissive scales.
Whereas on the RPM, the permissive ls scmewhat positively correlated
with the authoritarian as the modsl would predict.

Although the SAS has something of an attitude flavor to its
contents, the research results indicate the responses on this
instrunent are much more a function of social desirability and role
expectations, These items, being short, may take on same of the
characteristics of paired words used in the motivational measurement
by Cattell and his assoclates (1963). For this reason it seems to tap
the gamma 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 Lalance 1s useful cince the test authors do not feel that

response style should necessarily bs avolded., The measured
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contribution of these qualities are central to the construct being
measwred and hence their influence can be consldered a positive fringe
benefit in the measurement process. It is highly important, however,
that ths nature of the construct be identified with this particular
measwrement method since it is theoretically expected that
authoritarians measured by KPM will vary from these as measured by
the SAS. The validity measwred by comparing these two instruments
indicates that the two instruments do measure highly different
constructs., In most populations, howsver, these constructs are more
positively correlated with each other across instruments than thay are
to other roles either within the same instrument or across instruments.

The item validities for the SAS are somewhat higher than those
found on the RPM, and hence it can bo assumed that the relliatility for
these scales is also somewhat nigher. Since the camparison of these
two insiruments has been used for comparison validities, it is scme-
what difficult to dstermine actually which validities are higher since
the scales are intenced to measure somewhat different constructs. Ths
predictive validities obtained from comparing test 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 mary
instances, however, when the RPM was found to have a higher validity
for predicting non-test behavior,

The RI was also developed by £lsass and Sweney (1970) to
measure subordinate role preferences. The social desirability set is
given both by the title and the instructions and, thus, utilizes a

soclal cdesirability orientation as an inherent component of the test
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Table 2 B

The Correlations of Items on Supervise Ablility
Scale (SAS) with Appropriate Hole Scales

Item Responses Scale Correlation
freedom Equalitarian .28
For growth, one needs affection Permissive o4
direction Authoritarian .39
resolve arguments Equalitarian L3
I 1ike to avoid arguments Permissive 37
win arguments Authoritarian 4G

methods, Its format is similar to the SAS, but contains thirty-four

three part questions involving subordinate behavior. In this casse
each of the thrse subordinate roles can be considered to have thirty-
four items, on each of which three different responses could be given.
al, a2, ora3.

The format and instructions establish a basls 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 value,

The three scales on the RI (ingratiator, critic, and rebel) are
all negatively correlated with each other with a samewhat less negative

correlation existing between critic and ingratiator, This
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configuration corresponds very closely to the scale pattern found on
the RPM and accounte to some degree for the thh intercorrelations
found between these two instrurents, In spite of the highly different
methods of measuremont, agreement 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 lises
in discriminating 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 popwlation.

The social desirability set and the superego motivation
camponent does not seem to constitute as high a contamination or
distortion as it does on the SAS, This may result fram the fact that
cubordinate roles have not become as subject to social desirability
pressures as have superordinate roles. The somewhat longer scales may

also have added to the validity of the measurss,

Table 3

The Correlations of Items on the Responsibility
Index (RI) and Appropriate Role Scales

Item Responses Scale Correlation
to be broken Rebel 41
R L]
i i to be followed  Ingratiator .36
to be used Critic 32
my boss Rebel A3
I'd 1ike to change myself Ingratiator «29

job Critie .35

T ————————
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The SKR was developed to measure the perception by subordinates
of their supervisors., It consists of twelve questlons 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 measwred, The items have an open evaluative quality to them and
can be considered to separate the equalitarian from the authoritarian
and permissive on a fairly subjective level., Escause of the
evaluative tone, the responses are highly subjective and thus provice
a great deal of information concerning the perceiver along with tne
information concerning the person perceived.

The SKR 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 represent the most comprenensive
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 possiblse.

The twelve item scales are highly homogeneous and hence have a
fairly high degree of relilability 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 camon for the permissive
scale., The social desirabllity set does not seem to operate with
thls ianstrusent, but the evaluation set does. Some of the reliability
and homogenelity of the instrument does seem to be a result of the halo
effect so completely covered by the measurement literature, This is
diminished somewhat by successful offorts to direct responses into

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

Correlations of Items on the Supervisor Role
Rating (Siit) with Appropriate Kole Scales

Item Responses Scales Correlations
givos in Permissive 32
Iy boss usually is f4ir Egualitarian 71
says '‘no' Authoritarian . S

