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CHAPTEY T

THTRODUCTION

Statement of the Problem

Tue purpose of this study was to determine the rela-
tionships between certain personality traits, certaln
gsituational factors, scores on tiw leadership beaavior
dimensions, and scores on the eifectiveness and efliciency
scale of selected school malntenance supervisory personnel.

Tue major problem was broien down into the following
areas:

1. what significant relationgihips exlist between the

scores on tihe Leadeprship Behavior Dsscription

Questionneire and the measured personality traits

of mainbenance supervisory personnel?
2. Wnat siguilicant relationships exist between the

scores on the Lesdership Rehavior Description

Guostionnaire and the scores of supsrvisors as

rated by the elflfectiveness and efficiency scale?
3. Waat significant relationships exist between nigh

and low gscores on the Leadersnhip Jehavior De-

acription Guestionnaire ami the length of service




of these supervisors in the previous role of a
muintenance worker or akilled crafltaman?

What significant relationahlns exisgt betweon

K wal
L

aigh and low scores on the Leadership Behavior

Degeription GQuestionneire and lenpgth of service

ag a malintenance supervigor?
5. wWhat relationsbips exist tetween high and low

scores on tihe Leadership Behavior Description

Wuestionnaire and the nunber of persoimel being

directed by a supervisor?
Ho What relationships exist betwsen high and low

scores on the Leadership bDehavior Descrintion

Quostlonnaire and the thres categories of per-

sonnel supervised?
Leadership benavior is influenced by many factors
and presents many problems that require solution. Recoge-
aition of such Vebavior as related to personality traits,

variously listed frctors, and their degeription is one

of thess problems.

Hypotheses
Althoush many questions emerged during the study. the
testing of the following major hypotheses was the primery
tasi:
1. Thﬁre 1s a significant positive relationsaip

tetween tihe personaliby scorey of maintenance
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supervisory personnel and their lsadership action

scoreg on iluitiating structure.

*

Fere 1s o eignilicant positive relationship be-

wweern bthe rating ol supervisors on the elfective-

ness and efficlency scale and thelr scores on the

Leadership Belavior Description Questionnaire.

Tnere 1s a& significant positive relationship be-
tween the personality acores of maintenance
aupervisory personnel and thelr leadsrshin action
scores on consgideration.

There 1s a significant relationship between scores
ont lesdership behavior dimensions and the previous
experience of the supervisor in the rols of a
maintenances man,

There is a significant relationship between

scores on leadership behavieor dimensions and the
lengto of service ar s mainbonance supervisor.
There 1w a sipniflcant relationghip betwesn scorss
o1 leadershin behavior dimensions and the number
of personnel supervised Ly wmaintenance super-
visors.

There is no signlficant relationship batween
scorea on leadership benavior dimensions and the

1listed categories of supervisors.



3¢ There is & positive correlation among scorss on
personality Lraivs, scores on leadership Lehavior,

and each of tuwe situatlional factors.

Background and Significance of tus Study

With the rapidly increasing school enrollment comes
the problem of providing adeyuate school plant facilities.
As new plants are constructed, administrators will be re-~
guired to provide for toeir waintenance and operstion,
Haintenance conslists of those services, activities, and
procedures which are concerned wibti preserving, protecting,
and weeping buildings, grounds, and equipment in a sabise-
factory state of repair. It covers such setivities as
ropairs, replacements, renovatlons, and adjustments., Opera-
tion includes such daily servieces and activities an are
necessary Lo k96D i muysical plaut in a usaeble conditlion.

Linn {17) has ssid that maintenance suporvisors wao

¢

o

kriow the “what,” "whew." "where," "how," and “why" of
acitool plant operation and have the ability to impart this
Menow how” to oflisrs are necessary because principals and
superintendents often lack these qualifications. The
selection of supervigsors for school maintenance is a
problem That will become more complex to seducsbticnal ad-

ministrators as tihe school population increases. With

rapid development in areas of educational leadership the
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nead for regearch in tne area of meintenaince supervision
is vital. Much research has beern done relating to educa-
tional sunervisision; 1itile or no resezrea nas beon dons
in the arcae of sciwol mainbenunce supervision. These supers
visors will be entrusted with the task of recommending sciwol
maintonance budgets, spending maintensnce funds wigely in
order to keep school »nlants in good repalr for years to
come, and the responsibility for the health, safety, and
general well being of the school persomnnel.

in one of the larger gouthwestern Tnited Stabtes urden
school districts,. approximately once naintenance worker to
every four teachers and admindistrators lis employed. The
maintenance budget is approximately five million dollars,

or 1% per cent of the total school budget. These funds
are budgeted and expended almost entirely upon the recom-
mendations of the various maintenance gupervisors smployed
Ly tue district.

Satlionally, the present capital oublay investments
in public school plants, sites, and eqguipment in the
nited Stabes gre bolng increased st the rate of ap-
proximately tiwee billion dollars ammwally. This cost
willl, of course, increase as new planis are added, School
plant manspement, like other phases of the educational

preograw, faces serdious challenges, neking it impsrative
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that school officials have some hknowledge of the wasic
principles and procedures involved in school plant care
(7).

In the Ynited States an estilmated 125,000 custodisl
omployees and supervisors currently provide daily care lor
1,286,000 pavlic school instrucstlon rooms and related
freilities (21. po 3) for over 39 willion pupils and
1,040,590 teaciiers und administrabors (19, 2. 3).

During toe 195519506 school rear, btie most recent
for which natlonel dats are aveilable, cexpandituroes for
onorating snd malnteining the public school plants in the
nited Stakes amounted to $752,739,000 (22).

The job of operating school plants to utilize their
potentielities iu prowoting ern effcctive educabional pro-

gram ig ome thet regrires treining. knowledpges, esixills

Ln

and services of & apecialized nature {8}. School mainte-
nance supervisors in ciwmrge ol school plant managemont
are puinsrily responsible [or carciml pismning, sdequateo
supervision, and good Judgment, whicihi sre essentlal to
the management of & program. Experience shows tust good

supervision is as nelpful to nen-ilngtructional amployees

[
o

ag Lt to the teachiugs staff (2). The quality of work,
performance lovels, cmployec worale, persomwel relations,

and job pasrilormmance techniques can be Improved oy the



proper supervision of walintenance peraonnel. UWith such
an assignment as this, obviously somo criteris for the
geloction of thege individuals arec necded.

Oue approach would be to determine the traits or
characteristica of an individual who is considered gsuc-
cessful as a maintenance supervisor. Jenkins (15) and
dall (11) sagreed thuet there is no doubt that pergonality
factors are important in leadersalp prediction, Piorce
and ¥Merrill (20) stated that tie study of leadership bew
aavior [from the point of view of personsl gualitiss of the
leader is a profitable undertaking; neverthelsss, lsader-
ship behavior 1s a product of the interaction between the
individual and the groups in winich leadership takes placs.
Pierece and Merrill further stated that studies of tle
gualities of the individual wiicn affect leadership be-
havior are generally lacxing snd that research in all
areas ol leadership is particularly needed.

Anobiier approach would be to consider some situstional
factors that have a vearin; on the effectiveness of leader-
saip.  Stogdillts (26} research has shown that a study of
“traits and characteristics"™ when used as the only criteria
of the effectiveness of leadership is somewhat lacking in
its predictive nature. Hemphill (1L) emphasized in his
findings that personal factors may wanifest their ef-

fectiveness in interaction with situational factors, rather
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than as aniversel effects to e found in all situaticns.
Because of these Mindings, this study attempted to use
both traits and situational factors as determinants [or
aflective leadsrsnlp.

Pne declsion to usze both the Guilford~Zinmerman

Temperanent Survey and the Jordon Personal Profile to ob-

tain personality tralts ol supervisors resulted Irom
Hemphill and Stogdillts findings.
According bto Freeman and Taylor {(9), laadership is
measured by a study of what effects the persconality and
hehavior of leaders kave upon the group activities they
lead., In tuelr analysis, lesdersiip is measuvred by the |
led,
Halpin {12), in nis study of {ifty Ohio sechocl super-
intendents and in his study of lsadership venavior of
airplans commanders, used a device called a Leader De-

anvior Description Questionnaire, developed by the Per-

sonnel Hescearch Doard of Qhio State University. This '
guestionnalre sz revised by Halpin and Winer (25) has

identified Initiating 3tructure anG Consideralion as '

two fundamental dimengions of leadership behavior.
rreeman eand Taylorla research reported that, in the {inal
snalysis, leadershlp is measured by the led. For this
reason, it was decided to use this guestionnaire to

validate the satudy furiasr.



The srediction of leaderaghipy bebavior invelves tus
evalonation of neany verisbles. Tuls study, however, was
concerned only with tne relationsnip between personality
traits, certein situational factors, and leadsrship he~

havior as rated by both enmployee and employer.

Limitations of the Study

Toe nature and the scope of this study were conducted

within the bounds of the following limitations:

1., This study was geographiecally limited to a large
metropolitan area locabed in the southwestern
section of the United Statbes.

2. Only those school systems baving maintenance
supsrvigsors and at least [ive workers under a
supervisor were considered.

3. A minimam of fif'ty maintensnce supervisors was
included in this study.

. Leadership behavior Qimensions considered in
thilsg study were limited to the dimensiong of
Consideration and Initiating Structure as

measured by the Leadersiic Behavior Description

buegtionnaire. If fower than five descriptions

were obtained on any one supervisor, that supore

visor was eliminated from the atudy.
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5. Ouly those factors of personality as meassured by

wrie Guilford-Zimmermayn Temparament Survey and

the Gordon Porsonal Profile wars considered in

this atudy.

Delinition of Terms
for purposes of clarity the following terms used in

this study and their definitions are given as follows:?

Conaideration.~-Thae leaderts hehavior indicative of

friendsiip, mutual trust, respoct, end warmih in tihe re-

lationship between the leader and the members of his group.

Crafteaman.--A journeyman maintenance mechanic in any
b —— . p——_, Al . F J J

trade arca.

Custodlial supervigsor.--Tiuose nersons charsed with
FS

the responsibility of directing the custodial help in a
school plant large cenough o require at least five fuli-

time workers.

inlitisting sfructure.--The leader's vehavior in de-

lineabting the relatiousiips between himsell and members
of nis work group and in endeavoring to establish patberns
of orgenization, cuannels of communication, and methods of

procedure,
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Leadershin scetions.--The behavior of the formelly

desipgneted leadsr or supervisor of & work group as de-

fined in the Leadevrshlip Behavior Degeription Questionnairec.

Leudership Senavior Descrintion Questiomnairo.--a

form developed at QOunio State University to describe the
leadergulip Lenavior of the malntensrce supervisors as

ratved vy thelr groups.

Halnbtenunce .~~Wori of a roubloe recurring uature ro-

quired to keep structures and equipment in such condition
that they wuay be conbtinuouasly utilizoed at their origzinal

or desizned capacity for their intendod purpose.

Malnbenance supervisor.--All central office malitbenance

supervisors regardless ol area assigmment.

Operations gupsrvisor.--Those supsprvisors direcbing

phall

the work of the varicus crafts such ag plumsoers, 2lec-
tricians, steemfitters. carpenters, psinters. and other

eraltamon employed Ly a school distriet.

Personaliiy trait.--A term used in conjunctlion with

the ben traits as conbained in the Gullford-Zismerman

Temperoment Survey and the five traits contained in the

Gordon Personal Profile.
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Hepair.-~ilestoration of o structure or equipment to
its originelly desizned condition Ly replacement., overhaul,

or reconditioning of parts and mabterisal.

Situational fuctors.--Tnose situationa listed in the

statement ol the proklem, sucl as lensth of service in an
ares, number of sersorrel supervised. and a msintenance

supervisor's nrevious experienco.

Basgic Assumntions
Mirat, it was assumed that the three tesht instrivents
seleeted obtaluned the information needed. Sccond, it was
assumed that the resnonses to thwe guestions on the tests
were the true feolings of the reapondent and were given in

rood falith.

Procedure for Collecting Data
Afber a study of research on peraonality traits, two
instruments were sslected for this survey, he first ine-

strument selected was the Guilford-Zimmerman Tenperament

Survey. This inastrunent uses 300 items that by factor
analysis are divided into ten personality traits, The
tralts ave (a) Generel activity. (v) Restraint, (c)
Ascendence, {d) ¥motional stability, (e} Social interest,
() Ovjectivity. (g) Frisndliness, (i) Thounghit fulness,

(i) Personsl relations, and (j) Masculinity, Bach of
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thess traites 18 represented by bhirty items, and no trait

s

13 scoved for more bthan one variavic. The iteus in tae

Surver sre exprossed In gtutement form rabthsr than in
question Torm. 2and enell item may be answered with “yes,”
"310 . Mo PN
Steenbury (L) felt that the Supvey is a wsell-rounded,
pareflly worked~out method of evaluabing an laportant
portion of a pergon's tobal porsonality. Shalfer (24 ),

in his review of the Survey, =said that it is very useful
for sorceain:, ovaluaving, and reseoarch. In LSuros!?

