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Little research has been done on the personality of
internal auditors. However, there does exist a negative
stereotype. They are seen as hostile and unsympathetic.
The purpose of this research was to see if the negative
stereotype was indeed true and to see if undesirable behav-
ior could be changed through training.

Subjects for the human relations training program were
recruited from the Dallas Chapter of the Institute of
Internal Auditors (I.I.A.). There was a mix of volunteers
and those assigned to come. They were given the Leadership
Opinion Questionaire (LOQ), and the Index of Interpersonal
Communicative Competence (IICC). Their supervisors were
given the LOQ to be answered the way they thought their
auditors would answer (LOQ-Sup.).

Thirteen subjects were assigned to the experimental
group, and 22 to the control group. All but six were
randomly assigned. The experimental group took the human
relations training seminar called "Adventures in Attitudes."”
The control group was given articles to read related to
human relations. Later, the control group was allowed to
take the seminar and then was again retested,

The results, using analysis of covariance showed the



experimental group compared to the control group signifi-
cantly (p=.05) increased the consideration scale scores, and
decreased the structure scale scores of the LOQ. The IICC
and LOQ-Sup. showed no significant change. Using the
correlated t-test, the control group showed no significant
change on any of the tests after taking the seminar compared
to their pretraining scores.

Also, the Taylor-Johnson Temperament Analysis (T-JTA)
was given to 94 internal auditors, 64 male auditors and 30
female. Dallas Chapter volunteers made up 6l subjects and
the other 33 subjects came from various locations throughout
the U.S.

In general it was found that auditors are significantly
more unexpressive, unsympathetic, dominant, hostile, self-

disciplined and not depressed than the general population.
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A TRAINING SEMINAR IN HUMAN RELATTIONS

AND A PERSONALITY TRAIT STUDY OF INTERNAL AUDITORS

Internal auditing is a relatively new occupational
group. An internal auditor is employed by his company to
monitor all procedures from basic accounting practices
through management processes. Internal auditing is defined
by Sawyer (1981, p.6) as

An independent appraisal of the diverse
operations and controls within an organization

to determine whether acceptable policies and

procedures are followed, established standards

are met, resources are used efficiently and

economically, and the organization's objectives

are being achieved.

Ideally this function is an extension of management. It
extends beyond fault-finding and the monitoring of rules to
include the appraisal of those rules to find if they are
valid or necessary. An internal auditor often operates
primarily with finances and accounting controls, but his
duties do extend to management functions as well. Internal
auditors are often recruited from the public accounting
profession, which has as one of its duties to carry out
external audits. Whereas the public accountant is independ-
ent of the company and works to insure the accuracy of the
financial statement, the internal auditor works within the

company and monitors a broad range of financial and manage-

ment areas,



In 1941 a group of internal auditors incorporated into
an international organization called the Institute of
Internal Auditors (I.I.A.). There are over 24,000 members
with local chapters all over the nation and in 85 countries,
The I.I.A. administers an examination by which, a person
becomes a Certified Internal Auditor (C.I.A.).

However, the internal auditing profession lacks empiri-
cal research on the personality of its members because of
its relatively new and separate identification. Unfortunat-
ely, a general image of the typical internal auditor does
exist and it is not complimentary. Others perceive him to be
an unsympathetic and overly critical analyst. The internal
auditor's interpersonal communication with auditees and
employees and his lack of considerate behavior may be a
major problem in his job performance and effectiveness.

Churchill and Cooper (1965) found that 58% of 26
respondents to a questionnaire saw the auditor as most like
a policeman. Mints (1972, p.2) found employees saying,
"...if only the auditors had a little more empathy and
considered the feelings of the employees..." In a separate
article, Mints (1973) reported one of the primary causes of
auditee antagonism was

Hostile audit style: a cold and distant aspect, a
lack of understanding of the auditee's problems, an
absence of empathy, an air of smugness or superiority,
an excessive concentration on insignificant errors,

a prosecutorial style when asking questions, and a

greater concern with parading defects than helping
constructively to improve conditions. (p.35)



Sawyer (198l), author of the leading textbook on internal
auditing, devotes an entire chapter to the problems of
dealing with people. He points out that the goal of doing an
audit is to get the auditee to want to implement the recom-
mendations of the auditor, Therefore, the style of dealing
with the auditees may be just as important to an auditor’s
overall job function as his technical competence. Mints

(1972) reviewed The Internal Auditor from 1950 to 1970 and

found a multitude of articles concerning auditors' relation-
ships to auditees. He takes this as confirmation of the
problem, but he found no record of any attempt to establish
its extent or relative importance.

Internal auditors need training to improve their human
relations skills, This is the problem. If the stereotyped
image of hostility has some basis it would appear that job
effectiveness and job functioning are decreased by the
effect of negative personality traits and insufficient
interpersonal skills. The purpose of this research is to
identify personality traits that may pose problems for
auditors and ascertain whether behaviors from those traits
may be changed through training. In that this is a newly
defined occupation with little previous research, there is a
need to extend the studies of behavioral research for this
group.

There appears to be no existing research that has

objectively studied the personality traits of the specific



population of internal auditors. Also, there are surpris-
ingly few studies that have objectively researched the
personality traits of accountants in general. This was
determined by a computer search of the literature, This was
also confirmed by the researcher personally talking with the
following people: Mr. John Datola, director of research for
the Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation; Dr.
Joseph DeMaris, head of the accounting department, North
Texas State University (NTSU); Dr. William Morris, accoun-
ting professor teaching in the area of auditing, NTSU;

Dr. Doug Johnson, psychology professor teaching in the area
of industrial psychology, NTSU.

The negative stereotype of accountants is often stated
in the literature, For instance, the well-known humanistic
psychologist Maslow (1965) saw accountants as being overly
concerned with numbers, tangibility, predictability, con-
trol, law and order, and tradition. He thought psychia-
trists view accountants as the most obsessional of any
occupational group. Maslow saw this as ultimately the
mistrust of self which is opposite from the creative
personality which trusts itself sufficiently to face new
problems and situations without any preparation. O'Dowd and
Beardslee (1960) found that college students had an image of
accountants as conforming, having low social interest,
poorly developed esthetic sensibility, passive and cold, as

well as constructive and well-balanced.