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 1n 1971 to measure subordinate roles as
perceived by the superordinate., In order to make the superordinate's
activities easier, the subordinates on this instrument are handled as
a group and the superordinate rates them categorically rather than
individuwally. In this case, the superordinate is evaluating as well
as describing the three subordinate roles for the items. There is a
highly favorable or unfavorable connotation to many of the items and
the instrument, thus, reflects acceptance or rejection on the part of
the superordinate., The sophisticated rater could easily perceive that
his ratings of his men might reflect negatively wpon him as thoir
supervisor and hence, it can be expected that the ratings obtained on
this instrument have been filtered through a certain amount of self-

protective mechanisms,

The validily of this instrument is still inaccurately
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Table 5

Correlations of Selected Items from the Subordinate
Behavior Rating (SEit) and Appropriate lole Scales

Corre-
Item Responses Scale lation

work without me Critic o35

My men can be trusted to goof-of f without me  KRebel <50
ask me for details Ingratiator 7

ask for help Ingratiator 25

When problems arise, they blame me Rebel L2
work it out them- Critic 60

selves

determined but the contents of this study should represent the

greatest amount of information concerning it. Cuwrrently 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 consisterncy
reliabilities can be estimated in the high 60's and low 70's, The
stabllity of the measurement seem to be considerably less since the
measuvrenents thamselves seem to be highly contaminated by subjec-

tivity.
SUBJECTS

The subjects for this study were the missile ccmbat 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 complexes 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 missile combat crew is composed of two officers and two
enlisted personnel, The Missile Combat Crew Commander is a Captain
or First Lieutenant who has served as a deputy crew cormander, The
Deputy 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 Forcoe Base., Some of the training evaluations are accomplished on
the Miscile Procedures Trainer. This trainer is a realistic mock-up
of the control center of a missile complex. The consoles and equip-
ment are all attached to a camputer and control room. The equipment
is capable of simulating all types of hazards, launches, lawunch holds,
and malfunctions. The instructor crew evaluates the line crew's
reaction to these simulated conditions from the Missile Procedures

Trainer control roum through a one-way mirror.

AIMINISTRATION

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 appreclated, but that no pressure was being
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exortéd on anyone te participate in the test examination. It was also
emphasized that all information would be confidential and no names
wsre required on the tests. The concentration of this particular study
Was on crew commanders and as a result, the subordinates were given
the SR, the kPil, and RI. The crew commanders, howsver, were givern

the KPM, SAS, KI, SRR, and SER.
EXPERDMENTAL HYPOTHESES

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
impact, therefore, of suporordinate or subordinate role styles are
to be more fully understood, it is highly important that the nature of
perceptual bias and distortion be understood and utilized. The
hypotheses undsrlying these studies can be classified into four major
areas: perceptuzl accuracy, misattributions, frame of reference

distortions, and superior-subordinate role confusion.

Perceptual Accuracy

The question of accuracy of perceptlons is assumed to be
unnecessary to study and yet much of the previous data indicates that
perceptions are most frequently related to the actual object condi-
tlons. Nevertheless, assuring validity within the instruments, it is
expected that a certain component of the rater's response will reflect

accurate porceptions of attitude-based tehaviors of the person
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perceived, Based on this assumption, the following hypotheses are

presented as testable consequences,

Hypothesis 1: The superordinate will be percelived by his subordinates
with a certain degree of accuracy and this will be
reflected in positive correlations between the three
roles as measwred by the SRR 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
measwed by the SBR will be positively correlated with
the subordinate self ratings on the KI and the RPiM,

These two hypotheses postulate accuracy which is superimposed
upon a wide varletly of dynamics operating simultaneously. They maks
no assumptions but that the variance and ratings in this area are

assoclated. For this reason the correlations are expected to be low

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 "misattributions" and
is clearly distinguished from the frame of reference questions which
are related to anchoring and the role confusion found when inferring
superordinate roles from otserved subordinate bshavior.

This introduction of subordinate roles into the model
establishes a basls for prediclable expectations on the part orf the
subordinate concerning his superordinate's behavior. These lead to

distinct perceptional distortions which should be mwanifested in their

rating behavior, The superordinate also has needs which cause
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distortion in his ratings of his subordinates., These can be clearly

defined in the context of the research conductsd.

Hypothesis 3: The perception of superordinates by subordinates
measured on the Shi will be highly correlated with the
subordinate roles of the subordinate's measured on the
RPM and the RI.

