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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

It is important that expectations are clearly defined and
emphasized by supervision because understanding of those expectations
by the subordinate work force and how the work force perceives those
expectations are factors affecting job satisfaction and worker self
esteem. Keller (1975, p. 64) has stated that research "shows that
employees are generally more satisfied with their jobs when

expectations for performance are made clear and nonconflicting."
Statement of the Problem

The problem which gave rise to this study is that the
expectations of supervision for the subordinate work force are not
always clearly communicated or well defined. Therefore, the
subordinates' knowledge of those expectations may be limited or
supervisory expectations may be misinterpreted due to the constant
exposure to a "variety of expectations from both themselves and
others as they carry out their organizational roles" (Keller, 1975,
p. 57). The stress and conflict developed as a consequence results
in lower levels of job satisfaction and lower job performance

(Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, Snock, & Rosenthal, 1964).



Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to compare supervisor perceptions
of how frequently they communicate their roles and expectations to
subordinates with their subordinates' berceptions of how frequently

the supervisors communicate their roles and expectations to them.
Hypothesis

There is no difference between supervisor self-perceptions of
communication of their roles and expectations and tﬁeir subordinates"
perceptions of thé supervisor c§mmunication of roleé and
expectations.

Corollary A: Supervisors do not perceive that they communicate
their roles and expectations to their subordinates frequently.

Corollary B: Subordinates do not perceive that their
supervisors communicate their roles and expectations to them

frequently.
Limitations of the Study

The study was limited by the small sample used and the single
point of that sample f?om the wide range possible within‘a civil
service framework.

A second limitation was the plurality of nuances for the meaning
of the term "expectat;ons" as used in the organizational
environment--what is expected from the supervisor, what is expected

of the supervisor, what is expected from the. subordinate, what is



expected of the subordinate, what is expected of himself, and what is

expected in the way of rewards from the organization.

Definition of Terms

The following terms are defined for use within the context of

this study.

Consideration - The consideration leader style has been

defined as "the extent to which the leader, while carrying out his
leader functions, is considerate of the men who are his follo&ers,"
or “"the extent to which an individual is likely to have job
relationships characterized be (sic) mutual trust, respect for
subordinates' ideas, and consideration of their feelings" (Rike,
1976, p. 84, 17). Hersey and Blanchard (1982) use the phrase
"relationship behavior" meaning a type of leadership behavior
exhibited by concern for people.

Expectation - Expectation is the performance outcome of
subordinates anticipated by the supervisor which come from the
supervisors' self-identified role.

Initiation of Structure - Initiating structure has been

defined as "the extent to which the leader organizes and defines the
relation between himself and his subordinates or fellow group
members", or "the extent to which an individual is likely to define
and structure his role and those of his subordinates toward goal
attainment" (Rike, 1976, pp. 17, 84-85). Hersey and Blanchard (1982)
used the phrase "task behavior" meaning a type of leadership behavior

exhibited by concern for production (task). Initiation of structure



was later redefined as "clearly defines own role, and lets followers

know what is expected" (Stogdill, 1963).

Job- Satisfaction - Job satisfaction has been defined as "the

pleasu;able emotional state resulting from the appraisal of one's job
as achieving or facilitating one's values" (#ocke, 1969,
pp. 309-336).

Management - Hersey and Blanchard (1982, p. 3) stated that the
"achievement ofioréanizatiohal dbjécﬁives'through leadership is
management" and éhe achievement of oréanizational‘goalg is paramount
in the leadership area called management. They further dgfined
management as "working with and through individuals and groups to
accomplish organizational goals."

Role - Gross,'Mason, and McEachern (1958) defined a role as
-"a set of expectations which are applied to an incumbent of a
particular position." For this study, role is a ;et of
self-identified functions of the supervisof related to the
performance expectations by subordinates.

Subordinate - A sﬁbordinate is a person, who by rankhor grade
level, is subject to or under the authority of a superior above him
in rank or g;adellevel'(supérvisor).

Supervisor - A supgrvisor is a person who, by raﬂk or grade
level, oversées/directs/leads people'below him in rank or grade level
(subordinates) and who is responsible for the quality and quantity of
job output from those h§ oversees/leads. 1In a civil service

environment, most first level supervisors are not normally



considered management. However, many first level supervisors perform

management functions as much as upper level supervisors do.
Assumptions

The following assumption was made for this study:

1. The,peo?le who worked in the division selected as
subjects for this s;udy, and, therefore the selected units within the
division, were representative of other areas within the civil service
workforce.

2. World situations affecting workload would not affect the

perceptions being researched.
Organization of the Study

The introduction to the study, which includes a statement of the
problem, the purpose of the study,‘research questions, limitations of
the study, definition of terms, and assumptions were presented in
Chapter I. 'A review of peftinent literature is presented in Chapter
II. The methods and instrumént are discussed in Chapter III. The
results are preéented in chaéter IV and the summary of findings,
implications, conclusions, and recommendations are discussed‘in‘

Chapter V.



CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

This chapter presents literature on various aspects of

expectation and its impact on production and job satisfaction.

The Development of Expectations in the

Work Environment

Public (gove;nment) business environment varies greatly from
private business environment. Balk (1974) gave several reasons for
the differences. ' Government administrators do not have the control
or authority held by most of their counterparts.in private business.
The difficulty of defining the output of service organizations when
services are not sold is another difference between government and
private business. Management inlgovernment agencies is "highly
permeable" from sources otger than the conventional upper management,
such as restrictive legal frameworks, legislators, and the preés.
Rewards in go?ernment business oftén are the result of political
influence rather than rational management influence from the
organization. There is no consistent, visible reward for
productivity. There ére "active disincentiyes to governﬁent
productivity" such as reduced funding when savings are obtained.

This is just a brief overview of some of the areas which vary

from the public to the private business environment. The framework



in which the public employee works makes the development of
management expectations that can be used as employee motivators for
improved production/performance and higher job satisfaction
difficult to establish.

Organizational environment expectations have been specifically
defined as

The perceptions of appropriate behavior for one's own

role or position or one's perceptions of the roles of

others within the organization. 1In other words, the

expectations of individuals define for them what -they

should do under various circumstances in their particular

job and how they think others--their superiors, peers, and

subordinates--should behave in relation to their positions

(Hersey and Blanchard, 1982, pp. 126-127).
Organizational role expectations are defined as "evaluative standards
applied to the behavior of any person who occupies a given
organizational office or position" (Katz and Kahn, 1966, pp. 16-17).
Gross et al. (1958) defined expectations as standards of evaluation
applied to any incumbent of a position while a role becomes a set of
expectations which are applied to an incumbent of a particular

position.

In the foreword to Leadership and Role Expectations by Stogdill

et al. (1956), Viva Boothe, Director of the Bureau of Business
Research at Ohio State University stated that

The concept of expectancy has . . . come to occupy

an important place in learning theory, personality
theory and group theory. The authors of this
monograph are concerned with an empirical study of

the relationship between expectation and performance
in the leadership role. Role performance is described
in terms of what the leader is seen to be doing. Role
expectation is represented by what the leader or his
followers think he ought to dé (p. V).



Another source refers to expectance as the subjective
probability between levels of behavior and performance. Expectancy
is one of the major inputs to the force of motivation (Miskel,
McDonald and Bloom, 1983), and appropriate motivation results in
better production and improved performance.

"The lifeblood of the organization is communication" (Baird,
1977, p. 1). Comﬁunication and expectation are linked. Bassett and
Smythe (1979) stated that one of their principles was "Expectations
are an integral aspect of the communication pfocess" (p. 55). "An
entire chapter is devoted to a discussion of expectations,
communication»andEbeliefs in an instructional environment. They
further stated that

Expectations do affect teacher-student relationships . . .

Brophy and Good's (1974) synthesis of studies on the

communication of expectations depicts a grim reality of

classroom life. Some students are, by virtue of a

teacher's expectatlons, provided an impoverished atmosphere

for learning (1979 pp. 70-72).

In 1983, studies in the expectation communicafion process in

P

teacher-student relations afe synthesized by Cooper and Good (1983).

>

Prowse (1990) discussed a relatively new concept for the Air

Force—-Total Quality Managemeht (TOM). In the Air Force Journal

of Logistics, Lt. Col. Prowse stated that "Constructive and

uninhibited communication . . .. is critical to the suécess of TQM"
(1990, p. 5).

There have been ;everal sfﬁdies donerconcerning the public
employee. Few of them deal directly with expectations, particularly

in the context of the current study. However, many of them deal



indirectly with areas where supervisory communication of expectations
for their subordinatesymay be improved or developed.

When pﬁblic sector managers were asked what they disliked about
their jobs in a study by Nowlin/(l98§), the absence of opportunity
for advancement was at the top of the list. However, the autocratic
nature ofréolicy and administration were next’on the ligt. It was
felt that priorities ;nd direc?icns were unstable, changing
frequently. The thiré factor was salary.: Evenlmanagers in
éovernment jobs were not happy with the expectations for them ffom
their managemeht due to poor and unstable definition. For the
private sector Quite a different list of the most disliked elements
of their jobs was developed. Personal life, supervisory competency
and security were the factors most disliked about private sector
jobs.

In a study entitled "Motivating the Public Employee: Fact Vs
Fiction", self-actualization was ranked as the most important need
level by the public employees. "This group has clearly adopted some
of the characteristics of professional employees, and may not be
satisfied until they are treated accordingly" (Newstrom, Reif, &
Monczka, 1976, p. 70). ,Thére were four major conclusions from this
study. First, harmful stereotypes of the public employee need to be
destroyed. Secondly, provisions must be made to allow opportunities
for self-actualization. Third, work 9nvir6nments which are
acceptable and satisfying must be created and maintained. Fourth,

the changing nature of employee needs must be recognized and positive

actions taken to deal with them.
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The four conclusions from this study, as well as the other
studies given, indicated that public employees expected some things
from management. While the Balk (1974) article suggested many
difficulties encountered in the public sector by management in
dealing with general changes or improvements, research has shown
various areas where supervision caﬁ improve subordinate job
satisfaction. This improvement may be achieved through definition of
what supervision expects from the employee, which may, in turn, allow
opportunities for self-actualization and the creation of a more
satisfying work environment.