Pourti: Mental Moasurenonts Yearboolk, otiher authorities

i P

neve stated that the Guiliord-Zimmernan Tempsrament Survey

18 o superior instrument £o e used in the study of per-
sonality btralts.
The second Instrument gselecited fucther to validate

and comuplate the gtud, wos the dordon Yersonal Frofile

{10). “his Instrument was dovoloped by Gordon in con-

daval Pesrsonnel

i
.

nection with hig work with tihwe U,
Resenrchh Upit, San 2icgo, dalifornia. It was selected
becaunse of Lty characteristic ol bearing wmove specilically

sors and btheir

i

on feeo-io-Inece contoct between supery

e

sroung, such as was tho case in this sbudy. This instru-~
ment 1s a simple, ahordt, and essily administered test
that makes use of the "forced-cholee™ bechnique. It

measures flve personality traits. including s sslf-evaluation
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trait bthat was considered nocessary for this study. The

Porced-ohoice bechnlque also glves more assarsncoe agalnst

[}

"faking” on the part of the respoundent., Radeliffe de-
serived the five traits and the maip {eabures of the pro-
31e as (a) factorial derivation of the btrait being
meagured, {(b) use of both internal and external validating
procedures, (c) frequent cross validations against external
eriteria, (d4) use of forced-choice responses, snd (e} the
more-than-average validity data reported in the mamal

(5). Fricke said that the instrument has shown more sensi-
tivity than most non-smpirical personality tests ss far

as relating test scores to real-life behavior (5). Sinco
thia study was concerned withh persons of perimps lower

oducational achievement, it was believed that the Ufordon

Personal Preoflle in conjunction with the Guilford-Zimmerman

Temperawent Survey would malke the study of personglity

traits more valid,.

The Leadershiy Dehavior Descripbtion Questionnaire

(25) was the third instrument decided upon for use in
this study after an intensive review of resosren in the
field of lsadership. Developed by the Bursau of Business
Ressarehn of Ohic State University, it is & valid and re-
1igble instrument.

Hemphill and Coons constructed the original form of
tiis instrument; but it was reviged by Halpin and Winer

(25). and the two fundamentsl dimensions of Initiating
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Structure and Consideratlion were identified by them. The

reliability for these two dimensions is high, and in
goveral studies asgreements between respondents in de-
soeribing thelr respective leaders have been found to e
aignificant. It has becn found in other gtudies that The
moat effective leadors are those who score high on both
dimensions of leadersiip behavior. The two dimsnsions of
Initisting Struecture and Congideration describe the bhe-
havior of a leader s he operates in hils position and is
not to be considered azs ftraits of leadership. Stogdill
(256) pointed out that there snould be a prester emphasis
on viewing leadership as & behavior and nolf as a trait of
individual personslity. Zvenson (&6}, in ihis study of
hish-school principals, reported that it would be unwiss
fo use these dimensions, as rated hy teaclhers, as the
only critoria [or leadership elfectiveness. The question-
naire does nobt measure an intrinsic capacity for leader-
ship but gives a degceriptlion of what the leader does. It
does not attempt to evaluate the effectiveness or effi-
ciency of how a leader performs his job.

Zecause of Zvenson's study, 1t was decided taat o
gscale would ke deviged to evaluate the officilency and
eifectivencgs of maintenance supervisors. This was donc
by having & recoguized Jury of experts in the field of

maintenance gelect ltems on wiich sachn supcrvisor should



ve rated. This jury was selected from the combined membore
ghilp lists of the Agsocistion of Sciwool Buainess 0fficials
of the ‘nited States and Cansda and the Netional Council
or: School House Construction. From these memberships, an
effort was wade to identlfy members who had extensive
experience with school malntenance personnel in a large
geographical area. To gel a wide range of ideas, the
members were divided into three catepories--assistant
superintendents in charge of bvusiness in large urban
school districts, state depariment of education men who
gspoclialize in school wmaintensnce, and regional school
developuwent councils concerned with planning, construcbing,
and operating school planta. An equal numoer of dpghly
regardéd men in thelr field were chosen from each of these
catogorieg., Thils instrument was comploted to the satis-
faction of sach wmember ol bae jury; 1t was then gliven
to ovach supervisorts immediate supsrior so that an svelug-
tion could be made of each supervisor's job performance.
The sivuationsl lactors discovered were determined
by use ol a short questlonnaire sttached to the Gordon

Porgonal Profile. Tnis instrument was conatructed iun

accordance with suggestions advanced by Selltiz, Jahods,
and obhers (23).
Yach school gelectoed, as zet Torth in the linitations,

wag visited, and the appropriste adninistrator interviewed.



At this interview the purpose of this study was explained,
and the school's cooperation was solicited. When this
had heen achieved, sach maintenance supervigor was inter-

viewed, snd abt this interview the Gullford-Zimmerman Tempera-

ment Survey and the Gordon Personal Profile were aduinisg-

tored. Also nt thiszs time each mrnintenance worker selected

was visited, and the Leadership Behavior Description Gues~

tionnaire wasgs administered.

Assurance of anonymity of the persons giviag the in-
formation was given sach regpondent, and no names appeared
on any of the instruments used. The Torms were numvered
to conform to a code for identiif'ication purposes lor the
study.

In suwamary, the procedure for collecting the data
for this study consisted of the following steps:

1. Vigited with the appropriste school aduinistrators

to secure approval for each school's participsa-

tion in the study.

M
b}

. Secured information needed for the aituational
factors according to the situatlonal informatlown
form.

3. Ovtained a meagure of supervisory effliciency and

offectivensss by adninistering the effectiverness

and efficiency scale.
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L. Obtained s mecasure of porsonality by administer-

ing the Guilford-Zimaerman Tenmperament Survey and

she Gdordon Personal Profiie.

%. Obtained a description of leadership behavior by

eéministering the Leadorship Beheavior Desgcription

Gueestionnaire.

H.  Uategorized the supervisors into the following
arcas !

a. central office mainbenence supervisor

wa
<

operations supervigors

&
.

c. cusbodial supervisors.

Related Litersture in Business and Industry

The control of maintenance costs has always beean of
vital importance to industrial organiszations, hWub this
has been an arca where unscientific practices and poor
manazenent were excused because of "emergencles" {(16).
To koep operating cocsts end expsnses to a.minimum; plant
maintonance depsriments should bs carafully studied.
Meintenarce througnout history has always been an area
where tue control of costs was difficult because tue
types of work were so varied and the locations where the
worlk was performed were so wildely separated.

The application ol better worir nabits and weasurement

to help improve gffectivonoss of maintsnance mansgement
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did not veglo until alfter World War II. When labor costs
for sizilled cralismen began Lo rige, with a simolbancous

riae in meterisl cosbts, atbtention wes focussd on the entire

oy

expenge iunvelved in tue swmintenance Dunetion.

The most complete gtuady of malnitenanse asrvices seems
Lo be one that is constantly wndsrgoing modificationg Ly
r

the Dureau of Yards acd Docks, & sepment of the U. S.

» b »

Fevy. They publish an annusl serises of instructlional

volumes counceruing mainbenance of publlc works and vnblic

ot

£ilitles. In the latest edition; muintenance was delined

ey

ar the roubine recurring work reguired te keep u facility
{(plant, Luilding, strocture, pround facilisy, utility
sysbem, cr obther real property) in such a condition that
it may be continuously utilized, at its originsl or de-
signed capaclty and olficiency, [or its intended purpose
{3}, The broud objective way described as maintalning
all equipment in connection with Leabting, refrigeration,
air condibioning, end mechanical ventilating equlzment
in & marmer that will protect the Govermment's investment
therein and bto assure & continuntion of efficient service.
Puirlic, governmeontal ., aud private maintonance pro-
grams are all concerned with elfecbing operating cconamies.
Linn sugpested turee areas in which operating economies
may ve effected; namely, personnel, uiilities, and

.

operating supplies and equipsent (10).
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Custodiang can reduece plant operating costs by corw
recting conditions whieh cause wasbe in the use of such
vbilibies as heat, elsctricity water. and gas. Other
plant operatirg economies can be effactod through the
proper mansgement end uvse of custodisl supplies and squip-
ment, Bupervisors who mow the btype and quantity of supe-
plies, as well as the correct methods to employ in their
sconomical and cfficien’ use, can save bhotlh time and sup-
plies.

supervigion of meintenencs persgounnel seems Lo be as
mich of a problem in business and industry as 1% is in
public school administration. Lewis said that the super-
vigion of malntensnce was ons of the most critical areas
in any modern basiness operation and the maintenance
supervisor st be more highly sikilled and hebtter trained
Yhen any man in a produchion assizament. The rood mainte-
nanee gupervigor must bo a dmawmic individual with real
dedication to ale Job, an inguiring miand, a thirss for
snowledge . and the highest degroe of  intepgrity {(16).

The maintonance supsrvisor lLias a very 4difficult
job te do because tire very nature of Lhie work mesns that
w has & large aumser of variables to control. Tae zuper
Visor's men way work in asveral different loecubions which
may change Ifrom hour %o hour. The btrpes of worl mAT Vory,

but even siniloar work may Lave detailed reguirements which



are different. Onl; a well-trained maintensance suopervisor
wino ig extromely alert and consciontiong can asndle all
bhie difforent problems of mazintoosnce.

A rood understanding of the basic principles of ine
dustrial parehology and mmaan relatlons is luportant for
the maintenance supervisor. Hesesrcehn in busziness aad in-
dustry has revealed tnat technical nowledge of a jobu is
nob the only factor 1L o workerts «iflficisney and succoss.
e mast know how adecguately to periform his Job, out nis
attitude toward 515 job may De even more important fthan
hds skill din it., AbY lsast Stwo basic fectors that funde-
montally sovers the narmony and nsppiness of woriting
groups have heen Identilied: ono iz the desice of every
individunl to feel important; aud the other is the simont
agually strony degire Lo feel secure and ab case. not
oualy esonomically it elso i hnvaan ralatdionsoips ().

A supervisorts men may come in coubact with every area

of the Cacility from chaaping a 1igat bulb in the olfice
of tiw »resident to oiling o rustyr bLinge on a janitoris

closet, la this procesz. ovary amaintensnce superviaor
mugt deal wibth many different people. and he must do it
in an effoctive way in order to pain cooperstion and
respent,  thopan Pelations practices thaet motivate mern to

work efflciently are ol special importaence with mrintonance
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superrisors. Thiz type of regcensibility malkes 1t manda~

tory dor the naintenance supervizsor bo uwndershand industrial

nr eaelogy eyd rwman eelabions and Lo ae able to lupar
powe of this wnowledge to nis moed.
In the maintenance supsrvisory Jleld, really wood

mzir are necdod-w-nob goniuses bul men with bthe doesive to
learn and to help otrers learn {106). They must alse he
convincod that sood maintenance supervision ia sood busle
ness Jeor every level. {rom scruibwoman to stockholder.
Yalntepsnece gupervislion is o relatively now area of
indastrial conecern. Thes maintenance supervisor has no
oiganized and controlled Nhistory of good practices to

Ioilow. dis Job has always been done, Yt Lt vy noever

O

pefore mran stadied and mede officiunt.
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CHAPTER 11
A SURVEY OF T, DATA COLLWCTING INSTRIMENTS

In the selection or promotlion of a maintenance super-
visor, it is evident that the person to be chnosen must ove
an individusl waose probability of success is mueh preater

B¢l

then that of the typical applicant or craftsman. To
facilitate this selection procedure, it would be helpful
if administrators could identify certain persounsliby
traits and situaticnal factors as predictors of success
in a supervisory or lesdership position.

Tead (15) delined leadership as bthe activity of in-
{fluencing people to cooperate toward achlsving some soal
which they believe to be desirable. Yoder (17) described
leadership as the function of planning, coordinating, and
directing activities; a function that must bhe performed
if men are to combine their talents, abllities, and
services with waterial resources in the production and
provision of tue zoods and services they desire. It is
a conbinuing and dynamic process, never anding, and
varying as it meets new problems.

Smith and Xruger (12) found that leadership is re-

lated to physical characteristics. After surveying

26



several studies concerning leadership. bthey discovered
toat the person wiw is avove averasze in helght and
weisht and who is attracbive o appearance has a better
chancs of bheing promoted to & lesadorsidp position.
Stozdill (13), alfter ax examirabion of several studies,
raported that the persen who is in & position of lemder-
snlp is superior Lo the average parson in hls proup in
Intellipgence, scholarsiip, dependability, sctivity, and
soclo-economic status., Stogdill also Tound that the
leader is above average in socliabilibty, initistive, per-
gistence. self-conflidence, alertness, cooperativeness,
popularity, adaptavility. and verbal facility.

Taylor (15, pp. 31-32) sald that a leader must have

goven qualilications; they are above average of the group

in mental ebility, broad inberest and abilities, communi
cation skills, mabturity. motivational strenpth, socisl
aktills, and administrative abilities.

Althouzi: research has shown that personality traits
do determine to e great extent {lie behavior of un in-
dividual, the situational surroundings of that indi-
vidual are factors thut must be considered. iHemphill
{3) has Indicated in als studies that traita or personal
Yactors roliably manifest their actions only when in
interaction with situational factors. Stogdill (1)

also indicated that whon personality traits are the only
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eriteria used in a study of behavior or as & predictive
device, they sro somewhat lacking in thelir reliability.