Hypothesis 4: The ratings of the subordinate's by superordinates as
measured on the SEr will be highly correlated with the
superordinate's roles of the crew commanders measured
on the RPM and the SAS,

Frama of keference Distortions

The process of perceptlon depends upon the anchoring and
centering of the perceptual field. The perceptions of what constitutes
average behaviorare often identified with the respondents own values
and own behavior. The term "Frame of Reference" is often applied to
thls perceptual field, and how this frame of reference is ancliored
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 perception
of his own role behavior and his own value system,

Hypothesis 5: A subordinate'!s ratings of his superordinate on the SRR
will reflect his own rrame of refercnce by providing a
negative correlaticnbetween the role found in himself and
the role found in the superordinate.

Hypothesis 6: The superordinate will rate his suvbordinates on the
SER as using his own subcrdinate behavior as an anchor
point ard hence a rnegative correlation will exist for

rebel and ingratiating, and a positive correlation on
the critic scale.

The "Frame of Keference" distortion is subject to tralning and
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education and should not be too strong within this fairly sophisticated
sample., It is alse subject to an opposing perceptual bias introduced

by the naive projection that others behave like the respondent.

Superordinate-Subordinate Role
Confusion

Behavior is not usually classified by the perceiver into
superordinate 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 with an
authoritarian role is a common confusion of this type.

Hypothesis 7: Subordinate's upward perceptions of superordinate rolcs
vill be meaningfully correlated with the subordinate

roles of that superordinate on self perceplticn
instiuments such as the KPM and the 8AS,

Hypothesis 8: The downward perceptions of superordinates will be
meaningfully correlated with the superordinate's
behavior of the subordinates observed., There will bLe
significant relationships between the SBX and super-
ordinate scales on the RPM, Since this is a less
likely mode of confusion, the correlations should be
smaller than those found for Hypothesis 7.




Chapter 3

RUSULLS

The purpose of this study is to determine the properties of
the poreortuzl preeccc within the clnse confines of Missile Crews,
Since the behavior and attitudss are both doterminers and manifesta-
tions of the perceptual field, it is extremely important to study
morale and job satisfaction., It, therefore, is the intsnt of this
study to outline the results obtained in as systematicaway as possible
with the wltimate 20: of accounting for variance associated with the
process,

The sinple correlations are caléulated between role percepticns
of superordinates and subordinates arnd role parceptions of suberdinates
by superordinates as measured on the Supervisor's Role Rating (SER)
and the Subordinate's Behavior Rating (SBR) respectively. The studies
conducted in this area are categorized as: accuracy of perceptlon,
upward perception as a function of a subordinate's role, upward
perception of superordinate roles, downward perception as a function
of subordinate roles, and downward perception as a function of supsar-

ordinate's roles,

Accuracy of Porception

In the controversy over who is correct in perceptions, the

external perceiver or the sulject himself becomes important to

34
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perceptions how much cammon variance exists between these two
perspectives, It can be assumed that some communality exists betwsen
rating scales of the individual and his responses on the self report
instruments designed for measuring the same dimension.

Table 6 indicates same degree of agreement between the super-
ordinate ratings of his crew as a whole and the average scores on a
self report instrument measwuring subordinate role preferences and the
subordinate role pressure. Since it i1s assuming that both role
preference and role presswure are developed by soclal desirability
affecting role performance, il is assumed also that bolh these
dimensions would influence the superordinate's perception of the

subcrdinatet's bechavior.

Table 6

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

SAS & RI
Scales RPM Scales Correlation
Rebel Rebel +.43
Critic Critic +¢32
Ingratiator Ingratiator +.39
Authoritarian Authoritarian +.45
Equalitarian Equalitarian +.16
Permissive Permissive +.20

Although it seems clear that the Response to Power Measure does

not measure the same aspect of role behavior as the Supervise Ability
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Scales and the Responsibility Inaex, they can be used to obtain a
crude measure of validity for each other. Table 6 provides the
camparison between roles measured by these two clasces of instruments.
The fact that the corrolations are so low the superordinate scales
can be attributed to some radical differences between personal
preference as measwed by the kPY and social presswre which is tapped
by both the SAS and the RI.

These roles indicate that rebel role preferences and pressures
are more readily perceivsd by the superordinate, Three of the
correlations wore found significant and the remaindsr was a trend in
the right direction. The next area: of greatcst accuracy was the
ingratiating role. The authoritasrian behavior was much more discern-
2bls and hence probakly much more frequently displayed in all cases,
The relationship betwzen 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 percelved as ingratiating by their superordinates and,
‘hence, ths accuracy in this dimension was quite low.

