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This study examined the relationship and strength of association

of the two independent variables of gender (male, female) and per-

ceived sex role identity (masculine, androgynous, feminine, and

undifferentiated) on the leadership style, leadership range (number of

back-up styles), and leadership adaptability (effectiveness) of non-

foreign graduate students at a Land Grant Institution.

A sex role scale (The Personal Attribute Questionnaire) and a

leadership scale (The Leader Effectiveness and Adaptability Descrip-

tion) were administered to a randomly selected sample of 700 (350

males, 350 females) graduate students. Usable responses were obtained

from 65 percent (455) of the subjects.

Chi-square, Cramer's V, and lambda analyses were performed on

the categorical data. A significant relationship (.05 level) and

low strength of association was found between males and females and



their selection of a primary leadership style and their leadership

range or the number of support styles. Males tended to select an

instrumental (task oriented) and females an expressive (relationship

oriented) primary style and males in this study tended to utilize a

broader range of back-up or support styles. No significant difference

or strength of relationship was found between gender and effective-

ness. In terms of perceived sex role identity alone, no significant

difference or strength of relationship was found in leadership style,

range, or effectiveness.

When gender and sex role identity were combined, stronger sig-

nificant differences were found in the selection of a primary leader-

ship style (.05 to .01) and leadership range (.05 to .02). Also,

when combined, a significant difference (.05) was found in effective-

ness which was not observed when gender and sex role identity were

examined separately. There was no support in this study that

androgynous persons (those high in both expressive and instrumental

orientations) were any more flexible (as measured by range) or

effective (as measured by adaptability) than nonandrogynous persons.

The findings further suggest that sex role studies which do not

differentiate by gender may, in fact, be measuring primarily the

effect of gender and not sex role identity. Recommendations for

further research were suggested by the findings.
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THE RELATIONSHIP OF GENDER AND PERCEIVED SEX ROLE
IDENTITY TO THE LEADERSHIP STYLE, RANGE, AND
ADAPTABILITY OF SELECTED GRADUATE STUDENTS

CHAPTER ONE

Introduction

Prior to recent developments in sex role theory, masculinity

and femininity were viewed as bi-polar (i.e., the more feminine a

person the less masculine and vice versa). However, the new sex

role theories developed over the past ten years view the psycho-

logical constructs of masculinity and femininity as independent

rather than bi-polar dimensions (Constantinople, 1973; Block, 1973;

Bem, 1974). Recent studies using instruments to measure these

independent dimensions have shown that people can be sex typed (high

in either masculine and feminine characteristics), cross-sexed,

androgynous (high in both masculine and feminine characteristics),

or undifferentiated (low in both masculine and feminine character-

istics) (Bem, 1977; Spence, Helmreich, and Stapp, 1975; Spence and

Helmreich, 1978).

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to investigate leadership in

relation to this more recent conceptulization of m linity and

femininity. Specifically, the question examined was the extent to

which gender and the perceived sex role identity (masculine, feminine,
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androgynous, undifferentiated) of graduate students affected or

influenced leadership as measured by a situational leadership theory

scale. The findings of this study have potential implications for

those involved in the selection, placement, promotion, or training

of leaders.

Background and Rationale

Although men and women are biologically different, a basic issue

is the extent to which these biological differences justify socially

sanctioned disparities in roles, rights, and opportunitites for both

men and women (English, 1977). As America has moved from an agricul-

tural to an industrial and post-industrial society, what constitutes

masculinity and femininity in terms of social roles and expectations

has undergone changes for both genders (Stearns, 1979; Toffler, 1980).

Achievement of a fulfilled male or female role has become increasingly

more complex if not more stressful. Some of our awareness of gender

and sex role differences and similarities has occurred during the

past twenty years against the backdrop of the various "rights"

movements, such as civil rights, sexual rights, minority rights, and

equal rights. All of these movements have raised our consciousness

level about those segments of our society which do not have equal

opportunity or encouragement to become fulfilled as they or society

may define it (English, 1977).

It is society to a large extent which determines what occupa-

tions and social roles are deemed appropriate for each gender.

Furthermore, Peter Stearns (1977:14) points out that "anthropologists

have found no society...in which male activity is not regarded as
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more important than female." Feminists would argue that this observa-

tion is true because men dominate all the major social institutions

and hierarchies of power in society that make such determinations of

worth and value (Freeman, 1979).

The argument as to whether sex roles and the accompanying occu-

pational and social roles are predominately biologically determined

or sociologically conditioned and reinforced is an ongoing debate

(see Goldberg, 1978 and Mednick, Tangri, and Hoffman, 1975 for

examples of the bi-polarization of this issue). One of the not so

subtle sexual stereotypes in our culture is that men, by virtue of

their presumed personality characteristics (i.e., aggressive, task

oriented, rational, independent), are better able to manage and lead

than women (who are presumed to be nurturing, supportive, caring,

but also irrational and emotional (Rosenkrantz et al., 1963; Boverman

et al., 1970). For example, Douglas McGregor (1967:23) observed that:

The model of a successful manager in our culture
is a masculine one. The good manager is aggressive,
competitive, firm, just. He is not feminine; he is
not soft or yielding or dependent or intuitive in
the womanly sense. The very expression of emotion
is widely viewed as a feminine weakness that would
interfere with effective business practices.

As an example of the extent of this general stereotype, Birdsall (1978)

reports that in 1976 when women constituted about 40 percent of the

work force, they filled only 15 percent of the entry level management

positions, 5 percent of the middle management, and about 1 percent of

the top management positions. To the extent that this under-

representation is due to sexual stereotyping, it means not only a
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loss in terms of individual freedom of choice and development of

human potential but possibly a loss in terms of organizational

effectiveness and growth as well.

Because most organizations today are socially complex and open

systems that must interact continually with their environments while

at the same time integrating and matching technology and people with

organizational goals (Conner, 1980), this stereotypical description

of the male/masculine manager is being increasingly challenged

(Brenner, 1977; Toffler, 1980; Sargent, 1981). These authors imply

that many modern organizations require new forms of leadership styles

which are more adaptable and flexible than past stereotyped male

leadership styles. In this regard Alice Sargent (1981:87) noted that:

Numerous signs indicate that organizations through-
out the country are shifting toward management systems
that call for feminine as well as masculine behaviors.
Industry and government are reexamining structures
that reflect patterns of hierarchy and control. They
are questioning the value of competition, autonomy,
power, and tough-mindedness in light of the interde-
pendence that work now requires. Workers' shifting
attitudes toward their jobs are having an effect as
well. Management research now offers a new set of
practices aimed at increased productivity. These
practices require more interpersonal ability, more
collaboration, more interdependence, and more open
communication--all of which point to an androgynous
blend of skills.

In the sex role literature two main types of orientations have

traditionally been noted to describe these masculine and feminine

behaviors to which Sargent alludes. For example, Sandra Bem, Wendy

Martyna, and Carol Watson (1976:1016) in tracing the history of sex

role research done by Parsons and Bales (1955) and Bakan (1956)

explained:
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According to Parson, masculinity has been associated
with an "instrumental" orientation, a cognitive focus
on getting the job done or the problem solved, where-
as femininity has been associated with an "expressive!,
orientation, an affective concern for the welfare of
others and the harmony of the group. Similarly,
Bakan has suggested that masculinity is associated
with an "agentic" orientation, a concern for oneself
as an individual, whereas femininity is associated
with a "communal" orientation, a concern for the
relationship between oneself and others.

Similarly, many research studies have defined basically two main

dimensions of leadership, Consideration and Initiation of Structure.

Edwin Fleishman, Edwin Harris, and Harold Burtt (1955:27) described

the two dimensions as follows:

Consideration - behavior indicative of friendship,
mutual trust, respect and a certain warmth between
the leader and his group. Initiation of Structure -
implies that the leader organizes and defines the
relationship between himself and the members of
his group. He tends to define the role which he
expects each member to assume, and endeavors to
establish well-defined patterns of organization,
channels of communication, and ways of getting
the job done.

These two leadership dimensions have been given various titles

or labels since they were first identified. These include for

example:

1. Concern for People--Concern for Production (Blake and

Mouton, 1964),

2. Peer Leadership--Managerial Leadership (Bowers and

Seashore, 1966),

3. Employee Centered--Job Centered (Katz and Kahn, 1966),

4. Relationship Motivated--Task Motivated (Fiedler, 1967),

and
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5. Relationship Behavior--Task Behavior (Hersey and

Blanchard, 1977).

Given the seeming similarities in concept between sex role

dimensions (i.e., instrumental and expressive) and leadership dimen-

sions (i.e., task and relationship) the major focus of this study

was to investigate the differences and relationships between gender

(being male or female) and men and women's perceptions of themselves

regarding the masculinity and femininity dimensions and leadership

dimensions. More specifically, the intent of this study was to

determine the presence or absence of significant differences and the

degree or strength of association of the two fundamental dimensions

of gender (male and female) and sex role identity (masculine, feminine,

androgynous, and undifferentiated) on leadership style, leadership

range, and leadership adaptability. From a theoretical framework,

the study sought to examine whether or not the instrumental and

expressive domains of sex role identity, which Spence and Helmreich

(1978) indicate are the central "core" of the personality differences

between males and females in our society were, in fact, reflected in

the selection of a task oriented or relationship oriented solution

to situations calling for leadership interventions. The study also

examined the influence of sex role identity and gender on the choice

of a primary leadership style, the use of back-up style (flexibility),

and level of leadership effectiveness.
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Limitations

The major limitations of this study were basically those limi-

tations associated with the current instruments used to measure the

constructs of sex role identity and leadership style and effective-

ness. These limitations included the general weaknesses and short-

comings of "paper and pencil" instruments (Sax, 1974), as well as

the acknowledged discrepancy between self-perception and the per-

ception of others when utilizing such attitudinal or behavioral

instruments. It has been observed that self-descriptions are not

free from the halo effect and they are somewhat more favorable on

the average than descriptions by subordinates. However, as Donald

Campbell (1956:69) argues, self-perceptions "stand a much better

chance of revealing stable and persistent attributes of individuals

than do the reputational measures," and are in fact more discrimi-

nating than evaluations by others.

Another limitation was that the population of this study was

atypical. Graduate students as a group represent the upper five to

ten percent of formal educational attainment in our society. Their

responses, therefore, may not be reflective of either the sex role

identity or the leadership styles and adaptability of the general

population of adults.

The final limitation was the particular population from which

the sample was drawn. The graduate students in this study were

enrolled in a Land Grant University. The generalizability of the

findings may, therefore, be limited to graduate students in similar

types of institutions.
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Delimitations

The major delimitation of this leadership study was that no

attempt was made to externally verify or assess the accuracy of the

self-perceptions of the subjects in terms of either their sex role

identity or leadership style, range, and adaptability. This was due

in part to the problem of identifying appropriate persons (i.e.,

subordinates, peers, or supervisors) who could accurately perform

an external verification of self-perceptions. In addition, no attempt

was made in this study to compare perceived leadership styles with

actual observable leadership behavior.

Definitions

For purposes of this study the following general definitions

are noted:

Androgyny is a Greek term that stems from the root words

andro (male) and gyne (female). It has come to denote a person or

personality that embodies a balance of both male and female

qualities (Frye, 1980).

Gender means whether a subject is a male or a female, a man

or a woman, in the biological sense of the term.

Leadership is defined by Paul Hersey and Kenneth Blanchard

(1982:83) as "the process of influencing the activities of an

individual or a group in efforts toward goal achievement in a given

situation." Leadership is viewed as a function of the leader, the

follower, and other situational variables.
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Sex Roles are beliefs about appropriate behavior for the two

genders. These behaviors are positively sanctioned for members of

one gender and ignored or negatively sanctioned by members of the

other (Spence and Helmreich, 1978).

Sex Role Identity refers to how much a person approves of and

participates in feelings and behaviors which are seen as "appropriate"

for his/her gender.

Sex Typed refers to the masculine male, and the feminine female,

or the person whose sex role identity is high for his or her own

gender.

Cross-Sexed refers to the masculine female and the feminine

male or the person who is low in the sex role identity of his or her

own gender.

Sex Role Stereotype is a set of beliefs about the characteris-

tics of the occupants of a sex role, not necessarily based on fact

or personal experience. It also have an evaluative component as

these expected behaviors are evaluated as good, bad, desirable, and

so on (English, 1977).
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CHAPTER TWO

Literature Review

The review of literature focused on the three variables used in

the study: leadership, gender, and sex role. The leadership liter-

ature examined the three major phases of leadership theory develop-

ment: trait, behavioral, and situational or contingency approaches.

The review of the gender literature focused specifically on the

association of gender (male, female) and leadership. The review of

sex role literature examined current conceptualization of masculinity

and femininity, particularly psychological androgyny, current sex

role instruments, and finally, sex role identity and leadership

studies.

Leadership Theory

The observation by Edwin Hollander and James Julian (1969:387)

that "the history of leadership research is a fitful one" was an

appropriate observation. In the past 75 years more than 3,000 leader-

ship studies have been conducted, resulting in dozens of leadership

models and theories (Stogdill, 1974). Many definitions of leadership

have been proposed and although most are careful to separate manage-

ment from leadership, there is still ambiguity in distinguishing

between the two concepts. For example, Hersey and Blanchard (1977)

state that leadership is a broader concept than management.
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Schriesheim, Tolliver, and Behling (1978) on the other hand, define

leadership as a more restricted type of management. Thus, much of

the confusion regarding leadership lies in the lack of clarity as to

the definition of leadership (Pfeffer, 1977), the ambiguity of what

it is that leaders do (Mintzberg, 1971; Pfeffer, 1977), and even the

basic assumptions about leadership (Karmel, 1978).

Still, even with these major problems, Hersey and Blanchard

(1977:83) observed that "the successful organization has one major

attribute that sets it apart from unsuccessful organizations: dynamic

and effective leadership.'" Herbert and Yost (1978) further advocated

that it is essential for organizational survival that models and

theories of assessing leadership potential continue to be developed

and tested. Even so, it should be noted at the onset of this review

of leadership that despite the need for accurately assessing leader-

ship potential, the proliferation of theories, research models, and

instruments, the basic problem of operationalizing leadership still

has not been solved (Davis and Luthans, 1979).

The Trait Approach

The study of leadership in this century began by focusing on

personality traits which separated leaders from nonleaders in an

effort to identify universal traits that were essential for effective

leadership (Hollander and Julian, 1959). Over 100 traits have been

examined. Previous reviews of trait studies (Stogdill, 1948; Mann,

1959; Stogdill, 1974) indicated that the result of searching for a

list of universal traits has been fairly inconclusive and often
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confusing. There were several limitations to the trait theory.

First, a review of trait studies did not reveal which traits were

most important for a leader, but only which traits were most often

investigated by researchers. Second, the situational school of

thought has pointed out that leaders who are successful in one sit-

uation may not be successful in another situation. Thus, the situa-

tion rather than inherent personal qualities may be more important

to effective leadership. A third limitation of the trait research

was that it was sometimes contradictory. Sometimes a trait was

found to be positively related to leadership and other times not

(Hampton, Summer, and Webber, 1978). This last limitation of

contradictory findings, however, is not unique to the trait approach

to leadership.

The trait theory dominated the behavioral sciences until about

1947. Although it is no longer popular to carry out research on

universal leader traits, individual characteristics and personality

traits in both the behavioral and the situational schools of thought

are still highly utilized as variables. Some of these variables

include locus of control, race, motivation, power, attitudes toward

women, communication style, and achievement.

A realistic approach to the issue of traits was proposed by

Ralph M. Stogdill (1974:81). He stated:

The leader is characterized by a strong drive for
responsibility and task completion. Vigor and
persistence in pursuit of goals, venturesomeness
and originality in problem solving, drive to exer-
cise initiative in social situations, self-confidence
and sense of personal identity, willingness to accept
consequence of decision and action, readiness to
absorb interpersonal stress, willingness to tolerate
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frustration and delay, ability to influence other
persons' behavior, and capacity to structure
interaction systems to the purpose at hand.