This study was conducted with the hope ol discovering
some sirnilicant relationshins between certalirn factors
thet could be nused as predictive devices in identifying
individusle withh greater possibilities of supervisory
guccess Tor positions in maintenance activities. 1t was
felt that if scores and relationships could be egbablished
retween the varlous factors, then a major contrinvution
would nave veen made in the selection and promotlion of
sshwol maintenance psrsomnel.

The ianstruments sslected for this study were chwsen
after ap intensive examination of meny measuring and
svaluating devices., They nad to meet certain standards
as set ap in the study in addition to being valld and
reliable, sasily adwinistersd and scored, as well as
beliny reputable and nipghly esteemed by auvthoritiss in

the {ield.

Gordon Personal Profile

The Gordon Personael Profile is an instrament developed

by Gordon in conpsction with his work with the U, S. Maval
Personnel dessarch Unlt. Sesn Diego, Californis. The test

takes little time--~Prom seven to {ifteen minuteg--to
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complete. Tue directions for taklnyg the test are clesar,
mazing it virtually self-administering.

The Profile is egpecially helpiful in the selection
of pergonnel in business and industry. 1t purports te
measure Lour tiraits of personality that are esspecially
significant in the daily functioulng of the normal person.
They are Ascendency {A), signilying dominance and Inlitiative
in the group situation; HResponsiblility (K), signifying
persisterce in getting a Job done; Emotional Stebility (L),
sigzrnifying an absence of wevrctlic symptoms; and Soci-
ability (38), signifying general gregariousness.

The Profile uses the forced-choice technlque and
tetrads, in which all four factors are represented in
each tetrad., The forced-chivice type ol item consistsg of
two complimentary and two uncomplimentary phrases [ron
wihich the werson tssing the test selscbs the one of the
Pour winilch is most like his supervigor and the ons wiich
is least like ols supervisor. This {orced-chicice tocimigue
is stated to ve less subject to faklng and wmore wvalid
than the conventional guestionnaire smethod, particularly
p. 128},

i

for the low-oriterion individuals (2,
The reliability of the scores on each of the factors
hias been tesbted by geveral methods and uas heen found to

be satisfactory. iUsing tie split-fLalf method in two
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studies, the reliability coelficients ranged from & low
of .82 on the factor of Ascendency (A) in one of the
studies to & Lipgh of .94 on the factor of Scciabilivy (8)
in the other (6, p. 12). The test-retest method in one
study vielded reliability coefficients of 0B to .87 on the
various lactors (G, p, 12).

This instrument appeared to meet the specilications
as set forth for this study. It is easily scored and ad-
ministered and is reliable and valld. It has been used
in business and industry and has proved to relate itsell

well te real-lifs behavior in face-to-face sgituations.

Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey

The Guilford-Ziymerman Temperament Survey is an in-

strument desipgned to measurs bten traits of personallity.
sach of taose ben traits ia reprasented by thirty items,
and o trait is scored for more bthan one variable. The
items in tho Survey are expressed in statement lorm ratuer
than in guestion form, sné each item may be gnswered with

‘.!yea’ 3]

"no, M oap 9L N

Steenbergz (1. p. 95) said thet ths intercorrelatious
between the traits are generally amall, one is as nlgn
as .6l, some othiers are of the magnituds of about 4O,

but moat of them sre small enough so that there does not
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gagn to be sny question as to the existence ol the sep-
arate traits.

The ten measured traits are Geunsral Activity {G),
signiflying drive, energy, and activity; Restraiut (R),
signifying degres of introvertaess or extrovervness;
Ascendence {A), signifyiung dominasnce or lack of dominance
in e group situastion; Sociarility (8), sipnilying the
tendsncy bo be a mewber of the group; lmotional Stabiliby
(), signifying optimiam, cheerfulness, or lazy pheymatle
individual; Objectivity (0), sipnilying sgobism or szensi~
tivity; Priendliness (F), revealing pacilist feslings,
degrees of hostility or bealthy attitudes; Thoughtful-
ness (T), revealing btact snd Teslings for obliers; Per-
sonal Relations (P}, revealing abllity to get along with
others: and Masculinity (M), revealing manly or feminine

traita.

Mackie (11) used the Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament

Sarvey in an industriel setting and found high correla-
tiong between geversl of the scores ag related to tihe
gsuccess of foremen.

The Guillord-Ziwmiorman Temperament IJurvey haa bhocn

doemed acceptable as a Gata-gatbhering instrument for

tols stady. It las proven valldity asod reliaebility, is

gasily and rapidly scorad, clearly separates personaliby
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traits, is nighly regarded and estecwmed by authorities,

and has met the general requirements of this study.

Leadership behavior Description Questionnaire

The Lesdership HBehsvior Descripntion Questlonnaire is

an instrument which provides a technigue whersbhy group
members aay descrive tpe leadsrsiip vehavior of their
leader in f{ormal orzanizations. There are forty items

ou the gnestionnalre but only thirty are scored. Fach

ol these items describos s gpecific way in wiich a lsader
may veliave, The respondent iadicateg tie Irequency with
witieiy he pereelves the leader in each type of belwmvlior by
marking one of live responses--always, often. oecasionally.
seldom, and never (/. p. 1). The responses are then
scored on bthe two dimensiong of leadership behavior. Qne
dimension is Coanslderation. which refers to henavior
indicative of friendsnip, mutual trust, respeect, and
warmth in the relationship between the leader and memvers
of uls group. Tne second dimension isg Initiating Struc-
ture, which refers to the leasder's hehavior in deline-
ating the relatlonship betweern himsell and tihe members

ol his group and in endeavoring to establish well-defined
patterns of organization, chaunels of comammication. and
ways of getiing toe job done (7. p. 2). Por each dimen-

sion, the scores from the various gzroup members are



averaged to yield an approximsbion of the leader's dew
navior in respect to inat dimension.

Tne Leadsrship BDehavior Description Qiestionnailrs was

developed by the Bureau of DBusianess fesearch of tiw Chio
State "miveraity, Columbus, Ohic (7). The guestionnaire
1s a revision of one originally construacted oy Homphill

and Coons {13)., It was shortened and refined to its

present form by Halpin and Winer (13, p. L7).

The Leadership Behavior Descripbion Guestionnaire lhas

beon used for mesearcih purposes in industriel, wmilitary,
and educational settings. Fleishman, Harris, and Durtt

{4 ) have used the Leadership Besavior Description Question-

ngire in thelr studies of factory foremen and have found

the two lesdership behevior dimensions useful in evalue

ating the roesults ol s supervisory btrainiong program.
dalpin indicated that it is preferable that tihe

leader not be physleally present wien the gueationnaire

i1 belnz administered., This facilitatez its administra-

tion Ly allowing different Individuals %o respond at

their convenlence without interrupting the leader in

each instance. Adding furiler bto the desirability of

tie instrument is the fact that it has boeen found that

2 minimam of fowr respondents should describe sach leader

but taat additional respondents beyond ten do not
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sipnificently change the stablility of the scores on the
two behavioral dimensions {7. p. 7).

This stud, reguired lanstruments with as Idgh o degree
of relintbility n8 possible since it Jso s study of relation-
shdpe. By appliying the Spesrmap-Drown Tormile to corrsct
Por attenuation, Hdalpin and Winer found e reliabllity ol
.93 on the lonsiderstion factor and .8% on the Initiabing
Structurs Pactor (13, v. LA). The sstimated reliapbility
by the aplit-hall method is sbtated bo be .33 for Iniviabing
Struacturs scores and .92 for the Conclideration scorves,
correated for attennation, ascording to a later wenort
by Halpin (7, pe O). To caecx furiher the rellability
of toe gquestionnaire. Halpin found that in gsveral studies
the agreement among respondents in deseribing thelr ve-
gpective lesders was significant at the .01 level (7.

Dy O}

'This inatrument was the only one Tfound that so

clogely met the neosds of this study. Because of its

brevity, Pitzpsatricl cornzidered it us a iribute to the

regearchers who develeped the Loadership Behavior Do-

seription Queztionnaire that the vrogsram “"rose ahove

sunorficiality" (3, o, 292). The questionnaire has
provan o be reliahle. to be practical for administra-

tion, and to glve sn aceurate appraisal of lesdersnip



behavior {3, p. 292). DHecause oi these charactsristics,
it was deemed a sound choice [or collecting the data re-
guired to solve tihis problem. A copy ol the question-

naire ased is piven lun Appendix A,

aifectiveness and Efficiency Questionnaire
This questionnaire was conatructed and administered
so that the maintenance supervisor's superior could evali-
ate that supervisor's job performence. Tnis score couwld

then ve ecorrelabed with scores on the Leadership Dehavior

DPesecription Questionnaire as scored by the supervisor's

sroup to gsee what relatlionsivdlp there was between these
ratings. Laird said that wiast manasgement wants from bossges
Jibes only partly with what the workers want. There is
only about & {ifty-lifty chance that employees and top
execubives will agrse that a particular foreman is a zood
leader (10),

This guestionnaire was devised to ascertain the ef-
fectiveness and efliciency of a supervisor or crafltsman
on hisz job performence as rated by his employers. Com~
petent authorities were selected to determine the itemized
content of the guestiomnaire, and each ltem was pgiven a
muerical valuee in order to ascertain s relative scors
on each supervisor.

The gqueatiomnairs was constructed in accordance with

sugzestions advanced by several authorities in ths field.



Good, Barr, and Scates sald that questionnaires are not
riecegsarily confined to statisticmnl data, or even %o
factnal material. They nmay eanber the field of attitudes,
opinions, and judgments (5). Precautions were taken so
that unnecesgsary items were wesded out and no trivial
quastions were asked; slimpls responses to the itewms were
carefnlly considered in the construction of the guestion-
neive: each ifem was carefully worded so that no unnec-
essary specifications or details were included: ocsch
guestion applied dirsctly to the situation and [itfed
into a pattern of essential information needed; pre-
cautions were tahkern to assure each guesblon's clerity;
gnd simple, clear directions telling the respondent just
what he is suppesed to do were included.

“ornhauser and Sheatsley (9. p. 550} indicated that
whan the questionnaeire lhas been completed, it should then
be subjected to revision by the initial reaction of in-
dividuals who are more familiar with the type ol problems
at nand. The jury of experts as described in Chapter I
of this study were consulted and thelir suggestions were
conslidered snd Incorporated into the queationnaire veilore
it was fiaally completed.

The jury of experts consulted for this purpose weres

George d. McCormecik, Director of Plant Facilities for
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the Jeiferson County Pablic Schools of Colorado; Thomas
Little of tie Jiechmond, Virginia, Public Schools; N. L.
George of the Oklahoma Uity, Oklaboma, Public Schools;
George D. Englehart. Director of School Building Services
of the State vepartment of Education of Hissouri; Johon K.
Marshall, Educational Consultant from Bellmont, Massa-~
chugetts; W. B. Southerlin, Supervisor of School Plant
Services of the State Department of Fducation of South
carglina,

Lach responding member of ths jury made revisions
and recomuendations, and each of these was incorporated
in the questionnaire in its final form. It was recognized
that no instrument of this type can be completely satis-
factory since all of them involve personalities. The
task ol assigning values and arithmetiecally scoring the
guestionnaire was particularly difficult. MMcCormack
indicated that this step in evaluation is a2 most diffi-
cult and impersonal snalysis and is almost an impossibility.
fie did indicate, however, that the questionnaire was a
thorough and deep~evaluating device, and that over all
tue thinking and depth of the Instrument was sxcellent.
Englehart was concerned with the over-all generality ol
the questionnaire, and because of his suggestions, the

scale was made somewhat more specific. George added a
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cabtegory, and btnen indicabted that over all the Iinsbruament
wag very thorougin. Little made several revislons in form
and advanced suggestions concernlng the scoring of the
gquestionnaire. Southerlin was conecerned witi the welghb-
ing of eacn of the Live scales on the gusstlionnaire so
tliat the values woald be more neasrly consisbent as they
were gethered Irom the dilfferent appraisers. He also sug-
gested that the questionnaire might have more meaning if
some of the original items could be broken inbo subheads
for each Tacet of the problem under counsideration. Souther-
1in and Znglehsrt were both particularly concerned about
the pensralities of the 1ltems since they lesred that pose
sibly sn appralser could rate n supervisor Iigh on one
phase included in en ltem and yet poraibly rate him low
on anotiner phase in tos seme item. Becauss of bhose sup-
zmestlions, some items were broken into subbeads inder thuat
1tem.

In its Jinal fomt, the lnstrument proved satisfmctory
Yor cohbtaindng Sthe information neseded to complete the study.
A copy of the quegtionnaire es 1t was used is piven in

Appendix oL,

Situational Information Form
The situational information form was developed after

a study of the literature in the field. In each insgtance
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it was discovered that this form should be briel and con-
cize, Only the information actually needed for the study
was included, with the exception of age., which was in-
cluded Tor the purposs of aiding in the exploratory look
at supervisory leadership in maintenance. This brevity
ingsered betbker participation by respondents and also did
not consume man excessive smount of time, A copy of this
form is given in Appendix C,

The five instruments Jjust described secemed to mecet
the reguirements of reliability. ease of administration,
and obtaining of the information reqguired for this study.
These f{actors. plus the care in administering and scoring
of the instruments. rave ggsurance thsat the study produced
reliable data for an snalysis of the relationships as

degeribed in Chapter I.
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CHAPTIH IT1
COLLECTION AuLD PROCLSSING OF DATA

After the instruments were seclected lor securipng dabsa
on tie leadership vebavior dimenaions and the ten messured
personality traits of wmaintenance supervisors and after the
two quegstionnaires were designed and constructed for ae-
cupring the situational information required for evaluating
the supervisors. it was then necessary bo determine the
details pertaining to securing the data needed or the

study.