Table 7 describes the accuracy of perception of crew memvers in
describing their crew commanders. The results related the super-
ordinate’s role rating with the suverordinate's role preference as
measured on the RPM and his role pressure measured on the SAS. In this

area of wpward perception, it is even lower. Nono of the relationships

were found to bo significant and from those that were, they were even
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in the opposite direction from the relatlonship which would be anticli-
pated. [From the data it becomes highly apparent that the upward
ratings are largely a function of the other dynamics rather than the assess-
ment of the behavior directly eminating from the superordinate's
attitude and value systems. It is reassuring, however, to note the
equalitarianism as measured on the instruments is viewed by the
subordinate as being the most related to the superordinate's own sslf
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 assumptions

and motives underlying them have many areas of cormunality.

Table 7

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

Crew Conmander's Roles Attributed to

Superordinate Roles Thenm by Crew Members Correlations
Authoritarian - SAS Authoritarian - SRR +.11
Authoritarian - RPM Authoritarian - SKR +,08
Equalitarian - SAS Equalitarian -~ SRR +.27
Equalitarian - RPM Equalitarian - SRR +.07
Permissive - SAS Permissive - SRR +.01

Pemissiv? - kPM Permissive - SRR -.06
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From these results, the need for further study concerning
systematic bias in role perception is obvious. It Lecomes apparont
that some nucleus of agreement does exist in the superordinate's self
perception and those perceptions providsed by his subordinates, but it
can be assumed that the majority of the variance is related to other
dynamics.

Upward Perception as a Function
of Sutordinate Roles

Inherent in the conceptualization and execution of sub-
ordinate’s roles certain basic assumptions concerning a superordinate'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 bshavior provided by tha rebel subordinate implies that
this attitude concerning his superordinate must be largely negative.
It, therefore, is highly suspected that much of the variance associated
with upward percsption can be identified with the subordinate's role
needs of the perceiver,

Table 8 presents the perception of the crew commander with
thelr site camanders which correlates with his own subordinate role
presswres measured on the RI, A very clear pattern emerges at this
point in the investigation. The rebel subordinate largely perceives
their superordinate to be autheritarian and not equalitarian or
vermissive., Critics perceive their superordinate to be not
authoritarian but equalitarian with same tendencies toward permissive-

ness. The ingratialors show a simjlar pattern to that found on ths
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Table 8

Perceptions by Crew Commandsrs of Their Site
Commanders as a Function of Thelr Own
Subordinate Kole Pressure

Crew Commander's Role Attributed to
Subordinate Kole the Site Communder
kI SAS Correlations
Rebel Authoritarian +.48
Kebal Equalitarian =41
Rebel ; Permissive =02
Critic Authoritarian =y 39 ;
Critic Equalitarian +43 5
Critic Permissive +,07 |
Ingratiator Authoritarian -,28
Ingratiator Equalitarian +.30
Ingratiator Peruissive +.08

critic with some differences found on the attitudes toward permissive-

ness.

A further study of the site commander's perception was made
using the KPM which is a role preference instrument., The results from
this study are reported in Table 9 and indicate less relationship
between other perceptions and self report attitudes. These are the same
patterns as those found with the Responsibility Index measwure of role
presswre. The more minimal correlations suggest that role preference
has less to do with perceptual processes of the subordinate than do
the role uressure measures. It should be remembered again, that the
sito commanders being rated were few and, therefore, may provide a

blased base upon which the perceptions were founded.
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Table 9

Perceptions by Crew Comaanders cf Thelr Site
Camnanders as a Function of Their Own
Subordinate role Preference

Crew Commandoer's Kole Attributed to
Subordinate Kole the Site Commander
RPM SkR Correlaticns

rebel Authoritarian +.12
Robel Equalitarian -.07
Kebel Permissive -.09
Critic Authoritarian -.05
Critic Equalitarian +.13
Critic Pormissive +.27
Ingratiator Authoritarian -.50
Tngratiator Equalitarian +¢55
Ingratiator Pernissive -.03

In orcer to get a large sample to study the upward process,
the crew membsrs and deputy commanders of the opsrations crew were
asked to rate their crew comnanders. Table 10 indicates thosse
perceptions of the crew members! subordinate role pressures as measured
on the RI, The same pattern for upward perceptual distortion was
found., The highly significant correlations were found in this table
indicating the rebsls uniformly perceive their superordinates as
authoritarian and not equalitarian, while the critic and ingratiator
uniformly percoive tho reverse to be true, Corrocting these sten
results as celcuwlated on the systematical unreliable instruments, it

can be assumod that the varliancs accounted for approximately fifty

percent if the correlations were corrected for attemation due to
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Table 10

| Perceptions by Crew Members of Their Crew
Commanders as a Function of Their Cwn
Subordinate Kole Pressure