It can be concluded that the clusters of
characteristics listed above differentiate (1)
leaders from followers, (2) effective from
ineffective leaders, and (3) higher echelon
from lower echelon leaders. In other words,
different strata of leaders and followers can
be described in terms of the extent to which
they exhibit some of the characteristics.

Studies have, in fact, confirmed Stogdill's assumptions that

"clusters of characteristics" can differentiate leaders from

followers (Brenner, 1977), effective from ineffective leaders (Day

and Stogdill, 1972), and higher from lower echelon leaders (Grimsley

and Jarrett, 1973). Stogdill (1974) indicated that recognizing that

personality is a factor in leadership represents a sensible modifi-

cation of the extreme situationist approach which may deny the

influence of individual personality differences.

The Behavioral Approach

The second major phase of the study of leadership began in the

late 1940's when researchers began concentrating on the actual

behavior of leaders as opposed to their inherent traits. Three of

the major behavioral approaches are outlined below.

The Michigan Studies. The Survey Research Center at the

University of Michigan focused on leadership style and effectiveness.

The researchers (Katz, Maccoby, and Morse, 1950) identified two con-

cepts which they labeled Employee Orientation and Production Orienta-

tion. The employee oriented leader stressed the relationship aspects

of his job, taking into account the individuality and personal needs
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of his subordinates. The production oriented leader, on the other

hand, emphasized production and viewed workers primarily as tools

to achieve organizational goals. The Michigan researchers found that

the high producing groups were usually led by employee oriented

leaders and low producing groups were usually led by production

oriented employers. The concepts of employee orientation and produc-

tion orientation were viewed as bi-polar because a given leader

tended to behave more in one direction than the other. The Michigan

Studies, although there were exceptions, implied that there was a

"one-best-way" to manage (i.e., by being employee oriented). Despite

flaws, the most serious of which was a lack of specificity (Frye,

1980), these studies did contribute extensively to the literature

and provided a basis for future studies. Their major impact was

in the area of the development of broad principles and management

systems (Hampton, Summer, and Webber, 1978).

The Ohio Studies. A massive effort to identify leadership

behaviors began in 1945 with the establishment of the Bureau of

Business Research at the Ohio State University, which resulted in

numerous findings known as the Ohio State Studies. These studies

are perhaps the most extensive and important of the behavioral

approaches to the study of leadership. They provided the first

description of leader behavior that made a clear distinction between

the "technical" and the "human" actions of a leader (Hampton, Summer,

and Webber, 1978). Through factor analysis the researchers were able

to group the various descriptive terms for leader behavior into

shorter classifications. The most widely accepted classification
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resulted in the identification of two dominate dimensions: Consider-

ation and the Initiation of Structure (Fleishman, Harris, and Burtt,

1955; Stogdill and Coons, 1957). The Ohio State Studies, unlike the

Michigan Studies, viewed its two labeled dimensions as independent

and developed a four quadrant model to display leadership styles.

0-J

High High
Consideration Structure

and and
Low High

Structure Consideration

Low High
Structure Structure

and and
Low Low

Consideration Consideration

(Low) Initiating Structure (High)

Figure 1

The Ohio State Leadership Quadrants

Source: Hersey and Blanchard, 1977:95.

The main emphasis of leader behavior studies has been leadership

styles and how leadership styles affect two important dimensions of

effectiveness: (1) the productivity and (2) the satisfaction of sub-

ordinates. Hampton, Summer, and Webber (1978) in reviewing the

Ohio State research suggest that, in general, initiating structure

seems to result in increased productivity, while consideration seems

to result in more satisfied employees and under some circumstances
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initiation of structure may be effective in both aspects of produc-

tivity and satisfaction.

A number of different scales for measuring Consideration and

Initiation of Structure were developed by the Ohio State group. The

two chief instruments were the Leader Opinion Questionnaire (LOQ)

which measures how a leader feels he ought to behave and the Leader

Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ) which measures subordi-

nates' perceptions of leader behavior. Kerr and Schriesheim (1974) in

reviewing the literature on leadership Consideration and Initiation

of Structure, noted several problems. First, they cautioned that

care must be exercised in comparing various theories and scales which

utilize labels similar to Consideration and Initiation of Structure

as they may bear no resemblance to the concepts as developed by Ohio

State. Second, they suggested that some of the divergent findings

in the literature may be due to differences in the various forms of

the Ohio State scales themselves, particularly in the scales to mea-

sure Initiation of Structure. Schreisheim, House, and Kerr (1976)

also noted particular problems with the Initiation of Structure

portions of the scales.

Like the Michigan Studies, the early Ohio State Studies seemed

to imply a "one-best-way" of leadership. High scores on both Con-

sideration and Initiation of Structure were theoretically thought to

denote the most effective leadership behavior while low scores on

both dimensions were theoretically indicative of the worst (Halpin,

1956). Later studies and reviews, however, recognized numerous

moderating variables between the styles and effectiveness and
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developed more of a contingency approach to the effectiveness of

specific styles (Kerr et al., 1974).

The Managerial Grid. The Michigan and the Ohio State Leadership

Studies concentrated on two theoretical concepts viewed as essential

to identifying leadership style and/or effectiveness. These two

dimensions were task accomplishment and personal relationships.

Blake and Mouton (1964) popularized these further in their Managerial

Grid. They identified five leadership styles based on concern for

production (task) and concern for people (relationship).

These styles have been labeled and described as follows

(Blake and Mouton, 1978a:11):

Impoverished Management--Exertion of minimum
effort to get required work done is appropriate to
sustain organization membership;

Authority-Obedience--Efficiency in operations
results from arranging conditions of work in such
a way that human elements interfere to a minimum
degree;

Organization Man Management--Adequate organi-
zation performance is possible through balancing
the necessity to get out work with maintaining
morale of people at a satisfactory level;

Country Club Management--Thoughtful attention
to needs of people for satisfying relationships
leads to a comfortable friendly organization
atmosphere and work tempo; and

Team Management--Work accomplishment is from
committed people; interdependence through a "common
stake" in organization purpose leads to relation-
ships of trust and respect.

The developers of the Grid advocate a "one-best-way" to manage

people and that is through the use of behavioral science principles.

Blake and Mouton state that all of the current behavioral principles

support the Team Management style as the "one-best-way" to manage

or lead (Blake and Mouton, 1978b). They argue that situational
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theorists have confused consistency of style with rigidity of style.

They contend that the Team Management leader is in fact able to vary

the tactics of application to the situation while still striving for

excellence in his or her concern for people and production. Their

training and organizational development (00) programs are predicated

on the assumptions that both individuals and organizations can learn

to increase their leadership effectiveness (Blake and Mouton, 1978b).

The high concern for people and production paradign is not without its

critics (Larson, Hunt, and Osborn, 1976; Nystrom, 1978). Also as

Andrew DuBrin (1981:497) points out, "even in the area of organiza-

tional development, a consistent criticism of Grid OD is not that it

does not work but that not enough evidence exists to prove that it

does work." Hersey and Blanchard (1977) contend that the Managerial

Grid has in essence given popular labels to five points within the

four quadrants of the Ohio State Studies. They do note one important

difference though in how the two major theories determine leadership

styles. The Managerial Grid measures a predisposition or attitudinal

dimension, while the Ohio State model measures a behavioral dimension

in that it asks what the ideal leader should do (Leader Opinion

Questionnaire) or how the subordinate perceives the actual behavior

of the leader (Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire).

The Situational Approach

The third major phase of the study of leadership is the situa-

tional or contingency approach. Contingency theories developed out

of the need to explain contradictory findings concerning the results

or effects of leadership. Charles Greene (1979:22) indicated that
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"[c]ontingency theories postulated conditions under which particular

forms of leader behavior will be more effective than others." They

are based on the assumption that how one leads depends on the situa-

tion, the task to be accomplished, and what one is up against.

Although the situational approach has been advocated for a long time,

it has only been within the past decade that the vast majority of

contingency models have emerged. Fiedler (1973) indicated that as

early as 1904 Lewis Terman wrote that leadership performance depends

not just on the leader, but on the situation as well. Similarly,

Tannenbaum and Schmidt (1958), almost twenty-five years ago, identi-

fied three factors or forces that were important to choosing a leader-

ship pattern. These factors included: (1) forces in the manager (his

value systems, his confidence in subordinates, his own leadership

inclinations, and his feelings of security in an uncertain situation),

(2) forces in the subordinate (his need for independence, readiness to

assume responsibility for decision making, tolerance for ambiguity,

interest in and felt importance of a problem, understanding and

identification with the goals of the organization, and knowledge and

experience to deal with a problem), and (3) forces in the situation

(type or organization, group effectiveness, the problem itself, and

the pressure of time). They proposed a continuum between Boss-

centered leadership and Subordinate-centered leadership in which

there were seven leadership types which balanced a leader's use of

authority and his subordinate's freedom.

There appear to be two basic assumptions about adaptability in

the situational school of thought. The first assumption, represented
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by Fiedler (1973), is that it is easier to change the situation in

which a leader functions than to change the basic personality or

style of the leader. Thus, the effective leader seeks a "fit" between

self and situation. The second assumption, represented by Hersey and

Blanchard (1977 and 1982), is that successful leaders can and do

accurately diagnose and adapt their leadership behavior to meet the

needs of the followers and the particular environment. Both theorists

note that effectiveness depends on the leader, the followers, and the

situational variables.

In general, the situational or contingency approach is based

on the assumption that there is no "one-best-way" or single ideal

type of leader behavior that is effective or equally effective under

all circumstances (Hersey and Blanchard, 1977). Specifically, it is

a recognition that in addition to the personality of the leader

(Traits) or to the interaction between Consideration and Structure

(Behavior), the unique situation or environment in which leadership

occurs is also a moderating variable that needs to be considered in

the equation of performance (Kerr et al., 1974).

Three major theories representative of the situational approach

are briefly described to show the array of styles and contingencies

that have been proposed as significant to the fuller understanding

of leadership. These three theories are: (1) Fred Fiedler's Con-

tingency Model, (2) Robert J. Houses's Path-Goal Leadership Theory,

and (3) Paul Hersey and Kenneth Blanchard's Situational Leadership

Theory.
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The Contingency Model (Fiedler). Fiedler's model specifies that

a group's performance is the result of the interaction between the

leader's style and the favorableness of the leadership situation for

the leader (Fiedler, 1967, 1971, and 1973). To measure leadership

style, Fiedler developed the Least Preferred Co-Worker Scale (LPC).

This is a sixteen-item scale on which the leader rates the one person

in his life he worked with least well. If the least preferred co-

worker is described in relatively favorable terms, the leader is con-

cerned about good relationships with his fellow workers and is

described by Fiedler as relationship-motivated. If the co-worker

is described in relatively unfavorable terms, the leader is task-

motivated.

According to this theory, leader effectiveness is contingent

not only on style, but the degree to which the situation gives control

and influence to the leader. Fiedler has identified three situational

variables that influence group performance. These three variables are:

(1) the Leader-Member Relations (leaders who have more trust and

respect, having more power and influence), (2) Position Power (leaders

who can hire, fire, and discipline members having more influence and

power than those who can not), and (3) Task structure (highly struc-

tured assignments viewed as giving the leader more influence than

assignments which are unstructured and in which the leader has no

more information than his members) (Fiedler, 1973). Fiedler views

a continuum of situations from favorable to moderate to unfavorable.

At the favorable end is the leader who is well liked, has position

power, and a structured task. At the opposite extreme is the leader
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who is disliked, has little position power, and a vague assignment.

It is this situational favorableness, according to Fiedler, that

moderates the relationship between style and the group performance

(Fiedler, 1971).

Fiedler's conclusions, which are the result of more than fifty

studies (Fiedler, 1973), are that task-motivated leaders perform best

in situations that are either favorable or unfavorable to them.

Relation-motivated leaders on the other hand perform better in

moderately favorable situations in which they have neither great

nor little control and influence. The model also recognizes that

the favorableness or unfavorableness of the situation may determine

to what extent the back-up style (task or relationship motivated) is

in fact displayed (Chemers and Skrzypek, 1972).

Although Fiedler's model is useful to the study of leadership,

there are criticisms. These include the criticism that the Fiedler

model is a reversion to a single continuum of leader behavior with

only two leadership styles (Hersey and Blanchard, 1977). Schneier

(1978) also criticized the lack of testing of female leaders with

the Least Preferred Co-Worker Scale (LPC) and its lack of testing

with emergent as opposed to appointed leaders. He conducted a

study to correct these criticisms and found that subjects who emerged

as leaders had significantly lower LPC scores than nonleaders and had

the lowest LPC scores in 74 percent of the groups. He also found

that male and female leader scores were essentially similar. Finally,

Fiedler (1971) himself admits that the model is supported by data
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from field studies, but is not fully supported from laboratory

studies.

Path-Goal Leadership Theory (House). Unlike the behavioral

approach to leadership which focused on the effects of task and

relationship behavior on productivity and employee satisfaction, the

path-goal theorists began to look at the cognitive or reasoning pro-

cesses subordinates might go through in response to their leaders'

behaviors (Hampton, Summer, and Webber, 1978). The path-goal theory

is based on expectancy theory which assumes that people pursue cer-

tain goals in preference to others because of the "pay off" valued

by the individual. The theory is referred to as path-goal (Robert

House and Terence Mitchell, 1974:81) "because its major concern is

how the leader influences the subordinates' perceptions of their

work goals, personal goals and paths to goal attainment." Leader-

ship behavior is viewed as effective if it increases subordinate

goal attainment and helps clarify the paths to goals.

House and Dessler (1965) advanced a complex theory of the

effects of leader behavior on the motivation of subordinates. They

identified four kinds of leader behavior. These were: (1) direc-

tive leadership, (2) supportive leadership, (3) participative leader-

ship, and (4) achievement oriented leadership. These four styles

of leadership were based on the constructs of Initiation of Structure

and Consideration.

According to House and Mitchell (1974:83), these four specific

kinds of leader behavior affect three attitudes or expectations of

subordinates. These attitudes or expectations include:
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(1) The satisfaction of subordinates, (2) the
subordinate's acceptance of the leader, and
(3) the expectations of subordinates that
effort will result in effective performance
and that effective performance is the path
to goals.

The model as developed by House and Dessler (1965) identified

two major situational variables that moderate between leadership

style and subordinate attitudes or expectations. These two variables

were the personal characteristics of the subordinates and the envir-

onmental demands and pressures in achieving work and personal goals.

In terms of personal characteristics of subordinates, the path-goal

theory asserts that leader behavior will be acceptable to the extent

that the subordinates see such behavior contributing to their present

or future satisfaction. Another characteristic of subordinates is

their perception of their own abilities to perform their assigned

tasks. This perception affects the degree of leader directiveness

that they are willing to accept. When considering the environment,

three factors have been identified which are not within the control

of the subordinate but which are important to his or her satisfaction

or his or her ability to perform a task effectively. These are:

(1) the subordinate's tasks, (2) the formal authority system of the

organization, and (3) the primary work group (House and Mitchell,

1974).

One of the major strengths of this model, according to House

(1971), is its ability to reconcile and integrate earlier findings

on leadership. Research tends to support the basic assumptions of

the model (Johns, 1978; Valenzi and Dessler, 1978; Greene, 1979;
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Griffin, 1979). However, major shortcomings of these supportive

studies are that the findings are often directional rather than signi-

ficant and the studies often raise more questions concerning the

effect of specific variables than they answer. These researchers tend

to feel the model shows promise, but that other major moderating vari-

ables than those identified and studied are important, particularly

task moderators (Johns, 1978; Griffin, 1979) and consideration

(Valenzi and Dessler, 1978). In addition, Greene (1979) advocates the

use of longitudinal studies to examine questions of causation in path-

goal theory.

The Tannenbaum and Schmidt (1958) model mentioned earlier, listed

several other possible moderating varaibles under the three broad

headings of manager (leader), subordinate, and situation (environment).

Likewise, the decision making model of Vroom (1976) is a more complex

model which focuses on the extent to which a leader should share the

decision making power with his or her subordinates. Whether simple

or complex, the path-goal approach has helped focus attention on

important mediating variables of leadership.