Some studies have researched the personality traits of
accounting students. Peterson (1966) found them scoring
high on the social introversion scale of the MMPI. Segal
(1961) did a psychoanalytic study using the Rorschach Ink
Blot Test and the Bender Visual-Motor Gestalt Test. He
found accounting students readily accepted social norms, had
positive and rigid identification with authority figures,
had little tolerance for ambiguity, tended to control their
emotions, and were insensitive and awkward in handling
complex emotional situations.

Schlesinger (1963) did a psychoanalytic study of
seniors and graduate students comparing majors in account-
ing, chemical engineering, and educational psychology. She
found the accounting students highest on cleanliness,
orderliness, regularity, accumulation, retention of posses-
sions, friendly relations with others, distaste for direct
expression of anger, and distaste for wastefulness., The
engineering students were very much like the accounting
majors and the psychology students were most unlike them,

In contrast, Reckers and Bates (1978) found no differ-
ence using the California Personality Inventory (CPI)
between accounting students and the general college norms.
Also, Baker (1976) did a comparison between accounting
majors and non-accounting majors on the Rokeach Values
Scale. He found accounting majors were: less concerned with
a "comfortable life", placed greater value on the "world of

beauty', were less "ambitious," were more "imaginative', and



had a lower sense of "responsibility'". Kochanek and
Kochanek (1977) found mixed results in confirmation of the
stereotype. They used the 16FF and compared accounting
students to the general undergraduate norms. They found the
accounting students intellectually brighter, more self-
_assured, assertive, and emotionally stable. But, they also
found them more tough-minded, suspicious, sober, and
reserved.

A few studies have researched the personality traits of
professional accountants. Several of these studies have
compared the personality traits of various levels of ac-
countants, but did not compare the accountants to the
general population. For instance, DeCoster and Rhode (1971)
compared partners of various CPA firms to the managers and
juniors under them using the CPI. They found the partners
higher on the responsibility, self control, good impression,
communality, and femininity scales but lower on the capacity
for status, sociability, social presence, socialization,
tolerance, achievement via independence, intellectual
efficiency, and flexibility scales. Harris (1972) did a
similar study comparing partners to students, seniors, and
managers using the CPL. The partners were significantly
different from the students on 12 scales, from the seniors
on 6 scales, and from the managers only on 1 - responsibil-
ity. Willis (1975) also did a similar study comparing

partners with seniors, supervisors, and staff accountants



using the 16 PF. He found the non-partners were apprehen-
sive and socially clumsy., In addition, he compared high and
low job satisfaction groups and found no difference. Inter-
estingly, he compared the specialties of auditing, tax, and
management services and found no difference among the three.

Coffman (1973) compared public accountants, private
accountants, and accounting students using the CPI, He,
too, found many differences between the students and the
practicing accountants. The public and private accountants
were more alike than different. They only differed on one
scale, flexibility, with the public accountants being more
flexible. Additionally, he compared the public accountants
from the eight largest public accounting firms with the
non-"big-eight" public accountants and found the "big-eight"
accountants higher on dominance, sociability, social pres-
ence, self-acceptance, and achievement via independence.
Istvan (1973) did a study using the Predictive Index which
measures dominance, extraversion, passivity, and conformity.
He found the partners to be high on dominance and extra-
version, and low on passivity. Staff accountants he found
to be low on dominance and extraversion, and high on con-
formity. Interestingly, he found the audit managers to have
the same profile as the staff accountants. He took this to
mean that audit managers had very good organizational

ability but poor relational skills because they are intense,



impatient, driving, brusque, and have little understanding
of people.

A few researchers have studied the personality traits
of accountants and compared them to the population in
general, as well as between differing levels of accountants.
Jacoby (1980) used the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI)
which is based on Jungian typology. It measures four pairs
of opposites: extroversion vs. introversion, sensing vs,
intuition, thinking vs. feeling, and judgment vs. percep-
tion. Extroversion (E) is an orientation to the outer world
of actions, objects, and persons. Introversion (I) is an
orientation to the inner world of concepts and ideas.
Sensing (S) is an orientation to the immediate, real,
practical facts of experience and life., Intuition (N) is an
orientation to the possibilities, relationships, and mean-
ings of experience. Thinking (T) is an orientation towards
objectively, impersonally considering causes and where
decisions may lead. Feeling (F) is an orientation towards
subjectively and personally weighing values and how they
matter to others. Judgment (J) is an orientation to a
decisive, orderly way aiming to control events. Perception
(P) is an orientation to a spontaneous, flexible way aiming
to understand life and adapt to it. Each of these four
pairs can be arranged to produce 16 different combinations
of personality types. Jacoby found slightly more introverts

(53%) than extroverts (47%). He found substantially more



thinking (68%) than feeling (32%) types, and judgment (75%)
than perceptive (25%) types. The most frequent type was the
ISTJ (19.%%) followed by the ESTJ (13.8%). The types ISTJ,
INTJ, and ENTJ were found in significantly greater
proportions than the population in general. There was a
similarity across CPA firms and no difference existed
between CPA's and non-CPA's, Interestingly, the ISTJ type
was twice as frequent among successful auditors than suc-
cessful management accounting service people or tax practi-
tioners, whereas there was no difference between the latter
two. Shackleton (1980) did a similar study in Britain using
the MBTI. He found more introverts (58%) than extroverts
(42%) among accountants. The largest two groups, ISTJ and
ESTJ, combined for 41% of his total population., Also,
Barrett (1969) studied 80 professional auditors among public
accountants and found the ISTJ type of the MBTI to be the
largest single personality type.