Crew Member Role Attributed to
Subordinate Role Crew Cammander
R1 SAS Correlations

Rebel Authoritarian +.46
Rebel Equalitarian -5k
Kebel : Permissive +.00 !
Critic Authoritarian -39
Critic Equalitarian +.48
Critic Permissive -. 0%
Ingratiator Authoritarian -.28
Ingratiater Equalitarian +.30
Ingratiator Permissive +. 04

unreliability. The subordinate pressure role,largely defined in terms
of perceptions of role expectations, seems to be an important factor in
determining the perceptuval field in which behavicr 1s ultimately
exhibited,

Table 11 shows the pattern of perceptual bias related to the
subordinate role preference as measwed on the RPM, This table
i1lustrates the same pattern of subordinate role influences found on
upward perceptlion as the other three tables and inéicates that,in a

larger sample,role preference has a significant effect on wpward

perception,
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Table 11

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

Crew lMember Role Attributed to
Subordinate Role Crew Comuander
KPM SRR Correlations

kebel Authoritarian +o24
Rebel Equalitarian =35
Rebel Permissive +.13
Critic Authoritarian ~e29
Critic Equalitarian +.35
Critic Permissive -.07
Ingratiator Authoritarian -
Ingratiator Equalitarian +o 34
Ingratiator Permissive -.Cl

Upward Perception as a Functicn
of Superordinate kcles

In spite of the high proportion of perceptual variance related
to the subordinate roles, it is hypothesizad that the superordinate
roles also aifect 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 superordinale role
behavior of another person.

Table 12 shows the reolationship between the perception of the
sile commander by crew commanders and the crew commander's own super-

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

A o A A
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Table 12

, Perceptions by Crew Commandors of Their Site
{ Commanders as a [Function of Their Own
Superordinate role Pressures (SAS)

Crew Commnanders Role Attributed to
Superordinate Roles Site Commanders Correlations

Authoritarian Authoritarian -3
Authoritarian Equalitarian +.45
Authoritarian Permissive = ik
Equalitarian Authoritarian -.22
Equalitarian Equalitarian -.02
Equalitarian Permissive +.46
Permissive Authoritarian +.80
Permissive Equalitarian -.62
Permissive Permissive - 48

the permissive role in the crew cormanders and their perceptions of

their supsrordinate to e critic and not egqualitarian or permissive,

Other significant relatlonships are found between the equalitarian
rater and his paerception of equalitarian in his site commander. This
study showed that the authoritarian perceived his superordinate notl
to be authoritarian but equalitarian., The frame of reference theorv
would support these findings. It is quite clear that superordinate
role pressure does play a significant part in the upward perceptual
process.

Table 13 shows that less distinct relationships exist betwoen
superordinate role pressure measured on ths KPM and upward perception

of the sito cammander by crew cammanders. Ths permissive ccmmander
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perceived his site commander to be authoritarian and not permissive,
The authoritarian role preference is negatively correlated with
perceptions cf equalitarian and positively correlated with perceptions
of authoritarianism, These trends would be significant in larger

samples.

Table 13

Perceptions by Crew Commanders of Thelr Site
Commandsrs as a Function of Their Own
Superordinate kole Preferences (iii)

Crew Commanders Role Attributed to

Supercrdinate kole Site Commander Correlations
Authoritarian Authoritarian -.28
Authoritarian Equalitarian +.19
Auvthoritarian Permissive +.18
BEqualitarian Authoritarian -.03
Egualitarian Equalitarian +.28
Equalitarian Permissive ~35
Permissive Authoritarian +.20
Permissive Equalitarian +.06
Permissive Permissive -.26

Since the Superviss Ability Scale (SAS) was not given to crew

menbers, meoasures of the superordinate role pressures ara not avail-
able on the crew member level, Table 14, however, indicates the
relationships between suporordinate role prefersnces meusured on tha
RPM and the upward perception by crew members of their crew commanders.
The low correlstions found on this suggest that thore is only a small

amount of variance in the perceptual process relating tothis grea,




Table 14

Perceptions of Crew Commanders by Crew Members
as a Function of Thoir Own Superordinate
Role Preference (HPiH)

Crew Members Kole fLtiributed to
Superordinate kole Crew Cammander Correlations

Authoritarian Authoritarian -.07
Authoritarian Equalitarian +.12
Authoritarlan Permissive +.00
Equalitarian Authoritarian -.07
Equalitarian Equalitarian +.05
bqualitarian rermissive -.03
Permissive Authoritarian +.20
Permissive Equalitarian -.09
Permissive Permissive -.15

The consistencies of the patterns of significance, however, suggests
that some gsneral pattern persists. The equalitarian role preference
is positively correlated with upward perceptions of equalitarian and
authoritarianism, The permissive role wrefurence is positively
correlated with percelved authoritarianism in the superordinate,
Generally, the correlaticns found are simile:, and, therefore.car o3
cisregarded as a major sourcs of variance in upwsrd perception.