Situational Leadership Theory (Hersey and Blanchard). A third

major situational approach is the Situational Leadership Theory (SLT)

which is based on the Tri-Dimensional Leader Effectiveness Model.

Hersey and Blanchard (1977:133) claim this model is "built on the

concept that effectiveness results from a leader using a behavioral

style that is appropraite to the demands of the environment. The

key for managers or leaders is learning to diagnose their environment."
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Like other situational theorists they believe there is no "one-best-

way" or style of management that is effective with all subordinates

under all circumstances.

The theory is somewhat eclectic. These authors relied heavily

on the Consideration and Initiating Structure concepts of the Ohio

Studies (terms which they label Relationship Behavior and Task

Behavior) as well as from research on maturity and achievement moti-

vation. Hersey and Blanchard (1977:103-04) define the two basic

types of behavior which are central to their concept of leadership

style as follows:

Task behavior--The extent to which leaders are
likely to organize and define the roles of the members
of their group (followers); to explain what activities
each is to do and when, where, and how tasks are to be
accomplished; characterized by endeavoring to establish
well-defined patterns of organization, channels of
communication, and ways of getting jobs accomplished.

Relationship behavior--The extent to which
leaders are likely to maintain personal relationships
between themselves and members of their group (followers)
by opening up channels of communication, providing
socioemotional support, "psychological strokes," and
facilitating behaviors.

Like the Ohio Studies, they view these two behavior concepts

as independent. Their four basic leadership behavior quadrants

or styles are listed below.
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The model was further influenced by William J. Reddin (1967) who

was the first theorist to add an effectiveness dimension to the earlier

attitudinal models of leadership. Reddin maintained that a variety of

styles could be effective or ineffective depending on the situation.

By incorporating an effectiveness dimension to the behavioral dimen-

sion of task and relationship, Hersey and Blanchard sought to inte-

grate specific environmental and situational demands with the con-

cepts of leadership styles. Through this integration Hersey and

Blanchard (1977:105) were able to provide an operational definition

of leadership effectiveness which states .that "[w]hen the style of a

leader is appropriate to a given situation, it is termed effective;

when the style is inappropriate to a given situation, it is termed

ineffective." This definition points out that the difference between
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the effective and ineffective styles is not the actual behavior of

the leader but the appropriateness of the behavior to the environment

in which it is applied. From the perspective of situational theorists,

the leader's style is viewed as a stimulus and it is the response to

that stimulus that is evaluated as effective or ineffective. This

adding of effectiveness to earlier behavioral leadership theory is

viewed by Hersey and Blanchard (1977) as the most important aspect of

their model.

While acknowledging and recognizing many important situational

variables, Hersey and Blanchard note that the focus of Situational

Leadership Theory (SLT) is on the behavior of the leader in relation

to the maturity level of the followers. Hersey and Blanchard (1977:

161) define maturity as "the capacity to set high but attainable

goals (achievement-motivation), willingness and ability to take

responsibility, and education and/or experiences of an individual or

a group." They also differentiate between job maturity (ability and

technical knowledge) and psychological maturity (feelings of self-

respect and confidence about oneself as an individual). The key

to effective leadership, as viewed by these authors, is the ability

of the leader to accurately diagnose the maturity level of his or

her followers and adapt his or her leadership style accordingly.

The concept of the curvlinear relationship between task and

relationship behavior by a leader (Korman, 1966) is acknowledged in

Situational Leadership Theory. In SLT, as the maturity level of

the followers increases, the leader reduces task behavior and

increases relationship behavior until the group or individual reaches
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a moderate level of maturity. As the group increases in both job and

psychological maturity the leader can reduce not only the task but

also relationship behavior (see chart below).

desl,
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Source: Hersey and Blanchard, 1977:169.

The appropriate leadership style is selected by determining the

maturity level of the followers in relation to the specific task that
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is to be accomplished through their efforts. Maturity is viewed as

a four phase continuum from low, low to moderate, moderate to high,

and high levels of maturity. The four levels of maturity (M1, M2, M3,

and M4) correspond to the four leader behavior designations (Q1, Q2,

Q3, and Q4). When an individual or group is at a low maturity (M1)

level,a Ql style is most appropriate, at M2 maturity level, Q2 style

is most appropriate, and so on.

To measure leadership style, range, and adaptability the Leader

Effectiveness and Adaptability Description (LEAD) was developed by

Hersey and Blanchard at the Center for Leadership Studies, Ohio

State University. The variable supposedly controlled for in the

instrument is the described maturity level of the followers (low

to high) in the twelve behavioral situations to which the leader

responds. The effectiveness or ineffectiveness of the choice is

based on whether the intervention strategy chosen was appropriate

for the maturity level of the followers as described in the situation.

Support for the Situational Leadership Theory, like support for

all leadership theories, has been mixed. Peters (1974) found a signi-

ficant positive relationship between a principal's self-perceived

adaptability scores and the mean of his staff's perceptions of his

adaptability scores. Despite this, he was unable to demonstrate

that adaptable leader behavior is significantly related to being

either an effective or ineffective principal. Beck (1978) in his

study of principals and teachers also was unable to make a definite

statement about the validity of Situational Leadership Theory because
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of methodological, procedural, and population problems. He did note,

however, that Styles 2, 3, and 4 were all effective with some teachers

in some situations. He also noted a tendency for Style 2 (Selling) to

be perceived as the most effective style regardless of maturity level.

Another observation was that high relationship styles (S2 and S3) were

perceived to be significantly more effective than low relationship

styles (S1 and S4) regardless of task-relevant maturity. This last

observation might be expected, since Beck's study dealt with teachers

and principals, people involved in a supposed relationship based occu-

pation. Frye (1980) in his study of leadership and sex role identity

found that leadership effectiveness as measured by the LEAD was not

related to sex role identity, at least as measured by Bem's Sex Role

Inventory.

Carter (1976) in her dissertation on organizational development

tested the usefulness of the Situational Leadership Theory as applied

to five case studies, two of which were successful, two unsuccessful

and one which was both successful and unsuccessful. In her 1976

study she refers to Life Cycle Theory, which was the name of the

theory prior to 1977 at which time it was renamed Situational Leader-

ship Theory. Her study found support for the contention that success-

ful leaders show flexible styles. She pointed out that the theory is

a useful framework for diagnosing the appropriate leadership style

necessary for a situation but cautioned that the ultimate usefulness

of the theory may depend on the diagnostic skills of the organiza-

tional development practitioner. DuBrin (1978:245) also observed

in his summary of leadership theories that:
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SLT represents a synthesis of generally well accepted
thinking about leadership and followership behavior,
competent people need less leadership than less com-
petent people. SLT builds carefully upon well-
researched leadership concepts and reflects the
current status of research about consideration and
initiating structure.

Both Carter (1976) and DuBrin (1978), while supporting SLT, call for

more studies to be conducted using the theory.

One of the strongest confirmations for SLT has come out of its

practical application on a wide range basis at Xerox (Gumpert and

Hambleton, 1979). The Information Systems Group of Xerox became one

of the first U. S. businesses to make a major commitment to Situa-

tional Leadership Theory in 1974. After five years of exposure to

situation leadership training, data were collected on sixty-five

managers at all levels using three types of evaluation data. Utili-

zing data from the managers, their subordinates and personnel staff

evaluations, these managers were classified into two groups, "highly

effective" or "less effective." An analysis of manager ratings of

leadership style, subordinate maturity level, and performance by

Raymond Gumpert and Ronald Hambleton (1979:12) indicated that "highly

effective managers indicate greater knowledge and use of situational

leadership than less effective ones."

In summary, over the past eighty years the study of leadership

has moved through three distinct phases which have been labeled trait,

behavioral, and situational. Numerous instruments, theories, and

models have been developed to help measure, explain, and conceptualize

leadership and to distinguish effective from ineffective leadership.
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Most current theories of leadership view it as a form of interpersonal

influence set against the backdrop of a broad set of situational

factors. No one theory of leadership is recognized as "the theory"

or final word on leadership and as Davis and Luthans (1979) have

observed, the fundamental problem of operationalizing leadership has

still not be solved. Given the current state of the art, perhaps

the best that any study of leadership can do is to select from the

recognized alternatives a particular theory, model, and instrument

to test specific hypotheses, while thoroughly recognizing its

strengths and weaknesses.

Gender

As Walter Mischel (1966:78) pointed out, "although one

researcher's independent variable is often another's 'error term,'

it is clear that sex (i.e., gender) is a variable which should not

be ignored in research." Suzanne Kessler and Wendy McKenna (1978:2)

also noted that "[w]e make a gender attribution, that is, we decide

whether someone is male or female every time we see a new person."

The problem in leadership, as in all other social interaction pro-

cesses arises when one moves from gender attribution to sex role

stereotyping based on gender attribution.

There have been primarily three schools of thought developed to

explain how gender identity develops and how it affects behavior and/

or sex role differences. It is beyond the scope of this study to

explore the implications of the biological (Hamburg and Lernde, 1966),

the social-learning (Mischel, 1966), or the cognitive-developmental
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approach (Kohlberg, 1966) to the development of gender identity. How-

ever, Eleanor Maccoby and Carol Jacklin (1974:360) cautioned that:

Anyone who would hope to explain acquisition of
sex typed behavior through one or two of these
processes alone would be doomed to disappointment.
Not only do the three kinds of processes exert
their own direct influence, but they interact
with one another.

In Maccoby and Jacklin's (1974) extensive review of the litera-

ture on the psychology of gender differences, they pointed out that

there are some unfounded beliefs. Some of these unverified myths

include:

1. that females are more "social" than males,

2. that females are more "suggestible" than males,

3. that females have lower self-esteem,

4. that females are better at role learning and simple

repetitive tasks, males at tasks that require higher

level cognitive processing and the inhibition of

previously learned responses,

5. that males are more "analytic,"

6. that females are more affected by heredity and

males by environment,

7. that females are auditory, males visual, and

8. that females lack achievement motivation.

In fact, they found only four areas of gender differences that

are fairly well established in research. These were: (1) that

females have greater verbal ability than males, (2) that males excel

in visual-spatial ability, (3) that males excel in mathematical
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ability, and (4) that males are more aggressive. They counseled,

however, that even in these four areas the differences in scores

between the genders are often less than one-half of one standard

deviation. Whether such small differences are sufficient justifica-

tion for male dominance of leadership positions, as suggested by

Goldberg (1978), is open to question. The fact that leadership and

influence can be exercised in ways other than aggression (e.g.,

expertise, negotiation, and cooperation) raises the issue as to

which gender, if either, is superior in the leadership role and

if superior, under what circumstances.

Several other areas of supposed gender differences show such

ambiguous findings that they remain open for further study. Some

of these include: activity level, competitiveness, dominance, com-

pliance, and nurturance. Research is still needed in these areas to

determine if there truly are gender differences (Maccoby and Jacklin,

1974).

Gender has been studied in a variety of situations in combina-

tion with numerous factors. In the area of communication, for

example, Chelune (1977) found that in terms of self-disclosure, sub-

jects made a significantly greater proportion of negative self-

references to a same sex interviewer than either positive or neutral

self-disclosure. Weider (1978) found in part that high consideration

(relationship oriented) subjects used significantly more objective

questions than did high structure (task oriented) subjects and that

high consideration females used significantly more objective questions

than did high structure females. Janice Sargent (1978) found that for
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low structured task groups, men significantly asked for more task-

relevant communications than women. She also found as a general

trend (although not significant) that in terms of total group inter-

action, males talked somewhat more than female group members.

Birdsall (1978) examined the communication style of male and female

middle managers in conducting staff meetings. She analyzed audio-

recordings of staff meetings in both social service agencies and

bank branch offices. She found a similar communication style demon-

strated by male and female managers and subordinates in both types

of organizations. She also found, in contrast to Sargent's (1978)

findings regarding male group members, that male managers did not

dominate their meetings by talking more than female managers. In

fact, in the social service agencies, the female managers talked

twice as frequently as the male managers.

In the area of small group interaction, the presence of a male

co-leader in female assertiveness training groups has been found to

have an effect in increasing female agressiveness (L'Herisson, 1979).

Other studies have also shown that sex of the leader may be a factor

in how hostility is displayed in a group, with a greater incidence

of overt hostility being directed toward male leaders and a greater

intensity of covert hostility directed toward female leaders (Perlman,

1977). Another study (Tischler, 1980) found that female leaders can

evoke defensive processes in groups when operating in high authority

positions with males secondary to them. One possible explanation,

according to Tischler, may be the violation of socially conditioned
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sex-linked authority expectations and status distinctions in such

situations. Reed (1980) also found that men and women react differ-

ently in groups with male or female consultants. Her findings were

supportive of a sex of respondent bias. She found that members of

the same sex as the consultant perceive the consultant and the group

process more positively. In contrast, Rice, Bender, and Vitters

(1980) found that a pro-women's rights orientation among West Point

males gave a pro-female bias in evaluating female leader performance

in all male groups, thus indicating that attitude rather than gender

itself may affect bias.

Armstrong (1979) found no gender differences in the need for

power, dominance, and love of ninety graduate students in Education,

Social Work, or Business. She did find, however, that male graduate

students in Education and Social Work did not accept female leader-

ship as readily as their female peers. In her study, MBA students

did not appear to relate leadership with gender.

Brenner (1977) found in studying the four traits of achievement,

aggression, dominance, and nurturance that the female manager was

more like the male manager than the male nonmanager or the female

nonmanager. He contended that only certain types of males and females

become managers. His trait study provided some support for the con-

cept of a managerial stereotype, but not for the male managerial

stereotype as observed by McGregor (1967).

Studies have shown that gender is a factor in the selection of

a task orientation or relationship orientation solution in leadership

situations (Boonon, 1980; Grimsley, 1980). Grimsley, for example,
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found that males selected an instrumental solution and females

selected an expressive solution when confronted with a problem that

required a programmatic choice or an organizational threat. If the

problem involved an interpersonal conflict or a neutral situation,

no sex differences were found.

The results from the use of one leadership instrument should

suffice to illustrate the confusion of results that can occur when

considering gender as a variable. The Leader Behavior Description

Questionnaire (LBDQ) has been extensively used to measure leadership

within the context of education administration. The results from

some of these studies have shown that gender is of no significant

difference (Quinn, 1977; Cole, 1977; Nakasingh, 1980), of significant

difference (Pruitt, 1977; Davenport, 1977; Arcy, 1980; Potter, 1980;

Rogers, 1980), and of mixed significant difference (Van Meier, 1972;

Milner, 1976; Dragon, 1977; Johnson, 1977: Sitabhahul, 1980). Thus,

a conclusion that might be reached in reviewing the effects of gender

on leadership is that it is of mixed, some, or no significance.

However, even when it is of significance, it usually explains only

a small portion of the variance between men and women leaders

(Nielson, 1978).

A major shortcoming that appears in the literature on leader-

ship and gender differences and which makes comparisons between

previous studies virtually impossible is the fact that the magnitude

of the gender difference is often not reported. As Joyce Nielson

(1978:82) said "the size of difference makes a difference"
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particularly if trying to improve predictive accuracy or to explain

the variance on a given trait.

Hollander and Yoder (1980) contend in their review of the liter-

ature, that regarding leadership role, generally women in mixed sex

groups are less likely to be chosen as leaders and less inclined to

perceive themselves in that role. They also noted that studies

suggest that in terms of leadership styles, men, in general, seek to

succeed more on tasks while women seek to achieve interpersonal

successes. Women also tend to focus on creating positive group affect,

while men focus on exhibiting recognizable leader behavior. They

further point out that several situational factors (the sex composi-

tion of the group, the type of task, and the method by which the leader

attains status) all contribute to how leadership behaviors are exhi-

bited, particularly by women.

Yoder and Hollander's (1980) observations seem to sum up the

major procedural issues of gender and leadership studies. They noted

that two approaches have generally been developed to answer the ques-

tion of whether men or women are equally as effective as leaders.