In other studies, Jacob and Traxler (1954) measured
accountants on the Kuder Preference Test and found they
liked to direct others, preferred new and challenging
situations to old and familiar ones, and avoided conflict.
Segal and Szabo (1964) compared accountants to writers,

They found writers tolerated ambiguity better and handled
complex emotional situations better. They also found
accountants had a more rigid identification., Gray (1963)

used the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule and the Millex



Occupational Values Indicator, He found accountants to be
people who: move away from people, are quantitative, have a
high level of striving, are rigid, resistant to change,
strive to influence others' beliefs, are hard workers,
persistent, and insist on closure. The 16PF handbook
(Cattel, Eber, & Tatsucka, 1970) found accountants to be
conscientious, intelligent, tough-minded, shrewd, dependent,
serious, submissive, and self-sufficient. Dinnis and
McIntyre (1979) used a variety of measures and found accoun-
tants high on security, routine, conventionality, flexibil-
ity, and concentration, but low on creativity and empathy.
Martin (1978) found CPA's willingness to risk as a varying
thing related to the situation. Sometimes they were willing
to risk with only a 35% chance of success, at other times it
had to be 80% sure before they would. Sneed (1980) studied
116 auditors in public accounting and found they had a
tendency towards conservatism as measured by the Wilson and
Patterson Conservatism Scale, and a distinct aversion to
risk as measured by the Wallace Choice Dilemma Procedure.

In a Canadian study, Armenic, Aranya, and Pollock (1979)
used Holland’s personality types and found 27.5% fit the
conventional category, 21.4% the enterprising category, and
19.3% the social category. In 1971, DeCoster reviewed the
literature and concluded there were two distinct groups of
accountants, one which fit the accountant stereotype and one

that did not. Now, in 1982, it would seem the same overall

10
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with the weight of the evidence leaning a little more on the
stereotypical side,

Mints (1972) was the research project director of an
extensive study on behavioral aspects of internal auditing.
He designed a series of laboratory projects used to simulate
an internal auditor using different styles of interpersonal
behavior. He found that group project completion times were
more improved by a friendly helping observer as opposed to a
neutral observer or an aloof, critical observer. In a series
of field studies, Mints found that auditees' reactions and
acceptance of the auditors' recommendations directly corre-
sponded to the auditors' behavior. The more participative
the approach to the audit, the more acceptance its findings
drew.

There is some related research in which a structured
human relations training program has been given to managers
and executives. Carron (l1964) trained supervisors in a
chemical company for two hours a week for six months. He
used the Leadership Opinion Questionnaire (LOQ) and the
Authoritarianism F Scale of Adorno. Their structure and
authoritarianism scores significantly decreased after
training. Consideration did not. Seventeen months later, the
follow up found no changes, Hand and Slocum (1970) trained
middle managers for 28 weeks, one and one half hours once a
week. They used the LOQ and others and found no significant
change 90 days later. Then in 1972 Hand and Slocum did a

follow up study. They retested with the LOQ and its related
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test, the Supervisor Behavior Description (SBD) 18 months
after the experimental group completed the training. The
consideration scale of both the LOQ and SBD had significant-
ly improved. These attitude changes were also accompanied by
performance changes, Similarly, Hand, Richards, and Slocum
(1973) used the LOQ and SBD to measure change in middle
managers after training. Again, there was no change after 90
days but the consideration scale did change 18 months later.

Masvick (1971) reviewed the literature on the effec-
tiveness of human relations training for scientists, techni-
cians, and engineers. He compared this with the effective-
ness of training for non-technical populations, He found
that 5 out of 7 studies showed significant change for the
technical populations as opposed to 12 out of 36 for the
non-technical populations.

Nothing was found in related literature on the effec-
tiveness of a training program for human relations skills,
"Adventures in Attitudes' was selected as the human rela-
tions program for this study. (See Procedure) There was no
published research using this program as established by a
search of related literature and was further verified
through personal contact with the publishers of the program,

The following hypotheses were formulated for this
study.

1. When compared to the control group, the experimental
group will score significantly higher on the considera-
tion scale of the Leadership Opinion Questionnaire

(LOQ) .
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When compared to the control group, the experimental
group will score significantly higher on the considera-
tion scale of the LOQ taken on the auditors by their
supervisors (LOQ-Sup.).

When compared to the control group, the experimental
group will score significantly higher as measured by
the Index of Interpersonal Communicative Competence
(I1CC).

When compared to their pretreatment scores, the control
group will show a significantly higher score on the
consideration scale of the L0OQ after they have received
the experimental treatment.

When compared to their pretreatment scores, the control
group will show a significantly higher score on the
consideration scale of the LOQ-Sup. after they have
received the experimental treatment,

When compared to their pretreatment scores, the control
group will show a significantly higher score as meas-
ured by the IICC after they have received the experi-
mental treatment.

The composite personality profile measured by the norms
of the Taylor-Johnson Temperament Analysis (T-JTA) will
indicate

a. a significantly lower sympathy score for intermal

auditors than the general population,
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b. a significantly higher hostility score for

internal auditors than the general population.

Method
Subjects

Subjects for the human relations training seminar were
volunteers from members of the Dallas Chapter of the I.T.A.
In addition, non-member subjects were assigned to take the
training by their supervisors who were Dallas Chapter
members. Therefore, a mix existed of those volunteering and
those assigned to come. The Chapter officially endorsed this
research project and actively supported it as well as
encouraging participation by its members. Thirty-five
subjects received the training.

There were 94 subjects who agreed to take the person-
ality test which related to the second aspect of this study.
Data were gathered from the 35 subjects who received the
training, from 26 other members of the Dallas Chapter, and
from 33 subjects from a wide variety of geographic locations
across the country who were recruited from participants in
I.1.A. sponsored seminars unrelated to this research. In
total the test was taken by 30 females and 64 males,.

Instruments

The instruments used in this research were as follows:
The Leadership Opinion Questionnaire, The Leadership Opinion

Questionnaire-Supervisor, The Index of Interpersonal
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Communicative Competence, and the Taylor-Johnson Temperament
Analysis.