In a report to the President and the Congress of the United
States by the U. S. Merit Systems\Protection Board on job
satisfaction and federal employees (1987), 63 percent agreed that
there was effective two-way communication between the supervisor and
the respondent. The question on two-way communication was one of
several studying satisfaction with.supervision, only one aspect of
the entire study. The ovef;li'finding on job satisfaction was that
about two-thirds of federal employees are satisfied with their jobs.

Concerning productivity, Balk (1974, p. 319) stated that two
assumptions may be derived from effective, efficient productivity.
First, "any continued improvement of productivity is’highly dependent
upon our ability to define input, output and standards of
performance. The second is that everyone will understand these
criteria in the same way." It is up to supervision to assure that
input, output and standards are defined and that everyone interprets

them the same way.
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Likert (1961) performed many studies of organizational
effectiveness. 1In his studies it was shown that when supervisory
expectations of and confidence in subordinates was high, the
subordinates geﬁerally responded well, trying to justify the
supervisory expectations of them (Likert, 1961).

Another researcher has stated it this way:

‘The way managers treat their subordinates is subtly

influenced by what they expect of them. If a manager's

expectations are high, productivity is likely to be

" excellent. If his expectations are low, productivity

is likely to be poor. It is as though there were a law

that caused a subordinate's performance to rise or fall

to meet his manager's expectations . . . . (Livingston,

1969, pp. 81-82) -

Hersey and Blanchard (1982, pp. 195-197) developed what they
called "effective cycle" to illustrate high performance in response
to high expectations and the "ineffective cycle" to illustrate
minimal effort, resentment and low overall performance when low
expectations are expressed by management. These cycles are
illustrated in Figures 1 and 2. However, these cycles are dynamic
rather than static as depicted. The tendency is for the situation to
‘get better or worse, respectively, with reinforcement of the type of
expectations exhibited. A kind of spiraling effect is developed, as
shown in Figures 3 and 4.

While it may be difficult to change the negative spiral of the
ineffective cycle without changes in supervision (if it has gone long
enough to disintegrate trust and establish a credibility gap between

supervision and subordinates), "changes in expectations may be

accomplished merely by having leaders sit down and clarify what their
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Figure 1. Effective Cycle
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Figure 2. Ineffective Cycle
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behavior will be with the individuals involved" (Hersey and

Blanchard, 1982, p. 142).

Rike (1976), in his review and consolidation of several studies,
has summarized them by stating that regardless of the size of the
organization or its social structure, operational efficiency and
effectiveness is positively influeﬁced by consensus and clarity on
role expectations. Katz and Kahn (1966, p. 1982), .in their Model of
the Role Episode (Figure 5), have démqnstrated how role expectations
work within an organi;ation. For the.purpose of the current study,
the role senders are supervisors and the focal person is the
subordinate.

Figure 6 has been adapted by Rike (1976, p. 70) from Katz and
Kuhn (1966, p. 187). The figure clearly shows the impact of
organizational factors directly on the develobment of expectations by
the role senders, or supervisors. The figure also depicts the
influence of the attributes of the focal person, or subordinate, as
well as interpersonal faétors between the supervisors or the
subordinates. The role expectafions sent to the subordinate is then
recycled to the supervisor via the subordinates' perception and
understanding of the expecﬁatiéné received and the resulting
behavior. 1In this way expectations are developed in the wofk

environment.

The Influence of Expectancy on Production

and Job Satisfaction

There are many studies dealing with production and job
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satisfaction in various work environments. A few of these are
summarized below.

The degree of job satisfaction and satisfaction with the
organizational environment is dependent upon the extent that
subordinate expectations are fulfilled (House, Fillay, and Guyarati,
1971). Two of the hypotheses in the House study dealt with the
relationships of leader "consideration" behavior and leader
"initiating structure" behavior to employee satisfaction with role
expectations. Basic definitions of the two dimensions of leader
behavior, consideration and initiating structure, were provided a
base. Initiating structure is described as behaviors

which indicate the leader organizes and defines the

relationships between himself and his subordinates;

defines the role that he expects each subordinate to

assume; and endeavors to establish well defined

patterns of organization, channels of communication,

and ways of getting the job done (House, et al. 1971,

p. 423).

The study supported the hypothesié that leader consideration was
"positively related to employee satisfaction with role expectations"”
(House, et al. 1971, p. 427) while the hypothesis that leader ~
initiating structure was "negatively related to the satisfaction of
employee role expectations" was not supported. In fact, the study
appeared to indicate that quite the opposite was true, that good
definition and clarity of leader expectation for the subordinate are
vitally important to job satisfaction.

In a study by Chanlat (1974), testing the validity of an

expanded expectancy model at a government agency, several expectancy

variables were tested. One of these variables was "supervisor



expectations."” The hypothesis that the variabies tested were
associated with the employee's desire to excel was strongly supported
in the study. Supervisor expectations ranked third of the six
variables tested by Chanlat as a motivator in the employee's desire
to excel.

One purpose for a study b; Miskel et al. (1983) was to determiﬁe
the effects of structural and expectancy linkages on three indicators
of school effectiveness. The three indicators used were perceived
organizational effectiveness, teacher job satisfaction and student
attitudes towardwschool. Expectancy linkages, as well as structural
linkages, were given substantial sﬁpport as significant and positive
predictors of school effectiveness. The study also revealed that
student attitudes toward school afeylinked to teacher expectations.
Student success is related to th teachers reinforce studént behavior
and works in the same mannei‘és’the Hersey and Blanchard (1982)
effective and ineffective cycles explained above; If one were to
assume the school environment to be aﬁ’organization with teachers as
the supervisors and studenté as the sﬁbordinates, some interesting _
parallels to the current study could be drawn.

Accérding to Kellgr (1975, p. 57), "Expectations which afe in
conflict may result in role conflict for the individual, thle
unclear or vague expectations may éause role ambiguity." Keller
suggested that in the development of expectations, it is necessary to
use forethought and caution.

Role conflict and role ambiguity do not cause negative responses

for all workers. Different types of workers respond in different



ways (Kahn et al. 1964; pyons, 1971). 1In a study of 90 military and
civil service personnel, it was indicated that need for achievement
and need for independence ﬁoderates the relationships between role
conflict, task ambiguity and satisfaction (Johnson and Stinson,
1975). The researchers explained that "high—néed-for-achievement"
individuals were more dissatisfied'with ambiguous work assignment
since they were likely to encounter greater difficulties putting
forth their best effort and efficiently achieving success. The
"high-need-for-independence" individual might perceive role conflict
as a limitation on individual judgment opportunities while ambiguous
role expectations migﬁt allow this individﬁal the freedom, to develop
their own role definitions.

Green and Organ (1973) researched role accuracy and role
compliance. Role aécupacy, the obverse of role ambiguity, ". . . is
the degree of agreement on role'ekpectation between the superior and
the subordinate" whilé role compliance is "the degree of agreement
between role expectations of the superior and actual role activity
performed by the subordinate." The data showed both aspects "to have
significant, positive correlation with a global measure of job
satisfaction" (Keller, 1975, p. 58).

Keller's (1975) study of the relagionship between role conflict,
ambiguity and job satisfaction used ﬁrofessional employeés in a large
government research and development organization. The study showed
that low levels ;f job satisfaction were associated with role
conflict and ambiguity but with different dimensions. Role ambiguity

was related to intrinsic sources of job satisfaction, that is the



work itself. Role conflict was related to extrinsic sources of job
satisfaction, such as satisfaction with supervision, pay, and

opportunities for promotion.
Summary

There have been many studiés concerning communication,
leadership, role and expectation, and their effect on job
satisfaction and performance. The approach to these studies has been
many and varied. Each researcher has spent time defining leadership,
role and expectation as applicable to their study. There are many
nuances and some with significant diffe;ences. The definition of the
term "expectation", in particular, may range from objective to
abstract, from such things as pay and reward to perception of
nonoral communication of desires.

Few, if any, studies have researched role and expectation in
civil service with the same definition and approach as the current
study. However, it has begn shown that there are great variances
from the public (government) to the private business environment -
which affect the way government employees deal with role and
expectation. Regardless of where a person is employed, research has
shown that clear and nonconflicting role identification and
performance expectations result in significantly higher job

satisfaction and better overall group productivity.



CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY

This chapter describes the research method andvinstrument used
in the study. The éubjects and research design also are presented,
along with the data collection and analysis procedure.

The purpose of the study was to compare supervisor perceptions
of how frequently they communicate their roles and expectations to
subordinates with their subordinates perceptions of how frequently

the supervisors communicate their roles and expectations to them.
Hypothesis

The hypothesis is that there is no difference between supervisor
self-perceptions of communication of their roles and expectations and
their subordinates perceptions of the supervisor communication of

roles and expectations. B
Corollary A: Supervisors do not perceive that they communicate

their roles and expectations to their subordinates frequently.
Corollary B: Subordinates do not perceive that their

supervisors communicate their roles and expectations to them

frequently.

Instrument

Various methods may be used to accomplish the research such as

21
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questionnaire, personal interview, telephone interview, controlled
observation, and panel studies. The questionnaire survey was the
method selected for the present study. The questionnaire was chosen
as the most effective and timely data qollection for the work
environment surveyed. Administrative personnel required that data be
collected utilizing a minimum of employee normal work time. It was
necessary that each supervisor/employee unit group be surveyed at
nearly simultaneous time frames to eliminate potential environmental
impacts. The questionnaire could bev;dﬁinistered to ;11 respondents
during the same.time frame and could be completed in a relatively
short period. Ahlaaaptation of the Leader Behavior Description
Questionnaire (LBDQ) Form XII, a widely used and accepted
standardized inst;ument, was chosen to test the hypothesis. (The
LBDQ-Form XII was copyriéhted by,ghe Ohio State University in 1962.
Permission to use and adapt ;he ﬁBDQ—Form XII was granted for use in
this thesis [Appendix A]). . The LBDQ-Form XII as adapted for this
study was considered to be an appropriate instrument.