The first approach is to assign the role of leader to a male or female

while keeping certain extraneous variables constant. Leader effective-

ness or group effectiveness is then examined. The second approach is

to review the leader's or the group's reaction to actual male or

female leaders. According to Yoder and Hollander, it is these two

procedural approaches which often result in the conflicting findings

regarding gender (i.e., particularly women) and leadership. Gender
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differences are often found when the sample draws from the general

population of women, as is the case in the first approach. In con-

trast, studies which find no gender related differences use samples

from the population of actual female leaders, which is the case in

the second approach.

To summarize, the findings on the relationship between gender

and leadership appear as mixed as the findings regarding gender and

any other aspect of human behavior. One of the reasons for this may

be the fact that as with many other human characteristics, the leader-

ship variation within a gender is often as great or greater than the

variation between genders (Nielson, 1978). Because of these mixed

findings, the need to continue to examine gender as a variable in

leadership studies still exists.

Sex Role

Both the existence of consensual beliefs about the differing

characteristics of men and women in our society (Rosenkrantz et al.,

1968) and the fact that stereotyped masculine traits are more fre-

quently perceived as being of greater social value than feminine

traits (Boverman et al., 1970) have been consistently substantiated

(Schein, 1973 and 1975; Vandever, 1977; Hogan, 1979; Pedhazer and

Tetenbaum, 1979; Bernard, 1980). However, research has also con-

firmed the assumption that, as psychological constructs, masculinity

and femininity are independent of biological gender (Bem, 1975;

Spence, Helmreich, and Stapp, 1975; Luessenheide and Vandever,

1978).
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As indicated earlier, the meaning of masculinity and femininity

historically presupposed that they were on opposite end points of a

single continuum. The previous traditional instruments used to mea-

sure masculinity and femininity as psychological constructs reflected

this presupposition. (See Constantinople, 1973 and Gorman, 1980 for

a review of the major traditional sex role instruments.) Within the

past ten years, however, this supposition has been continually

challenged, both theoretically (Constantinople, 1973; Block, 1973;

Bem, 1974) and empirically (Bem, 1975; Bem and Lenny, 1976; Spence

and Helmreich, 1978; Flaherty and Dusek, 1980). This rethinking and

experimentation has resulted in the view that masculinity and femi-

ninity are essentially two independent dimensions rather than opposite

ends of a single dimension.

Psychological Androgyny

This current conceptualization of sex roles as independent per-

sonality traits has resulted in a body of literature called "psycho-

logical androgyny," a term which denotes the integration of both

masculine and feminine traits within a single individual. Current

sex role instruments assume the two dimensional model of sex roles

in which persons of either gender can be high or low on the two inde-

pendent domains. The classification of these two independent domains

results in four sex role identities for each gender (androgynous,

masculine, feminine, and undifferentiated) (Kelly and Worell, 1977).

These new sex role instruments assume a sociocultural definition

of sex roles and are comprised of test items that sample positive,
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socially valued, but sex type characteristics. Thus, these current

instruments measure the degree to which a person views and reports

himself/herself to be sex typed (i.e., the degree to which the person

endorses sex stereotyped characteristics of one variety to the exclu-

sion of the other variety (Kelly and Worell, 1977).

Another aspect of the concept of psychological androgyny is that

of sex role flexibility and maturity. In contrast to earlier beliefs

and studies which assumed that sex typed individuals, particularly sex

typed males, were the most healthy, adjusted, and productive (Rosen-

krantz et al., 1968; Boverman et al., 1970), some current sex role

theorists are raising questions as to whether sex typed persons may

not be more limited in their behavior options, particularly in

relation to cross-sex typed or situationally incongruent sex typed

behaviors (Bem, 1975; Bem and Lenny, 1976). Research is beginning

to support such contentions. For example, in the area of personality

traits, Block (1973) found the androgynous person to have greater

maturity in moral judgments. Spence, Helmreich, and Stapp (1975)

found the androgynous group in their college study of self-concept

and self-esteem to score higher on adjustment than the undifferen-

tiated group. Small et al. (1979), in their study of social atti-

tude correlates of sex role, found that, in general, androgynous

individuals reported the greatest degree of liking and loving for

same gender friends. Minnigerode (1976) found that sex role stereo-

typed individuals, both male and female, generally had an external,

rather than internal, locus of control orientation.
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In the area of behavior, as opposed to traits, Bem and Lenney

(1976) found in their study of sex typing that when subjects were

asked to select which of a series of paired activities they would

perform for pay while being photographed, sex typed subjects more

often chose sex-appropriate activities and resisted choosing sex-

inappropraite activities, even though the decision cost them money.

In contrast, androgynous and crossed-sex role subjects more fre-

quently chose sex-inappropriate activities. They also found that

when the subjects actually engaged in the cross-sex behavior, sex

typed subjects reported more negative feelings about themselves and

more psychological discomfort in performing the behavior. Bem

reported similar findings in her earlier study (1975) in which she

examined the behaviors of independence and nurturance as examples of

masculinity and femininity. In that study, only the androgynous

subjects were able to show "masculine" independence when under

pressure to conform, as well as "feminine" nurturance when given

the opportunity to play with a baby kitten. The sex typed subjects

failed to display high levels of cross-sex behavior in the experiment.

In fact, feminine females were found to be low in both independence

and nurturance.

In a further study of the expressive domain, Bem, Martyna, and

Watson (1976) conducted two additional experiments to help explain

the previous findings which showed the feminine female low on both

independence and nurturance. The experiments also conceptually

replicated the findings of the low nurturance of the masculine male.
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In the first experiment they recorded interaction and feelings of

eighty-four undergraduate subjects who spent ten minutes with one of

fourteen babies identified only as "David" or "Lisa." David received

more behavioral nurturance overall from all subjects, but the mascu-

line subjects were significantly less nurturant toward the baby than

the feminine or androgynous subjects. The feminine and androgynous

subjects did not differ significantly from one another. The second

experiment involved the subject listening to a confederate of the

experimenters who was to start by talking about general areas and

then move into more specific personal material about themselves. The

confederate spoke from a memorized script. The experimental subject

was required to listen and not to refocus the conversation to him-

self or herself. The experimenters viewed and heard the interaction

behind a one-way mirror. Five individual behaviors of the subjects

were scored and averaged. These included: head nods and facial

reactions, verbal responsiveness, positive reaction to the talker,

implicit request for further contact, and the degree of nurturance

as perceived by others. The results of this experiment were similar

to the first in that masculine subjects were significantly less nur-

turant than feminine or androgynous subjects and feminine and

androgynous subjects did not differ significantly from one another

in this expressive experiment. Bem, Martyna, and Watson (1976:1019)

interpreted the results of these experiments as indicative that the

feminine females earlier low display of nurturance toward a kitten

was situation specific and "probably resulted from having her inter

act with an animal rather than another human being." This probable
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explanation, however, does not explain why the androgynous subjects

were consistent across all of the experiements.

Russell (1978), in an interesting study of sex roles and

parenting roles with forty-three families, found that androgynous

fathers were more involved in the day-to-day care and play activities

of their children than fathers classified as masculine. He found no

relationship between the mother's child care behavior and her sex

role. He did note though, that masculine fathers married to feminine

mothers were less involved in child care than masculine fathers

married to androgynous or masculine mothers. This research appears

to support on a behavioral level the contention that androgynous men

are nurturant and can perform cross-sex behavior with less discomfort

than sex typed (i.e., masculine) men.

In contrast, there are studies which do not fully support the

concept that androgynous persons are always the best adjusted or

always the best performers. For example, in the area of personality

traits, Hogan and McWilliams (1978), using the Bem Sex Role Inven-

tory (BSRI) and Personal Orientation Inventory (POI) with fifty-eight

graduate level counseling students found that greater androgyny was

related to lower POI self-actualization scores. They attributed these

results to the possibility of a sense of insecurity among highly

androgynous persons for their nonnormative position in a highly

delineated sex role society. Also Larry Bernard (1980:323), using the

BSRI and the Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire with 274 male

and female college students, found that "androgynous and masculine

typed individuals shared similar personality dimensions in opposition
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to feminine and undifferentiated individuals." This finding supported

Helmreich, Spence, and Holahan's (1979) findings that independent of

the type of tasks performed, both androgynous and masculine subjects

of both sexes had higher comfort ratings than did feminine and undif-

ferentiated subjects.

In summarizing the literature regarding the construct of

androgyny, personality characteristics, and performance, Jeffrey Kelly

and Judith Worrell (1977:1113) stated that:

The general (but not without exception) finding
has been that androgynous and masculine-typed
persons perform well or "look best" and frequently
do not differ significantly from one another on
characteristics for which sex role categories are
compared. In contrast feminine-typed and undif-
ferentiated subjects (when the latter group is
designated) tend to cluster together and "look
worse" relative to the other two groups, especially
in self-esteem and life history data.

The data to date are inconclusive as to the verifiability of the con-

cept of "psychological androgyny" as indicative of sex role flexi-

bility and maturity. Thus, the need to further explore this important

construct, as well as sex roles in general is apparent.

Sex Role Instruments

During the past few years new instruments have been developed to

measure the independent dimensions of masculinity and femininity.

Four major instruments are currently used to examine both sex roles

and the concept of psychological androgyny. These instruments are:

(1) the Bem Sex Role Inventory (BSRI), (2) the Personal Attributes

Questionnaire (PAQ), (3) the Personality Research Form--Androgynous
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Scale (PRF--Andro Scale), and (4) the Masculinity and Femininity Scale

of the Adjective Check List. The BSRI developed by Sandra Bem and the

PAQ developed by Janet Spence and Robert Helmreich have been the most

widely utilized and validated. The review of findings will focus on

these two instruments (see Kelly and Worell, 1977, for a review of the

other two instruments).

The Bem Sex Role Inventory (BSRI). Bem developed her sex role

scale specifically to measure the concept of psychological androgyny

(Bem, 1974) and to provide an instrument by which to test her assump-

tions that sex typed individuals are more inhibited and restricted in

their behaviors than mixed or androgynous persons.

Bern's original scale differed from traditional masculinity and

femininity scales in four important ways. First, it included separate

masculinity and femininity scales. Second, she selected scale items

on the basis of sex typed social desirability of the item and not on

the basis of men and women differentially endorsing the items. Third,

the scale characterized a person as masculine, feminine, or androgy-

hous as a result of the differences in endorsement of the masculine

and feminine personality traits. Finally, the instrument contained

a neutral Social Desirability Scale comprised of ten positive and ten

negative personality characteristics whose mean desirability was no

higher for one sex than the other (Bem, 1974). Bem viewed the

androgynous score as characteristic of the person's total sex role.

In her original instrument the androgynous score was arrived at

by a subtractive method (masculinity score minus femininity score
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equaled androgynous score). However, this method of scoring endorse-

ment of sex roles was challenged by Spence, Helmreich, and Stapp

(1975), Strahan (1975), and Yonge (1978). Bem (1977) subsequently

endorsed the median split method used by Spence, Helmreich, and Stapp

which results in a classification of four rather than only three sex

role categories (masculine, feminine, androgynous, and undifferen-

tiated). Bem's research prior to 1977 does not contain the undiffer-

entiated category.

Because the BSRI scale has been the most widely used it has

also been the most widely evaluated and criticized. In addition to

the original scoring methodology problem noted above, which Bem later

corrected, the BSRI has been attacked on other fronts. For example,

Ben claims that the instrument measures two domains or factors (mas-

culinity and femininity). However, others who have done factor

analysis on the instrument note various problems with this claim.

Gaudreau (1977) found that three "masculine" items did not load on

the masculinity scale, but two "feminine" items did. Lorr and Norio

(1978) confirmed that the BSRI is factorially complex. They advo-

cated the removal of the adjectives "masculine" and "feminine" from

the scale as they appear to be keyed directly to gender. Sassenrath

and Yonge (1979) identified six factors. Collins, Waters, and Waters

(1979) also found that the instrument contained more than two factors,

one of which was respondent gender related. They also identified two

masculine sex typed factors. The one which stressed independence,

self-sufficiency, and individuality they labeled as an "instrumental"
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orientation. The other factor which stressed leadership, aggressive-

ness, and forcefulness they interpreted as "agentic" orientation.

They suggested that further research using the BSRI scale should

examine these two factors of masculinity as separate aspects.

Kimlicka, Wakefield, and Friedman (1980) also found the mascu-

line items to measure more than one factor and found several feminine

items that appeared to reflect David Bakan's (1966:106) concept of

"unmitigated communication or an excessive denial of self and over-

dedication to other's welfare." They advocated the elimination of

certain items so that a more assertive and balanced view of femininity

would be represented.

Bohannon and Mills (1979) found the Bem scale measured a social

maturity factor as well as two independent unipolar personality types.

Gaudreau (1977) also found a maturity factor in her factor analysis

of the BSRI. Liberman and Gaa (1980) found in examining the scores

of the Social Desirability Scale that androgynous subjects scored

significantly higher than sex typed subjects on the supposedly

neutral items. Their findings support the possibility that a tendency

to give extreme responses on neutral items might carry over to sex

role categorization items. Whether this is true of sex role instru-

ments other than the BSRI has not been examined.

In addition to the methodological concerns expressed by the

researchers indicated above, the theoretical construct of psycholo-

gical androgyny itself has also been questioned (Pedhazur and

Tetenbaum, 1979; Locksley and Colton, 1979). Elazor Pedhazur and

Toby Tetenbaum (1979:997) observed that "Bemis work was done in the
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context of trait stereotyping" and that it is unclear as to what

aspects of stereotypes, other than positive traits she was concerned

about. They also argue that the term "desirable" traits was open to

interpretation by the original respondents and may have influenced the

outcome of the final trait items selection. Anne Locksley and Mary

Colton's (1979:1018) critique is more theoretical and addresses two

fundamental issues. The first is whether individual differences can

be typed using inventories developed to measure "general perceptions

of aggregate differences." The second issue is "the appropriateness

of a traditional individual-differences approach to the phenomena of

sex roles, sex differences in personality or behavior, and sex iden-

tity." Locksley and Colton express concern with Bem's contention that

androgynous individuals (those high in masculinity and femininity) are

better adjusted in either a psychological or sociological sense than

sex typed individuals. (See Bem [1979] and Spence and Helmreich [1979]

for replies to these theoretical and methodological concerns.) George

Yonge (1978:1246) took perhaps the strongest stance on the BSRI. He

found the instrument "so frought with logical, psychometric and

statistical difficulties" that he advised against its use at all.

Personal Attributes Questionnaire (PAQ). Spence and Helmreich

who developed the Personal Attributes Questionnaire (PAQ) are much

more restrictive than Bem in their conception of what is being

measured by the twenty-four item PAQ and also in their definition of

androgyny. Because Janet Spence and Robert Helmreich (1979:1034)

assumed that the "essential core both of the socially sanctioned and

expected difference in the personalities of men and women...lay
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within the realm of instrumentality and expressiveness," they

attempted to select only personality traits describing instrumental

and expressive qualities in developing the content of their scales.

They used the previously identified personality traits developed by

Rosenkrantz et al. (1968) as the starting point. They originally

identified fifty-five such traits but later shortened the content

to twenty-four items. There are, in fact, three scales in their

instrument: (1) Masculine (M), (2) Feminine (F), and (3) Masculine-

Feminine (M-F). The M-F scale contains items of mixed content which

were seen as desirable in both men and women. The M and the F scales,

on the other hand, comprise items that were "male valued" or "female

valued" for the ideal man and the ideal woman (Spence and Helmreich,

1978).

Like the BSRI, the PAQ is not without its critics. For example,

Kalin (1979) advocates that androgyny should be measured as a con-

tinuous variable, not as a categorical variable. He is critical of

the use of the median split method for classifying respondents due

to errors in measurement for those that fall on or near the median.

However, Spence and Helmreich (1978) are sensitive to this issue and

warn that caution should be used particularly in interpreting findings

when between group comparisons are made. Gross et al. (1979) per-

formed a factor analysis on both the BSRI and the PAQ and found prob-

lems with both instruments although they saw the BSRI as potentially

more promising in terms of measuring masculinity and femininity.