Selection of Participating Schools

The first step in the selection of the particinating
schools was to wisit various sclicols to dstermine whetbher
tie sconool system employed either central office maintenance
pergonnel, operstional maintenance supsrvisors, or super-~
vigsory custodians or custodians in echarge. The participat-
ing schwols had to employ at least one supervisor in one
of these capscibies with at least Tive employees under
that supervisor in order to meel the requirements as zmet

forta in Chapbter 1 of this study. Also, the pgarticipsting

2



sciool system nad to Fall within the gzeographical bound-
aries us prescribed in tne limitations section of Chapter
J

Twenty-nine school systema wore visited durin: this
selection process; with seventeen of the systems meeting
tnege provicusly listed specifications. A total of filteen
school sgystems agreed to participate in the astudy out of
the seventeen that qualilisd. The two sciwols that quali-
filed and relused to participate had various and under-
standable reasons lor not wanting to be included in the
study. Ab the iInitial visit the supsrintendent or an
appropriate adainistretor was informsd of the complete
navure of the study, the provlems and the liwmitatvions.
and wiat would be involved il he agreed [for the school
system to participate in tne study. Hot every superin-
teudent wag visited or iuformed of the nature of the wisit
because in some school systems this type o authority
was delegated either Lo assistant superinteundents or to
gdninistrative assistants, and 1o three instances to the
aead wmelntenance supsrvisor. Also. in two school systems
tihis type of authority came under the jurisdiction of
the business wanaper. Insistence to participate In the
study was not used iu any school system since it was more

desirable if participation wass on a voluntary vasis.



Personal Countsct witih Participants

Jpon securing consent for the scihool system To par-
ticipats in the study, a list of qualifled supsrvisors and
men working under that supsrvisor was obvtained for each
genoel in toab system. At this time, the effectiveness
and efficiency guestionnalre was usually administered to
thie administrator furnishing the names of the qualified
aapervigors and his men., In most lnstances., that person
giving the conaent and the names was the admindstrator
to whom all the maintenance supervisors were regpensinle,
mackh supsrvisor who mel the rsguiremnents as a2t forth in
Chapter I was evaluatod by the use of the effectiveness
and efficiency questionnaire and was then visited., In
most scnool sysbtems, thwe administrator who gave parmiséion
for tihwat schucol's participation wrote a suort intreoductory
letter explaining Lrielly the reason for the study and
soliciting each supsrvisor's cooperation. In the smaller
school systems, this sxplanation was usually effectesd by
a short viszit with the supervisor. This was dong becauvse
every participating school had a ruling against its
maintenance supervisors discussing anything of an offi-
cial nature with visitors to that school district without
the wvisitor having first obtained permission from Liglher

anthority.
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In order to insure tuat the duta would be ag reliable
a3 posaible, tne procedurce for collection was planned in
such a way az to promoebe Ifranikness and sincerity of par-
ticipation on the part of the respondents. Each mainte~
nancey supervisor was personally interviewsd in order that
questions could be answered and any lsciy of uwderstanding
of the role ol the parbticipant in the study could be
clarified. In btiis visit, the supervisor was assured of
ancnyalt; in the study. Ho name, either of thne supervisor
or oi the school, appeared on any of btoe instrunents usad.
A code was used in ordsr to maten bthe instraments filled
cut by tie supervisor with those completed »y his wmen and
Iils superior. Ho school system can be identified in the
report of the study. Assuranes was given the participsnts
tnat ne superintendent or other schwol officiasl would be
given any information of individusl findings. Bach of the
fifty-Tour supervisors visited agreed to cooperate. The
majority of the gupervisors were, in fact, only too williny
to engaxe in a study that might recognize their work as
an important contribution to the sducation of today's
youbli.

Various methods were wuged in tne actual administering
of the instruments to obtain the scores on the desired per-

sonality traits. A majority of the custodial supervisors
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and many of the ceutral offics supsrvisors completed the

Julliord-Zimnerman Temperament Survey and the Gordon Per-

sonal Proflle during this initial visit, The situational

information form was attacuied to the Gordon Personal Prelils,

thereby administering tnese inatrumenis simultaneously, A
majority of the operaiions supervisors completed the Iin-
strumentes away from the jou; and in each case the completed
instruments were collected porsonally and any remainicg
questiony were angwered., Most ol the instruments were
collectod the next day after distribution, with a lew
peing out over a week end,

sach of the 3150 mainbtenance and custodial workers
was peracnally contacted snd assked to complete the Leader-

ghip Pehavior Degcription Questionnaire. The instrument

wng expleined to thew in detail, assuring the workers of
the same anonymiiy es was given the aupervisors. In every
case, vhs gnestlionnaire was filled out at tnis initisl
visit. JIn some school gystems, this was done alter the
entire work force under that particular supervisor tad
been nssembled For this purpose; and, in some systems,

the questionnaire was administered individuslly. In a
situation whers a worker was absgent from worl, that per-
son was visited at tis lhowe or after he returned to worl.

In several instences, the respondent’s reading ability was
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suen that the instrument had %o be read to him, allowing
him to choose hils responsses. This occurred, however, only
in the custodial category.

Az was the cese in the supervisory level. not one
person refused to cooperate after the study was explained
and assurancesg of anonymlty had neen givein.

Within the geopraphic boundarles of this study, a
sufficient number of school systems agreed to particinate
to bring the total number of supervisors to fifty-four.
This met thne requirements as planned and as set forth in
Cnapter I of this report. All obther limitations, such as
gualifying participauts. were adhered to as were reguired

of the study.

Processing ol Data
As respondents completed thelr Torms, each form was
cncered to detormine lts completensss. Only one superw
visor wWas ssked To exscubte a new form because of incone
nleteness. This completsness of answered forms is due in
part to thelr being administered personally and the snswer-

ing of any questions that arsse.

The Lesdorslilp Behavior Description wuestionnairss

were scored according to the instructions of the authors
(). A copy ol this questionnaire is included ag Appendix

A, Scores on Initisting Structure and Consideration were
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then aversged and rounded off to the nearest whole number
for esacir supsrvisor as instructed in the wmanual. They

wero iiwn recorded on the stabistical table as variatles

L and 2 for correlatiocnal cowpubtabion. These scores vanpged
from &9 to 55 on Initiating Structure end from 17 to Lo on
Considaration, the two wuujor dimensions of behavior measursd
on bthic instrument. The statistical table of raw data,
Appendix D, shows tuese scores,.

The Guiliord-Zimmerman Temperament Survey and tuo

Gordon fersonnl Profile were then scored as directed in

their vespective manuals (3, 2). A mean score was Com-
puted and tien couverted to C scores; these scores ars
siown o tiwe statistical table in Appendix D. The ten
scores, representing variables 3 thvough 12, are the
personality trait scores as rated by these two instruments.
The scores range from O to 10 on the C scale and {rom 1

te 99 on the percentile rany order scale.

In tabulating the effectiveness and efficliency scale,
gach of tue fifteen items were checked for completeness,
fach of these items was worth from 0 to 4 points for a
vunerical evaluation, with a acore of 50 being a perfect
score. These scores ranged from 20 to Sh. A complete
listing of these scores ls shown in the statisticrl table,

Appendlx D. of this repncrt.
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The situational information lorms were all babulabed,
pnt only those litewus related to tie study were placed in
the statistical table., Thisg information is recorded on
thie Lusis descrived below. This was nscessary in order
to checik relationships as planned.

The supervisor's previous experience in maintenance
Wwory was recorded in terms of number of years, which
ranged from 2 to 29 years. This means that the aigher
the score on this {factor. the more previous mainbtenance
experience the supervisor had bolore cvecoming a supervisor.

The lengbh of service as a supervisor was the second
factor used in this sbtudy of relationships. It was also
recorded in terms of number of yesrs., The higher tie
score on bthals factor, the more experience the person had
ai u maintenance Bupelrvisor.

Tone thlrd factor included in this atudy of relatiocan-
ghips was bie number of persons supervised. Taisg Ligure
was supplied by Lthe various sciocel administrators and
wag bhe actual number oi workers wio cvompletod the Le-
navior dimensions gquestionnaire descrivlupr the behavior
of their respecitlve supervisors. The scors was also
recorded numerically ror corrclationel computation in
tiwe statlistical tabls in Appendix D.

The lirst step following the tabulation of the dats

and the setting up of the statistical table shown as
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Appendiz D was to determine the mean snd standerd deviution
of each of the variables according to categoriss. This is
shown in Table [ (see pages Sl and &), This table is
ziven because a comparison and discussion of these tares
catesories will be included in Chapbter 1V,

The next step was the focusing of attention on leader-
ship besavior in sucn a way as to see btiwe relationsihips
botween thess two behavior dimensions and the ten person-
ality traits being studied. This was dosne by computing sa
coeificient of correlation wetween these {factors. Lindguist
S, p. 158} Indiceted that the wnature of the relationship
and the degrees of relstionship between measures of two
tralts for the individuals in a given group may be of
significance in education and psycuclogy for a number of
different purposes, among the most iamportant of wihich ars
prediction of futuwre success, %the description of the re-
lisbility and validity of measurement, and the stndy of
cause and effect. Garrett (1, p. 260} said that freguently
it is of wmore importmnce to examine the relationship of
one ablility bto another thanr it igs to messure periormance
in either trait alone.

Table II {see page 52) shows the coefficient of

correlation between the lesdership benavior dimensions



TARLE X

MEAN AUD STANDARD DEVIATION OF SACH OF T VARIABLLG

ACCORDIHG TO SUPERVISORY CATUGOHX

Variable Group I {Custodial) Mean S. D
1 Initiating Structure LO.7¢ He3l
b Conslderation 31.19 724
3 General Activity Sells 1.2
b Besponsibility 5.47 1.13
5 Ascendency 5.00 372
5 Socisbility Leb2 1.0L
7 smotional Stability LeB2 1.33
8 Objectivity .61 1,46
9 Priendliness .35 1.31

10 Phouzhtfulness 5.19 957

11 Personal Relations 5.33 1.49

12 Masculinity 76 367

i3 Length of service in B.57 L
maintenance

1L Length of service as 3.87 2.21
supervisor

15 Humber of workers 5,71 33
superviged

15 Effectiveness and 37.23 {54 05
effficiency gcors

Varlacle Group II {Operations) Hoan 3. D
1 Initiating Structure bl o B IR IRS
b Consideration 36.05 5.95
3 Genoeral Activity L4.83 1.7
i Responsiuvility 5.83 1.64
5 Ascendencj L..38 1.9
& Sociability 477 1.58
7 Gmotional Stability a7 1.43
) Objoectivity LGl 1.0
G PFriendliness 5.33 1.11

10 Thought{ulness S.77 1.39
11 Personal Helations 0005 1.87
12 Hasculinity L eO0 1.10




TAGLE T--Continued

52

- =
Variable Group II {(Operations) Mean S. D,
13 Length of service in 15.00 T.T1
naintenance A
1L Lengthh of sevvice as G.T2 5.582
supervisor
15 Humber of workers 5.68 1.G3
supervised
15 EfTectiveness aund 3%.22 5.450
erficiency score
Variable | Group III (Central O0ffice) | Mean 8. D.
1 Initiating Structure 2,560 .74
2 Gonsideration i5.53 292
3 General Activity Ge13 1.45
H Responsibility 580 1.49
5 Ascendency 5.33 1.39
O Sociability 540 1.20
N Bmotional Stavility ba73 AT
& Objectivity ho73 1.05
9 Friendliness 546 018
10 Thoughtfuluess &.53 1.54
11 Personal Relations B.5 1.49
12 Masculinity h.36 1.08
13 Lengthh of service 13.30 5e20
{ in naintensnce _
14 Lengtlhh of service as Teh3 3.3
supervisor
15 Number of workers H.13 L.56
supsrviged
15 Li{fectiveness and LO.20 Hel7

officiency score

and sacn of tize ten measured personallty traits of cus-

todial supervisors.



TADLE I

COLV¥PICINNT OF CORRWLATION #FOi RAW SCORLS O THo
LiADERSHIP BEHAVIOR DIMEHNSIONS OF COKSIDERATION
ARD ISITIATIRG STHUCTURE AND SCORES ON BACH
OF THE PERSONALITY THAITS MEASURED
FOR CUSTODIAL SUPKEVISORS

Coefficients of Valae of

Personalitvy Traits Correlation t Score

Is C I3 #
General Activity 6523 Lh5s 3.751 2.168
Responsibility L7hel L7222 hoB826 | L.ube
Agcenderncy « 5950 » 5479 3.227 1 2.870
Sociabvility . 7945 <7284 5.703 1 L.é3h
Emotional Stabhility 5068 HhHBY 2.5 1 3,893
Qujectivity 5942 LHETY 2,220 1 3.907
Priandliness . 35\[{8 ° ;}15? 1 {)SL}. 3 . L}.O{;
Thoughtfulness 070k «331ig 325 1 1.531
Personal Relations . 7609 25703 5.111 7.930
Magenlinity - 2137 -.0913 - w976 1 ~ 399

Table ITII shows fThe coeflicisnt of correlation be-
tweenr, tie lesdership benavicr dimensions and cachi of the
ten: weasured personalisy traits of operations supervisors.
{Sec pause Sh.)