The LBDQ was based uponjtwo objectives: an objective measure of -
leader behavior, and a determination of the relationship between
leader behavior and job satisfaction and perfdfmande. Factor
analysis of the originally developed instrumeﬂt revealed two factors
accounting for 83 percent of the variance—-{nitiating Structure and
Consideration. The final version used these two factors to describe
leader behavior. Both Initiating Structure and Consideration have
high coefficients of internal consistency on the LBDQ. The validity

of the correlation between leader behavior, as rated by Initiating
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Structure and Consideration scales, and job satisfaction and
performance is fairly good. According to Dipboye (1976), there is a
sufficient degree—of agreement using these scales in the description
of leader behavior.

Following development of tye original LBDQ (Copyrighted in 1957
by the ohio State University) a new theory was investigated
concerning the existence of several factors, not just the two
established by the original studies. tIt was felt that more factors
were required "to account for all the obsérvable'variénce’in leader'
behavior" (Stogdill, 1963). After much testing and revision, 12
subscales were identified and defined; The new questionnaire was
called the LBDQ-Form XII. The purpose of this study, supervisory
role identification and supervisory sﬁbordinate expectations, can be
tested using the fifth subscale from LBDQ-Form XII which defines
Initiation of Structure as "clearly defines own role, and lets
followers know what is expected" (Stogdill, 1963). There are ten
items in the LBDQ-Form XII pertaining to Initiation of Structure.
These ten items form the basis for the current instrument. They haYe
been modified to test (1) supervisory perceptions of his
communication of role of self and his expectations of subordinates
and (2) subordinate perception of the supervisory role and of
supervisory expectations from him.

These ten questions, as explained below, are an appropriate test
of the hypothesis. These questions distinguish the fine difference
between "role" and "expectations" but also use the interdependence of

role with expectations and vice versa. For example, "tries out
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his/her ideas in the group" is basically a role question, while
"encourages the use of uniform procedures' is an expectation
question. On the other hand, several questions, such as "decides
what shall be done and how it shall be done" pertain to both role and
expectation.

The LBDQ-Form XII qﬁestions are written to reflect how the
subordinate thinks the supervisor engages in behavior described by
each item. For example, My supéfviéof‘. . . tries out his/her ideas
in the group. ' Answer: A - Always, B - Often,lc - 0ccasionally,

D -Seldom, E - Never. This format has been continued for this study
using the ten sub-scale number five questions for the subordinate to
answer. In order to test supervisory perceptions as required by
Corollary A of thé study hypothesis, these same ten questions have
been modified to read "I . . . try out my ideas in the group" for the
supervisor to answer. The subject responding has been changed from a
subordinate's perspective to the perspecti%e of the supervisor
himself. There is no change in the .question subject or content.
Therefore, validity is not affeqtedil' -

Appendix B contains the authorization letter for collection of
data. In addition to the instrument based on LBDQ-Form XII,
demographic analysis was accomplished using a Backgréund Information
Sheet as a part of the study questionnaire (See Appendix C).
Included in this portion of the study were éuestions to determine
standard demographic data such as gender, marital status, age,

education level, time in civil service and time in current position.

The population was also examined for possible perception gaps or
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differences between job functions in order to identify possible
patterns that may vary based upon job description/function. The

subjects are described later in this Chapter.

Reliability

A modified Kuder-Richardsoﬁ formulé was used to determine the
reliability of the subscales used in the LBDQ-Form XII. "The
modification consists of the fact that each item was correlated with
the remainder of the items in its subscale rather than with the
subscale score including the item" (Stogdill, 1963). Since the
reliability of each subscale was aetermined separately frgm the other
subscales, the reliability of Initiation of Structure (subscale 5) in
its own right was also determined. The reliability coefficients for
the Initiating Structure subscale from various studies are given in
Table I. Also included are the number of cases studied and the means
and standard deviations for subscale 5 from those studies.

In an attempt to obtain validity data on the LBDQ-Form XII,
contact was made by telephone with mahagement pérsonnel in the -
Management and Human Resources Office of the Business College at Ohio
State University, the office of responsibility for LBDQ-Form XII
management. There is no infqrmation available on LgDQ—Form XII
factor analysis or validity. At the time the LBDQ-Form XII was
developed, validity was established through reliability.. The form is

still a popular research tool and has been used for many studies

since it was developed.



TABLE I

STUDY RESULTS AND RELIABILITY DATA FOR LBDQ-FORM XII,
SUBSCALE 5 - INITIATION OF STRUCTURE¥*

Number Standard Reliability

Study of Cases Mean Deviations Coefficients*
Army Division 235 38.6 5.7 .79
Highway Patrol 185 39.7 . 4.5 .75
Aircraft

Executives 165 36.6 5.4 .78
Ministers 103 38.7 4.9 .70
Community

Leaders 57 "37.2 5.7 .72
Corporation

Presidents 55 38.5 5.0 .77
Labor Presidents . 44 38.3 5.6 .78
College Presidents 55 37.7 4.2 .80
Senators 44 38.8 5.5 .72

*Adapted from Manual for the Leader Behavior Description
Questionnaire-Form XII (Stogdill, 1963, pp. 9-11). -




Procedure

Research was accomplished using randomized‘ciuster samples from
one division of predominantly "white collar" civil service employees
within a 1ogis£ics center at‘a large militéryrinstallation. The
division structure consisted of six branches with each branch having
two to five géctions of which some were sub-divided to unit level or
to sub-unit lgvel. Apéroximately one-half of the first level
supervisors from the division and{their corresponding employees were
chosen by random selection of unit groups from division personnel
charts. The LBDQ-Form XII was submitted to all subﬁrdinates under
the selected supervisors in order‘to minimize any feedback of
"gpecial attention" for selected respondents by the supe?visor

(Appendixes D and E). (It should be noted that the Manual for

Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire-Form XII [Appendix F] by

Ralph M. Stogdill quotes Andrew W. Halpin as stating "a minimum of
four respondents per leader is aésirable, and additional respondents

beyond ten do not increase significantly the stability of the index

scores".) The supervisory adaptation of the LBDQ-Form XII was
submit#ed to each supervisor selected. The appropriate versign of
the questionnaire was‘administered to a supervisor aﬁd his own
subordinates at the same time. Responses from both supervisor and
subordinates werérsupmitted to an assigned'collection point within
the division for receipt. All questionnaires were coded in order
that subordinates could be matched with their supervisors since

correlations had to be computed within each supervisor/subordinate
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unit group. Respondents were assured that their individual responses
would be kept confidential and supervisors would not see results
except, possibly, as study totals.

Twenty unit groups were gurveyed consisting of 20 supervisors
and 188 employees for a total of 208 personnel. The overall response
rate was 63 percent. Seventy-five percent of the supervisors
responded while 61 percent of the employees responded. Of the 20
unit groups, five could not be used for this study since the -
supervisory response was not received. Two other groups could not be
used since the eﬁployee respondents totaled less than four, the
number requi?ed for reliability. Usable responses were received from

13 of the 20 unit groups surveyed.
Characteristics of the Subjects

Demographic data are summarized in -Figures 11 through 17 in
Appendix G. Some findings which)ﬁay be of interest include the
following.

Of all personnel responding, the average years in civil servich
were 14.8 years. Supervisors were in civil service longer than their
employees by more than fiveiand one-half years. Eight, or nine
percent of the reséondénts, had less than the three years of
experience required for tenure. Seven, or six percent, had 30 or
more years of experieﬁce in éivil service.

Seventy-nine percent of the total respondents had been in their
present position between two and ten years. Three supervisors and

five subordinates had been in their present position one year or



29

less. Eighty-six percent of the supervisors had been in their
present position five years or less.

Of the supervisory respondents, one-half were between 41 and 50
years of age. No supervisors were 30 years or younger but 17 percent
of the subordinates fell in thié“age group. Eight percent of the
supervisors and 12 percent of the subordinétes were over 55 years of
age.

The highest educational level attained by any respondent was the
Master's degreé. 'Six percent, éll subordihétes, had earned this
degree. However, 47 percent of all respondents (39 percent of the
supervisors and 49 percent of the subordinates) had at least a

Bachelor degree.
Design and Data Analysis

The independent variables in the study were the perception of
supervisory role and expectations measured by the fifth subscale of
the LBDQ-Form XII and demographic daga (age, number of years in
present position, number of years in civil service, sex, marital 1-
status, educational level and job function.) The dependent variable
was the need for unit group response with both supervisor and a
minimum of four subordinates responding. It was determined that a 63
percent response rate with 13 of 20 unit groups valid for the
research was sufficient for statistical analysis.

The objective of this study was not to test whether supervisors
were right or wrong, but to test whether there is agreement or

disagreement between the supervisor and his subordinates on whether
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communication of supervisory role and expectations had occurred.
There were five possible responses to each question on the LBDQ-Form
XII: A for Always, B for Often, C f§r Occasionally, D for Seldom,
and E for Never. A numerical valué of one through five was assigned
each response, respéctively, in order that an average response for
the ten applicable subscale five questions by the employees could be
evaluated against the average response for these same ten questions
by the supervisor. The Student's t distribution was chosen to test
for the difference between those two means. This test was chosen in
lieu of Chi Square'for three reasoﬁs:

(1) The sample size was small (n < 30),

(2) The standard deviation of the population was not known, and

(3) The population was‘assumed;to be approximately normally
distributed. 1In addifion, tests fbr control were run on the data
which indicated a stable syste&. Further evaluation of the data was

accomplished using the Control Chart method of statistical analysis.



CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

This chapter presenté the fesults of the study. The Student's t
distribution and various forms of the Control Chart method were used

to analyze the hypothesis.

Analysis of the Data

Hypothesis

There is no difference between supervisor self-perceptions of
the frequency of communication of their roles and expectations and
their subordinates' perceptions of the frequency of supervisor
communication of roles and expectations.

The Student's t distribution was used to test the difference
between the average of all responding supervisors to the average mean
of all applicable responding subordinates. The critical t value QaQ_
computed to be +2.492 with 24 degrees of freedom and a 0.0l percent
level of significance. The value of the test statistic t computed
-0.510. Since this value does not exceed the critical limit of
+2.492, the null hypothesis thaf there is no difference between the
mean response of the two groups cannot be rejected at the one percent

level of significance. The only difference between the mean

responses of the two groups is sampling error. Therefore, the
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hypothesis is accepted with a 99 percent confidence level that it is
correct (See Table II).