Both Gross et al. (1979) and Kelly and Worell (1977) are critical of

the BSRI and the PAQ for containing only positive traits. In response
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to this last area of criticism the items on the PAQ were extended in

at least two studies to include negative valued personality traits

(Helmreich, Spence, and Holahan, 1979; Holahan and Spence, 1980).

These studies showed that neuroticism, acting out, worry, depression,

and anger were, in fact, related to both positive and negative person-

ality traits.

Spence and Helmreich use the term androgyny simply as a label

that signifies those who score high on both the Masculine and the

Feminine scales of their particular instrument. Unlike Bem, they

make no claim or prediction that persons who score as androgynous

on their scale will always be better adjusted psychologically or

socially or the best performers in various situations.

In summary, Spence and Helmreich assume a much narrower view

of what is measured by the PAQ. They view it as a measure of instru-

mental and expressive personality traits and not the more global

construct of total sex role. They also assume that the traits mea-

sured by the PAQ may be only minimally related to any specific sex

role behaviors and that situational variables and trait dispositions

interact to determine responses in a given instance, Thus, they do

not ascribe one sex role type as the "best type" for all situations

(Helmreich, Spence, and Holahan, 1979).

Sex Role Identity and
Leadership Studies

Only a few studies have specifically looked at aspects of

leadership in relation to current sex role theory. Musham (1980),
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for example, studied the relationship between sex roles and the

emergence of leadership in situations calling for sex-incongruent

leadership styles. She administered the BSRI to 400 undergraduates

and selected 120 for the experiment (thirty sex typed males, thirty

androgynous males, thirty sex typed females, and thirty androgynous

females). It is interesting to note that although the study was

completed in 1980, Musham used the older subtractive method for

determining androgyny rather than the preferred median split method.

Her emphasis was on comparing androgynous and sex typed persons, but

the selected method of determining androgyny did not allow for the

identification of undifferentiated individuals or feminine men and

masculine women. In addition to sex role orientation, the study

examined the interaction styles of participants in same sex and

mixed sex groups. Each group was composed of two androgynous and

two sex typed individuals and the groups participated in either a

social or work oriented activity. The emergent leader was opera-

tionally defined as the person the group selected to serve as leader

for the next assignment the group was presumably to perform.

As Musham predicted and in support of Bem's assumptions about

androgyny and cross-sexed behavior, androgynous males more than sex

typed males emerged as leaders in groups calling for socioemotional

leadership (social oriented activity) and androgynous females more

than sex typed females emerged as leaders in groups calling for task

leadership (work oriented activity). She also found, however, that

the level of participation in sex-congruent behavior in the group

was higher for sex typed subjects. Thus, in contrast to Bem's
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assumptions, the androgynous person in this study was not any more

adaptive than the sex typed subject in terms of sex-congruent behavior.

It was only in the sex-incongruent siutation that the androgynous sub-

ject was more adaptable than the sex typed subject.

Two studies examined the relationship between sex role iden-

tities and the leadership behavior of elementary principals as per-

ceived by their subordinates (Gorman, 1980; Aronson, 1980). Both of

these studies used the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire- -

Form XII (LBDQ-XII) to measure subordinate's perception of leader-

ship behavior. In addition, Gorman examined the subordinates' pro-

feminist/traditional attitudes toward women and their ratings of

principal behavior and Aronson examined the frequency of teacher

initiated grievances.

In Gorman's study of sixty-two principals and 327 teachers in

New York State, she considered only the masculinity and feminity

scores of the BSRI. She avoided consideration of androgynous or

undifferentiated groups in the study. She found no support for a

significant relationship between the principals' masculinity and

femininity and their ratings by subordinates on the instrumental/

system and expressive/person orientation of the twelve subscales of

the LBDQ-XII. She did, however, find that the ratings even though

not significant, differed for male and female principals in terms

of how they were perceived by teachers while engaging in the twelve

different patterns of behavior of the LBDQ-XII. Gorman's factor

analysis of both the BSRI and the LBDQ substantiated problems with
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both instruments. Given the intent of the study, a weakness of the

Gorman study appeared to be the use of an inappropriate sex role

instrument. To avoid the study of androgyny while using the BEM scale

is to miss the essential purpose of the instrument. The PAQ may have

been a more appropriate instrument, as it is theoretically based on

the construct of instrumental and expressive domains which were the

basic domains Gorman was examining.

Arsonson (1980) also studied elementary principals. Unlike

Gorman she did study the androgynous group as well as the masculine

and feminine groups. She found when correlating sex roles (BSRI)

of principals and their leadership behavior as perceived by their

teachers on the LBDQ--XII, that there was a significant positive

correlation between sex role characteristics and six of the twelve

categories of behavior at the .05 level. High scores in femininity

and androgyny correlated with high scores in tolerance for uncer-

tainty, initiation of structure, consideration, production emphasis,

integration, and superior orientation. Likewise, high masculine

scores correlated with low scores in the same six categories. She

also found there was a strong correlation between the frequency of

teacher initiated grievances and principals with high masculine

scores. The possible areas of weakness with the Aronson study were

sample size (ten principals, plus a small [51] number of teachers)

and the fact that she, like Musham, used the subtractive method

rather than the median split method and thus her study does not account

for the undifferientiated category of principals. Additionally, of the

ten principals studied, 80 percent had none or only one grievance
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filed by teachers. For the researcher to draw conclusions from such

a small sample of both subjects and grievances filed seems unwar-

ranted. Aronson also did not report the gender of the principals

or teachers. This factor may have affected the results, as Gorman's

study found that female teachers rated principals higher on all sub-

scales of the LBDQ-XII and in three of the subscales the higher rating

was significant. Aronson also did not examine the sex role of the

teacher. Gorman found that teachers who scored high on the BSRI

femininity scale, rated principles higher than those who did not.

One study examined the relationship between self-perceived sex

role and leadership style and effectiveness. In this study, Frye

(1980) used the BSRI for sex role classification, the Leadership

Opinion Questionnaire (LOQ) for self-perception of leadership style,

and the Leadership Effectiveness and Adaptability Description (LEAD)

as a measure of both leadership style and effectiveness. This was

the only sex role study reviewed which utilized the LEAD as a leader-

ship instrument. Frye's sample consisted of 323 undergraduate males

and females in a University of Maryland introductory business course.

One area of weakness with this study, given the use of analysis of

variance for the data, was the lack of randomization of subjects.

Frye used the median split method and thus was able to analyze data

for the four sex role identity groups. The results for sex role

identity and leadership style as measured on the LOQ Consideration

and Structure scales showed a significant relationship, with the one

exception that masculine individuals did not score significantly

higher than feminine individuals on the structure (task) scale. In
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contrast to Bem's expectation, the androgynous individuals in this

study had the lowest mean leadership effectiveness scores as mea-

sured by the LEAD. The feminine group was ranked as most effective,

followed by masculine, undifferentiated, and androgynous respectively.

Frye's study seems to indicate that leadership style is a function of

sex role identity, but that leadership effectiveness appears not to

be. He concluded that the problem may be with the LEAD instrument

in measuring effectiveness. It may be just as reasonable to assume,

however, that part of the problem may lie with the specific sex role

instrument used.

In summary, few studies have examined the relationship of per-

ceived sex roles and leadership. One of the studies examined emergent

leadership, two examined leadership as perceived by subordinates, and

one examined self-perceived leadership style. Only one study examined

leadership effectiveness. Of the leadership studies examined, all

used the BSRI as the measure of sex role identity. One of the studies

did not include either the androgynous or undifferentiated groups

(Gorman, 1980) and two of the studies did not use the undifferen-

tiated respondents as a category (Musham, 1980; Aronson, 1980). The

various methods used to measure leadership prevent any meaningful com-

parison between the results of these few studies. Also randomization

and sample size problems in two of the four studies make the findings

suspect. As is evidenced by this review of literature, the need to

continue to explore the presence or absence of significant differences

and the degree or strength of association between such variables as

gender, sex role identity, and leadership still exists.
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CHAPTER THREE

Methodology

The purpose of this study was to ascertain to what extent, if

any, the gender of graduate students or their perceived sex role

identity as measured by Spence and Helmreich's Personal Attribute

Questionnaire were related'to leadership style, range, and adapta-

bility as measured by Hersey and Blanchard's Leadership Effectiveness

and Adaptability Description. This chapter reviews the specific

methodology used to address the central purpose of the study. It

details the data collection instruments, the specific procedures for

collecting the data, as well as a description of the population and

the sample. It additionally provides information about the charac-

teristics of the respondents, the specific null hypotheses to be

tested, and the statistical methods for analyzing the data.

Data Collection Instruments

Three instruments were utilized in the collection of data.

These included: (1) a leadership scale, (2) a sex role scale, and

(3) a demographic questionnaire.

The Dependent Variables

The criterion or dependent variables of primary leadership style,

range, and adaptability were measured utilizing the Leader Effective-

ness and Adaptability Description (LEAD) (Appendix A) developed by
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Hersey and Blanchard. The LEAD consisted of twelve behavioral situa-

tions in which the respondent was given four choices of alterative

actions for intervening in the situation. The twelve situations were

differentiated in the following ways:

1. Three situations involved groups of low maturity,

2. Three situations involved groups of low to moderate

maturity,

3. Three situations involved groups of moderate to high

maturity, and

4. Three situations involved groups of high maturity.

Among the four alternative actions for each situation were:

1. A high task/low relationship behavior (Style 1, Telling),

2. A high task/high relationship behavior (Style 2, Selling),

3. A high relationship/low task behavior (Style 3, Parti-

cipating), and

4. A low relationship/low task behavior (Style 4, Delegating).

The primary leadership style was defined as the style or styles

with the largest total number of choices. The number of possible

responses for any given category or style of leadership was 0 to 12.

Style range referred to the extent to which the subject was able

to vary his or her style. These back-up or supporting styles were

defined as any of the other style configurations (other than the

primary style) in which the respondent had two or more responses.

Categories or styles with only one response were not considered sig-

nificant supporting styles. Range was not considered as relevant to
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effectiveness as style adaptability. According to Hersey and

Blanchard (1977), a wide style range does not guarantee effectiveness.

Style adaptability (effectiveness) was defined as the degree to

which the respondent was able to vary his or her style appropriately

to the demands of a given situation involving the motivational and

maturity level of the employees. According to Situational Leadership

Theory (Hersey and Blanchard, 1982:97), "[w]hen the style of a leader

is appropriate for a given situation it is termed effective; when it

is inappropriate it is termed ineffective."

The LEAD has been administered to thousands of people as a

training and discussion tool. Hersey and Blanchard (1982:105) provide

the following information on the validity and reliability of the LEAD:

The LEAD-Self was standarized on the respones
of two hundred sixty-four managers constitut-
ing a North American sample. The managers
ranged in age from twenty-one to sixty-four;
30 percent were at the entry level of manage-
ment; 55 percent were middle managers; 14 per-
cent were at the high level of management. The
twelve-item validities for the adaptability
score ranged from .11 to .52 and ten of the
twelve coefficients (83 percent) were .25 or
higher. Eleven coefficients were significant
beyond the .01 level and one was significant
at the .05 level. Each response option met the
operationally defined criterion of less than 80
percent with respect to selection frequency.
The stability of the LEAD-Self was moderately
strong. In two administrations across a six-
week interval, 75 percent of the managers main-
tained their dominant style and 71 percent
maintained their alternate style. The contin-
gency coefficients were both .71 and each was
significant (p .01). The correlation for the
adaptability scores was .69 (p .01). The LEAD-
Self scores remained relatively stable across
time, and the user may rely on the results as
consistent measures.



61

The logical validity of the scale was clearly
established. Face validity was based on a review
of the items, and content validity emanated from
the procedures used to create the original set of
items.

The Independent Variables

Two independent variables were utilized in this study. They

were self-reported gender (male, female) and self-perceived sex role

identity as measured by the Personal Attributes Questionnaire (PAQ)

developed by Spence and Helmreich (Appendix B). The Short Form of

the PAQ consisted of twenty-four bi-polar items describing personal

characteristics. The questionnaire consisted of three eight-item

scales, labeled Masculinity (M), Femininity (F), and Masculinity-

Femininity (M-F). On each of the items, the respondents ranked them-

selves on a five point ordinal scale (A-E). Each item was scored

from 0 to 4. Total scores were obtained on each of the three scales

by adding the individual's scores on the eight items appropriate to

the scale. The range of possible values was thus 0 to 32 for each

of the three scales. A high score on items assigned to the M and

M-F scales indicated an extreme masculine response and a high score

of the F scale items indicated an extreme feminine response. By

combining the scores of both male and female respondents and deter-

mining the median split on both the Masculinity scale and the

Femininity scale, the subjects were classified in terms of those

scores which exceeded the common median and those which did not

and were thus placed accordingly into the following four sex role

categories:
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1. Masculine sex role identity = high instrumental/low

expressive,

2. Androgynous sex role identity = high instrumental/high

expressive,

3. Feminine sex role identity = low instrumental/high

expressive, and

4. Undifferentiated sex role identity = low instrumental/

low expressive.

Regarding the reliability of the Short Form of the PAQ, Spence

and Helmreich (1978) noted that correlations between the longer (55-

item) scale and the shorter (24-item) form for the Masculine and

Feminine scales were in the .80's and .90's in two separate studies.

They concluded that despite the shorter form's brevity, it was sat-

isfactorily reliable. Each of the twenty-four items in the scale

describes a characteristic stereotypically believed to differentiate

the genders. Spence and Helmreich (1979) also indicated that factor

analysis of the M and the F scales revealed the two factors to have

a low positive correlation (average r = .08 across six samples),

which further documents it appropriateness and validity for differ-

entiating between the genders. The reliability and the validity of

both the LEAD and the PAQ were within acceptable limits for research

purposes.

Demographic Data

Gender, degree, academic school, and major were obtained for

each subject through the randomized computer procedure. Additional

descriptive information regarding the extent of work experience,
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leadership effort, and voluntary involvement in organizational acti-

vities was gathered by a demographic questionnaire developed by the

researcher (Appendix C).

Procedures

The specific procedures utilized in this study were as follows:

1. The determination of an appropriate sample size using

Cohen's (1969) sample size tables as a guide,

2. The obtaining of a mailing list of randomly selected

graduate students through the cooperation of the School

of Education, the Registrar's Office, and the Oregon

State University Computer Center (Appendix D),

3. The mailing of an instructional letter (Appendix E),

the demographic questionnaire, and the two instruments

(LEAD and PAQ) used for the study,

4. The mailing of a follow-up letter to nonrespondents

three weeks later (Appendix F),

5. The classification of respondents as to gender and

sex role identity as determined by responses on the

PAQ, and

6. The testing of the hypotheses for significant differences

and strength of relationships.

Population

The population for this study consisted of all nonforeign

graduate students enrolled at Oregon State University, Fall Term,

1981. The rationale for eliminating foreign graduate students
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(non-U.S. citizens) from the population was based on the observation

by Spence and Helmreich (1978:60) that although

in a wide variety of cultures agentic, instru-
mental characteristics are regarded as "masculine"
and communal, expressive characteristics as
"feminine," the anthropological evidence indicates
that these differences are not universal.

Findings from data on Lebanese, Isreali, and Brazilian students have,

in fact, revealed cultural differences (Spence and Helmreich, 1978).

Likewise, at least one cross-cultural study with the LEAD showed

differences in responses by persons of a different culture

(Sheikholeslami, 1979). Out of 2,690 graduate students enrolled

Fall Term, 1981, 2,056 (1,044 females; 1,012 males) were U. S.

citizens and constituted the population for this study.

Sample

Two independent samples of an equal number of male and female

graduate students were selected for the study. A non-named compu-

terized random selection procedure was utilized to identify and

select the sample from the population. The sample size was deter-

mined from Cohen's (1969) sample size table for chi-square based

on the following criteria:

1. Significance level = .05,

2. Effect size = .10,

3. Power level = .80, and

4. Degrees of freedom = 9.

The power level of .80 was selected as the base that would provide a

minimum probability of 80 percent that a false null hypothesis would
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be rejected. Entering the sample size tables with the identified

criteria resulted in a need for a sample size of 156 males and 156

females or a total of 312 graduate students. Based on an assumed

survey response rate of approximately 50 percent, a total of 700

students (350 males and 350 females) were randomly selected for the

study in order to assure obtaining 312 usable responses.