Table IV shows the coefficient of correlation be-
twoen thne leadership bhehavior dimensions and each of the
ten nmeagured personaliuy traiia of central office super-
visors. {See page 55.)

Tahlesg IT. IIX, and IV were bhroken down and shown

according to categor; in order to distinmguish vetween



TABLE III

COMFFICIENT OF CORRBLATION FOR HAW SCORES ON TiHe

LEADERSHIP BitHAVICR DINE
AED INTTIATING
OF THE PERSONALITY

W T
L N

HY OF COBSIDERATION
STAUCTURS AND SCORRS ON EACH
FHAITS MEASURED

POR OPERATIONS JUTPLURVISORS
Coefficients of . .
. . . e T i 4 e
Personality Traits vorrstation ﬁaéégrg
IS O St e
ig v
Genersl Acbtivity 2181 . 5699 894 2.77h
Regpongivilicy 75k, a)ddj 3,992 34535
Ascendency 3121 5255 1.314 3,209
Sociavility » 3927 L TETT 1L.709 L5058
dmotionsl Stability «11450 3460 159 175
Ob jeetivity . 305 . 3118 1.296 1.312
Friendliness LBl99 L2655 2,634 1,101
Tuougitiulness 2590 3386 L.072 1,439
Personal HRelations Yate L1770 3.626 &.,3
Masculinity -~ 5002 | -.,3588 { -2.310 { -1.537

the vhree categories

and to facilitate the testing of

nypotiesis seven in Chapter ¥, wunich steted that thers

is no significant relationship between

scores on leader-

ship bohavior dimensions and personallty traits and the

listed catsgories of supsrvisors.

A complete digeuvgsion

of tie rosults of this testing will be included in Chapter

Iv.

daving completed tiue corrslational computations lor

the leadorsblp dimensions and each of the wmeasured person-

ality traits Tor euach

category of pupervisors, it uas
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then necessary to compute the coefficient of correlation

Between tha leo adershis dimensions. esch of the ait
factors, and scores

scale, The results orf

Table V (see paze

PTuie table of

attention onthe differences bebweon eatn of

x

categoriesz in

determining whether each
acceptod or rejected.

proesented in Table V will be Found in Ghapter IV,

bthese

sachn btable

toe effsctiven

progsasnted,

copnputations

L values msde it possible

uational

@88 and efficiency

are ghown in
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tive bhoree
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discussion of

tize Lindipgs
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Table VI gnows the combined coeffieient of corrsla-
tion and valae of i for the fLobtaled three categories.
This table presents toe complete anmlysis of relation-
ships Lor the groups weasured. Tables II, III, and IV
were presented iua order Lo point out some of tae differw
ences betwoen tue three groups and for the testing of
nypothesis seven; Table VI is coucerned witu tesgting ay-

pothieses one, two, btoree, four, five, and six.

TABLYE VI

COLFRICIENT O0F CORBULATION FOR KAW SCORLS O THE
LEADURSHIP GSHAVIOR DIMUGHSIONS OF CONSIDERATION
AUD INITIATIRG STRUCTURE AND SCORZS ON ZACH
OF THE PERSONALITY THAITS, SITUATIOBAL
FACTORS, ARD BFFRCTIVENESS AND
EFPICIERCY SCALL

Coefficients EaiEZTZi
Personality Traits of Correlation ~—
I3 G 13 C
General Activity 4593 439 3.73 1 3.572
Reaponsivility 5979 5102 5.378 1 5.554
Ascendency « 3623 1555 2.303 1 3.691
Sociability 11386 . H305 3.520 | 5.885
Emotional Stability 2725 21669 2.043 3.538
Oblectivity 5152 5135 L.335 1 5.373
Friendliness L3850 5250 3.999 i ol B
Thoughtfulness el 50 L1508 1.830 1 3.733
Personal hHelations 7053 . 7153 7175 1 Tohlihs
Mageulinity ~elile | - 1L7C T ~1.34T {1 ~1.072
Years in msintenance 55651 L0198 .813 5. 004
Years as supervigor L3011 L1330 2.H016 1 3,.LGL
Number of worlkers
supervised L1582 3812 1.155 § 2.97L
afficiency and effoc-
tiveness score SLGh1 <5895 5,953 2.7




An analysis of tuese relationships and their sig-

ailficance will be discussed in Chapter IV.
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CHAPTER IV
ARALYSIS OF PINDINGS

In interpreting the findings of this study, & pro-
codure was usod whereny sach statistical computation was
siven in table form for a clearer anslysis. This was
done in methematical sequence and not necessarily in order
of importance, starting with the computed mean and standard
deviation of each of the variables and then the simple
coelTiclent of correlation of esach of the variavles. These
tavles are shown in Chapter JIX. The partial correlations
found in Appendix ¥ and multiple correlations found iun
Apperdix F of thies report are slso discussed in tlhis same

g8GUONcs .,

Leadership Heusvior Dimensions of Supervisors
In analyzing the rosults of the data on the leadership
dimensions of the Ll supervisors studied, it was revesled
thet a supervisor may score kigh on both of the leador.-
ship behavior dimensions of Jonalderation and Initiasting
Structure. From variables 1 and 2 of the statistical

table of raw scores in Appendlix D, it is sesa that of
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the 20 gupervisors scoring above the mean of Initiating
structure, 22 of these sane supervisors scored above the
mean on Consideration., Tiis verifled the findings of
Lvenson (2), who found that a leadsr can scors high on
botiy dimensions of leadership behavior. Halpin (&) algo
found in his studies bhat nigh scores on both dimensions
are desirsble for elfective lecadership. By adding the ef-
Tectiveness and efficlency scale score variable 15 on the
statistical table of »aw scores, a supervisor was rated

]

both by his subordinates using the Leadership Behavior

Pescriotion Guestionnaire and by his supervieor using the

ef'fectiveness and efficiency scales. The results of this
gaowed that & total of 17 supervisors out of tie 22 scor-
ing above the mean on both Initlating Structure and Con-
sideration also scored above the rwan on thig third
measuremnent. This was in direot contrast to Laird's (5)
lmplications that what management wants I'rom supervisors
only partly jives with what the workers want from their
supervisors. The scores as shown in Table I in Chapter
11T ranged Irom 29 to 5% on the leadership dimensions of
initiating Structure with a mean of LO.76 and a standard
deviation af 5.31 for cusbodial supervisors, a mean of
4he55 and a sbandard deviation of [.L3 for operations
supervisors, snd a mean of 42,50 and a standard deviation

of 5.7¢ for central officc supervisors. Tie scores ranged
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from 17 to L5 on the leadersiip benavior dimensioun ol
Consideration with 8 mean of 31.19 and a standard devia-
tion of 7.24 for custodisl suporvisors, a mean of 306.0%

and a stendard deviation of ©.95 for operations super-
visors, and & mean of 35.53 and a standard deviation of
5.206 for central office supervisors. The mean {or the
combined categories was 42.03 for Initiating Structure and
3L.25 for Consideration. Theae scores favorably compared
to other groups who have responded on these behavior dimen-~
sions. Scores on the effectiveness and efficiency scale
ranged from 24 %o 53 with 2 mean of 37.23 and a standard
deviation of .48 for custodial saupervisors, from 31 to

5L with & mean of 39.22 and a standerd deviation of 5.40
for operstionsg supervisors, and from 27 to Bh with a mean
of 4,0.20 and a standard deviabtion of .17 for tue central
of'fice supervisors, O the thwren calegories, the operations
supervisors btended to score slighitly higher oun leadership
dimensions whereas tie cenbral office personnel tended Lo
score nigner on bhe effectivenesy and efficisncy scale.
Tnis was probably because of the Jaceo~to-Tace relation-
shipe invelved. The operations supervisors were found %o
have nore contact with the wmen working under their super-

visien, whe rated them using the lLendership Hehavior De-

seription &iestionnaire than they did with toelr saperiors,




who rated them using the oifectlveness and efliciency
scale. On the other isud, the centrsl office supervisors
had more contact wibth bheir superiors, who rated them using
the effectiveness and efficiency scale than taey did with

their men, who rated them using the Leadership Behavior

Description Questionnaire.

Because of the changing emphasiz on supervision from
avtocratic to demoeratic in recent yesrs, it would seem
that sehool officials need to determine the needs in oacn
particular supervisory level bto sscertaln whether nore
empnasis on Initiabing Structure is reeded or whether
more emphasis on Consideration is needed to implement th
offectiveness of supervision. A compsrison of these pro-
viously listed categories would seem to bear this out,
giving further meaning to Lvenson's recommendation tiaat
it would be unwise bto use only the stalft's or only the
managzement'as rating as a sole criterion for leadership
seffectliveness,

Minally, since it wes nypothesized that there Is a4
significant relationship between the personality trait
scores and scores on the lesdersbip belwvior dimension
of Initiatling Structure, correlation coelficlenbs were
galoulated to ascertain this relationship, ag shown in
Table ¥I in Chapter III, From this correletion table, it

is seen that the correlations range from 7053 to -.2462



for the personality traits and the behavior dimension of
Initiating Structure, and from ,7133 to -, 1870 for the
personaslity traits and the behavior dimension of fonsidera-
tion. Heferring to a table for determining the wvalues
necesesry for significance at the 5 per cent and 1 per cent
level. it was found that in this corrslation no hypothesls
could be rejocted at either level (5, p. 430). Also,
from tiiis same table, it is ludicated that, at Tiwe proper
degrees of freedom, a value of t of 2,000 is needed for
siznificance at the 5 per cent level and s value of 2.660
is needed for significancs at the 1 per cent level. Ounly
on the correletion bebween Initiating Structure (I 8) and
the personality trait Thoughtfulness {T) is there a level
of significance at better than the 5 per cent lesvel,

There wevre five personaliby traits positively related
to the leadership dimension of Initiating Structure. These

five ars presented in Table VII,

TALLE VII

SIGRIFICANTY CORRELATION COBFPICIENTS DETWEEH THE LEADER-
SHIP BEHAVIOR DIMENSION OF INITIATING STRUCTURE
AND THE MEASURED PERSOHNALITY TRAITS

_ Porsonality Traits
Leadership
Behavior G " D o b
I8 598 LEQTT 5152 L850 7053
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In Peble YII. the first column represents the leadar-
ship bohavior dimension of Inltilabting Structure, and
columns btwo tarough sceven repreaent the significent cor-
relatlion coefliclents for those five personslity tralitsz.

There are seven personality traits positively related
to the leadership dimension of Consideration. Tucse seven

are presented in Table VIIT.

TABLE VIIX

SIGRIFICANT CORAELATION CORPPICIENTS BETWLEN T LEADKR-
SHIP BRHAVIOR DIMAKSION OF CONSIDERATION

Loadorsilp Personality Traiis

Behavi or R 8 T 0 @ T P
- HL02 1 L6905 | L4699 (5186 L5250 4898 1 L7180

In Table VIII, the first colwmn represents the leasdep-
ship bohavier dimension of Consideration. and colwmns two
tiarcough eight represent the sipgnificant correlstion co-
efficilents for those seven personslity traits.

In the cese of the bhehavior dimension of Initiating
Structure und the personallsy tralt of Masculinity (M},

a negative correlation is found in Table VI in Chapter III.

This correlation indicatod thet z lower score on this



personality trait was more likely bto oceur among super-
vigors who scored hiph on tas behavior dimension of
Initiating Steactare tnan among those who scored low on
Initiating Structure. This same neogative correlation also
was found to exist between the behavior dimension of Con-
siderntion and the personality trait of Masculinity (M).
slse indicabing that when s percon acored high on the
dimension of Jounsideration that same indlvidual would
sgore low on bhe pergenality trait of Masculinity (M).

Phe wmanual of instructions for thne Gulllord-Zimmerman

Temperament Survey (3, p. 10) indicoted thet the nest

gupervisars are probably those wiwge mascullne bondencies
aave heon Seapered with vefinomonts fust encugh to pive
them "motherly" attrilbutes and feelings ol responslibility
toward the men in their charge, This. perheaps, would

Justily to an oxtent the nexgabive corrvelationz found to
exist botween leadership behavior and the personalidy
trait of Masculinity {3},

Inn view of these findings, 1% is necessary thsb
hypotheses one and thres be accepted in psrt. The stuwdy
did ot establisn any positive siznificant relationship
betwesn the lesdership dimensions of Initiating Struaecture;
Consideration, and the personality trait of Masculinity

{26). bt did establish a negative correlation as orevionsly

discuszed., All the otlhwr poeraonality traits measured dld
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aave o positive correlstion when coefficients wore ot
puted bebuwesn those rauiis and the lcaderslip dimenslions.