Tests for Control (Figufe 7) were applied to the individual unit
group responses. The difference between the gupervisors' mean
response and the mean response of the subordinates was plotted
against the overall mean variance. Any out of limit variance or out
of control variance would indicéte instability. None of the
responding groups were out of upper/lower control limits. All
variance were well distributed around the mean indicating an in
control or stable éystem. The hypothesis cannot be rejected.

The Control Chart method of statistical analysis was used first
for evaluation of the 13 units each on its own merit (Figure 8). 1In
this case, the X Bar Chart for Average of Differences was used to
evaluate the supervisor response to the subordinate response by
plotting the average of the difference between the mean of the
supervisor and the mean of the subordinates of one group to the next

group and so forth. All are well within limits and stable. The R

¥

Chart, or Range/Variation Chart, plots the absolute value (range)
between the first gro;p mean difference and the second group mean
difference and so forth. For example, the first group supervisor
mean is 2.4 and the employee mean is 2.2, a difference of 0.2. The
second group supervisor mean is 2.1 and the employee mean is 2.6, a
difference of -0.5. The absolute value of 0.2 and -0.5 is 0.7 which
is the range between 0.2 and -.05. The mean range is .875 and all
data points are well within acceptable iimits. Both charts indicate

a stable system and statistical agreement in this analysis.
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TABLE II

RAW DATA AND AVERAGE SCORES OF SUPERVISOR/SUBORDINATE
UNIT GROUPS

Respondents
(20 Unit Groups) Extended Raw Scores Average/Mean Scores
Supervisor Employee Supervisor Employee Supervisor Employee
1 7 24 156 2.4 2.2
0 4
1 8 21 206 2.1 2.6
1 12 13 284 1.3 2.4
(0] 4
0 4 )
1 6 25 143 2.5 2.4
1 4 18 95 1.8 2.4
1 5 21 87 2.1 1.7
0 1
1 10 13 195 1.3 2.0
1 10 27 240 2.7 2.5
1 6 23 161 2.3 2.7
0 4
1 1
1 9 18 , 231 1.8 2.7
1 2
1 4 21 85 2.1 2.1
1 8 15 192 1.5 2.4
1 _6 _21 98 2.1 1.6
15 115 2.0) (2.3)

260 2173 (

Note 1: Raw scores and means were not computed for groups with no
supervisor response or where less than four employees
responded.

Note 2: Raw scores were developed as follows:

Supervisors - the sum of the assigned value from each of
the ten questions in subscale five on the LBDQ-Form XII

Employees - the sum of the number of responses for each
level of response (A, B, C, D, E) from the ten questions
in subscale five on the LBDQ-Form XII times the value
assigned that response. 1In a few cases not every one of
the ten questions had a response.

I
s W=

- Always
- Often

Assigned Values: A
B
C - Occasionally
D
E

- Seldom
- Never -
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In a second use of the Control Chart method of statistical
analysis, unit group was compared to unit group and supervisor to
employeesvby analyiing differences of 26 data points. The 26 data
points cohsist of the mean scores of each‘of the 13 supervisors and
the mean scores of each of the 13 subordinate unit groups. Table III
gives the data used in the\evaluation plotted on the X Bar Chart,
Average of Diffefeﬁces, and the R Chart (Range) shown in Figure 9.
All plotted data points are well within limits And stable. Table IV
and Figure 10 cqgsolidated the same data into ten cell groups and was
plotted on a hisgogram. These various Control Tests and Statistical
Analyses indicate a stable system and are, therefore, in agreement

with the Student's t distribution test. The hypothesis is accepted.

Corollary A

Supervisors do not perceive that they communicate their roles
and expectations to tﬁeir subordinates frequently.

No statistical test was used to prove or disprove this
corollary. The research data was chosen as a method to show
agreement or disagreemeht between supervisor and employee, not to
test how well or poorly a supervisor communicated role and
expectations. However, the raw data in Table II indicates that the
Corollary should not be éécepted. On the assigned value scale of one
to five used to average research responses, the supervisors' mean was
"2.0. When converted into instrument response and response

definition, supervisors perceived that they often communicated

their roles and expectations to their subordinates.



TABLE III

ANALYSIS OF UNIT GROUP TO UNIT GROUP AND SUPERVISOR TO EMPLOYEE

Supervisor Employee Supervisor Employee Supervisor Employee -"Supervisor Employee

Data Point Cell 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Cell Mean 2.40 2.20 2.10 ]1.60 1.30 2.40 2.50 2.40
Xbar 0.00 2.30 2.15 ) 2.35 1.95 1.85 2.45 2.45
Range 0.00 0.20 0.10 0.50 1.30 1.10 0.10 0.10
Data Point Cell 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

Cell Mean 1.80 2.40 2.10 1.70 1.30 2.00 2.70 2.50
Xbar 2.10 2.10 2.25 - 1.90 1.50 - 1.65 2.35 2.60
Range 0.60 0.60 0.30 0.40 0.40 0.70 0.70 0.20
Data Point Cell 17 18 19 20 21 . 22 . 23 24

Cell Mean 2.30 2.70 1.80 - 2.70 2.10: 2.10 1.50 2.40
Xbar 2.40 : 2.50 2.25 2.25 2.40 - 2.10 1.50 2.40
Range . 0.20 0.40 0.90 0.90 0.60 0.00 0.60 0.90
Data Point cell 25 26

Cell Mean 2.10 1.60

Xbar 2.25 1.85

Range ) 0.30 0.50

LE
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TABLE IV

AVERAGE OF DIFFERENCES AND RANGE CONSOLIDATED TO TEN CELL
GROUPS FOR HISTOGRAM

Lower Cell Relative Cumulative

Cell Boundary Frequency Frequency Frequency
1 1.30 2 7.69 7.69
2 1.44 1 3.85 11.54
3 1.58 2 7.69 19.23
4 1.72 2 ' 7.69 26.92
S 1.85 0 0.00 26.92
6 2.00, 6 23.08 50.00
7 2.14 1 3.85 . 53.85
8 2.?8 6 23.08 76.92
9 2.42 2 7.69 . 84.62

10 2.56 4 15.38 100.00
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Corollary B

Subordinates do not perceive that their supervisors communicate
their roles and expectations to them frequently.

As with Corollary A, no statistical test was used to disprove
this corollary. Raw data and average scores given in Table II
indicate that this corollary should not be accepted. On the assigned
value scale of one to five used to average research responses, the
subordinate mean was 2.3. When converted into instrument response
and response definition, subordinates perceived that their
supervisors communieatea their roles aﬁd expectations to them often
to occasionally. While this response is not clear as the
supervisor mean of 2.0 '(often), analysis of the hypothesis discussed
earlier indicates that there is agreement between the supervisor and
subordinate on the perception that communication does

occur. Thus, Corollary B should not be accepted.
Summary

This study investigated the perceived communication role and
expectations between supervisors and subordinates in a federal civil
facility. One hypothesis with two corollaries were analyzed and
results reported. The hypothesis was not disproved while it was
shown that both tge supervisors and subordinates perceived
communication of supervisory role and expectations to occur often to

occasionally.



CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary

The purposé of the study was to compare supervisor perceptions
of how frequently they communicate their roles and expectations to
subordinates with their subordinates' perceptions of how frequently
the supervisors communiéate their*goles and expectations to them.
Studies have shown that expectatiop plays an important role in the
motivation of employees and #hat‘clarity of supervisory role
identification and performance’expectations is important in
organizational effectiveness.

The subjects in this study were 115 nonsupervisory employees and
15 first level supervisors employed by the Department of Defense in a
mid-western state. All of the respondents were employed in civil
service "white collar" jobs.

Research questionpgires were sent to 20 unit groups consisting
of 188 nonsupervisory employees and 20 first level supervisors. The
questionnaire was. adapted from the LBDQ-Form XII and an author
constructed demographic data form. A total of 115 employees and 15
supervisors returned the questionnaires while demographic data were
not always completed and/or returned. Responses were received in

sufficient numbers to result in 13 unit groups for research in this
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study since a match of supervisor with his employees was required to
complete the study.

The Student's t distributiop and Control Chart method (X bar, R‘
chart) were used’for the statistical analysie. JTheqnull hypothesis
was shown to be correct at 99 percent confidenﬁe and was accepted.
Corollary A was not aécepted. Supervisors indicated that they
frequently but not always, communicated their roles and expectations
to their subordinates. Corollary B wés not accepted. Subordinates
perceived that thé supervisor communicated hié role and expectafions
of them more often than occasionally.‘lThevpopulation responses were
stable with no significant variation from the median value.

Statistically significant differences by job function were not found.
Conclusions

The following conclusions Qere drawn based upon the results of
~the study.

1. There is agreement between supervisors gnd their
subofdinates on ﬁhe perception of the level of communication of
supervisor roles and expectations of subordinates. |

2. Analysis by job function did not significantly change the
conclusion that the hypothesis should be accepted (Reference Table
IV, Appendix H).

3. There is not enough variance between the means of the
supervisor and employee groups surveyed to show more than one
population. It may be assumed, therefore, that all respondents were

influenced by a common source.
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4. The demographic data included a wide range of responding
personnel in nearly all areas. However, no conclusions were drawn
specifically for this study from the various types of demographic
data. It is assumed that since the population was stable and no
average responseé were outside of acceptable limits at the 99 percent
confidence level, it would.ﬁe unlikely that demographically analyzed
data would result in significant variations to the original

conclusion.
Recommendations for Further Research

Based upon the research findings and the conclusions of this
study, the following recommendations are made.

1. Future studies in the abstract area of perceived
communication from supervisor to subordinates should be ac;omplished
on a broader range of persongel, such as "blue collar" workers, other
types of government agencies, and agencies in other regions of the
country.

2. Research concerning the influence of upper level management
on first level supervisérs and their subordinates' perceptions of
supervisory/subordinate communication patterns is another recommended
research area.