Of the seven hundred questionnaires mailed, 482 (69 percent)

were returned. Of those returned, twenty -seven were omitted for

the following reasons: refused to complete (6), incomplete data

(1), moved/no address (4), naturalized citizens (11), and question-

naire completed but ID label removed (5). This left a total of 455

usable responses (a 65 percent return rate). Of the 455 responses,

221 (48.5 percent) were male and 234 (51.5 percent) were female.

As indicated above, eleven naturalized citizens were removed

from the sample prior to analysis. The justification for this was

the inability to control for the possible influence of another cul-

ture on the sex role development of these students. This was an

attempt to control for a potential response bias among graduate

students reared in another culture.

Characteristics of the Respondents

The sample consisted of 700 graduate students of whom 455 (65

percent) responded. The racial background of respondents was 92 per-

cent white, 6 percent unspecified, and less than 1 percent each for

Oriental, American Indian, and Black. This was a proportional repre-

sentation of the racial background of the total nonforeign graduate
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student population. Of the respondents, 65 percent were pursuing

masters degrees and 35 percent were pursuing doctoral degrees. Again,

this was a proportional representation of the actual population. The

average age for males was 28 with a range of 22 - 52 years and the

average age for females was 30 with a range from 22 - 68 years.

In terms of employment history, 30 percent of the respondents

reported less than five years of paid experience, while 40 percent

reported 5 - 10 years, 20 percent reported 10 - 15 years, and 10

percent more than fifteen years of paid work experience. Regarding

organizational involvement, 79 percent have belong to a profes-

sional organization in the past five years. In addition, 69 percent

have belonged to a social/recreational organization, 35 percent to

a religious organization, 25 percent to a political organization,

and 14 percent to other types of organizations.

Concerning leadership activities, while almost 80 percent of the

respondents have belonged to some type of organization, less than

half (42 percent) have held an office, 49 percent have served as a

committee member and 28 percent have chaired a committee within the

past five years.

The respondents were asked to rank in what environments they

currently exercised the most leadership. The rankings were academic,

family, and work, followed by social/recreational, political/religious,

and other. The respondents were also asked to describe themselves

with regard to their leadership efforts. In their responses, 45 per-

cent described themselves as exercising a lot of leadership, 53 percent

a little leadership, and 2 percent no leadership. Of the 2 percent
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(seven respondents) that indicated they generally exercised no leader-

ship, all were in the undifferentiated sex role category. Also, 61

percent indicated that in the past five years their involvement in

leadership had increased, 24 percent noted it had stayed the same,

and 15 percent reported a decrease in leadership involvement.

Hersey and Blanchard (1982) state that demographic variables

such as age, years of experience, and academic degree are relatively

independent of their leadership scales. A chi-square analysis was

conducted comparing leadership adaptability (effectiveness) and these

as well as other demographic variables. These findings are reported

in Chapter Three as suggested by Hillestad (1972) because they were

unrelated to the main hypothesis or purpose of this study but pro-

vided additional information regarding the leadership instrument.

No significant differences were found between leadership

adaptability as measured by the LEAD and age, years of experience,

and degree level (masters versus doctoral level). Additionally, of

the eleven institutional schools and colleges represented by the

respondents, only three of the schools (Education, Business Admini-

stration, and Oceanography) had thirty or more respondents. These

three schools were compared and no significant difference was found

between leadership adaptability and academic major. Also no signi-

ficant differences were found between leadership adaptability and

holding or not holding an organizational office, or in describing

oneself as exercising a lot, a little, or no leadership.
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Finally, there were no significant differences in leadership

adaptability among respondents whose leadership involvement had

increased, stayed the same, or decreased in the past five years.

In summary, the adaptability portion of Hersey and Blanchard's leader-

ship instrument was found to be independent of age, years of experi-

ence, level of degree, and academic major, as well as whether or not

one held an organizational office, whether one exercised a lot, a

little, or no leadership, and whether one's leadership involvement

had increased, decreased or stayed the same over a period of time.

Hypotheses

The following null hypotheses were developed to test for the

presence or absence of a significant difference and the degree or

strength of relationship between the variables of gender, sex role

identity, and leadership style, range, and adaptability. The .05

level of confidence was selected as the measure of significant

difference.

Primary Styles

Ho
1'

There was no significant difference between

gender and perceived primary leadership style.

Hot: There was no strength of relationship between

gender and perceived primary leadership style.

Ho3: There was no significant difference between

sex role identity and perceived primary

leadership style.
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Ho
4

: There was no strength of relationship between

sex role identity and perceived primary

leadership style.

Range (Back-up Styles)

Hoy: There was no significant difference between

gender and the number of back-up styles.

Ho
6

: There was no strength of relationship between

gender and the number of back-up styles.

Ho7: There was no significant difference between

sex role identity and the number of back-up

styles.

Hob: There was no strength of relationship between

sex role identity and the number of back-up

styles.

Adaptability (Effectiveness)

Hog: There was no significant difference between

gender and adaptability.

Ho
10

: There was no strength of relationship between

gender and adaptability.

Ho11: There was no significant difference between sex

role identity and adaptability.

Ho12: There was no strength of relationship between sex

role identity and adaptability.
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Methods of Analysis

For the measuring of significant differences, the chi-square

(X
2

) statistical test was viewed as appropriate since the study

involved data which resulted in the form of frequencies, categories,

or classifications (Downie and Heath, 1974). Richard Runyon and

Audrey Haber (1980:317) point out that nonparametric tests, such as

the chi-square, are suitable for categorical variables and given

badly skewed distributions, "may well be as powerful as their para-

metric counterparts." Since the two groups (male and female) and

four sex role classifications (masculine, androgynous, feminine,

and undifferentiated) were independent and the data were reported

in terms of frequencies in discrete categories, the X
2
test of inde-

pendence was considered the appropriate statistical tool for hypo-

thesis testing regarding significant differences.

The chi-square formula (Merle E. Meyer, 1976:125) for two or

more independent samples is:

r k (0. - e...)
2

X
2

= E E
lj

i=lj=1
eij

where o.. = the observed frequency of cases for
13

the cell of the ith row and jth column
e
ij

= the expected frequency of cases for the
cell of the ith row and jth column

E = the sum of all the cells
with the df = (r-1)(k-1)

where r = number of rows
k = number of columns

Runyon and Haber (1980) note that the X
2
test for the indepen-

dence of categorical variables is employed to determine whether
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variables are related or independent. If the X
2
value is significant

the variables are viewed as dependent or related. However, by itself,

chi-square only indicates that the variables were related. It does

not indicate how strongly they were associated. Nie, et al. (1975)

suggested several methods to measure the strength of relationship.

Cramer's V was viewed as the most appropriate method for measuring

the strength of relationship between these nominal categories. It

is a slight modification of phi (fl, which is used for measuring asso-

ciation for 2 X 2 tables. Cramer's V adjusts phi for tables larger

than 2 X 2. The formula is:

cb2 )1/2

V (min (r-1, c-1

V ranges from 0 to +1. A large value of V signifies that a high degree

of association exists. It does not, however, reveal the manner in

which the variables are associated. Because the significance of

Cramer's V is associated with the significance of X2, it was only

computed and reported when X
2
was significant (Downie and Heath, 1974).

As a final method of analysis, lambda (x) was computed. Accor-

ding to Norman H. Nie, et al. (1975:225), lambda measures the percen-

tage of improvement in the "ability to predict the value of the depen-

dent variable once we know the value of the independent variable."

The maximum value of lambda is 1.0 and occurs when prediction can

be made without error. This happens when each independent variable

category is associated with a single category on the dependent variable.

A value of zero means no improvement in prediction. As was the case
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for Cramer's V, lambda was only computed and reported when X
2
was sig-

nificant at the .05 level or above. The formula for lambda is:

Emax.fik - max.f.k

Lambda = X
b N - max.fk
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CHAPTER FOUR

Findings

This chapter reports the results of the analysis of the null

hypotheses specified in Chapter Three. The findings regarding the

relationship of gender and sex role identity with leadership are

reported in the order of leadership style, leadership range, and

leadership adaptability.

Independent Variables

The first computation performed on the data was to examine the

relationship between the independent variables. As Table 1 indicates,

the relationship between gender and sex role identity was significant

at the .01 level. The respondents tended to be sex typed (masculine

males and feminine females). Cross-sexed respondents (masculine

females and feminine males) were the least prominent categories.

Also, females were no more likely to be androgynous than males,

although they were somewhat more likely than males to be undifferen-

tiated. The data confirm Spence and Helmreich's (1978, 1979) assump-

tions and findings that the PAQ does differentiate between the genders

and that males and females tend to be sex typed in their responses

to the instrument. The strength of relationship between gender and

sex role identity was 18.3%. The improved ability to predict sex

role identity from knowing gender was 0% and to predict gender from

knowing sex role identity was 11.3%.
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Table 1

Relationship Between Gender and Sex Role Identity
(Independent Variables)

Masculine Androgynous Feminine
Undifferen-

tiated Total

Male 67 (61%) 69 (50%) 29 (33%) 56 (46%) 221 (49%)

Female 43 (39%) 68 (50%) 58 (67%) 65 (54%) 234 (51%)

Total 110 (100%) 137 (100%) 87 (100%) 121 (100%) 455 (100%)

X
2
= 15.22 - 3 Degrees of Freedom - .01 level Significant Difference

Cramer's V = 18.3%
Lambda = 0% to predict sex role from gender

11.3% to predict gender from sex role

Primary Leadership Styles

A problem encountered in analyzing the data was the fact that

about 10% of the respondents (49 out of 455) had tied scores between

two primary leadership styles. In other words, out of a total of

twelve possible points for determining a primary style, forty-nine

respondents had either 2 fours, 2 fives, or 2 sixes. A chi-square

analysis was conducted to see if there was a significant difference

in the distribution of primary leadership styles between the respon-

dents with tied and the respondents without tied primary scores.

As Table 2 shows, there was no significant difference in the distri-

bution of primary styles when respondents with tied primary scores

were compared to those without tied primary scores. Note that the

Delegation style was omitted from computation as there were less than
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five expected respondents per cell (Downie and Heath, 1974). Also,

N=453 repondents not 455 because two of the respondents had a four

way tie (3-3-3-3) between the styles and thus had no designated

primary style.

TABLE 2

Distribution of Respondents With and
Without Tied Primary Styles

Telling Selling Participating Delegating* Totals

With Ties 15 (3%) 355 (70%) 132 (26%) 2 (1%) 504 (100%)
N=453

Without
Ties 5 (1%) 308 (76%) 90 (22%) 1 (1%) 404 (100%)

N=404

Totals 20 (2%) 663 (73%) 222 (24%) 3 (1%) 908

X
2
= 5.51 - 2 Degrees of Freedom - No significant Differences .05

level

*Delegating style omitted from computation because of small expected
values.

Tables 3 and 4 show the distributions of the respondents with

tied and nontied primary styles by gender. The Telling and Delegating

styles were eliminated from the computation for females and the Dele-

gating style omitted for males because of less than five expected

respondents per cell. There was no significant gender differences

between the distribution of respondents with tied and nontied pri-

mary styles.
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Table 3

Distribution of Males With and Without
Tied Primary Styles

Telling Selling Participating Delegating Total

With Ties 11 180 56 2 249

Without Ties 3 153 34 1 191

Totals 14 333 90 3 440

X
2
= 4.79 - 2 Degrees of Freedom - No Significant Difference .05

level

Table 4

Distribution of Females With and Without
Tied Primary Styles

Telling Selling Participating Delegating Total

With Ties 4 175 76 0 255

Without Ties 2 155 56 0 213

Totals 6 330 132 0 468

X
2

= 1.60 - 1 Degree of Freedom - No Significant Difference .05 level

Based on the above findings, the decision was made to include

the respondents with tied primary leadership scores in testing the

hypotheses regarding primary leadership styles so that all of the

respondents would be represented in the analysis. To test null
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hypotheses one and two which stated that there was no significant

difference and no strength of relationship between gender and pri-

mary style, a X
2
was performed on the distribution of primary styles

reported in Table 5.

Table 5

Distribution of Primary Styles by Gender
(Includes Tied Primary Styles)

Telling Selling Participating Delegating Totals

Male 11 (4%) 180 (72%) 56 (23%) 2 (1%) 249 (100%)

Female 4 (2%) 175 (68%) 76 (30%) 0 (0%) 255 (100%)

Totals 15 (3%) 355 (71%) 132 (26%) 2 (1%) 504 (100%)

X
2
= 6.24 - 2 Degrees of Freedom - Significant Difference .05 level

Cramer's V = .111 (11%)
Lambda = 0%

Eliminating the Delegating style from the computation, because

the expected values were too small, resulted in a X
2
of 6.24 with 2

degrees of freedom, which was significant at the .05 level. The

Cramer's V resulted in a strength of relationship level of .111 or

11%. At the same time, the lambda result was 0% improvement in

ability to predict style from knowing gender. This was due in part

to the fact that most males (72%), as well as most females (68%),

had a primary Selling style (high task/high relationship). The

findings resulted in the rejection of null hypotheses one and two.
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Females were more likely than males to have a Participating style

(high relationship/low task) and males were more likely than females

to have a Telling style (high task/low relationship).

Table 6 shows the distribution of primary styles by sex role

identity. To test null hypotheses three and four which stated that

there was no significant difference and no strength of relationship

between sex role identity and primary style, a X
2
was performed on

this distribution of primary styles and sex role identity.

Table 6

Distribution of Primary Styles by Sex Role Identity
(Includes Tied Primary Styles)

Telling Selling Participating Delegating Total

Masculine 5 86 32 0 123

Androgynous 4 113 31 2 150

Feminine 3 62 34 0 99

Undifferen-
tiated 3 94 35 0 132

Totals 15 355 132 2 504

Again, because the expected values for the Telling and Delega-

ting styles were too small, they were eliminated from the computation.

The elimination of these two styles resulted in the findings reported

in Table 7. Null hypotheses three and four were not rejected. A

Cramer's V and lambda were not computed as the X
2
was not significant.
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Primary styles and sex role identity were found to be independent

of each other.

Table 7

Distribution of Primary Styles by Sex Role Identity
(Includes Tied Primary Styles)

Selling Participating Totals

Masculine 86 (73%) 32 (27%) 118 (100%)

Androgynous 113 (78%) 31 (22%) 144 (100%)

Feminine 62 (65%) 34 (35%) 96 (100%)

Undifferentiated 94 (73%) 35 (27%) 129 (100%)

Totals 355 (73%) 132 (27%) 487 (100%)

X
2
= 5.62 - 3 Degrees of Freedom - No Significant Difference .05 level

Range of Styles

Range of styles refers to the number of support or back-up

styles (other than the primary style) that were utilized by a respon-

dent. Of the respondents, 2% (four male and six female) had one style

of leadership with no back-up styles. Of the remaining 445 respon-

dents, 46% had one back-up style, 47% had two back-up styles, and

7% had three back-up styles. To test null hypotheses five and six

which stated that there was no significant difference and no strength

of relationship between gender and range of styles, statistical tests

were performed on the data in Table 8.
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Table 8

Number of Back-up or Support Styles
By Gender

One Two Three
back-up back-up back-up
style styles styles Totals

Male 89 (41%) 106 (49%) 22 (10%) 217 (100%)

Female 114 (50%) 104 (46%) 10 (4%) 228 (100%)

Totals 203 (46%) 210 (47%) 32 (7%) 445 (100%)

X
2
= 7.34 - 2 Degrees of Freedom - Significant Difference .05 level

Cramer's V = 0.128 (12.8%)
Lambda = 0.043 (4%)

Null hypotheses five and six were rejected. As Table 8 indi-

cates, females were more likely than males to have one back-up style

and males were more likely than females to have three back-up styles.

The strength of relationship between gender and range of styles was

12.8% and the ability to predict the number of back-up styles by

knowing gender was improved by 4% over chance.