The Leadership Opinion Questionnaire (LOQ) was selected
because of research showing its statistical validity and
because it measures one of the exact dimensions this experi-
mental procedure hoped to modify. (See Appendix 5) The LOQ
measures two dimensions of supervisory and leadership
behavior: structure and consideration. It consists of
40 statements to which the respondent answers as to how
frequently he thinks he should do what is described in the
statement, There are five choices to each statement which
are given scoring weights from zero to four. The manual
(Fleishman, 1969) reports that factor analysis has revealed
the measures of consideration and structure to be
independent and that the correlation coefficients between
the two are low. Structure is the extent an individual is
likely to structure his own role and those of his
subordinates toward goal attainment. This measure is
irrelevant to the purpose of this study. But the dimension
called consideration by the test looks at exactly what this
research hoped to be able to influence., Fleishman (1969),
researcher and author of the LOQ manual, defines
consideration in the following way:

It reflects the extent to which an individual is
likely to have job relationships with his subor-
dinates characterized by mutual trust, respect for
their ideas, consideration of their feelings, and

certain warmth between himself and them. A high
score 1is indicative of a climate of good rapport



and two-way communication, A low score is indica-
tive that the individual is 1likely to be more
impersonable in his relations with group members,

(p.1)

In using the split-half method, Fleishman (1969) found that
reliability for the structure scale varied from .69 to .88
and for the consideration scale from .62 to .89. Test/re-
test coefficients for two different groups were .74 and .67
for structure, and .80 and .77 for consideration.

The Leadership Opinion Questionnaire was developed to
maximize construct validity by using factor-analysis to
develop the two dimensions and item analysis to produce
homogeneous measures of those dimensions, Empirical wvalidi-
ty studies were carried out in a variety of organizations
using various criteria. (See Appendix 1) In one such study
(Parker, 1963) structure and consideration scores were found
to be significantly correlated with a number of group
effectiveness criteria, Consideration was related to
"favorable attitudes toward supervision' (r=.51), to ''group
feelings of goal achievement" (r=.24), and to "recognition
for good performance'" (r=.23). In none of the studies were
there found cases where low consideration went with good
performance, The results with structure depended more on
the situation. One study (Fleishman, Harris, & Burtt, 1955)
has shown that managers low in both consideration and
structure were more likely to be bypassed by subordinates.
The manager with high structure and low consideration was

more likely to show more stress, turnover, and grievances

16
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among subordinates. (Fleishman & Harris, 1962) Related
validity studies have been carried out on the Supervisory
Behavior Description (SBD) which was similarly developed at
the Ohio State University and which measures the same two
dimensions. In it subordinates are asked to describe their
supervisors. Consideration correlated -.49 and -.42 with
subordinates' absenteeism and accidents, respectively, and
structure correlated .27, .45, and .51 with subordinates’
absences, labor grievances and turnover respectively
(Fleishman, Harris, & Burtt, 1955).

Validity of the Leadership Opinion Questionnaire is
supported by the good reviews in Buros. Kirchner (Buros,
1965) says there is good evidence that the consideration
score correlates with successful ratings of supervisory
performance in a variety of settings. He notes it was
normed on a sizeable group of 780 and says:

Overall this is not a bad instrument. It has

been developed through careful research and

careful statistical techniques, It appears to be

reliable, presents good evidence of validity, and

presents reasonably good norms. It seems well

suited for research activities and training

activities... (p. 1372)

Gribb (Buros, 1972) says,

The most notable, and the most complete, research

directed toward the determination of dimensions

of leader behavior has been that of the Ohio

State Leadership Studies. (p. 1149)

Gribb notes that a number of subsequent studies have con-

firmed that consideration and structure may be regarded as

the two major dimensions of leader behavior.
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He concludes, "Despite difficulties and as yet incomplete
information, the LOQ is a well-made instrument." (p. 1150)

The LOQ manual does caution that there is a need to
establish a link between attitude and behavior. The atti-
tudes shown on the test will not necessarily be reflected in
behavior. But even this correlates with one of the purposes
of the research, which is to change attitudes which will
hopefully be translated into behavior change that can be
measured by observation from the supervisors.

The LOQ was designed to measure traditional super-
visory/subordinate relationships. The relationship between
auditor and auditee is not exactly the same. Certainly all
the aspects of the test that measure initiating structure do
not apply. Only in an extremely limited sense does an
auditor set goals for an auditee. However, the considera-
tion scale does measure an aspect of a relationship which
would parallel supervisor/subordinate relationships and
auditor/auditee relationships. The auditor must illicit
cooperation from the auditee to do his job effectively. One
of the main goals of doing an audit is to make recommenda-
tions for future actions. The auditor wants the auditee to
accept and initiate those recommendations. Cooperation and
initiation are greatly enhanced in an atmosphere of consid-
eration. In addition to any self-report measure, an outside
observation measure would enhance the validity of any’

change. The Ohio State Leadership Studies have devised two
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measures that give subordinate reports of supervisory style
on the same two dimensions of structure and consideration.
They are the Leadership Behavior Description Questionnaire
(LBDQ) and the Supervisor Behavior Description (SBD). The
questions are posed with the traditional supervisoxr/
subordinate relationship in mind and not appropriate for the
auditor/auditee relationship, even on the consideration
scale.

Through a thorough search of the literature, no valid
instrument was found which measures the behavior, focused on
in this research, of a subordinate as reported by his
supervisor. Therefore, the researcher decided to modify a
statistically valid test, the LOQ, with statistically known
independent variables. The audit supervisors were asked to
take the LOQ and answer it according to the attitudes they
see in their subordinate auditors' behavior and how they
think their auditors would answer. This was called the
LOQ-Sup. The use of the LOQ in this manner has no precedent
in the literature, but by using a test with known
criterion-related validity and then modifying it, this may
possibly have an advantage over using a newly designed
instrument with only face validity.