3. A closer look at communication of abstract supervisory roles
and expectations versus idiosyncratic job descriptions could prove to
be an inferesting study.

4. cCare should be taken whenever possible to avoid research,

particularly concerning abstract ideas or processes, in agencies
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affected by world situations when influence by those situations is at
a peak.

5. Efforts to develop and refine tools for measuring the
effectiveness of abstract communication should be continued.

6. Since it was known that major reductions in force structure
and reorganizations were to take place at the civil service facility
shortly after this study was completed; a study of the effect of
major change on the communication of role and ekpectations may be

enlightening.
Recommendations for Practice

The following recommendations for prgctice are suggested.

1. Training programs about communication should be required for
all supervisory personnel.  Currently, training programs are
available but not required;

2. Training in role and expeétation communication specifically,
along with other nonverbal cammunication, should enhance existing

courses or be developed as separate courses.
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Business Research Support Services College of Business
1775 College Road
Columbus, OH 43210-1309

Phone 614-292-9300

OHIO

UNIVERSITY

;March 18, 1991

Ms. Loela S. McGuire
1712 Serenade Dir.
Midwest City, OK 73130

Dear Ms. McGuire:
We grant you permission to use and adapt the Leader Behavior Description

Questionnaire - Form Xl for use in your Master's thesis. Please refer to the
attached Statement of Policy. .

Sincerely yours,

ara L. Roach
Director

s -

ahr
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THE OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY
COLLEGE OF BUSINESS
BUSINESS RESEARCH

STATEMENT OF POLICY
for

LEADER BEHAVIOR DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNAIRES
AND RELATED FORMS

Permission will be granted with formal request to use the Leader Behavior
Description Questionnaires and other related forms developed at The Ohio State
Universtity, subject to the following conditions:

1. Use: The forms may be uéed in researchprojects. They may not
be used for promotional activities or for producing income on behalf
of individuals or organizations other than The Ohio State University.

2. Inclusion in Dissertations: Copies of the questionnaire may be
included in theses and dissertations. Permission will be granted for
the duplication of such dissertations when filed with the University
Microfilms Service at Ann Arbor, Michigan 48106 U.S.A.

3. Copyright: In granfmg permission to use or duplicate the
questionnaire, we do not surrender our copyright. Duplicated
questionnaires and. all adaptations should contain the notation
"Copynght, 19--, by The Ohio State University."

4. lnquiries: Communications should be addressed to:

Business Research
College of Business

The Ohio State University
1775 College Road
Columbus, OH 43210

Rev. 1990
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

HEADQUARTERS OKLAHOMA CITY AIR LOGISTICS CENTER (AFLC)
TINKER AIR FORCE BASE, OKLAHOMA 73145

Survey Analyst 08 FEB 1981

Authorization for Data Collection

To Whom It May Concern

1. An academic tasking has been made which requires analysis through use of a
survey instrument on the topic "The Perceived Communication of Role and
Expectations Between Supervision and. Subordinate within a Civil Service
Framework". Although this tasking is. not a part of formal government
business, your help is requested toward the successful conclusion of this
valid academic study.

2. The attached Leader Expectation Questionnaire and accompanying demographic
Background Information Sheet is the method being used to obtain data for this
study. Your name was obtained through random sample selection of unit work
groups within the LPA Division. Your response is earnestly solicited in order
that an accurate analysis can be made. Serious response to the questionnaire
and information sheet will indicate whether supervisory role and expectations
are being communicated to the subordinates. The potential for staff
development training in the future could be one benefit from the results of
this study. '

3. Cumulative results of the study survey may be obtained by completing the
enclosed request form and routing it to LPAJ. Results will not be tallied by
individual nor will individual responses be identified even to the analyst.
Composite scores and statistics only will be available.

4. Do not sign the questiorinaire. Your response will remain confidential.
Completed questionnaires should be returned in the envelope provided, to your
section secretary by noon, Wednesday, 13 Feb 91, for pick up by the survey
analyst, or it may be delivered directly to the LPAJ office. This study is
not labor intensive and should not take more than approximately 20 minutes of
your time.

5. Your quick and serious response will be greatly\appreciated.
Qo ¢ Coonsi
COL DAVID C. CROSSETT, Chiet

Propulsion Managemant Division
Directorate, Propulsion Management

B BB e~ COMBAT STRENGTH THROUGH LOGISTICS
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION SHEET

Routing Identifier:

The following questions consider various background characteristics

Please indicate your response by checking

the appropriate box or by writing on the appropriate line.

7.

Thank you.

How long (to the nearest year) have you served in

you present position?

years

How long (to the nearest year) have you been in

civil service?

Your sex (1) [:] Female

Marital status (1) [:] Married

Your age at your last birthday:

Your education level - (1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)

Hooooon

years

(2) [:] Male
(2) [::] Single

Did not complete High School
High School Diploma or GED
Some College

Associate Degree

Bachelor Degree

Master Degree

Doctoral Degree

Identify the area which best describes your current job function:

(1) E:] Logistics Management Specialist

(5) [] Engineering

(2) i [ Production Management Specialist (6) [:] Support Function

(3) [[] Equipment Specialist

(4) [:] Inventory Management Specialist

(personnel, equipment,
etc.)

(7) ] [ Financial Management
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. My routing identifier {is

LEADER BEHAVIOR DESCRIPTIDN QUESTIONNAIRE-—Form XII
(How You:Perceive Yourself)

On the following pages is a 1list of {tems that may be used to describe
the behavior of you as supervisor. Each item describes a specific kind of
behavior, but does not ask you to judge whether the behavior .is desirable
or undesirable. Although some items may appear similar, they express dif-
ferences ‘that are important in.the. description of leadership. Each item
should be. 'considered as a separate description. This is not a test of
ability or consistency in making answers. Its only purpose is to make it
possible for you. to describe, ‘as accurately as you can, your behavior as

a supervisor.

NOTE: The term, “group”, as employed in the following items, refers to the
unit of organization that you supervise. .

N

The term members , refers to all the people in the unit of organization
that you supervise.

Your answers will NOT be seen outside the analysts” group. The report
of the findings of this study will preserve the anonymity of your answers.

Thank you. o
DIRECTIONS: B
' 1. READ each item carefully.
2. THINK uhether you always, often, occasionally, seldom, or ’

never act as described by each item.

3. DECIDE whether you always, often, occasionally, seldom or
never act as described by the item.

4. DRAW A CIRCLE around ome of the five letters following the
‘ ftem to show the answer you have selected .

A, Always

B. “Often

c. Occasionally
Dli Seldom

E. Never

Copyright 1962, The Ohio State University



Please precede each statement with

“My/T . . .

1..;.Act as the spokespersoh of the group e e e . . AB
2....Hait pdtient]y for the results of a decision C o « .. ; .AB
3. Make pep talks to st1mu1ate the group. .. ; .)f .. ....AB
4....Let group members know what 1s expected of them.lj”.ll .. .AB
5....A110w the members c0mplete freedom in their work . . . . .‘. AB
..Am~hesitdnt about takihg initiative "in the group . . . . AWB
7....An friendly and approachablé'.«. . P .;.'; ..... ..AB
8....Encourege overtime work. . . . .:. e ... AB
9....Make accurate decisions. . ... . Y
10....Get a]ohg we]lAWith the people above myself. . . . . . .AB
11....Publicize the activities of the group. . . . . .. i ... AB
12.;. Become anxious when I cannot find out what is ’ﬂ, ’;:
., coming next . . . . .. “ ... AB
13... Arguments are. conv1nc1ng -7-1: ......... Ve e ; A é
14....Encourage the use of un1form procedures. A . L AB
15....Permit the members to use their own Judgment in solv1ng C
problems . . . . . ... . o . . oL AB
16....Fail to take necessary actlon e s s s e e e e T oae e e A B
17....Do 11tt1e th1ngs to make 1t p1easant to be a member )

‘ of the'group. . . . . .. .. . AB
18....S5tress being ahead of competing groups . . . . . . . . . . AB
19....Keep the group Qorkihg together as a;team; e« s e s e .. AB
20....Keep the group in good stand1ng with h1gher authorlty .. .AB
21....Speak as the representative of the group . . . . . . . . . AB
22....Accept defeat in stride. . . . . . . v ¢ ¢ v o0 e e e e . AB
23....Argue persuesively for my point of view. . . . . . e e e e AB
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A = Always B = Often C = Occasionally D = Seldom é
24....Try out my 1deas in the group. . . . . . .. ... .
25....Encourage initiative in the bheup members. . . . . . .
26....Let other persons take‘away my leadership in the group ; ..
27. Put'suggestions made by the group’into operation . . . . . .
28. Need]e members for greater effort. . . . . v v h e

29....5eem. ab]e to predict what 1s comlng next e
30....An working hard for a promqtlon. Joe L . .‘. . e 1 o« e e
31..:.Speak for the group when visitors arelpmesent. . s‘t Ce e
32....Accept delays without becqming»upsetx.‘. C e : e e 4.
33....An a very persuasive ta]keff .l: e e e
34....Make my attitudes clear to:the‘group . .\. e e e ; . .
35....Let the members do their work the way they th1nk best.

36....Let some members take advantage of me. . . e
37....Treat all group members as my equal. . . ; . -Ja R : .
38....Keep the work moving at a rap1d pace .’.<. Cee e e e e
39....Settle conflicts when they occur in the group. . . . . .

40....Superiors act favorably on most of my suggestions. . . . . .

41....Represent the group at outs1de meet1ngs e e e e e e e e

42....Become anxious when waiting for new deve]opments T~' . ;f. .
43....An very skillful in an argument. . . . tmlt. . .:.,. e
44....Decide what shall be done and how it shal{ be done . . . . .
45,...Assign a task, then let the members hand]e it o000 ..
46....An the leader of the group in name only. . . . . . e

47....Give advanee notice.of changes e e e e e

48....Push for increased production. . . . . . e e e e e e e e e

49..,.Things usually turn out as I predict. . . . . . . . . ..