Table 9 reflects the number of back-up styles by sex role

identity. Null hypotheses seven and eight which stated that there

was no significant difference and no strength of relationship between

the number of back-up styles and sex role identity were retained.

The number of back-up styles and the sex role identity of the

respondents were mutually independent.
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Table 9

Number of Back-up or Support Styles
by Sex Role Identity

One Two Three
back-up back-up back-up
style styles styles Totals

Masculine 45 (41%) 53 (49%) 11 (10%) 109 (100%)

Androgynous 58 (44%) 67 (50%) 8 (6%) 133 (100%)

Feminine 44 (52%) 37 (43%) .4 (5%) 85 (100%)

Undifferentiated 56 (47%) 53 (45%) 9 (8%) 118 (100%)

Totals 203 (46%) 210 (47%) 32 (7%) 445 (100%)

X
2
= 4.35 - 6 Degrees of Freedom - No Significant Difference .05 level

Leadership Adaptability

Adaptability refers to the ability to select the most appropri-

ate choice or solution to a given situation based on accurately diag-

nosing the maturity level of the -followers. Adaptability can be

either effective or ineffective. Ineffective choices are those with

the least likelihood of succeeding given the maturity level of the

followers. Effective choices are those with the most likelihood of

succeeding. For each of the twelve choices, a selected decision was

given a +2, +1, -1, or -2 rating based on its assumed appropriateness

according to the Situational Leadership Theory (Hersey and Blanchard,

1977). Thus, the effectiveness range for any individual could vary

from -24 to +24. For categorization purposes, both the effective and
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the ineffective ranges were divided into four categories (low, moder-

ate, high, and super high) at six point intervals..

As Table 10 shows, only twelve respondents (2.5%) were in the

neutral or ineffective ranges. An additional three respondents had

missing adaptability data and were also included in the ineffective

ranges. The numbers of neutral or ineffective scores were too small

for a X
2

test. However, there was no difference between the number

of males and females in the ineffective ranges (six each) when the

three respondents with missing data were omitted.

Table 10

Neutral and Ineffective Scores by Gender*

Super
high High Moderate Low

-19 to -24 -13 to -18 -7 to -12 -1 to -6 Neutral Total

Males 3* 0 1 3 2

Females 0 0 5 1 6

-24

Totals 3 0 1 8 3 15

*Missing data - N= 3
Ineffective N=12 (6 males, 6 females)
Total N=15
*Expected values too small to compute X2

Table 11 displays by gender the 440 respondents who had positive

effectiveness scores. Of all of the respondents in this study, 97%

had positive effectiveness scores.
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Table 11

Positive Effectiveness Scores by Gender

Super
Low Moderate High high

+1 to +6 +7 to +12 +13 to +18 +19 to +24 Totals

Males 52 (25%) 116 (55%) 39 (17%) '5 (3%) 212 (100%)

Females 42 (18%) 129 (57%) 55 (24%) 2 (1%) 228 (100%)

+1 +24

Totals 94 (21%) 245 (56%) 94 (21%) 7 (2%) 440 (100%)

In Table 12, the low number of observed scores (7) in the super

high category (+19 to +24) were combined with the high category (+13

to +18) scores in order to overcome the problem of low expected values

in the super high category. This combination resulted in a single

high effectiveness range of +13 to +24. As Table 12 indicates, there

was no significant difference or strength of relationship between

gender and level of positive effectiveness. Null hypothesis nine

and ten regarding gender and effectiveness were retained. There was

no difference between males and females and overall adaptability

scores.
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Table 12

Positive Effectiveness Scores by Gender
(High and Super High Categories Combined)

Low
+1 to +6

Moderate
+7 to +12

High
+13 to +24 Totals

Male 52 (25%) 116 (55%) 44 (20%) 212 (100%)

Female 42 (18%) 129 (57%) 57 (25%) 228 (100%)

Totals 94 (21%) 245 (56%) 101 (23%) 440 (100%)

X
2
= 2.85 - 2 Degrees of Freedom - No Significant Difference .05 level

Using the same three categories of effectiveness (low, moderate,

and high), Table 13 shows the same finding for effectiveness and sex

role identity as was found for effectiveness and gender. Null hypo-

theses eleven and twelve which stated that there was no significant

difference and no strength of relationship between the respondents'

effectiveness scores and their sex role identity were retained.
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Table 13

Positive Effectiveness Scores by Sex Role Identity
(High and Super High Categories Combined)

Low
+1 to +6

Moderate
+7 to +12

High
+13 to +24 Totals

Masculine 22 (21%) 52 (50%) 30 (29%) 105 (100%)

Androgynous 33 (25%) 76 (57%) 24 (18%) 133 (100%)

Feminine 13 (15%) 51 (61%) 20 (24%) 84 (100%)

Undifferentiated 26 (22%) 65 (55%) 27 (23%) 118 (100%)

Totals 94 (21%) 245 (56%) 101 (23%) 440 (100%)

X
2
= 5.95 - 6 Degrees of Freeom - No Significant Difference .05 level

In summary, the study found that at the .05 level of signifi-

cance, males and females differed in their choice of a primary style

of leadership. Most of the respondents (both males and females)

selected a Selling style (high task/high relationship), but of the

remaining respondents, females were more likely than males to select

a Participating style (high relation/low task) and males were more

likely than females to choose a Telling style (high task/low rela-

tionship). The strength of this relationship was low (11%) and there

was no improved ability over chance to predict a primary style from

knowing the gender of the respondent. This was primarily because

71% of all respondents chose a Selling style.

Similarly, this study found that gender was also related to

range of styles or the number of support or back-up styles utilized
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by the respondents. The males in this study utilized a greater or

wider range of back-up styles than the females. Again, the strength

of relationship between gender and number of back-up styles was

relatively low (12.8%) and the improved ability to predict the number

of support styles by knowing gender was increased by only 4%. In

contrast, gender was found to be unrelated to the level of effective-

ness. There was no significant difference between males and females

in their overall effectiveness scores. These findings would imply

that although males and females may differ in their selection of a

primary style, and that although males may utilize a broader range

of support or back-up styles, males and females do not differ from

one another in overall leadership effectiveness. This supports the

general assumption of Situational Leadership Theory that there is

no one best leadership style and that a wide range of styles does

not necessarily mean greater effectiveness.

The selection of a primary leadership style was found to be

independent of one's self-perceived sex role identity. Likewise,

there was no significant difference and no strength of relationship

between the sex role identity and the range or number of support or

back-up styles. The same lack of dependence or relationship was

also found between sex role identity and level of effectiveness. It

appears that although sex role identity was significantly related to

gender, by iself, it was unrelated to and independent of the choice

of a primary leadership style, the number of support or back-up

styles, and the level of effectiveness of the respondents in this

study.
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As an outgrowth of the finding that gender and sex role identity

were significantly related, but that only gender was found to be

significantly related to leadership style and range, additional

analyses were performed on the data to see whether there was an inter-

action effect between gender and sex role identity. This further

analysis was not originally proposed by the researcher, but rather,

was an outgrowth of the mixed findings reported above.

Table 14 displays primary style by gender and sex role identity.

As indicated in the table, an interaction effect was found. The level

of significance was .01 and the strength of relationship was 13.5%.

The improvement of ability to predict sex role identity from knowing

style by gender was increased by 3.8% over chance. The ability to

predict style by gender from knowing sex role identity was increased

by 6.3% over chance. In confirmation of the earlier findings, gender

provided the main interaction effect and sex role identity served as

a moderating effect. This moderating effect was not apparent when

sex role identity was examined separately from gender. The over-

representation of feminine females in the Participating style and

the under-representation of feminine males in the Selling style

accounted for much of the interaction effect.
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Table 14

Primary Style by Gender and Sex Role Identity

Selling Participating

Male Female Male Female Totals

Masculine 55 31 20 12 118

(47%) (26%) (17%) (10%) (100%)

Androgynous 57 56 12 19 144

(40%) (39%) (8%) (13%) (100%)

Feminine 21 41 10 24 96

(22%) (43%) (10%) (25%) (100%)

Undifferentiated 47 47 14 21 129

(36.5%) (36.5%) (11%) (16%) (100%)

Totals 180 175 56 76 487

(37%) (36%) (11%) (16%) (100%)

X
2
= 26.50 - 9 Degrees of Freedom - Significant Difference .01 level

Cramer's V = 13.5%
Lambda = 3.8% - predict sex role from style x gender

6.5% - predict style x gender from sex role

Table 15 indicates a similar interaction effect between range

by gender and sex role identity. The expected values for those with

three back-up or support styles were too small to accurately compute

a X2. However, a significant difference at the .02 level was found

for those with one and two back-up styles. The strength of associ-

ation was 12.9%. When testing lambda, gender had a stronger effect

than sex role identity. The improved ability to predict sex role

from knowing range by gender was .3%, but the improved ability to

predict range by gender from sex role was 6.3%. The over-

representation by undifferentiated females and feminine females
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accounted for most of the difference for those with one back-up style.

Concerning those with two back-up styles, an over-representation by

masculine males and an under-representation by feminine males

accounted for most of the interaction effect. These findings further

confirm the earlier finding that females were more likely than males

to have one back-up style and males more likely than females to have

more than one support style. Cross-sexed (feminine) males were less

likely than masculine males to have a broader range of back-up styles.

TABLE 15

Range (Back-up Styles) by Gender and
Sex Role Identity

One
back-up style

Male Female

Two
back-up styles

Male Female Totals

Masculine 23 22 36 17 98
(23%) (23%) (37%) (17%) (100%)

Androgynous 27 31 35 32 125
(21%) (25%) (28%) (26%) (100%)

Feminine 14 30 13 24 81

(17%) (37%) (16%) (30%) (100%)

Undifferentiated 26 30 22 31 109
(24%) (28%) (20%) (28%) (100%)

Totals 90 113 106 104 413
(22%) (27%) (26%) (25%) (100%)

X
2
= 20.69 - 9 Degrees of Freedom - Significant Difference .02 level

Cramer's V = 12.9%
Lambda = .3% - predict sex role from range x gender

6.5% - predict range x gender from sex role
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Table 16 reflects the most complex interaction effect. No sig-

nificant difference in effectiveness was reported when effectiveness

and gender and effectiveness and sex role identity were examined

separately. However, when gender and sex role identity were com-

bined a significant difference in effectiveness was found. The

level of significance was .05 and the strength of relationship was

13.8%. The lambda results provide a clue to this finding. Lambda

indicated an interaction effect between gender and sex role identity,

but for the first time, the predictability was about equivalent. In

other words, there was an interaction effect, but no main effect by

either gender or sex role identity. Lambda indicated that the

improved ability to predict sex role from knowing effectiveness by

gender was 3.6% and that the improved ability to predict effective-

ness by gender from knowing sex role identity was 3.5%. Thus, both

gender and sex role identity appeared to contribute equally to the

findings of a significant difference. This finding of effectiveness

was in contrast to the previously assumed effectiveness of androgy-

nous persons. With the exception of the over-representation by

androgynous males in the low effectiveness group, it was primarily

the over-representation by sex typed individuals and the under-

representation by cross-sexed individuals that accounted for the

finding of a significant difference when gender and sex role were

combined.
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Table 16

Level of Effectiveness by Gender and
Sex Role Identity

Low
Male Female

Moderate
Male Female

High
Male Female Totals

Masculine 12 10 32 21 18 12 105
(12%) (9%) (30%) (20%) (17%) (12%) (100%)

Androgynous 21 12 36 40 11 13 133
(16%) (9%) (27%) (30%) (8%) (10%) (100%)

Feminine 5 8 19 32 3 17 84
(6%) (10%) (23%) (38%) (3%) (20%) (100%)

Undifferen-
tiated 14 12 29 36 12 15 118

(12%) (10%) (25%) (30%) (10%) (13%) (100%)

Totals 52 42 116 129 44 57 440
(12%) (10%) (26%) (29%) (10%) (13%) (100%)

X
2
= 25.19 - 15 Degrees of Freedom - Significant Difference .05 level

Cramer's V = 13.8%
Lambda = 3.6% - predict sex role from effectiveness x gender

3.5% - predict effectiveness x gender from sex role

In conclusion, these additional findings support the reported

significant relationship between gender and sex role identity (Table

1) and the hypotheses findings. When gender and sex role identity

were treated separately, a significant difference was found between

gender and leadership style and range, but not between sex role

identity and leadership style and range. However, when the two

variables were combined,an interaction effect between gender and sex

role identity was found which resulted in significant differences.
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Consistent with the hypotheses findings, gender appeared to be pri-

marily responsible for the main interaction effect; sex role identity

appeared to function as a moderating variable for style and range

when combined with gender.

The one exception to these findings was the interaction effect

between gender and sex role identity with effectiveness. When

treated separately, neither gender nor sex role identity showed a

significant difference with effectiveness. Howevei^, when combined,

a significant difference was found and it appeared that both gender

and sex role identity contributed equally to the finding.
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CHAPTER FIVE

Summary, Conclusions, and Recommendations

Summary

The purpose of this study was to examine the significance and

strength of relationship between the two independent variables of

gender and perceived sex role identity and the criterion or depen-

dent variables of leadership style, range, and adaptability.

Graduate students were selected as the population of the study on

the assumption that they were more likely than undergraduate stu-

dents to have a broader range of both paid and voluntary experiences

upon which to base their leadership responses.

Procedures

Seven hundred subjects (350 males and 350 females) were

randomly selected from a population of 2,056 nonforeign graduate

students enrolled Fall Term, 1981, at Oregon State University.

Foreign graduate students were excluded from the study on the basis

of the possibility of cultural differences in sex role identity.

During Winter Term, 1982, the selected subjects were requested to

complete three instruments: a general demographic questionnaire

(developed by the researcher), a sex role identity instrument

(the Personal Attribute Questionnaire [PAQ] developed by Spence
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and Helmreich),and a leadership scale (Leader Effectiveness and

Adaptability Description [LEAD] developed by Hersey and Blanchard).

The number of usable responses was 455, which constituted a 65%

return rate.

A general demographic questionnaire was used to obtain descrip-

tive information about the respondent group. This information was

reported in Chapter Three. The PAQ was utilized to classify respon-

dents into four sex role identity categories (masculine, androgynous,

feminine, and undifferentiated). These categorizations were based

on the respondents' self-descriptions on two basic sex role dimen-

sions (the Masculinity/Instrumental and Femininity/Expressive

domains). The LEAD classified persons into four categories of

leadership styles on the basis of their responses to two basic

leadership dimensions (Task Behavior and Relationship Behavior).

In addition to classifying persons according to primary leadership

styles, the LEAD also measured leadership range (number of suppor-

tive or back-up styles) and adaptability or effectiveness (the

correctness of an alternative action in the given leadership

situation).

Findings

Because of the categorical nature of the data, chi-square

was utilized to test for significant differences between the vari-

ables of gender and sex role identity and the respondent's leader-

ship style, range, and adaptability. If a significant difference

was found, a Cramer's V was performed to measure the degree or
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strength of the association between the variables. Lambda was also

computed to determine the degree of improved ability to predict the

dependent variable from knowledge of the independent variable.

Of the twelve specific null hypotheses examined in this study,

four were rejected. Listed below are the rejected null hypotheses

and the retained null hypotheses:

1. There was a significant difference (.05 level) and a

low strength of relationship (11%) between males and

females in their selection of a perceived primary style

of leadership. (Hol and Hot)

2. There was a significant difference (.05 level) and a

low strength of relationship (12.8%) between gender

and leadership range. (Ho8 and Ho4)

3. There was no significant difference and no strength

of relationship between males and females and their

overall effectiveness scores. (Ho
5

and Ho
6

)

4. There were no significant difference and no

strength of relationship between sex role identity

and the selection of a perceived primary leadership

style. (Hoff and Ho8)

5. There was no significant difference and no strength

of relationship between sex role identity and range

(number of support styles). (Ho9 and Nolo)

6. There was no significant difference and no strength

of relationship between sex role identity and

adaptability or effectiveness. (Hon and Ho12)
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The independent variables of gender and sex role identity were

significantly related at the .01 level. Based on this relatedness,

additional analyses were conducted to determine the interaction

effects between gender and sex role identity. These findings were

as follows:

1. Gender and perceived sex role identity in combinations

were significantly related at the .01 level to the

selection of a perceived primary leadership style.