Downward Perceptior as a Function
of Supercrdinate koles

Although Table 7 indicatos that the downward perceptual

process 1s much more accurate than the upward one, neverthelsss, it

can be assumed that systematical bilas can be found within the
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superordinate role which the commander exhibits.

Table 15 illustrates some systematical role perception bilases
on the part of the superordinate as a function of his own super-
ordinate role. Authoritarians seem to perceive their subordinates as
ingratiators, not critic or rebel. The crew commanders with high
equalitarian role pressures tend to perceive the subordinates as
rebels. These findings describe perceptual bilas based upon needs for
supplementation and may actually describe behavior which has been

reinforced in the subordinate.

Table 15
Perceptions of Subordinates by Crew Commanders

‘ as a Function of Their Own Superordinate

} Role Pressure (SAS)

‘ Superordinate Roles tole Attributed

I of Crew Commander to Subordinates Correlations
Authoritarian Critic -.21
Anthoritarian Rebel -1l
Authoritarian Ingratiator +¢32
Equalitarian Critic +.30
Equalitarian Rebel -.09
Equalitarian Ingratiator -e17
Permissive Critic -.06
Permissive kebsl +.28
Permissive Ingratiator -.22

The supplementatior of roles by these findings are not

sufficlently confirmed in self rsports to substantially support the

modol, Tnere 1s no doubt that these role perceptions are dependent
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upon the question of basic satisfaction with subordinates. Assuming
those perceptions do reflect satisfaction, thus it i1s possible to
speculate that each superordinate role defines the satisfactory
subordinate in a slightly different way. This seems to be most likely
interpretation of the difficulties found in relationships in this
study. Thus, when the authoritarian describes a satlisfactory
empioyee, he describes an ingratiator, When the equalitarian
describes a satisfactory employee, he describes a critic, and the
pernissive describes a rebel. These speculations should be tested
under explicit set of conditions to establish wnether these are
dynamics operating to explain this form of downward perception.

Table 16 indicates the effect of the superordinate role
preference upon downward perception and-a different pattern emerges.
In these cases the subordinates fit the non-functional relatlionshnip.
Thus, the authoritarian perceives his employees as rebels; the
equalitarian perceivaes them as ingratlators; and ths permissive makes
no significant pattern in terms of his perceptions, Why role
preference anc role pressure should have different relationships is
not clearly understood. The uniformity of the pattern, howsver,
suggests that meaningful differences are involved. It is conceivable
that the natural equalitarian would perceive ingratiation in a
subordinate and that the authoritarian would perceive rebellion; but
these perceptions would bs associated with dissatisfacticn with
gubordinates and no reasonable rationale on how a single set of
responses could at one time reflect a favorable set of ratings whereo

on another occaslon they would reflect disfavorable revaluations.
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Table 16

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

Roles (kpPM)

Superordinate Kole Role Attributed

of Crew Commanders to Subordinates Correlations
Auvthoritarian Critic -.15
Authoritarian Rebel +45
Authoritarian Ingratiator =31
Equalitarian Critic -.06
Equalitarian Kebel -.25
Equalitarian Ingratiator +430
Permissive Critic -l
Permissive Rebel +,02
Permissive Ingratiator +.09

Part of the difference lies in the lack of agreement in the role

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

atic difference is only further confounded by these findings.

Perceptions by Crew Commanders as a
Function of Their Own Subocrdinate Kole

The RPM modsl hypothesizes that a superordinate responds to
his subordinate primarily through his own superordinate role. Howsver,
the procass of perception related to the frame of reference woul:l lial
the subordinate roles to perceptual process, Table 17 shows the
relationships bstween the crew commander's own role pressure as
r measured on the Responsibility Index to hls perceptions of his

subordinates on the Subordinate Behavior Rating. The superordinate -
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who place a high social desirability on ingratiating roles perceive
their crews to be ingratiating. Other cammanders whe place a higher
preference on the rebel role as moasured on the hesponsibility Index

percelvo thelr subordinates to be critics.