50....Enjoy the privileges of my position. . . . . . . . . . . ..

page 3
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77....An willing to make changes . . . . . .

page 4

A = Always ) B = Often C = Occasionally D = Seldom E = Never
51....Handle complex problems efficiently. . . . . . . . . . . .. ABC
52....An able to tolerate postponement and uncertainty . . . . . . ABC
53....An not a very convincing talker. . ; ............. ABC
S4....Assigd group members to‘particu]ar ta;ks Ce e ABC
55....Turn the members loose on a job, and let them go to it . ABC
56....Backrdown when I ought to stand firm . . . . . . . . . ... A B’C
57....Keep tomyself . . . . . ... .. ......... . . .ABC
58....Ask the members to work hgrder e e e e e e N .. .AB
»59....Am accurate in predictiﬁg the trend of events.”. . . .. . .ABC
‘60..;.Get my superiors to act ﬁor‘the welfare of the
. group members. . . . . . . . . . ABC
61....Get swampeq by details . . . . . . . ... . ... . ..ABC
62...;Can wait just 'so long, then blow up. . . . . . .. .+« ...ABC
63....5peak from a strong inner cdnvictﬁon ............. VA B C
64....Make sure tha£ my part in the group is undérstoéd
) f(‘by the group members, . . . . . . ABC
65....An reluctant to allow the meﬁbers any freedom of éctioﬁ. . .ABC
66...;Let some members have authority that [ should keep . .’. ..ABC
67....Look out for the personal welfare of group membérs ..... ABC
68....Permit the members to take it easy’in their work . . . . . . AB C‘
69....$ee to it that the work of the group is ;oordinated. ....ABC
70....WHork carries weight with superiors . . . . e e e e e ABC
71....Get things all tangled UPe « v e JABC
72....Remain calm when uncertain about coming events . . . . . . . ABC
73....An an inspiring talker . . . . . . .. e e e e e e e e e e ABC
74....5chedule ;he work tobedone . . . .. ... ... . ..ABC
75....A1]ownthe group a high Aegree of initiative. . . . . . . . . ABC
76....Take full charge when emergencies arise. . . . . . « « « + . ABC
ABC
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A = Always B = Often C = Occasionally D = Seldom £ = Never
78....0rive hard when there is a job to be done. . . e e e e e ABCDE:
79....Help-group members settle tﬁeir‘differeﬁce§ ..... ; ...ABCDE
80....Get what I ask for from my superiors . . . . . . . .....ABCDE
81....Can reduce a madhouse té system and’qrder;). < e ... .. ABCDE
82....An able to delay action until the proper time occurs . . . .ABCDE
83....Persuade others that my ideas Are toy;heir‘ad(éntage ....ABCDE
84l...Maintain definite standards of pgrformance; ......... ABCDE
85....Trus£ members fo exercise good judgment. . . . . . . . . .. ABCDE
86....0vercome attempts made to challenge my leadership. . . . . .ABCDE
87....Refuse to explain my actigns .. ; e e e e e e e e e e ..ABCD
88....Urge the group’tOfbeaf itsxprevious record . . .. .. . . .ABC
89....Anficipate brob]ems and plan for them. . . . . . . . .. ..ABCD
90....An working my Qay td thg top.. . ... e e s s e e e ... .ABCDE
91....Get confused when too many démands are made of me. . . . .. ABCDE
92....Worry about thé‘outcome of:gny new procedure . . . . . . ..ABCDE
93....Can inspire eﬁthusiésm for a project . . . . . .. . .. ..ABCDE
94....Ask that group members féTlow standard rules and

regulations . . . . . . . . ....ABCDE
95....Permit the group to set itsownpace . . . . . ... . . . .ABCDE
96....Am easily recognized as the leader of the gréup. .. .‘. ..ABCDE
97....Act without consulting the group . . . . . e « e e+ ... .ABCDE

98....Keep the group workfng up tocapacity . . . . . ... .. .ABCDE
99....Maintain a closely knit group. . . . . . . e e e e e e e ABCDE

100...Maintain cofdial relations with superiors. . . . . . . . ..ABCDE
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My routing ideantifier is

LEADER BEHAVIOR DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNAIRE--Form XII
(How You Perceive Your Leader)

On the following pages is a list of {items that may be used to describe
the behavior of your supervisor. Each {tem describes a specific kind of
behavior, but does not ask you to judge whether the behavior is desirable
or undesirable. Although some items may appear similar, they express dif-
ferences that are important in the description of leadership. Each item
should be considered as a separate description. This 18 not a test of
ability or consistency in making answers. Its only purpose is to make it
possible for you to describe, as accurately as you can, the behavior of

your supervisor.

NOTE: The term, “group™, as employed in the following 1items, refers to the
unit of organization that is supervised by the person being described.

The term "members”, refers to all the people in the unit of organization
that is supervised by the person being described.

Your answers will NOT be seen by the supervisor. The report of the
findings of this study will preserve the anonymity of your answers.

Thank you.
DIRECTIONS:
1. READ each item carefully.

2. THINK about how frequently you beliéve your supervisor engages
in the behavior described by each item.

3. DECIDE whether your supervisor always, often, occasionally,
seldom, or never acts as described by the item.

4, DRAW A CIRCLE around one of the five letters following the
item to show the answer you have selected.

A. Always
B. Often
C. Occasionally
D. Seldom

E. Never

Copyright 1962, The Ohio State University



Please precede each statement with

"My supervisor. . . .

l....Acts as the spokesperson of the group. . . . . .
2....Waits patiently for the results of a decision. .

3....Makes pep talks to stimulate the BIOUD « & o« o &

4,...Lets gtoup members know what is expected of them
5....Allous _the members complete freedom in their work
6....1s hesitant about taking initiative in the group
7....18 friendly and approachable e o e 8 & e e e e o
8....Encourages overtime work . . . . . . ¢ . .. . .
9....Makes accurate decisions . . . . . . . . IR
10....Gets along well/with the people above{him/het.j{
11....Publicizes the activities of the group . . . . .

12....Becomes anxious when he/she cannot find out what

coming next. . . . .

13....His/her arguments are coﬁ%incing e e e e e
14....Encourages the use of uniform procedures . . . .

15....Permits the ﬁembers to use their own judgment in

e o o

£olving

problems . . . . . . . . .

16....Fails to take necessary action . . . . . . C e

17....Does 1little things to make it pleasant to be a member '

of the group . . .

18....Stresses being ahead of competing groups . . . .

19....Keeps the group wofking together as a team . . . .

20....Keeps the group in good standing with higher authority

21....Speaks as the representative of the group. . . .
22....Accepts defeat fn stride . . . . . 4 4 4 4 0 . .

23....Argues persuasively for his/her point of view. .

page 2
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A = Always B = Often C = Occasionally D = Seldom E = Never

24....Tries out his/her ideas in the group . . . . . . . . . .. .ABCDE
25....Encourages initiative in the group members . . . . . . .. . ABCD E
26....Lets other persons take away his/her leadership in the group A B C D E

27....Puts suggestions made by the group into operation. . . . . . ABCDE
28....Needles members for greater effort . . . « ¢« « = « « « «. . . ABCDE

29....Seems able to predict what s comfng next. . . . . . ... .ABCDE
30....Is working hard for a promotion. . . . « « < ¢ +. + « « . . .ABCDE
31....Speaks for the group when visitors are preseat . . . . .. . ABCDE
32....Accepts delays without bécoming upset. . « ¢« ¢« ¢« ¢+ « « + «. « ABCDE
33....1Is a very persuasive talker. . + » « « « o « o « « « « « . . AB CDE
34....Makes his/her attitudes clear to the group . . . . « « » . « ABCDE
35....Lets the members do their work the way they think best . . . ABCD E
36....Lets some members take advantage of him/her. . . . .. . .. ABCDE
37....Treats all group members as his/her equals.. e« ¢« e e e+..ABCDE
38....Keeps the work moving at a rapidpace. . . . « « + . . .. .ABCDE
39....Settles conflicts when they occur in the group . . . ....ABCDE

40....His/her superiors act favorably on most of his/her
suggestions . . . . ... . ABCDE

41....Represents the group at outside meetings . . . . .. .. ..ABCDE
42....Becomes anxious when waiting for new developments. . . . . . ABCD E
43....1s very skillful fn an argument. « « « « « « « « o+ » » « «. . ABCDE
44....Decides what shall be done and how it shall be dome. . . . . ABCD E
45....Assigns a task, then lets the members handle it. . . . .. . ABCDE
46....Is the leader of the group fnname only. . . . . . . ... .ABCDE
47....Gives advance notice of changeS. . . « v v & ¢ & « & o o .
48....Pushes for increased production. . . . . . + . . . . ... .ABCDE

49....Things usually turn out as he/she predicts . . . . . .. . . ABCD

50....Enjoys the privileges of his/her position. . . . . . . . . . ABCDE
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A = Alvays B = Often C = Occasionally D = Seldom

51....Handles complex problems efficiently . . . . . . . . . .

52....1s able to tolerate postponement and uncertainty . . . .
53....Is not a very convincing-talker. . . . . . ¢« « . . o . .
54....Assigns group members to particular tasks. . . . « . . .
55....Turns the members loose on a job, and lets them go to {t
56....Backs down when he/she ought to stand firm . . . . . . .
57....Keeps‘to himself/herself ... « « ¢ v v ¢ o o o o o o o«
58....Asks the members to work harder. . . . . . . . . . . ..
59....1s accurate in predicting the trend of events. . . . . .

60....Gets his/her superiors to act for the welfare of the
group members . . . . . .

6l....Gets swamped by detafls. +« « « ¢ ¢ o o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o o
62....Can wait just so long, then blows up . . . . . « « . . .
63....Speaks from a strong inner conviction. . . + ¢ o « . . .

64....Makes sure that his/her part in the group is understood
by the group members. . .

65....Is reluctant to alléw the members any freedom of action.
66....Lets some members have authority that he/she should keep
67....Looks out for the personal welfare of group members. . .
68....Permits the members to take it easy in their work. .
69....Sees to it that the work of the group is coordinated . .
70....His/hér word carries weight with superiors . .. . . . .
71....Gets things all tangled UP « & &« « « ¢ ¢ « o ¢ o o « & «
72....Remains calm when uncertain about coming events. . . . .
73....18 an inspiring talker . . « « ¢ ¢ ¢ 4 ¢« o @ o o o
74....Schedules the work to be dome. . . + ¢« ¢ ¢« « ¢ o o« o o« &
75....Allows the group a high degree of initiative . . . . . .
76....Takes full charge when emergencies arise . . . . . . . .