Gender accounted for the main effect and sex role

identity served as a moderating effect. The strength

of association was 13.5%.

2. Gender and perceived sex role identity in combination

were significantly related at the .02 level to the

number of back-up or support styles utilized by the

residents. Again, gender accounted for the main

effect and sex role identity functioned as a moder-

ating effect. The strength of association was 12.9%.

3. Gender and perceived sex role identity in combination

also resulted in a finding of significance at the .05

level for adaptability or effectiveness. This

significant finding was not observed when gender

and sex role identity were examined separately.

Gender and sex role identity appeared to be con-

tributing equally to this finding of interaction
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effect. Gender did not account for the main effect

as it did with style and range. The strength of

association was 13.8%.

Conclusions

Within the limitations and delimitations of this study, the

following conclusions were assumed from the findings:

1. Males and females differed as to the selection of a

primary leadership style. Most of the respondents

(71%) selected the Selling style, with males selecting

the style slightly more proportionally than women. Of

the remaining 29% of the respondents, females were more

likely than males to select a Participating (expressive)

style and males, more likely than females to select a

Telling (instrumental) style. These results confirm

Hersey and Blanchard's (1977) findings that most

respondents chose Selling and Participating styles

and Beck's (1978) finding that most respondents

selected a Selling style.

2. It was further concluded that males and females differed

in the number of back-up or supportive styles. Males

in this study utilized a broader range of styles than

females.

3. Males and females did not differ in overall effectiveness,

although they differed in types of styles and number of

styles.
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4. Sex role identity by itself was found to be unrelated

to leadership style, range, and effectiveness.

5. Sex role identity in combination with gender was found

to be significantly related to leadership style, range,

and effectiveness.

6. Gender was a more prominent factor than sex role

identity in the finding of significant differences

in leadership style and range.

7. Gender and sex role identity appeared to interact

equally in the finding of a significant difference

in the area of adaptability or effectiveness.

8. There was no support in this study for the assumption

that androgynous persons were any more flexible (as

measured by range) or effective (as measured by

adaptability) than nonandrogynous persons.

9. There was support in this study for the stereotyped

assumption that males tend to select an instrumental

(task oriented) and females an expressive (relation-

ship oriented) primary leadership style.

10. A consistent finding regarding the independent

variables was that the improved ability over chance

to predict gender from sex role identity was greater

than the improved ability over chance to predict sex

role identity from gender.

11. This study confirmed Hersey and Blanchard's (1977 and

1982) assumption that range is unrelated to adaptability.
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12. The findings further suggest that sex role identity

studies which do not differentiate or separate by

gender may, in fact, be measuring primarily the

effect of gender and not sex role identity.

13. Based on the findings of this study, discriminatory

practices based on the presumed managerial effective-

ness of one gender over another are not warranted.

Recommendations

The following recommendations for further research were based

on the findings of the study:

1. This study should be replicated with a graduate sample

more representative of the racial and ethnic background

of the nonforeign population within the United States.

2. This study should be replicated with a sample of both

foreign and nonforeign graduate students for cross-

cultural study purposes.

3. Further studies should be conducted on the possible

interaction effect of sex typed verses cross-sexed

persons and leadership style, range, and adaptability.

4. This study should be replicated on a group of prac-

ticing male and female managers.

5. In contrast to Hersey and Blanchard's (1982) reported

validity studies, gender was found to be significantly

related to leadership style and range. The possibility

of a gender bias in the selection of alternative

solutions on the LEAD should be further explored.
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6. This study should be replicated on the same type of

population at five and ten year intervals to measure

any shifts over time in the perceived sex role

identity and/or perceived leadership of graduate

students.
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111 rir self
Developed by Paul Hersey and Kenneth H. Blanchard

Directions:
Assume YOU are involved in each of the
following twelve situations. Each situation has
four alternative actions you might initiate. READ
each item carefully. THINK about what YOU
would do in each circumstance. Then CIRCLE
the letter of the alternative action choice which
you think would most closely describe YOUR
behavior in the situation presented. Circle only
one choice.

reader
Effectiveness &

adaptability
Description

°Copyright 1973 by Center for Leadership Studies. All rights reserved.
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Leader Li flectiveness & Adaptability Description

SITUATION
Your subordinates are not responding lately to your
friendly conversation and obvious concern for their
welfare- Their performance is declining rapidly.

A.

B.

C.
D.

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS
Emphasize the use of uniform procedures and the
necessity for task accomplishment.
Make yourself available for discussion but don't
push your involvement.
Talk with subordinates and then set goals.
Intentionally do not intervene.

SITUATION
The observable performance of your group is in-

2 creasing. You have been making sure that all mem-
bets were aware of their responsibilities and ex-
petted standards of performance.

A.

B.
C.

D.

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS
Engage in friendly interaction, but continue to
make sure that all members are aware of their
responsibilities and expected standards of per-
formance.
Take no definite action.
Do what you can to make the group feel impor-
tant and involved.
Emphasize the importance of deadlines and tasks.

SITUATION
Members of your group are unable to solve a prob-

3 lem themselves. You have normally left them alone.
Group performance and interpersonal relations have
been good.

A.

B.
C.
D.

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS
Work with the group and together engage in
problem-solving.
Let the group work it out.
Act quickly and firmly to correct and redirect.
Encourage group to work on problem and be
supportive of their efforts.

SITUATION
You are considering a change. Your subordinates

4 have a fine record of accomplishment. They respect
the need for change.

A.

B.

C.
D.

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS
Allow group involvement in developing the
change, but don't be too directive.
Announce changes and then implement with close
supervision.
Allow group to formulate its own direction.
Incorporate group recommendations, but you di-
rect the change.

SITUATION
The performance of your group has been dropping
during the last few months. Members have been

5 unconcerned with meeting objectives. Redefining
roles and responsibilities has helped in the past. They
have continually needed reminding to have their
tasks done on time.

A.
B.

C.

D.

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS
Allow group to formulate its own direction.
Incorporate group recommendations, but set that
objcti

de

fines are met.
e roles and responsibilities and superviseRe

carefully.
Allow group involvement in determining roles
and responsibilities but don't be too directive.

SITUATION
You stepped into an efficiently run organization.
The previous administrator tightly controlled the
situation. You warn to maintain a productive situa-
non, but would like to begin humanizing the
environment.

A.

B.
c.
D.

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS
Do what you can to make group feet important
and involved.
Emphasize the importance of deadlines and tasks.
Intentionally do not intervene.
Get group involved indecision- making, but see
that objectives are met.

Copyright 1973 by Center for Ler,
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SITUATION
You are considering changing to a structure that will

7 be new to your group. Members of the group have
made suggestions about needed change. The group
has been productive and demonstrated flexibility in
its operations.

A.
B.

C.

D.

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS
Define the change and supervise carefully.
Participate with the group in developing the
change but allow members to organize the im-
plementation.
Be willing to make changes as recommended, but
maintain control of implementation.
Avoid confrontation; leave things alone.

SITUATION

0 Group performance and interpersonal relations are
good. You feel somewhat unsure about your lack of
direction of the group.

A.
B.

C.

D.

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS
Leave the group alone.
Discuss the situation with the group and then you
initiate necessary changes.
Take steps to direct subordinates toward working
in a well-defined manner.
Be supportive in discussing the situation with the
group but not too directive.

SITUATION
Your superior has appointed you to head a task force
that is far overdue in making requested recornmen-

9 dations for change. The group is not clear on its
goals. Attendance at sessions has been poor. Their
meetings have turned into social gatherings. Poten-
tially they have the talent necessary to help.

A.
B.

C.
D.

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS
Let the group work out its problems.
Incorporate group recommendations, but see that
objectives are met.
Redefine goals and supervise carefully.
Allow group involvement in setting goals, but
don't push.

SITUATION
i/0 Your subordinates, usually able to take responsibil-
1 V ity, are not responding to your recent redefining of

standards.

A.

B.
C.

D.

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS
Allow group involvement in redefining stand-
ards, but don't take control.
Redefine standards and supervise carefully.
Avoid confrontation by not applying pressure;
leave situation alone.
Incorporate group recommendations, but see that
new standards are met.

SITUATION
You have been promoted to a new position. The

11 previous supervisor was uninvolved in the affairs of
the group. The group has adequately handled its
tasks and direction. Group inter-relations are good.

A.

B.

C.

D.

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS
Take steps to direct subordinates toward working
in a well-defined manner.
Involve subordinates in decision-making and rein-
force good contributions.
Discuss past performance with group and then
you examine the need for new practices.
Continue to leave group alone.

SITUATION
Recent information indicates some internal difficul-
ties among subordinates. The group has a remark-

12 able record of accomplishment. Members have ef-
fectively maintained long-range goals. They have
worked in harmony for the past year. All are well
qualified for the task.

A.

B.
C.
D.

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS
Try out your solution with subordinates and ex-
amine the need for new practices.
Allow group members to work it out themselves.
Act quickly and firmly to correct and redirect.
Participate in problem discussion while providing
support for subordinates.

rership Studies. All rights reserved.
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Address inquiries or orders to one of the following:

Learning Resources Corporation
8517 Production Avenue
P.O. Box 26240
San Diego, California 92126
(714) 578-5900
800-854-2143 (toll free except in
California, Alaska & Hawaii)

University Associates of Canada
P.O. Box 203
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Toronto, Canada M6S 4T3
(416) 236-1001

University Associates of Europe
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APPENDIX B

Personal Attributes Questionnaire

The items below inquire about what kind of a person you think you are. Each items consists

of a pair of characteristics, with the letters A-E in petween. For example:

Not at all Artistic A....B....C....D....8 Very Artistic

Each pair describes contradictory characteristics--that is, you cannot be both at the same

time, such as very artistic and not at all artistic.
The letters form a scale between the two extremes. You are to choose a letter which

describes where you fall on the scale. For example, if you think you have no artistic ability,

you would choose A. If you think you are pretty good, you might choose D. If you are only

medium, you might choose C, and so forth.

1. Not at all aggressive Very aggressive

2. Not at all independent
Very independent

3. Not at all emotional
Very emotional

4. Very submissive
Very dominant

5. Not at all excitable in a 2.112: crisis
Very excitable in a
mar crisis

6. Very passive
Very active

7. Not at all able to devote self
completely to others

Able to devote self
completely to others

E. Very rough
Very gentle

9. Not at all helpful to others A B. C. .D. ..E Very helpful to others

10. Not at all competitive
Very competitive

11. Very home oriented
Very worldly

12. Not at all kind
Very kind

13. indifferent to others' approval
Highly needful of
others' approval

14. Feelings not easily hurt
Feelings easily hurt

15. Not at all aware of feelings of others
Very aware of feelings
of others

16. Can make decisions easily
Has difficulty making
decisions

17. Gives up easily
Never gives up easily

18. Never cries
Cries very easily

19. Not at all self-confident
Very self-confident

20. Feels very inferior
Feels very superior

21. Not at all understanding of others
Very understanding of
others

22. Very cold in relations with others
Very warm in relations
With otners

23. Very little need for security
Very strong need for
security

24. Goes to pieces under pressure
Stands up well under
pressure
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APPENDIX C

DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE

To help us in our analysis we need to ask you a few questions about yourself.

Were you born in the United States or in some other country?

born in U.S. (skip to Question 2)

born, elsewhere (go on to Question 1.A)

I.A. Are you a naturalized citizen?

Yes

No

;lease indicate your racial or ethnic background:

Please indicate your total numoer of years of paid employment (Include full and part time in

any occupation or field):

Less than 2 years

2 to 5 years

to 10 years

10 to 15 years

15 to 20 years

more than 20 years

C. Have you been a member of any of the following types of organizations in the last 5 years,-or

not? (check eacn one once)
Yes No

A. Professional

S. Political

C. Social/Recreational

D. Religious

E. Other (Specify

5. Within any of these organizations have you: (check all that apply)

held an office (please specify, i.e. president, treasurer, etc.)

been a committee member

chaired a committee

The following questions deal with your leadership efforts and involvement. For purposes of answering_

tnese questions, think of leadership as: The process of influencing the activities of an individual

or a group in efforts toward goal achievement in a given situation.

6. in what environment are you currently exercising the greatest amount of leadership as defined

above. (Prioritize: l being greatest, 2 being second greatest, etc.)

7.

a. Work /employment environment

b. Family/home environment

c. Academic/school environment

d. Social/recreational

e. Political/religious environment

f. Other (Specify)

in reflecting on your total involvement in both paid employment and voluntary organizational
activities, how would you describe yourself in terms of your leadership efftrts?

I tend to exercise a lot of leadership

I tend to exercise a little leadership

I tend to exercise no leadership

In the past five years, has your involvement in the area of leadership (check one)

increased?

decreased?

staved the same?

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION IN COMPLETING THIS SURVEY!
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School of Education

Oregon
State .

University

Mr. Russell Dix
Assistant Registrar
B102
Administration Bldg.
Oregon State University
Corvallis, Oregon 97331

Dear Mr. Dix,

APPENDIX D. Request for Randomized
Graduate Student List

Corvallis, Oregon 97331

November 24, 1981

We are in need of a randomized sample of Fall, 1981 graduate

students to complete a School of Education study. The specific

parameters for the sample are as follows:

1. exclude all foreign students from the population,

2. select 350 males and 350 females f2om the remaining population,

3. include both masters and Ph.D. levEl, and

4, include all ages and graduate programs.

Please prepare both mailing labels and a master list of the sample.

All expenses for generating this list are tE be charged to the School

of Education account number 30-060-6010-KNK,

It is my understanding that since this study involves graduate

students voluntarily responding to a questicnnaire in which anonymity

is assured, further clearance of this study by the Human Subjects

Committee is not necessary according to their current criteria.

Please advise me if there are any assu:ances needed by your

office in terms of this list.

Charles A Stamps

Assistant Dean/Programs
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APPENDIX E. In§tructional Letter

January 4, 1982

Dear Fellow Graduate Student:

Hope you had a good holiday!

I need about 15 minutes of your precious time. I am a graduate

student like yourself and am in the process of collecting data
for my dissertation. You have been randomly selected from among
your graduate peers to hopefully "add to the body of knowledge"
regarding leadership styles. Since this is a low budget operation,
each response is critical. In essence, I need your response to
make the findings valid.

The enclosed questionnaires ask you to rate yourself on personal
attributes, as well as to indicate how you would respond given
four options to twelve situations requiring your leadership.

You are under no obligation to respond. However if you choose
to respond, be assured your answers will be kept in strictest
confidence. The responses will be analyzed by groups; no
individual answers will be revealed.

Each questionnaire is numbered to provide a way by which reminders
may be sent, if necessary, without further imposing upon those who
have completed and returned their questionnaires.

A stamped self-addressed envelope has been included for your
convenience. The forms are to be returned, as you can see,
to the OSU Survey Research Center which is assisting in the
coordinating of the mailing.

I sincerely appreciate your assistance in this study. Thank you

for your cooperation in completing the forms. Have a good term!

Cordially,

,/ James Wall
Graduate Student
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APPENDIX F. Follow-up Instructional Letter

January 22, 1982

Dear Graduate Colleague,

As of the date of this letter the Survey Center had not
gotten back the questionnaire on Leadership that you should have
received in early January. On the assumption that you may not
have received the original questionnaire or may have inadvertently
misplaced it, I am enclosing a second questionnaire and self-
addressed stamped envelope.

Although a number of your graduate colleagues have
responded, I am still in need of your input in order to draw
valid assumptions regarding the leadership style and adaptability
of graduate students from Oregon State University.

As I indicated in the first letter, you are under no
obligation to respond but if you choose to respond be assured
your answers will be kept in strictist confidence. The re-

sponses will be analyzed by groups; no individual answers will
be revealed.

Please take a few minutes from your busy schedule to
complete the questionnaire.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Cordially,

A

James Wall
Graduate Student