The Index of Interpersonal Communicative Competence
(IICC) is an instrument designed by Vaught (1979) for his
doctoral dissertation in Business Management at North Texas

State University. (See Appendix 6) Eight supervisory
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problem situations are constructed. The respondent is told
to pick one of five choices which most closely corresponds
with how he would react. The five choices correspond to
five levels of interpersonal communicative competence, The
levels were devised based on the theories of several human-
istic psychologists such as Truax and Carkhuff (1967),
Rogers (1951), Perls (1969), and Ellis (1962). Level one is
judgmental and is lowest in competence. Level two is the
advisory level which fosters a sympathetic, advisory rela-
tionship. Level three is named empathetic understanding and
conveys empathy, respect and genuineness. Level four is
confrontation, which goes beyond mere responsiveness to the
point of confronting one's irrational and irresponsible
attitudes and behavior., The final level is level five and
is problem solving. It provides some guidance in solving a
problem along with empathy and confrontation.

Vaught used 309 subjects varying in sex and age from a
cross section of Dallas/Fort Worth's publically and private-
ly owned businesses. Managerial as well as first-line
supervisors were tested. The IICC scores were correlated
with the scores on the Personal Orientation Inventory (POIL)
and with scores on the consideration scale of the Super-
visory Behavior Description (SBD). There was found a signi-
ficant positive relationship to nine of the twelve scales of
the POI, which substantiates a positive relationship to this

general measure of self actualization. The correlation of
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the IICC to the consideration scale of the SBD was only
significant at the .10 level,

The Index of Interpersonal Communicative Competence was
chosen because it measures behavior which could be expected
to change through training. It does measure an aspect of
behavior which was hypothesized to create problems for
auditors - interpersonal relationship skills,

The Taylor-Johnson Temperament Analysis (T-JTA) is the
selected personality instrument for this research. (See
Appendix 4) It was selected specifically to gather a
composite profile of what the sample looks like. 1t was
also selected because it is one of the few widely used,
standardized, personality tests that measures both empathy
and hostility. Other widely used tests measure one or the
other but not both. The Taylor-Johnson Temperament Analysis
is a trait-measure test and was not used in a pretest/
posttest fashion to measure change,

The T-JTA manual (Nash 1980) gives statistics for
reliability on a test/re-test interval yielding a correla-
tion ranging from .71 to .87 on the various scales. On a
split-half reliability estimated by analysis of variance, it
showed coefficients ranging from .76 to .90,

The construct validity of the T-JTA was done by compar-
ing its scales to the scales in the Sixteen Personality
Factor Questionaire (16PF) and the Minnesota Multiphasic
Personality Inventory (MMPI). (See Appendix 2) For instance

Sympathetic (T-JTA) is correlated .31 with E-Accommodating
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(16PF) and .34 I-Tender-minded (16PF). Hostile (T-JTA) is
correlated .51 with E-Assertive (L6PF), .37 L-Suspicious
(L6PF), and .32 Q4-Tense (L6PF). All of the T-JTA scales
showed significant correlations with one or more of the MMPI
scales,

The T-JTA was originally published as the Johnson
Temperament Analysis in 1941, In 1967, it was published in
the revised form by Robert Taylor as the T-JTA. It measures
traits on a continuum with their opposites: nervous vs.
composed; depressed vs. light-hearted; active/social vs.
quiet; expressive/responsive vs. inhibited; sympathetic wvs.
indifferent; subjective vs. objective; dominant vs. submis-
sive; hostile vs. tolerant; and self-disciplined vs.
impulsive. Each of the 9 scales has 20 gquestions pertaining
to it. There is also an attitude scale which measures
test-taking bias., (See Appendix 4) It was reviewed in Buros
(1978) by Robert Stahmann and was given a good review as an
adequate research instrument,

Procedure

Thirty-five subjects were obtained through the Dallas
Chapter of the Institute of Internal Auditors. Subjects
were recruited through announcements in their local news-
letters and in their monthly meetings. Subjects were
acquired through the Dallas Chapter board meetings where
audit supervisors were asked to send auditors they super-
vised. The seminar was presented as a research project that

involved a four-day human relations training seminar. The
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auditors were informed that since it was a research project,
they were allowed to participate on a cost-only basis of $50
per person for a seminar that is nationally marketed for as
much as $400 per person. It was expected that this would be
seen as an incentive for participation. For most of the
subjects, the fee was paid through the training budget of
the companies they worked for. Seminar materials cost $45
per person with the extra $5 covering other expenses such as
mailing costs. All monies went into a special bank account.
All subjects were divided into two groups - the experi-
mental group and the control group., Each was assigned
randomly by the flip of a coin. Random selection was
impossible in that six subjects (two in the experimental
group and four in the control group) had previous commit-
ments on the assigned date of the seminar, therefore, 13
subjects ended up in the experimental group and 22 in the
control group, Both groups were allowed to participate in
the seminar, but the control group did not go through the
seminar until all testing and data gathering was completed,
Subjects from both groups were pretested in small groups at
various times during the two weeks before the experimental
group began the seminar. At the pretesting meeting, all
subjects took the LOQ, IICC, and the T-JTA, During this
same two-week time period, the LOQ-Sup. was mailed to the
immediate supervisor of each subject. The supervisors took

them on their auditors and then returned them by mail to the



researcher. Follow-up was done by phone to insure maximum
participation. The supervisors were told of this aspect of
the research and a cover letter from the Dallas Chapter
president of the 1I.I.A. accompanied the request to fill out
the LOQ-Sup. All responses were kept confidential.

At the pretesting meeting, all control group subjects
were given a packet of articles and told to read them before
coming to the posttest meeting. The articles included
showed the importance of human relations skills to internal
auditing and explained what interpersonal skills were. The
articles were '"Dealing With People' (Sawyer, 1981, chap. 2)
and "Interpersonal Skills for the Group Leader' (Berg &
Landreth, 1979, chap. 2). This packet was given in the hope
of setting up similar expectancies of the seminar, and
therefore served as a type of placebo. 1In order to see
which group was most effective, the control group, which was
given the packet to read, was compared to the experimental
group, which was given the seminar. As opposed to doing
nothing, the control group was given something to do between
the pre- and posttesting.