Table 17

Perceptions of Subordinates by Crew Commanders
as a Function of Their Swubordinate Role
Pressure (RI vs SBr)

Subordinate Rnle Role Attributed

of Crew Commandsr to Subordinates Correlaticns
Rebel Rebel -.01
Rebel Critic +oll
Rebel Ingratiator -.11
Critic Rebel -.09
Critic Critic +.14
Critic Ingratiator - 04
Ingratiator Rebel +.08
Ingratiator Critic -.06
Ingratiator Ingratiator +.16




Chapter &4
DISCUSSION

Speculation

ine qualities ol a relationsnip may onl, partially :eflect
actual behavior and objactive dynamics. In many cases the interssection
1s charactorized by each party's psrceptions of what is transpiring,
Role intorsections seem tc be particularly rich in perceptual
distortions which stem from the needs and assumptions which each role
implies.

This study indicates that the perception of subordinates or
superordinates is more related to perceiver variables than to target
variables. The roles measured by the self-rating instruments
predicted very highly the role which would be ascribed to the
alternate in the interaction. Rebels tended to see their subordinates
zs rebels. Ingratiators saw their superordinates as equalitarians,
and equalitarians perceived their subordinates to be both ingratiators
and critics. Permissives perceived their subordinates to be rebels,

There seen to be consistent differences in the interaction of
role preference and role pressure with perception. As this differen-
tlation becomes clearer it is highly likely that the nature of inter-
personal perception at each role intersection will become more
dynamically recognizable. An ezample of this was that the
authoritarian role pressure was contaminated by socially desirable

50
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answors and found pesitively correlated with perceptions of sub-
ordinates as rebels, and that authoritarian role preforence was
positively corrolated with perceiving them as ingratiators. The nature
of these kinds of reversals will have to be more completely understood,
if the full richness of the role intersection 1s to be realized.

Anothor consideration helpful for understanding the inter-
soctions between the role configuration of the superordinate and the
subordinate is how they effect each other as change agentis. Beczause
of the various valus systems and the injunctions placed on their
behavior by their assumptions, they will be pressuring each cther to
change or in some cases nct to change. These pressures will manifest
themselves in terms of manipulative behaviors which constitute
schedules cf positive and negative reernforcement.

The amount of behavior modification inherent in a particular
role intersecticn may not depend directly upon the pressure develcped
by the disparity between roles. There are some indications that
equalitarians and eritics are the most effective in inducing changs
because thelr positlon on questions is mnost frequently percelived to
be rsasonavle by any of the other roles.

The intcrsection batween individuals having similar personal
value systemsc but contrary organizational systems lead to pressures
of behavioral modification which may be misdirected, mispercsived, and
may prove to be largely dysfunctional either in inducing change in ths
alternate or in the pursuance of organizational goals. By illustration
it has been found that power conflict arising out of the intersections

botweer. an authoritarian superorainate and a rebel subordinate prcvides
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the presswres for ushavioral modification but most frequently induces
short term retronchment to counteract each other. Over the loung term,
howaver, there are low correlations which indicste that an actwal
change of roles does occur in the direction of the three organizational
patterns. In thls way eithsr the authoritarian induces the rebel to
assume ingratiating behavior or the rebel induces the authoritarian
to be more permissive. In scmé cases both change toward ths objective
roles as the only neutral growd on which they can successfully meet,

The neecds for the kinds of re-enforcement that come from the
symblotic roles lead the individuwals to fall into these organizational
patterns through role change. In most cases the individual does not
change his role preference very rapidly, but his concept of rcle
pressure nay differ from ons person to another and he may devcleon a
very flexible program of contingent role bshavior. His role preference
may ultimately coincide with his acknowledgments of presswre depending
upo.. the relative strength of the re-enforcement which has sustained

over the longer period.

Implications

Certain implications become readily apparent from the ressarch
included in this study., Three areas deserve mention here: (a) role
definition/perception, (b) interpersonal relationships, and (c¢) job
satisfaction.

In referoence to role definition this study has alluded to the
contrast which exists hetween the ''real" and the porceived. The actual

role definition is seen as described by Air Force manuals as one of
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authority. In contrast to the actual definition perceptions of the
rolo exist., It 1s from ths framework of these perceptions that "real"
day-to-day interactions between the superordinate-subordinate operate.
The key to a more thorough understanding of the role is not the actual
Air Force description, but the perceived role description. It is in
this area that this paper becomes significant. A working knowledge
of the RPM model would provide a frame of reference frum wich one
could improve interpersonel relationships through a better under-
standing of perceived role definitions.