S -3

Ondy those will, higher and more siprdificant positive cor-

relations were accepbed and are shiown in Tables VII and
YIIT.

The seecond hypothesia in Chapter I hypotiwesized that
there was i gignifllcand posltive relutionship between tho
rating of supervisors on the cffectiveness end elflclency
scale and their scores on the losdersbip behevior dimenszions
of Initisting Structure and Considerstion. Correlatlion
coef{icients were caloulated for the relatlonshlips between
tne lesdership bohavior dimonzion ol Initiating 3tructwwe
and scores o tae effoctivensss and officiency scale.

Taly correlation was Tound to Le L5207, &s shown in
Table VI in Chapter III. The & tavle (&, p. 430) showed
tais correlation bto we signilleant ald vebier tuan the 1
per cent level of confidmnce; Correlation coalfliclionts

wore caleulated for tihe relatlonships bebween the lesdsr-

ghip hensvior dimension ol Congiderabtion and scores on

.1

tine eilffectivensss aud olificlenc s zeale. ‘Fuls correlution
was Jound to bu L3895 es sihwown in Table VI in Chapber ITI.
The b table (&0 p. L20) showed this correlation o be

signiticant ab vetter than Sthe 1 psis cent level of ¢ one

o

videnco,
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in view of bhisse [fiadinges, it 1s nscessary to sccept

aypobthesis two witihout zay limitat.ons or reservabtions.
Loadersitip dehavior Dimensions
and Situabtional Facbors

In uypothesis four vhe relationship of provious maine
tenanece expurisnce 0y the supervisor and each of the ftwo
venavior dimensions wasg examined. It was hypothesized
hat there is o gignilicant relaticuship betwsen scores
on Iaitiating Structurs and Consideration and previous
meintenance experionce by iths supsrvigor. Driner (1,
p. 23) indicated that usuelly thers are two bromd areas
of abbributes school adiministrabors value iu selecting
personnegl. and previous work experience is one of the

two areas. By applying Pearson's simple correlation co-
efficient to the relationship between the leadership
dimension oi Initlating Structure and previocus maintenauce
exporience ., a corrselation of 5551 was found, us shown in
Tawle VI in Chapter III with a better than 1 per cent
level of confidence. 3y applying this same [ormula, the
corrolation coefficient betwesn the leaderahip dimsnsion
oi’ Consideration snd previous work ezperience of the
supervisor was found to be 5197, as shown in Pable VI
in Chapter III witlh: a better than 1 per cent level of

"
i

confidence. als exanminabion proved that the relationshins
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were positively correlated, and because of theso findings
aypothesis four will have to be accepted in its satiretbty.
Hypothesis five stabted that there is a significant
relatiouship between scorses on the leadersiilp bounavior
dimensions and tae lengtlh of service as a supervisor.
Calculaticons for the coeiflicient of corrolabtion between
tiese variables are presented as Tollows: The correlation
between the lsadersiiip dimension of Initiating Structure
and the lengbih of service ag a maintenance auporvisor was
found to be .3ull, as sbwwn in Table VI, Chapter TI{I, with
e hoetter than 2 per cent level of confidence. e coprre-
lation bebween bhe lezdership dimension of Consideration
and the lengblh: of service as a maintenance supervisor
wag found to be 4330, as siown in Table VI. Chapter III,
with & better than 1 per cent level of confidence. Iu
view ¢l Ltnese Jindings, hypothesis five must e accepted,
althougl: the relationsiip vebweon Initlating Structurs
and Tt lengtle of service as a supervisor wss not [ound to
be nearly so nighly correlsted as it was thousut to be.
Tue gixth hypothesis will be accepted as it pertains
to toe relatlilonshlp between Consideration and tho number
of workors supervised and will be rejected as it pertains
to the relationsiips between Initlating Structure end the

nuniber of worbers supervised. dypobhesis aix said tosat
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thore is a signilicant relatiousily vetween scores on
Jeadersiiip dimensions and the wmauwoer of personnel super-
viged Ly maintenansce supervisoys. The calculabted coeflfi-
clant of sorrelation boltween the leadershiy behavior
dinension of Imiblating Stracture ana the aumber ol pere
sonael superviged by nmaintenuace supervisors vza found to
he 1502, as shown in Table VI In Chapter I1T with o
bettor tiwmn 5 per cent level oif conlidence. #Fhese lactors
are nob considered to e sipaificsntly related, in view
of thla finding. The cosrvelablon vetween the lesdership
dimension of Jonsidepablion and the nuwmber of personnel
supervised Ly naindengnce sunervisors was found to be
.3512, as shown in Teable VI in Chapter IITI with a botber
than L oper cend level of confidence., This part of the
hypotitssls will be zoenpbed o8 it has proved bto ho &
gipnilicant reiationship.

Hypothesls seven which stated thst there Is no
significont relationship vstween acoves on leadershivn
Deavior dimensions and the llasted categories of super-

-

visors. isx accepted in part. Dy teebing the mean secores

9

Ticant difference in the lesdership behavior

dimensions of Tnitiating Structire and Consideration in

cach of the cebeyories 1t was discovered that thers was

a sipaiflicant difference of the means in the {ollowing
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categories: In testing the sisnilicant dilfference of tle
weans in catepgories ons and twe, wilch ls testing between
custodial and operations supervisors, & significant 4if-~
ference o the means et hettor bthan the § per cent level
hetween bobly Initilating Structuroe and Consideration was
found. In testing the zignificant difference of the means
in catemories one and bthree, which is testing between cusge
todinl and cenbral office supervisors, a significant 4if-
ference at Lebber than the 5 per cent level beiween tae
leanderanip dinmansion of Consideration was found in eaech
categor;y. ALl other tests of Liw wean scoresg nf no sig-
nificant difference hetween bthe cunbtegorisz proved acceptable.
Only these as previouasly discuased were gignificant, caus~
ing the hypobhesis %o be accepted n part. A reference to
Table T in Chapber IIT will show the wmeana and shtondard
davintionas of the leaderghip behavior dimensions of
Initisting Structure and Consideration in sacu category.
aypetiiesis eipnt was tested by caleculating hoth
particl and mulbiple corrolmitions to determine tihe rola-
tionshiips amon;; bhe varisbles. This aynothesis ststed
thst there is a posltive correlation awons scoras on
personality traits. scoras on leadership behavior, and sach
of the situational fachoras. A comparison of these rola-

tilonsiiips is sihown, calculated by using fovmulas for both
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partinl and multiple correlations. Appandizx o and AD-

pendix I gnow the coefficlont ol sorrelations and thelr

levels of signilicance Tor each of thepe calculabtions.
Tae tablo ol =aritiael correlations holdsx sachi of the gibtaa-

Sional Tacsbors constand in geguencs in order bo detormine

£
A

nat factor has any lasoriance or bearing on the total

(9

pin

correlotion, as 1g zuown ip the tsbhls of mlitlple correlaw
tiona. In eacl: insbtance, the coslficlent of corrslation
was lowarad {ront bosbt ol the smultinle corrslation when

the zitentlional factors were held constant. This gave
ceadonoe Lo e Siodimge tnat indicated Uhat caciy of

thege Iacbors ls of importance ia the aslectlion of per-
gsormel Jor supsirvisory pogiblons. Io tke talble ol partisl
corzelations in Appendlx o, 1t iz aoted thabt all the cor-
rolations are gsiyniflicant posivive corrsladions wxoepe
thoss Lovolving the personallty trait of Masculinity (M),
wilclh produced £ aggebive corvelation. [sasons lor bthis
nezative correlation woere discussed lin an esrlier part

I43

of thia chapter., In the bable of multiple correlabtlions,
Appendix ¥, it may Lo observed that with the situational
factors again selng included, sech coeflflcivnt of correla-
Zilou roge counsidersdly. This furdther justified the ine

clusion of tiesc situaitilonal factors 38 criteriec toe be

consideored when selecting mainbenunce supsrvisors. All
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coollicients of correlation were algulilicant on toe Sable
ofl parevial correlatlouns shwws o Appendix § with the
Pollowin:, cxoentiony: VYariables L and 7. holding wariable

23 eoustandy  were nobt sulficioencly corrvelated Lo o Con-

sidared zignificant. Yeriablog 1 and 10, holdlyy varizbhle

13 constant, wers not aufficlently corrclated %o ¢ cone

aidored simmilicant. Variables T and 7. Soldiag variable
1y conetant, were nob iciently correlated to Ho can-

aidered vslipnlficant. Veriabvlsas 1 and 10, holding wariable

= N oy - PR P L B AP, SRS w g% P | .
£Lig (}(.‘lli..:it!.:_u.i.-_r, NETE 100 LJa.l.Ll.kuJ.@uL].!y correlahs

d to v cone-
we T b o e L A o e TP ey e STenvmy myin KT PR 2 LT T AL Sy
siderod signilicant, Veedableas U oand 7, wolding varisble

15 concbant. wers not aufficiently correlnted to be cone

sildered sigpilicant. Vardaicles 1 and 10, oscelding variahle
15 coratant. were nod anificiently correlated to @ coti-
glacred sigeilicant. Veriable 7V im the porconality trals

ol daciional Stability (U}, and varisdle 10 is tiw DL~

sonallty tralt of Tohoughtfulness (T). Ia sowmmary, tiesc

v

varisivles. when corvelstod with Inltisting Structure snd

oeuci of the situations) factors constant., 2id not
Ificunt positive relationships on thisz partlal

. e "

ndinges, however. Gid ot Loeepn N

-t

correlation. Theze
pouiieain cipht from belng sceepted. since nost of these

correlatbtions woroe raised copalderably wien the zitustional

iactors were imeluded bto calculabe the mualtiple correlation



The multiple correlation siown la Appendiz I ils a
correlation betwoen leadership Deliavior dlmensions, poer-
sonality tralits, situationsal factors, and scorem on bLug
effectiveness and elficieoncy scule. This is, in [act, a
correlation among all tue variavles included in this study.
The compubtation was done by mesns of a simple anelysis of
variancces and the levels of signilicance were shown by use
of the ¥ scale. The P test is a variance ratio or prob-
abllity scale and was computed by the use ol the following
formals:

R / wm
{1 -R2) /(8 -m-1)

Tinls is the standard test for levels of counfidence
when using a multiple correlation or s corrolation bhetwesn
three or more variables. In refsrence to the table of
aultiple correlations as shown in Appendix F, it wmay be
obhasrved that only three coefficlents of correlation are
significant at avove the = per cent level. These are
the multiple correlations betwesn varisbles 1, 7. and 15,
winich are Initiating Structure, the personslity tralt of
Bmotional Stability (U}, and the number of workers super-
vised; wvariables 1, 10, and 15, which are Initiating
Structure . the personality trait of Thoughtfulness {(T),

and the nunver of workers supervised; and the multiple



correlation betweer variasbles 1, 12. and 15, which are
Initiating Stracture, tne personality trait of Masculinity
(), and the nuamber of worikers supervised. All the othwer
mnualtiple correlations wers found to we gignrificant, since
tue F table in Melemsr's (5, p. L33) text shows an F

vglue of 11.97 to be a level oif confidence of 1 per cent.
7.31 a level of confidence of 2 per cent, and L.03, s level
of coufidence of 5 per cent., Al) other multiple correla-
tions fall within these areas with the majority belng
sigalficant ab beiter tnan the 1 per cent level of con-
fidence,

Ir; view of these Uindings. hypothesis elight will be
geccoptod in part with ouly those correlations previously
mentioned as not oeling signilficent being rejected. The
next chapber summarizes the {indings and formulates the

conclugions recached,
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Suimmary

Tho purpose of this study was to discover what rela-
tionships exigt betwesn the two leadersiip behavior di-
mensions of maintenance gupsrvisors, the measursd
pergonality traits, and the situational factors studied.
Also, to what extent these relationships exist was a part
of this study. To achleve this ourpoese, data were col-
lected Irom {ifteen school systems located in metropolitan
areas of Texas. It is deglirable to swmarize triefly the
findings of the study as 8 basis for arriving at the con~
clusions as a result of such findlinzs. The major {indings
ware as fopllows:

1, In comparing the following meansg, it was found
that tihe maintenance supervisors who were tested on this
dimension gcored very algh. Tae filty-Lour maintenance
supervisoryg hed a range of scores from 29 to 55 on the
leadershlo behavior dimenzion of Initiating Structure with

a wean of 42.63 on this dimension. Halpin (2) Cound that

77
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the educabional sdministrators whbo were tested on this
dimension in iis study nad a mean score of only 37.9.

2. In compsring toe Cfollowing mean with the mesna
of educational administrabors in daipints study, it is
considersd to be low. These supervisors hsd a range of
scores from 17 to 45 on the leadersinip behavior dimeunsion
ol Censideration with a woan of 34.25 on this dimension.,
Halpin {2) found tinat the educationsl administrators in
nig study had a mean score of Li.7 on this dimension.