The posttest meeting was held immediately after the
experimental group seminar, The control group subjects were
posttested on the LOQ and the IICC later that day at the
same location. One month from that date, all subjects'
supervisors were mailed the LOQ-Sup. to be taken as a

posttest. One month was allowed to give the supervisors
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ample time to observe any changes in attitude or behavior of
the subjects.

After all the data were gathered, the control group was
allowed to participate in the seminar. The seminar was
given in the same way to the control group. At the end of
the seminar, the control group was again re-tested on the
LOQ and the IICC. One month later their supervisors took
the LOQ-Sup. to see if the seminar was effective in produc-
ing change for the control group. A significant change in
scores would be additional support for the effectiveness of
this treatment program.

The T-JTA served the purpose of a secondary aspect of
this study. It was given to a large number of auditors not
participating in the research seminar. It was given after a
Dallas Chapter meeting and also in conjunction with another
I.I.A. seminar to gain 59 more test scores to total 94 audi-
tors. This obtained useful information to further research
and hypothesize who is attracted to auditing and what gen-
eral strengths and weaknesses auditors possess. The T-JTA
was not used in posttesting in that it is a trait-measure
not a behavior-measure and, therefore, cannot be expected to
change as a result of a single seminar of four days.

The seminar used is the nationally marketed human rela-
tions training program entitled "Adventures in Attitudes”
(A.I.A.) and is produced by the Personal Dynamics Institute.
It is a 30-hour program consisting of 74 structured exer-

cises done in small groups of six to eight. Twenty tape
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recorded messages accompany the exercises and they are all
completed through group participation., The exercises
enhance personal awareness and increase human relations
skills. They are structured so that the leader merely gives
directions and monitors the time. The program has ten major
divisions with two main units each with several projects

under each unit. The ten divisions includes the following

subjects:

1. communication skills and problems in communications

2 understanding yourself and removing personal roadblocks

3. self-confidence, and self-discovery and awareness

4 understanding others and the key to good human
relations

5. getting through to people and problem-solving skills

6. perception of yourself by others and group dynamics

7. the secret of motivation and six mental steps to
motivation

8. how our ego speaks to others and setting goals

9. time and management expectations

10, guide to a pleasing personality and fulfillment of
personal needs
Bob Conklin developed and started teaching the seminar
in 1957 through the Minneapolis evening adult education
program, In 1970, he and Leo Houser founded the Personal
Dynamics Institute to market the seminar. Since then, it

has become the leading organization of its type and the
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seminar has been given in all 50 states, 18 foreign
countries and in 7 languages. The program has been exper-
ienced by 250,000 individuals. The A.I.A. seminar was
selected because of its availability, wide use, and subjec-
tively perceived helpfulness. It was also selected for its
need to be tested empirically for its effectiveness.

The seminar leader must be an approved A.I.A. trainer as
required by the Personal Dynamics Institute, Mr. Courtenay
Thompson was the trainer for both the experimental and the
control groups. As well as being an approved A.I.A. trainer,
he holds his Master of Business Administration degree and is
a Certified Public Accountant, He is a professional consul-
tant in the internal auditing field and is on the board of
the Dallas Chapter of the I.I.A.

Results

The LOQ, IICC and LOQ-Sup. were scored by hand by the
researcher, The two group analysis of covariance was used
to test the significance of the difference between the two
groups. The pretest scores served as the covariates, The
.05 level of significance was used as the basis upon which
to judge statistically significant findings.

Hypothesis 1 stated that when compared to the control
group the experimental group would show a significantly
higher score on the consideration scale of the L0OQ. Means

for the two groups on the consideration scale are presented

in Table 1,



Table 1

Means for the Consideration Scale of the
Leadership Opinion Questionnaire

Mean
Group Pre Post Adj.
Experimental
(N = 13) 53.62 59.54 59.30
Control
(N = 22) 33.34 53.36 53.51

The results of the analysis of covariance on the

consideration scale are presented in Table 2,

Table 2

Analysis of Covariance Results
for the Consideration Scale of the
Leadership Opinion Questionnaire

Source of Mean F Significance
Variation df Squares Ratio of F
Between 1 273.051 16.958 .001
Within 32 16,102

There was a difference found at the .05 level of
significance between groups on the consideration scale.
Hypothesis 1 was supported.

There was no hypothesis stated concerning the structure
scale of the LOQ. However, the scores were computed and
analyzed by the analysis of covariance. Means for the two

groups on the structure scale are presented in Table 3,
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Table 3

Means for the Structure Scale of the
Leadership Opinion Questionnaire

Group Pre Post Adj.
Experimental
(N = 13) 42,77 39.31 40.80
Control
(N = 22) 44 .43 43.1 44,20

The results of the analysis of covariance on the

structure scale are presented in Table 4,

Table 4

Analysis of Covariance Results for the Structure Scale
of the Leadership Opinion Questionnaire

Source of Mean F Significance
Variation df Squares Ratio of F
Between 1 87.302 5.840 .022
Within 32 14,948

There was a difference found at the .05 level of
significance between groups on the structure scale. The
experimental group significantly decreased their structure
scale score,

Hypothesis 2 stated that when compared to the control
group, the experimental group would show a significantly
higher score on the consideration scale of the Leadership
Opinion Questionnaire taken on the auditors by their super-
visors (LOQ-Sup.). Means for the two groups on the consider-

ation scale of the LOQ-Sup. are presented in Table 5,
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Table 5

Means for the Consideration Scale of the
Leadership Opinion Questionnaire-Supervisor

Group Pre Post Adj.
Experimental

(N = 9) 51.78 51.11 51.05
Control

(N =17) 51.65 48 .71 48 .74

The results of the analysis of covariance on the con-

sideration scale of the LOQ-Sup. are presented in Table 6.

Table 6

Analysis of Covariance Results for the
Consideration Scale of the
Leadership Opinion Questionnaire-Supervisor

Source of Mean F Significance
Variation df Squares Ratio of F
Between 1 31.267 1.186 .287
Within 23 26.362

There was found no difference at the .05 level of
significance between groups on the consideration scale of
the LOQ-Sup. Hypothesis 2 was not supported,

There was no hypothesis stated concerning the structure
scale of the LOQ-Sup. However, the scores were computed and
analyzed by the analysis of covariance. Means for the two
groups on the structure scale of the LOQ-Sup. are presented

in Table 7.