Interpersonal relationships are based upon communlcations both
verbal and non-verbal between superordinates-subordinates. Both the
day-to-day relatlonships and the total job porceptionare erfected by
communication. An wadgrstanding cf the KPM model permits one to place
himself within the model at the point reflecting his perceived role.
Once perceived role positlon 1s understood, open communication is
possible between superordinate-subordinate. Open communicatlon, in
turn, enhances job proficiency, job efficlency, and job satisfactlion,
This leads to a higher level of overall mission accamplishment,

Job satisfaction is seen as a result of a combination of many
varlables, amcng which are day-to-day interpersonal relationships,
working conditions, role perception, and superordinate-subordinate
evaluation of job performance. Once perceived roles are accepted
within the superordinate-subordinate environment, and open cormunica-
tion channels exist, the opportunity for better working conditions is
enhanced, Once working conditions improve, it can be asswmed that

objective evaluations of subordinate work will occur. Objective
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evaluation leads to job satisfaction,

{ It can be seen from the implications pointed vut that the

development of good superordinate-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.

Future Kesearch

This study has already been conducted throughout the entire
381 Strategic Missile Wing. The results from the other tactical

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

is recommended that a questionnaire be devised to obtain a meaningful
morale variable. The morale variable would be valuable when investi-
gating the motivational aspects of missile cambat crew duty.

A great deal of interest was generated by this study in the
533 Strategic Missile Squadron. Many individuals wanted to know the
results and meaning 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 Cammander.

Future studies might also examine the Deputy Missile Combat Crew

Comnander, If he 1s really what his title implies, then he has
managerial rosponsibilities, If he does in fact manage, then this
’ information would be relevant to the study.

More spacific correlations betwsen superordinate-subordinate
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relationship and job motivation and satisfaction should be studied,
Sweney's 1974 Mctivation Recrultment Model conceptualizes the cirect
relationship between the Interpersonal Power Profile provided by this
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 Model (Sweney and
Fiechtner, 1972) may provide clearer patterns for perception, since it
differentiates different kinds of authoritarians, permissives, rebels
and ingratiators. Ressarch 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 Alr Force to conduct

similar studies in both Minuteman missile and aircraft umits.
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{ Chapter 5
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The Alr Force spends approximately $140,000 training its

Titan 1L Missile Comval Crew Commanders (#CCC) an the technical aspects
of the Titan II launch facilities, The Air Force automatically assumes
that its officers are sufficlently trained in personnel management to
be able to cope with the problems presented them in their special
enviromment., Kesearchers have conducted many studies over the years
in this area. Their results have shown that management styles differ
from one individuwal to another, and tha§ subordinate roles also change I

from person to person and situation to situation. Although many

studies have been conducted in the superordinate-subordinate inter-
actions and styles, very little research has investigated the
perceptual aspects of superordinate-subordinate roles. The purpose,
then, of this study was to measure response behavior of superior-
subcrdinate roles and role perceptions of supervisory.subordinate
behavior,

This study has allowed one to gain some insight into the
operations of a particular missile cambat crew organization, Wwhile the
conclusions obtained from this report reflect a certair amount of
Jjudgment on the part of the author, one believes that they are woll
foundad in the results and the tables,

One oIl 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 portionwould deal with how his supervisors and
inspecting officers view his effectiveness as a manager and as a
crew camander, The second phase would be how he percseives himself
8s a manager and a subordinate.

When dealing with the evaluation of the MCCC there are several
topics that seem to be applicable., The cormander sseems to obtzin the
best results when he is not an ingratiating subordinate. This is
especlally true of his own subordinato role pressures measursed on
the Responsibility Index (RI). Thare seems to be a tendency for
greater job proficiency demonstrated by those crew cammanders that are
perceived to be either rebels or critics. Another factor to be
considered is that the correlations indlicate there is very little
correlation betwsen the rebel and the permissive intersections. Ths
correlations also indicate that there is a high correlatior bstween
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
commandger. This action seems to bother him to the point that he often
rebels against actions initiated by people other than the site
cammanders., 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,

wWhile the concluslons drawn from this study are not iron clad,
one believes that the data derived from this investigation will be

of real and tanzible benefit to other studles of this nature, In these
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days of austerity, the Air Force can no longer afford to neglect the

| effects thiatl perceivoed superordinate-subordinate roles have on mission

accomplishment.
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