3. A score of 30 on tae eifectiveness end elficieuncy
scale would Indicate that the supervisor mei the require-
ments of nls particular job. The rangs ol scorss of these
supervisors was from 20 to 53 witn a wean scors oi 35,45,
A mean score of 33.38 sbows that s majority of these
walintenance gupervisors were rated eiblher as excesding
tie requivements or us oubsbandlng by thelr supervisors.

ii. The provious experience of Shese maintensnce
gupervisors in amsaintenance ranged from 2 to 28 years
wita & mean of 1Z2.79 years of previous maintensnce experi-
BrCe .

5. Tae length of service as a supervisor ranged
from 1 to 21 years with a mesn of 5.91 years sorvice as a

maintenance swpervisor.
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4, The number ol workers supervised ranged Irom 5
to 11 with a mean of ¢ persons under sach supervisor.

T. HWhen a comparison is nade vetwoen thwse means
and those as scored vy college men tested by Guiliord-
Zimmernan (1), 1t is evident that tie meintenance super-
vigsors scored as well generally on these personality traits
ag did the college men. The acores of the supervisors
ranged from 1 to 8 on Gensral dctivity, from i to 10 ou
fesponsibility, O to 1 on Ascendency, 1 to & on Scecl-
ability, 2 to 9 on kmotional Stavility, O te 8 on
Objectivity. 2 to 9 on Friendliness. L. $o 9 on Thought-
fulness, ¢ to ¢ on Perasonal lielations. asnd from 3 to 7
on Masculinity., The mean scores were 5.30 on General
Activity, 5.72 on dnesponsibility, L.90 on ascendency,
LG on Seciability, L.50 ou Emotional Stability, L.706
ort Objeetivity, 5.30 oun Friendliness, 5.30 on Thoughtful-
uess, 5.61 on Personal delations, and L.78 on Masculinity.

G Significant correlstions at tone 5 per cent level
or vatter were found bo exlist between scores on the leader~
ship vehavior dimension of Initiating Structure and tae
pargonality tralts of General Activity, Responsibility,
Objectivity. Friendliness, and Personal Relations.

Ge Significant correlations at the 5 per cent level

or better were iound to exlst betwesn scoraes on fHthe
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lesdership behavior dimension of Consideration end the
personality traits of Hesponsinility, Soclablilivy,
Emotional Stability, Objectivity, Friendliness, Thought-
fulnesg, and Personal Helatlions.

10, Significant correlations at better than the 1
per cent level of confidence were found to exist between
the leadership vehavior dimensions of Initiating Structurs
and Consideration and scores on the effectiveness and
efficiency scale,

1i. Signilicent correlations ab better then the 1
per cent level of coniidencs were found to exlist betwsen
the lemdershilp benavior dimensions of Initiating Struciture
and Consideration and the number of previous ysars in
malntenance.

12. Significant correlations wers found to exist at
cetter than the 2 per cent level of coniidence between tae
leadership behavior dimension of Initiating Structure and
the number of years as & maintensnce supervisor. Signifi-
cant correlations were found at better than tie 1 per
cent level of confidence between the leadership behavior
dimension of Consideration and the number of years as &
malntenance supervisor.

13. A significant correlation st petter than the

1 per cent levsl of conf'idence was feund to sxigt Detwsen
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the leadersliip behavior dimension of Conslderation and
bhe pamber of personnel supervised,

1. Signifieant correlations were lound to exist
hetween scores on personelibty btreiis. gcorss on leader-

ship behavior. snd each ol the situational Tactors.

Conclusions

Prne findings of thils study do not indicate or iwply
toat a cauge-efiect rolstionship exists between any ol the
variouas fectors. They do. however, iundicste bthat predic-
tiong can be made concerning leadership behavior Lused
upeit parsonality traits and situationsl lactors. It must
also be kent Ii: mind that in arriving at conclusions {rom
these [indinga. sucn conclusions ure desmed to mpply only
to the amuple of supervisors studied., They are considered
Yo be slgnilicant, however, lor other mainbenance super-
vigors who {all within tne descriptive limitations of the
ones used in This study.

The Tollowing conclusions are considersd to be jusbi-

e
o
£

L

by the Jindinga ol this study:

le iHypobnesis one ig accepted in part, It 1s con-
cluded thali There is a gignilicant positive relablonsghip
petween Initlating Structure and the personality scores

of Gewneral Activity, desponsibility, Objectivity, Friendli-

ness, and Pergonal HRelations. It is rejectsd when applied



to Initiasting Structure and the personalibty scores of
Ascendency, Sociability, Smotional Stability, Thougbtfnl-
neas. and Masculinity.

2« idypothesis two is accepted in its entirety. It
is concluded that there is a sipniflcant positive relation-
ship bebueen scorss on leadership behavior dimensions and
scores on the effectiveness and efficiency scale.

3. lypotnesis three lg accepted in part. It is con-
¢lnded that tasre is a significant positive relationship
between Counsideration and the personality scores of
Responslibllity, Sociability, Imotional Stability, Objectiva
ity, Frieandliness, Thoughtfulness, and Personal #elations.
It is re jected when applied to Consideration and the per-
sonallity trait scores oi General Activity, Ascendsncy,

and Masculinity.

[

4o Hypothesls four 1ls accepted in 1ts entirety. It
is concluded that there is a sipgnilficant positive relation-
gilp between scores on the leadership bhehavior dimensions
acd thio numver of years of previous experience of ths
supervisor as a wcaintenance worker.

5. lHypotbesis Iive is accepbted in its entirety. 1%
is concluded that there is u signilficant relationship
betweorn scores on the leadorsuip behevior dimensions and
the lengtii of service as a maintenance supervisor. It

is coneluded bhaat the correliation betweecn Initiating
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Structure and the length of service as a maintenance
supervisor has, nowever, a muech lower correlation than it
was thought Yo have.

Ge Hypothesis six is asccepted when applied to Con-~
sidsration and the number of workers supervised and is
re jected when applied to Initiating Structure and the
number of workers superviged. It is concluded tliat thore
is a significant relationship bvetween Consideration and
the number of workers supervised, but there is wmuch lesgs
correlation betweern Initiating Structure and tue number
of worxkers supsrviged.

7. iypothesis seven iz accepted when applled to the
relationsitip of leadsrsiip benavior dimensions of Initia-~
ting Structure and Consideration between custodial andg
operations supervisors and Consideration between custodial
and central office supervisors. It is rejected wisn ap-
plied to the relatioanships of Initiating Structure and
Congideration between operations and central office super-
visors and of Ianitiabing Structure between custodial and
coutral office supervisors. It is concluded that there
tg & significant relatlonship between operations and
central office supervisors in both leader dimeunsions.
and there is a siznificant relationshlp between custodial
and central of fice supervisors in the leader dimension of

Initiating Structure.



G« Hypothesia elgnt is accepted in its entirety.
It is concluded that there is a significant positive
relationshlip between scores on personality traits, scoros
on the lesdershlp behavior dimenslons. and sach of ths
situational Ifactors.

9. It is concluded that maintenance supervisors
generally score algher on the leadership dehavior dimern-
sion of Initiating Structure than on Consideration.

10. It is concluded thual maintenance sunervisors
wi:o score uigh on both the lsaderstilp dehavior dimen-
sions of Iunitiating Stracture and Consideration tend to
score low on Masculinity.

11. Tt is concluded that the {indings concerning
hypotiesis two tend to prove that malntenance men expect
vgaentially the same Job performsnce of thelr supesr-
visors as do these supervisors'! superiors.

1. It is concluded that succeogsful supervisors as
rated by scores on lsaderghip behavior dimeusions snd
the effectivencss and efficiency scale tend consisbently
to score considersbly above tie msan on the personality
traits of Personal Relations and Responsitility.

13. It is concluded that the instruments used to
marsure personality traits could best be utilized in
megt situations as oue phase of a screening program ino

the selection of maintensnce supervisors., The items in
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tusse instruments whiclh have bHeen shown to ve significantly
correluabed with leadership beanavior actioas snould yleld
predictive information concerning future actions of these
individusls in a supervisory capacity.

These conclusions repregsent the major findings ol
this study. It ig evident from Ghese Jindings that there
are relationships generally between lsadership uveimvior

and the various persenaiity tralts of u suporvisor.

Recommendations

1. School adminlatrators sionld make uss of & leader~
giilp wehavior description questionnulre such as the one
used in tils study as one of the tools used in the selec-
tion or promotion of personnel for wositions of leader-
suip.

2. Behavioral dimensions of good leadership practices
should be instilled in waintenaace supervigors, and theso
supervisors shouwld constantly ovaluate their own leader-
ship actionyg to agcertain their olfectiveness in meeting
these dssired behavior dimensions of Initiasting Structure
and Consideration.

3. School administrators should develop in-service
troining programs desisgned to zive attention to those
learning experiences wialeh will improve fthe abllity of

the prospective maintenance supervizors to angage in



leadership behsvior practices whicih develop effoctiverness
in tlw leadership dimenaions of Initiating Structire and

Consideration. These two behavior dimensions are tralts

and actlions that are considered necesgary lor cach super-
vigor to possess, Deaigners of inwservice tralning pro-

grams such as the one recommended should be cogonlzant of

tizds fact and should dirvect the program toward the culti-
vation of those desired leaderabip beanavior sctions,

. School administraters should develop an in-
service program for maintensnce personnel desizned to
Instill a pride of worimanship and = feeling of Lelonging
to the total schwol propram in these individusls., It was
evident during the testing ol thess supervisors ihat pen-
erally they possessed {eelings of inferiority and of low
atatus sround the school., Alert administrators should
rocognize this tondency and should renlize that the
hizhest Jjob performsnce will not he reached under these
conditions. A simple in-servicse program similar to
an orientation program would help solve bthis probulem.

5. Future regearch studies should be undertaken
to determine causal feactors involved in the relationanips
between leadership behavior dimensions, persouality
traits., and the situational factors so that relationskips

conadnelve to effective leadership Lehavior be oncouraged



and developed by those administrators trying to improve
tielr school mainbenance programs.

He o Future research sbudies abould be undertalon
somewhat similar to this study to determine whether

y)

coripareble high correlations would exist.
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APPLNDTA A
LicADSRSHIP pRErdAVIOR DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNAIRL

Developed by staff menbers of
The Ohio State Leadership Studies

On the following: pazes is a list of items that may be
used to describe the behavior of your supervigor. Xacih
item describes 2 specific kind of vehavior, but does not
asik you Yo Judgze whether the benavior is desirabdle or
undesirable. This is not a test of ability. It sinmply
aghts you to describe. as acecurately as vou can, bl be-
navior of your superviscr.

Hote: The term "group” as employed in the follow-
ing, items refers to a department, division, or other unit
of orgenization which is supervised by the person be ing
descrined.

The term "members" refers to all the people in the

undt ol organization which is supervised by the person
belng described.

Published by
Hureau of Business Hesearch
College of Tommerce and Aduinistration

Tue Ohlc 3tate University
Columbus, Ohio

Copyrisant 1957
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DIRSCTIONS:

a. RuAD eaca item carefully.

90

Te THINZ sbout now frequently the leader enpgazes in bthe
behavior described Ly the iten.

t. DECIDE whether he alwayga, oi'ten, occasionally, seldom.
or never acts as described by the 1ltem.

&. DHAW A CIRCLE around one ol the [ive letters following
the item bto show the snswer you have gelected.

4

Always

Qften
Qcecaslionally
Seldom

Never

PR QIR
Hofod

it

e

does personal Javors 'or proup nemoers.,
makes his atvibudes clear to the group.

does little thinss to make it pleasant
ve a member of tae group.

tries out his rvew ideas witi the group.
acts as the real lsader of the group.

is easy te undarstaud.

rules with an iron nand.

finds vime to listen bBo group wemders.
criticizes poor wori.

sives advapce uotice of changes.

speaks in a mapner not to be guestioned.
keeps to himself.

loois out for the personal weliarc of

individusl grouap memvers.

1. e

2. e

3, e

1)

L, e

e He

de o

7. He

3. e

2. le

10. e
1l. He
12. lie
13. e
1. fie

assigns group wembers to particular

tasks.,

=

bmid
W

A A -

.

=

h

G

o

] <2

<3
bw JEE o S v S v B

(¢

C

(@]

Lot}
.
(e

v
ey



A

oo

[£4]

G

]

w

15, e is tihne spoitesman of the proup.

15. e gecehedules the work $to e done.

17, lie maintaing definite standards of
periormance.

18, ie refuses to explain iis actions,

19. tHe wceps tiw group informed.

2G. lie acts without consulting the group.

21. He kackg up the members in their actions.
22. e emphasizes the mecting of deadlines,
23, He treatvs all group members as nls eqguals.

2li.  He encourages the use of uniform pro~

=P o > B =
v R S o N v B B o S v

Rh, ile gets what he agks for from his
superiors.

20. e is willing to make changos.

27. He makes sure Liat als pard in the
arganization ig understood by group
membsrs .

23, He is friendly and spproaschable.

2%. ‘fe asks that group momousrs {ollow
standard rules and regulations,

30, de Talls Lo taks necessary action.

31. de muakes group members feel at ease
wien talking with them.,

32. He lets group memhers know wanbt 1s
expected of thewm,

33. He speaks ng the representative of the

cedures.,

LPOup.