Table 7

Means for the Structure Scale of the
Leadership Opinion Questionnaire-Supervisor

Group Pre Post Adj.
Experimental

(N = 9) 42 .00 42,56 43,41
Control

(N = 17) 44 24 43.53 43.07

The results of the analysis of covariance on the

structure scale of the LOQ-Sup. are presented in Table 8,

Table 8

Analysis of Covariance Results of the
Structure Scale of the
Leadership Opinion Questionnaire-Supervisor

Source of Mean F Significance
Variation df Square Ratio of F
Between 1 1.640 .019 .89C
Within 23 33.010

There was no difference found at the .05 level of
significance between groups on the structure scale of the
LOQ-Sup.

Hypothesis 3 stated that when compared to the control
group, the experimental group would show a significantly
higher score as measured by the Index of Interpersonal
Communicative Competence (IICC). Means for the two groups on

the IICC are presented in Table 9.
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Table 9

Means for the Index of Interpersonal
Communicative Competence

Group Pre Post Adj.
Experimental

(N = 13) 23.87 28.92 28.80
Control

(N = 22) 23,17 25,50 25.57

The results of the analysis of covariance on the IICC

are presented in Table 10.

Table 10

Analysis of Covariance Results for the
Index of Interpersonal Communicative Competence

Source of Mean F Significance
Variation df Squares Ratio of F
Between 1 84,183 2,747 .107
Within 32 30.651

There was no difference found at the .05 level of
significance between the on the IICC, Hypothesis 3 was not
supported.

Hypothesis 4 stated that compared to their pretreatment
scores, the control group would score significantly higher
on the consideration scale of the LOQ after they had
received the experimental treatment,

The results of the correlated t-test on the

consideration scale of the LOQ are presented in Table 11,
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Table 11

Correlated T-Test Results for the
Consideration Scale of the Leadership Opinion Questionnaire

Significance
Group Mean SD T-Value of T
Pre 53.6875 4.715
Post 56.1875 5.764 -1.65 .120
N = 16 df = 15

There was found no difference at the .05 level of
significance between pretest scores and posttest scores on
the consideration scale of the LOQ. Hypothesis 4 was not
supported.

There was no hypothesis stated concerning the structure
scale of the LOQ. However, the scores were computed and
analyzed by a correlated t-test. The results of the correla-
ted t-test on the structure scale of the LOQ are presented
in Table 12,

Table 12

Correlated T-Test Results for the
Structure Scale of the Leadership Opinion Questionnaire

Group Means SD T-Value Significance
of T

Pre 44 . 4375 5.715

Post 42.6875 6.041 1.16 .264

There was found no difference at the ,05 level of
significance between the pretest scores and posttest

scores on the structure scale of the LOQ.
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Hypothesis 5 stated that when compared to their pre-
treatment scores, the control group would score signifi-
cantly higher on the consideration scale of the LOQ-Sup.
after they had received the experimental treatment. The
results of the correlated t-test on the consideration scale

of the LOQ-Sup. are presented in Table 13,

Table 13

Correlated T-Test Results for the
Consideration Scale of the
Leadership Opinion Questionnaire-Supervisor

Group Means SD T-Value Significance
of T
Pre 47.9000 10.908
Post 49 .5000 8,618 -.72 489
N = 10 df = 9

There was found no difference at the .05 level of
significance between pretest scores and posttest scores on
the consideration scale of the LOQ-Sup. Hypothesis 5 was not
supported.

There was no hypothesis stated concerning the structure
scale of the LOQ-Sup. However, the scores were computed and
analyzed by a correlated t-test. The results of the corre-
lated t-test on the structure scale of the LOQ-Sup. are pre-

sented in Table 14.



Table 14

Correlated T-Test Results for the
Structure Scale of the
Leadership Opinion Questionnaire-Supervisor

Group Mean Sd T-Value Significance
of T
Pre 46,1000 5.877
Post 45,0000 8.138 49 .635
N = 10 df = 9

There was found no difference at the .05 level of
significance between pretest scores and posttest scores on
the structure scale of the LOQ-Sup.

Hypothesis 6 stated that when compared to their pre-

treatment scores the control group would score significantly

higher on the IICC after they had received the experimental
treatment. The results of the correlated t-test on the IICC

are presented in Table 15,

Table 15

Correlated T-Test Results for the
Index of Interpersonal Communicative Competence

Group Mean SD T-Value Significance
of T
Pre 26,1250 6.174
Post 26.3125 4.922 -.18 .862
N = 16 df = 15
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There was found no difference at the .05 level of
significance between pretest scores and posttest scores on
the IICC. Hypothesis 6 was not supported.

Hypothesis 7 stated the composite personality profile
measured by the norms of the T-JTA would show a significant-
ly lower sympathy score and a significantly higher hostility
score for internal auditors than the general population,

The results of the composite T-JTA personality profile are

presented in Table 16.

Table 16

Composite Taylor-Johnson Temperament Analysis
Personality Profile Results for Males, Females,
and Combined.

Male Female Combined

N=64 N=30 N=94
Scale Mean S.D. Mean S.D, Mean S.D.
Nervous 10.72 7.29 12.43 7.56 11.27 7.38
Depressive 8.25 8.22 9.63 6.96 8.69 7.83
Active 27.77 8.55 25,97 7.96 27.19 8,37
Expressive 26.89 9.02 28.537 6.69 27.43 8.35
Sympathetic 29.03  6.63 29.07 5.32 29,04 6.21
Subjective 9.72 7.32 12.00 6.52 10.45 7.12
Dominant 26,27 7.26 25,70 7.46 26,09 7.29
Hostile 12.12 7.50 12,93 §.03 12,38 7.64
Self-disciplined 27.86 7.34 28.30 5.90 28.00 6.89

There were no significant differences between males and
females on any of the scales as found through an analysis of

variance.