77....1s willing to make changes . . . + ¢« ¢ ¢ « ¢ ¢ ¢ o o &
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A = Alvays B = Often C .= Occasionally D = Seldom

78....Drives hafd when there {s a fob to be done . . . . . . .
79....Helps group members settle their differences . . . . .‘.
86....Gets what he/she asks fOtjfrom h;s/hgr superiors . . . .

81....Can reduce a madhouse to system and order. . . o « o . .
82....1s able to delay action until the proper time occurs . .

83....Persuades others that his/her fdeas are to their advantage

84....Maintains definite atandardé of performance.‘. o« ¢ e e e
85....Trusts members to exercise good judgment . . . . . . . .
86;...Ovércoﬁes‘attempts made to‘chal;éﬁge his/her leadefahip:
87....Refuses to explain his/hergaétions e s e e 4 e s e e e
88....Urges the group to beat its prévioup record. . . .y. . e
89....Ant1c1patés problems and plan; for them. . . . . . SRR
90....Is working ﬁis/her ﬁaylto the top. ; I
91....Gets confused ;hén tao many deéands arelmadefof him/her.

92....Worries about the outcome of any new procedure . . . . .

93....Can inspire enthusiasm for 8 proJect « o« v v u v M4 4 .

94....Asks that group members follow standard rules and
: regulations. . . . « . . . .

95....Permits the group to set its own pace. . « « « o« ¢ « o
96....Is easily recognized as the leader of the group. . . ..

97....Acts without consulting the Sroup. . . + v v o « « o o

98....Keeps the group working up to capacity . . . . . . . . .

99....Maintains a closely knit group . . . v v v « o « & o o o

100...Maintains cordial relations with superiors . . ete .« o e
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MANUAL
for the
LEADER BEHAVIOR DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNAIRE - Form XII

An Experimental Revisioa

Ralph M. Stogdill

Bureau of Business Research
College of Commerce and Administration
The Ohio State Univeraity

Covlumbua, Ohio

1963
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LEADER BEEAVIOR DESCRIPTION QUESTIOMMAIRE - Form XII

The Leader Behavior Descriptica Questioanaire, often referred to as LB,
vas developed for use in odbtaining descriptions of a supervisur by the group
members vhom he supervises. It can be used to describe the behavior ot the
leader, or leaders, in any type of group or organization, provided the 10l-
lovers have had an oppartunity to vbserve the leader in action as a leader o:
their group.

Origin of the Scales

The LEIQ grev out of vork initiated by Hemphill (10). Further develop-
ment of the scales by the staff of the Ohio State Leadership Studies has beeu
described by Bemphill and Cocns (13). Shartle (16) has outlined the theuretical
considerations underlying the descriptive uethud. He cbserved that "vr‘xeu the
Ohio State Leadership Studies were initiated in 1949, no satisfactory theur
or definitiocn of leadership vas available.” It vas subsequently found in eapir-
ical research that & large number of hypothesized dimensions of leader behavior
cwld be reduced to tvo strongly defined factors. These ve;-e identitied by

Halpin and Winer (9) and Fleishman (3) eas Consideration and Initiation of Struc-

ture.

The twou tactorially defined subscales, Considerati.a and Iuitiatlon ol
Stiucture, have been videly used in empirical research, particularly i1 mili-
tary organizatioas (5, 6), industry (2, 3, &), and education (6, 8, 12). BEBalpin
(7) reports that "i{n several studies where the agreement among respondents in
describing their respective leaders has been checked by a 'between-grwup vs.
vithin-group' analysis of' variance, the F ratius all have been found significant
at the .0l level. Foullowers tend to agree in describing the same leader, and

the descriptions of different leaders differ signiticantly.”
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The Development of Form XII

It has not seemed reascnable $o believe that two factors are sufficient to
account for all the observable variance in leader behavior. Hovever, as Shartle
(16) observed, no theory wvas avﬂ.lable to suggest additional factors. A new
theory of role differentiation and group achievement by Stogdill (17), and the
survey of a large body of research data that supported that theory, suggested
that a meaber of variables operate in the differentiation of roles in social
groups. FPossible factors suggested by the theory are the following: tolcrance
of uncertainty, persuasiveness, tolerance of member freedom of action, predic-
tive uccuracy, integration of the group, and reconciliation of conflicting de-
mands. Tossible new factors suggested by the results of empirical research are
the following: representation of group interelfl, role assumption, production
caphasis, and orientation toward superiors.

Items were developed for the hypothesized subscales. Questionnaires in-
corporating the new items were administered to successive groups. After item
analysis, the questionnaires were revised, sdministered egain, reanalyzed, and
revised. |

Marder (1) reported the first use of the new scales in the study of an
army airbourne division and a state highway patrol organization. Day (1) used
a reviged form of the questionnaire in the study of an industrial organization.
Other revisions were employed by Stogdill, GCoode, and Day (20, 21, 22) in the
study of ministers, leaders in & coemunity development, United States senators,
and presidents of corporations. Stogdill (18) has used the new scales in the
vtudy of industrial and governmental organitations. Form XII represents the

fourth revision of the questionnaire. It is subject to further revision.
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Definition of the Subscales

Each subscale {s composed of either five or ten itcms. A subscale is

necessarily defined by its component items, and represcnts a rather complex

pattern of behaviors. Brief definitions of the Bubscales are listed below:

1.

2.

10.

11,

12.

Representation - speaks and acts as thelx-epreuntativt of the
group. (5 items)

Demand Reconciliation - reconciles conflicting demands and reduces
disorder to system. (5 items)

Tolerance of Uncertainty - is able to tolerate uncertainty and

postponenment without anxiety or upset. (10 items)

Persuasivences - uses persuasion and argument effectively; exhibits

strong convictions. (10 items)

Initiation of Structure - clearly defines own role, and lets followers

knov what is expected. (10 {tenms)

Tolerance of Freedom - allows followers scope for i{nitiative, decision,(
and action. (10 items)

Role Aesumption - actively exercises the iuderahip role rather than
surrendering leadership to others. (10 items)

Consideration - regards the comfort, well being, status, and con-
tributions of followers. (10 items)

Production Emphasis - appliea pressure for productive output. (10 items)

Predictive Accuracy - exhibita foresight and ability to predict out-
comes accurately. (5 items) : ;

Integration - msintains a closely knit organization; resolves inter-
member conflicts. (5 items)

Superior Orientation - maintains cordial relations with supcriors;
has influence with them; is striving for higher status. (10 itcms)
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Subscale Means and Standard Davistions

There are no nonu‘ for the LEDQ. The questioonaire vas designed for use
es & research device. It 1s pot recoamended for use in uleétion, assigmaent,
or assessment purposes.

The means and standard deviations for several highly selected samples are
shown in Teble 1. The samples consist of commissioned and noncoomissioned
officers in an arxy combat division, the adainistrative otficers in s state
highway patrol headquarters office, the executives in an aircraft engineering
steff, ministers of various denominations of an Ohio Community, leaders in
comsunity development ccttviuon throughout the state of Ohio, presidents of
"successful” corporations, pruidenn‘ of l;bor unions, presidents of colleges

and universities, and United States Bg’uiors.

- Reliability of the. Subsceles

The reliability of the subscales vas deternined by s modified Kuder-
Richardson formula. The modification consists in the fact that each item was
corrclated with the remainder of the items in its subscale rether than with the
subscale score including the item. This procedure yields a conservative esti-

mate of subscale reliability. The reliadility coefficients are shown in Teble 2.



Table 1. Means and Stancsrd Devistions
Army Highway Aircraft Ministers Comrrunity
Division Patrol Leaders
Subscale i :
#Aean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
1. Representation 5.0 3.0 19.9 2.8 19.8 2.8 20.4 2.4 19.6 2.4
2. Demand Reconciliat.o. 19.2 2.8 19.8 3.1 19.7 3.3
3. Tolersnce Uncertainty 36.2 ﬁ.? 35.6 L.6 33.2 6.2 37.5 6.3 37.7 5.6
4. Persuasiveness 8.3 6.2 37.9 5.9 3.5 5.5 k2.1 L.7 39.5 5.5
5. Initiating Structure 38.6 5.7 39.7 L.s 36.6 5.h4 38.7 L.9 37.2 5.7
6. Tolerance Freedom 35.9 6.5 36.3 5.3 38.0 5.9 37.5 6.0 6.4 5.0
7. Role Assumption L2.7 6.1 L2.7 5.3 Lo.9 5.6 k1.5 5.4 39.8 5.6
8. Consideration 37.1 5.6 36.9 6.5 37.1 5.8 b2.5 5.8 L1.1 L.7
9. Production Exphesis | 36.3 5.1 35.8 5.7  3%.1 5.6 3.9 5.1 5.4 6.8
10. Predictive Accuracy 18.1 2.1 17.8 2.1 19.2 2.6 20.5 2.3 19.6 2.5
11. 1Integration 19.5 2.6 19.1 2.7
12. Superior Orientation 39.9 ) 39.1 5.1 38.6 4.2
Inber of Cases 235 185 165 103 57

9L
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Table 1. Means and Standard Devistianz (continued)
Corporstion Labor (bllese\ Senators:
Presidents Presidents Presidends
Subscale
Mean SD Mean €D :ean sD fean 8D~
1. Representation 20.5 1.8 22.2 2.2 21.4 1.9 20.7 2.5
2. Demand Reconciliation 20.6 2.7 21.5 3.2 20.7 3.5
3. Tolerance Uncertainty 35.9 5.k Lo.b 5.6 37.2 5.5 35.3 7.6
4. Persuasiveness ‘40,1 L.2 43.1 4.8 41.1 L.2 - L2.s L.6
5. Initiating Structure 38.5 5.0 38.3 5.6 37.7 -~ k.2 38.8 5.5
6. Tolerance Freedoa 36.9 4.9 38.0 Lo 39.6 3.9 3.6 6.2
7. Role Assumption k2.7 3.5 3.3 5.5 L3.s L.s k1.0 5.7
3. Consideration Li.s L.o L2.3 5.5 L1.3 L L. 5.9
9. Production Exphasis 38.9 uL.L 36.0 5.0 36.2 5.0 L1.2 5.2
10. Predictive Accuracy 20.1 1.8 20.9 2.0 '
11. Integration
12. Superior Orientation 432 3. L2.9 2.9
huaber of Cases 55 kL 55