A

A

"{E;f

G

<3

%

[
wh

s



de puts sugpestions made vy the proup
inko operation.

do sees to it thet group members are
working up Lo capacity.

de lots other psople baike away his
leadersnip in the zroup.

ide gets bis superliors bo acvt for Lue
welflare of the group nemvers.

de gets group approval in important
matters before pgolng anead.

de sees to it that tihe wora ol group
members is coordinated.

(e keeps tie group working together as
a team.

st

[

L

C:

Lo/
=3



APPENDTL i

LEFnCTIVERESS AMD oSFFICIENCY QUESTIOBKAINE

Ingtructions: head the stnbement and svaluate the super-
visor in each olf ths folloewing arsas.
Cereiully consider theo itoms ln cach ares
end tien amark your response in the ap-
propricte box.

atiployee Numg

Appraisgsr's Supervision

Position Wame | Time in Positiod Length of Tiwme Under
L

Degeribe presevnt assipnment.

1. Tecunieal ondé Professionsl

d EEs \ mi m v
Knowledpe and Avility EJ 21 8 8] L
Consider how tlis supsrvisor applies e Q § Gf
his unowledpe and ebility on the Job | EBlga 3l Bl ol 9
3 Tlubht he fob recuireseunbs. -3 o B £ L
in Fl?h o' the Jjob reguiremeubs el ] TR P T I
Commentea: 2O SE TI0 S} 2
2 g0 Tlo g o
bt et 0 S TN GlOGIe vl 5
O A d] =

2. Accomplishmont of Assistmeutbs

(Productivity)
vongider uow efliclently he couplebes
sgslpumente In the time anllotied, ila
sflficient attainment of conclusive
ragelity . his adherence to schedules.
Lormenba
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3, wmxpense and Cost Control
Consider tnis supsrvisorts influecuce
on personnsl utilizabion, eguipment
utilization, inventory of materials
and equilpment, waste, rewori, overs
time otilizetlon, and the planning,
administering . snd adoption of
wadget.

Cormments:

Qutstanding

Exceeds
Aequirements

Aegquirsmentcs

Pelow

Heets

S

irements

Kegu

Inaceguate

Le Auility to Delegatc Werlk and
Authority
Counider the degree of winich e
padges on work and authority to
those capable of performing, tis
amount of work he does himselfl that
could and shonzld have been passed
on to subordicates, his follow-up
oin accomplisiments of work dele-
pated, and his knowledge.
Comments;

5., Ability to Lead. Inspire, and
Motivete Suvbordinstes
Consider his everyday counseling
of gubordinates,. his discipliring
of substandard accomplisiment and
deportment. Cacling up to issues,
rewarding accomplisiment, inspira-
tion to liis people, and how uls
people respond. How good is his
leaderchin?
Comments:




O.  Appraisal of Subordinates and
Appraisal Counselling

fonsider whether this gupervisor

reallstically comparss hls sub-

ordinatets perforaance against tic

reguirements of the job, whether

he is effective in counseling hisg

Hh.

Commonts:

Outstanding
nreoeads

1
b

irements

nequ
Heets

irements

elow

3
A

Hegt

B

Pl
XA

equirements

Inadequate

Yo Truluning and Development of
Subordinates

Consider iuow effective this super-

visor is in improving his sgub-

ordinate’s job skills; nis dele-

gation of appropriate responsi-

pilities; and nis record in

doveloping people and uis eili-

cient une of people.

Comments?

o Analyticel Ability

Congider pnow he usen thig ebility
to see wimb iz needed. wiwt cal e
improved, whal can be simplified,
what can de eliminated; consglder
the ideas; invenbtivenoss, imuglina-

tion, and bhe vision which e uses.

Commenita




C)u

9, Judgment und Decislion Making

Conagider nis performance in getting ml w] =
and screening facts, his reediness 1R 4l 8Bls
and courage in maklny recommends- s g 4 I R
2 Y + - = e %
tions, the timeliness of his de- g n & o AR
cisiong, the soundness of hia judg- Pt 'E’.f‘é amlz bl o
. Yy 4 T s - » 0 @ uia 21O 2 as
mgnts,“and iz abillity to thini for 2AS B lS G e
himgell. 3 IKejoole @ *a

O (rEmis sl

Commenta:

10, flenning snd Oreanizinge
Consider what thils supervisor docs
in creating proper relationships
for exficlent operation. in defin-
ing respounsibilities to subor-
dinates, in forming efficient
organization of peoplc, in knowing
oinjoctives., and in locizing ahead.
Comments s

11, Oral Zxpression

Are Iilg speech and diction good?
Does e express himsell clearly,
logically, and convineiugly?
Comments

i2. Written mxpreasion

Are als pregsentations and reports
clear, explicit, and well or-

ganized? Does ne express his bho.ughts
logically, accurabtels, and com-
pletely?

COMmaenicg s




13. S.i1fl-Improvement Activibty
Gonsider how Lthils supervisor has 1o-
acted bto counseling and suggestions
advancod by the appralser. Is e
sccomplisiuing the pgoals and ob~
Joctives aa cooperatively set up

in his lest Tormal conference with
tae appraiser?

Comments:

L0

stamdl
adeqguate

R

coeds
Zeguirenents

Below

Hequirements

L

I

.

Jequirements

S

#ests

¥

m-
Qu

1.;
.."2'
<

ha]

1. necord fieeping and Controls
Congider this supervisorts use of
avallable equipment in keoping
records, how he documents note-
worthy lucidents of personnel per-
formance or behavior and note-
worthy incidents of & technical
nature.,

Comments:

15, lelatiouship with Qthers
(Lianigon)

How well does this supervisor co-

grdinate nia work with other

supervigors and the operabling

abalfl $o ingure smoothh and effi-

sient transaission of information

and oporation.

Commentss

e

1. Opbional factors and commcnis!:

r—




APPENDIY ¢

SITUATIONAL INPORMATION

To ve {illed out by: coDE
FOREMEN AND SUPIRVISORS

3.

flumber of employees jyou supervise: {cirele one)

5 o i 3 g 10 11 12 13 1l

dow many years have you been a foreman or suporvisor?

Answer years

tlow many years were you in your srea of work Lefore
Jou became & supervisor?

Answer yesrs

How many years have you served in your proesend
pesition?

Ansver years
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PAZTTIAL COR

APPERDIA o

AlD PERS OdALITY TRAIT SLGRmb ﬂOLDIRG THE VARIOUS

SITGATIONAL FACTOHE CONSTART
CostLiclient
ol Value of %

Variables Correlation 3eore
1=3«~-13 Constant W72 2,830
1-lfwm=13 845 34956
R i <3668 2.81%
lwbm-e13 L 290k 2,167
JeYw==13 229G 1.637
1efew=33 .qSFE 36671
1-G---13 44385 3.58L,
1-10--13 L1608 1.163
1-11--13 H54L2 64178
1-12--~13 - 2Th0 -2 L0
2-3mwn-ll3 U701 3,803
Snlimenl’ 4930 QL7
Pobiwwnl’ L0996 4.118
Solmmnl] .Wdzg 5.6065
N L B55 3.9006
2-0ww13 .qwul 3,762
EmGuewewl] - 5093 L.226
2-10--13 J3315 3415
2-11--13 5330 .023
E=12wwl3 - e 1592 -1.151
1-3--~1l Constant Nk 3.839
ARSI ) 5591 4.816
(RN ) 1262 3,365
1"6""""11&.‘ 0391’.}.(; 3 0()0
1a7medly 2951 2;230
18wl #5149 It . 269
leGeamlly 3506 3 751
1-10-~1l .2128 1.556
1-11-~1d « 7007 T.013
1.32--1l - 2320 -1, 703
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PARTI&L CORRELATIOLNS-~Uontinued

Yawrisbles

Coefficient
of
Correlation

¥alue of

Seope

k3

D mmm Ly
b TR § 11
R 13
2=faewill
Py By 11}
P R H 1Y
EIC T
2-10--1l
2~11--14
2~ 12--1l
1o 3mwa1f
leljw~=15
1-5n--15
1oGme=15
e fmeme LG
B
R B
R XA B B
i-11l-=18
Twl@ee 15
o TOPUP §
Zolpmmelia
o SO
2oumwll
O N
o Y S
2-9mmn1b
2-10-=15
2e1l-=15
2-12--15
R Py Y
i—k-—«la
lefeanld
letmw=la
e 1<
G S
1oGuw=l
1«10--10

Gonsbant

Constant

Congtant

715
AT o)
QL
L5595
b7l
5322
53300
BH1%2
RIS

.....

119006
392
«Tha2
-, 207%
LS1IET
L5149
.0?0&
QQBGO
3u)0

b um

L0701

3.319
.91
h.320
5,532
e liog
lia &fl
.338
3 )09
595
agU}
31.0623
54159
2.780
3.253
2:130
la341
3797
1551
7.050
~2.012
3 b’\l
5.302
3.928
H.062
i .500
. 761
3.006
7200
-1.512
. O30
1L.290
2505
1.341
1.734
2.901L
3.33L
502



PARTIAL COMRRELAYIONS~-Coutinued

10k

3
T
Coelficient
of Yalue ol ©
Variavles Correlation Score
1-21~-15 Conatant L0280 5oz

121216
2e3mmnlb
Seti=w=1b
2o Ly
Lo iGmme LD
2 Tmmeld
AT 5"
2eFaum=10
2o 10me L
21110
2-12--16

-.45021
L1582
5259
25592
LR
Lrie
<3980
L0SE
.3?{0
. 0333 ¢

-al253

"'3 ul}{)
L5156
;.916
5e134

(3 relh
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APPLHDIX P

MULTIPLAE CORRELATIONS 2ETWEEN LIADDRSHIP DIMERSIONS

SCORES,

PERZONALITY TRAIT SCORES,

SITUATTOHAL

FACTORS, AlD SCORES OF TiE beFECTIVENLESS

ARD EFFICILHNCY SCALE

Coefficient
of Value of #

Yariables Correlation Scoro

1m3menl]d 6802 21,965
iy m=13 6860 22,571
1eGamel?l 533 17.091
R I 505l 1. 756
R e 5871 13.413
1-8==a13 5729 21.102
1aQmwal3 . 5088 20.6406
1«10-~13 «5710 12.339
1e11ex13 TTTh 33.651
1-12-=113 L6003 1. 363
oI R I L7213 27,652
2-iy==m13 <7307 2%.213
b3 o | <7334 29,687
Pulmmwl] L7387 b1.976
2={-==13 <7275 28.5685
2-3wa-13 . 7197 27.406
CuDawa13 <7375 304517
2~10-~13 <7063 25.386
2-11--13 8179 51.531
2-12-~13 5323 15,959
) R T} 5607 11.69%9
R 4 L6266 16,437
I Y 5262 5,765
1mGmww1ly « 50U0 8.685
Lo fmwally A1l £.173
1-8---1L 5921 13,770
1-9~--1L 5573 11.493
1“10—*11.}. 039353- }‘i-v?z?
1-31--14 17 31,193
1-12--14 0L 8 1999
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UL IPLE CORRELATIONS-~Continued

Coofllicient
of Valus of ¥

Variables Correlabion 3ecore

2"3""'"1"—:‘ 56068 1);{..361
po % SRR 3 13 5712 230,909
Bebemwlly Ho6hLT 20,158
Peymm w1l L THE7 32.142
2-Tmww1l} LOL62 18,287
2-8mw=lly LBiL52 18.188
2-Quaully L0376 17.468
2=10w= 1l L5915 13.728
2"'11""].11'. o?f}({)() ulnBB{J
2-12--14 L1563 6,303
1-3-~-15 739 7.389
Teleem15 L5002 14359
1"5“"'15 03910 hi 616
lebe-=15 41389 &, 08k
1*?"’""1;)’ _3235 2-981
1oBewal’ L5367 10.318
leGuwmel5 4880 T.972
1-10--15%5 26106 1.373
lell=~15 «T115 20.14¢
1“12-_15 OBlll 2¢?32
I TP, [ <5595 11.620
2":’.{.""""15 né?Ol 201?8{3
2-5au-15 L5864 13.367
P D TR L7090 25.839
2= T=a==15 6231 16.185
2elmmalh 6350 17.602
oIS BT Y 5921 13,769
2-10--15 5262 9. 708
2ull-=15 L7849 10.934
Pml2ew15 Jp 266 5,078
1~3-=lb <6991 21389
Lolvmwll L7869 Li.h7d
1""'5"'""“'1‘{} 0{,959 23 . 95{}
Lefimmald « 7067 25417
1eTwmalb LTIND 2601
1-8e-nlb « THOY 32174
1=Gue=1b 7595 34763
1-10--16 6959 23.953
1-11--15 3262 Bh,872
1- 12*-1() . ?520 5;3 ‘202.}



MULTIPL: CORRALATIONS--Continued

Coefficient
of Valuoe of ¥

Variables Corraglation Score

P PN § 3 6050 .72
Zealpmam i L1206 26.531
- g 5 5256 16,101
Zrbiaaalh « 7549 33,786
2-7-==15 L 703 25.112
2eBummld 5715 20,9kl
E=Qummlis « TOL0O 2h  OhL
Sel0w=lt 6638 20,063
Z1l-=15 . 7018 L0.025
2-12.-15 5170 15,676
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