LL



Table 2. Reiiability Coe::iicients (i‘odif.ed Kucer-Richardson)

Alr- ) \ Corporai
craft - tion Labor College
Sucscale Army Highway Execu- ~inisters Community  Presi- Presi- Presi- Zecaiors
Division Patrol  tives - Leaders dents - dents  dents
. Resreeenta:ton .82 85 . .55 .59 5k 70 .66 3
. De-and Recoacillation 13 .58 .59 .81, L&
3. Tolerance Uncertainty] .58 .66 , .82 .84 " .85 .79 .82 .80 .8z
. Persussiveness .8y .85 . .84 .T7 .79 .69 .80 .76 .e2
. Initiating Structure | .79 .75 .78 .70 .72 TT .78 .80 .72
. Tolerance Freedom .81 .79 .86 .75 .86 ‘ .84 .58 .73 .Eh
. Role Assu=ption .85 '.Bh .84 .75 .83 .57 \ ) .86 .75 .65
. Considera:ion .76 .87 8L .85 7 .78 .83 .T6 .85
. Productic~ Emphasis .70 .79 .79 .59 .79 » T ‘.65 O JTh .38
. Predicti.: Accuracy .76 .82 | l .91 .83 .62 . .El .87
. Integrat::n .73 .79
. Superior l-ientation | .64 .75 .81 . . .66 .80

8L
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Admipnistering the LBDQ

The LEIQ {s usually employed by followers to describe the behaviors of their
leader or supervisor, However, the questionnaire can be used by peers or superiors
to describe a given leader vhoa they know well enpough to describe accurately. With
proper changes in imtrucuon_s, the questionnsire can 8lso be used by e lcsedcr to
describe his own behavior,

The questionnaire can be administered individually or in groups. It is
usually not neccssary for the person making the descr'iption to write his namne on
the test booklet. However, the nsme of the leader being described should be writ-
ten on the test booklet, It is pecessery to identify the person being described
whenever it is desired to edd together .(and obtain an average ofr) the descriptlons
of scverel describers,

How may describers are required to pravide a satisfactory index score of the
leader's behavior? Halpin (7) suggests that "a minimum of four respondents per
leader is desirable, apd additional respondents beyond ten do not increase eig-
nificantly the stability of the index scores, 8ix or seven respondents per leeder
would be a good standard."” :

In explaining the purpose and nature of a research project to e group of re-
spondents, it has not been found necessary to ceution them about honesty or frank-
ness. It has been found sufficient to say, "All that is required is for you to
dcscribe your supervisor's behavior as sccurately ss possible.” Whenever possible
to do so, it is desirasble to assure tha respondents that their degeriptions will

not be seen by any of the persons whom thcy are asked to describe.
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Supervisor Employees | Total
3%
21-30
Years Sﬁpervisor Employees ]
Z of Z of Z of X of Z of
Supv., Total Empl. Total Total
0- 3 e — 97 7% 8%
3-10 15% 22 427 372 ‘ "~ 382
11 - 20 Sz 4z 231 197 l 247
21 - 30 392 5% 21% 192 247
more than 30 152 22 © 5% 52 6%
Number of respondents - 13 ‘ 93 106

' Figure 11. Number of Years in Civil Service
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- Employees Total

Supervisor

Yeags Supervisor Employees

% of % of % of IZ of Z of
Supv. Total Empl. Total ’ ‘ Total

0- 1 247 3Z 5% 5% . 8%
2-5 622 8% siz sor 58%
6 -10 72 1% 24 217 237
11 -<15 7% 12 117 97 10%
16 - 20 — e — — —_—
21 - 25 ‘ -— - 27 1Z ‘ZZ
26 - 30 — - 1% 12 1%

Number of Réspondents - 13 93 106

Figure 12. Number of Years in Present Position



Supervisor

Employees
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Total

Sex Supervisor ' Employees
-2 of T of Z of Z of % of
Supv. Total Empl. Total Total
Male * 697 8% 652 571 652
Female B I¥ SR 357 312 352
Number of Respondents - 13 93

Figure 13.

Sex of Respohdents

106
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Supervisor Employees Total

Married Married Married
7% €3% 71%
Marital Supervisor Employees
Status Z of % of Z of 2 of Z of
Supv. Total Empl. Total Total
Married 972 112 682 602 71%
Single 17 17 322 282 2972
Number of Respondents - 12 92 104

Figure 14. Marital Status of Respondents
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Supervisor Employees Total

41.50
50%
Over 55 Over 55
4% 13%
8%
51 55 51
Age Supervisor Employees
% of X of Zof Z of % of
Supv. Total Empl. Total Total
21 - 30 - -— 192 172 17
31 - 40 252 37 242 212 25%
41 - 50 50% 6% 362 322 372
51 - 55% 177 22 7% 6% 8%
Over 55 87 1% 147 122 132
Number of Respondents - 12 87 4 99

*55 is retirement age for those with 30 years service

Figure 15. Age of Respondents
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Superviso; Employees X Total
Sorie Col.
Educational Supervisor : ". Employees
Level Tof  Zof . - X of Z of _ Z of
Supv. “Total Empl. Total Total
No HS Diploma — - 12 17 1z
HS Diploma/GED 152 27 T sy 5% 72
Some_College 232 £ S 332 282 ! ‘ 312
Associate Degree 232 32 | : SX- 5% 8%
Bachelor Degree 392 5% 492 422 472
Masters Degree -— -— | 7i 6% 6%
Doctoral Degree o= - -—- == -—

Number of Respoadents - 13

Figure 16.

92 105

Highest Educational Degree Attained



Job Functions
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Percentage of Respondents

Logistics Managemént Specialist
Production Management Sgeciglist
Equipment Sbecialist

Inventory Management Specialist
Epéineering

Support

Figure 17. Job

Functions

107

102
322
25%
132

102
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TABLE V

RAW DATA AND AVERAGE SCORES OF
SUPERVISOR/SUBORDINATE UNIT GROUPS
BY JOB FUNCTION

JOB FUNCTION RESPONDENTS EXTENDED AVERAGE/MEAN
) 'RAW SCORES SCORES

Supv. Employees Supv. Employees Supv. Employees

Inv. Mgmt. Spec. S 35 106 712 2.1 2.3
Prod. Mgmt. Spec. 1 9 21 85 2.1 2.1
Equipment Spec. 4 38 62 877 1.6 2.3
Logistics Mgmt. Spec. 1 6

Engineering 2 16 50 401 2.5 2.6
Support 2 11 21 98 2.1 1.6

15 115 260 2173 (2.0) (2.3)
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ASSOCIATION OF RESEARL’H LIBRARIES
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT SERVICES

1527 New Hampshire Avenue, N.W, Washington, D.C. 20036
202-232-8656 FAX 202-462-7849

March 5, 1990

Loela S. McGuire
1712 Serenade Dr.
Midwest City, OK 73130

Dear Ms. McGuire:

You have mixed us up with the Center for Creative Leadership at 5000 Laurinda Drive,
Greensboro, NC  27402-1660. I attended a CCL workshop with people from your base, so
somehow my address probably got into the wrong file. Good luck on your project.

S/i:fcergly,

3 , ,
Susan R. Jurow

Director

SR]/mhs

Twenty years of promoting management excellence
in research libraries, 1970-1990
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NATIONAL

5605 Green Circle Drive, Minnetonka MN 55343 / Phone 612-939-5000
. COMPUTER

SYSTEMS

-PROFESSIONAL ASSESSMENT SERVICE

March 7, 1990

Loela S. McGuire
1712 Serenade Dr. .
Midwest City, OK 73103

Dear Ms. McGuire:

Thank you for thinking of NCS Professional Assessment Services when
an assessment solution was needed. ' The instruments we offer are
focused on the assessment of the individual's personality,
interests and potential, rather than on the expectation definition

and emphasis.

An idea would be to consult another division of NCS - National
Information Services (NIS). They specialize in constructing
surveys for organizations, and they may have done something similar

to your thesis. Please contact:

National Information Services -
11300 Rupp Drive

Burnsville, MN 55337

(612) 894-9494

If I can be of further assistance, please contact me again.

Sincerely,
Revin Anderson
Test Product Consultant
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CENTER FOR CREATIVE LEADERSHIP

5000 Laurinda Drive

Post Office Box P-1

Greensboro, North Carolina 27402-1660
919-288-7210, Telex 3772224, FAX 919-288-3999

March 22, 1990

Leola S. McGuire
1712 Serenade Dr.
Midwest City, OK 73130

Dear Ms. McGuijre:

Your letter of March 14th, requesting information on
instruments, was passed on to me.

I'm afraid I can be of little help, becausé it was not clear
from you letter why the LBDQ was inappropriate to your
research questions. If what you need is an instrument which
captures the behavior of the employees, rather than the
behavior of the leader (or expectations for the behavior of
employees), I do not know of such an instrument.

There is a book you might consult however. It is the
Directory of HRD Instrumentation, published by University
Associates. It briefly describes a vast array of instruments
used in organizations and would be a first step in
identifying one for your use.

Good luck with your research.

Sincerely,

L0lonNon Yo ly

Ellen Van Velsor, PhD

Director
Leadership Technologies Research

San Diego office 4275 Executive Square, Suite 620 La Jolla California 92037 619-453-4774 FAX 619-453-6154
Colorado Springs office 13 S Tejon, Suite SO0 PO Box 1559 Colorado Springs Colorado 80901 719-633-3891. FAX 719-633-2236

A nonprofit educational institution devoted to behavioral science research, executive development, and leadership education.
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