The combined scores were then compared to the general

population norm groups used for the July 1966 standard-

ization as given in the T-JTA Manual (Nash, 1980, p.22),

using analysis of variance.

Table 17.

The results are listed in

Table 17

The Combined Auditors' Scores Compared

to the General Population Norm Group

of the Taylor-Johnson Temperament Analysis

Auditors Norm Group
N=94 N=922
F Significance

Mean S.D. Mean S5.D. Ratio of F
Nervous 11.27 7.38 10.8> 7.60 .260
Depressive 8.69 7.83 9.06 8,20 .175
Active 27.19 8.37 26.56 6.97 .612
Expressive 27.43 8.35 28.62 6.94 2,421 .001
Sympathetic 29.04 6.21 32,00 5.45 22.460 .001
Subjective 10.45 7.12 10.43 6.92 .001
Dominant 26.09 7.29 23.06 6.18 16,295 .001
Hostile 12,38 7.64 9.86 7.11 10.629 .001
Self-
disciplined 28.00 6.89 25,02 7.99 12,124 .001
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Table 18

The Male Auditors' Mean Scores Compared
to the General Population Norm Group of
the Taylor-Johnson Temperament Analysis

38

Auditors Norm Group
N=64 N=1054
Signif-

F icance
Scale Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Ratio of F
Nervous 10.72 7.29 11.25 7.76 .285
Depressive 8.25 8.22 9.71  8.64 1.732 .005
Active 27.77 8.55 26.30 7.38 2,334 .005
Expressive 26.89 9.02 27.97 7.67 1.170 .05
Sympathetic 29.03 6.63 30.56 6.35 3.479 .001
Subjective 9.72 7.32 10.69 7.14 1,113
Dominant 26,27 7.26 24,34 7.16 4,357 .001
Hostile 12,12 7.50 11.58 8.05 .279
Self-
disciplined 27.86 7.34 24,68 7.83 10,016 .001

The mean scores of the female auditors were compared,

by the analysis of variance, with the female general popula-

tion norm group as given in the T-JTA Manual (Nash, 1980,

p. 27).

The results are listed in Table 19.



Table 19

The Female Auditors' Mean Scores Compared
to the Female General Population Norm Group
of the Taylor-Johnson Temperament Analysis

Auditors Norm Group
N=30 N=1220

Scale Mean S.D. Mean S.D. F Signif-

Ratio 1icance
of F

Nervous 12.43 7.56 12.70 8.62 .028

Depressive 9.63 6.96 12.48 9.98 2.411 .005

Active 25.97 7.96 25.92 7.62 .001

Expressive 28.57 6.69 29,76 7.39 .767

Sympathetic  29.07 5.32 32.73 5.49 13.0552 .001

Subjective 12,00 6.52 12,22  8.20 .002

Dominant 25,70 7.46 20,73 7.10 16.709 .001

Hostile 12,93 8.03 9.65 7.24 3.990 .001

Self-

disciplined 28.30 5.90 24 48 8.47 6.028 .001

The mean scores for the male auditors and the
female auditors were plotted by the percentile norms tables
of the T-JTA as if they were individual scores to see what
percentile the mean would correspond to. The results are

listed in Table 20.
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Table 20

Mean Scores and Percentile Scores for
Both Male and Female Auditors Plotted
on the Individual Percentile Norms Table
of the Taylor-Johnson Temperament Analysis

Male Female

Auditors Auditors

Scale Mean Raw Percentile Mean Raw Percentile
Score Score

Nervous 10.72 54 12.43 51
Depressive 8.25 53 9.63 49
Active 27.77 55 25.97 45
Expressive 26,89 37 28.57 38
Sympathetic 29.03 32 29.07 19
Subjective 9.72 52 12,00 56
Dominant 26,27 55 25.70 77
Hostile 12,12 58 12.93 71
Self-
disciplined 27.86 63 28.30 61

A significant difference was found at the .00l level
between the mean scores of internal auditors and the general
population mean scores on the sympathetic and hostile
scales. Hypothesis 7 was supported.,

No hypotheses were stated concerning the other scales
but additional significant differences were found. Internal
auditors also are more dominant and self-disciplined, and
less expressive than the general population,

When comparing male auditors to the general male pop-
ulation, male auditors were more active, dominant and self-
disciplined; and less depressive, expressive, and sympa-
thetic. When comparing female auditors to the general

female population, female auditors were found more dominant,



hostile, and self-disciplined; and less depressive and
sympathetic.

Discussion

This study investigated the effectiveness of a human
relations training program, "Adventures in Attitudes", in
increasing the consideration and the interpersonal communi-
cative competence of internal auditors. It was found that
consideration was significantly improved in the experimental
group though it was not confirmed by observation by the
auditors' supervisors nor by subsequent training of the
control group. There was found no significant change in
interpersonal communicative competence,

This study also investigated the composite personality
traits of 30 female and 64 male internal auditors and
compared them to general population norms. The combined
group of female and male auditors were found to be unexpres-
sive, unsympathetic, dominant, hostile, and self-
disciplined. The male auditors were found to be active,
unexpressive, unsympathetic, dominant, self-disciplined, and
not depressed, The female auditors were found to be
unsympathetic, dominant, hostile, self-disciplined, and not
depressed,

The training proved to be very effective for the
experimental group in changing their consideration scores.
When the control group later received the identical train-

ing, their consideration scores moved in the predicted
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direction to a p = .12, though this was not statistically
significant. Although not reported on, this was consistent
with a subjective researcher-designed rating scale that the
subjects took at the end of the training. They reported the
training to be very beneficial. So it would seem the train-
ing merits some promise and deserves further empirical
research,

The fact that the auditors' supervisors observed no
change in considerate behavior may be due to several fac-
tors. Some supervisors may have had little chance to
observe the direct contact between their auditors and the
auditees. They may mainly supervise the techniques their
auditors use and the final conclusions they reach. 1In
addition, many supervisors found it difficult to answer the
LOQ-Sup. As reported to the researcher, they found it
difficult to know with confidence how their auditors would
answer, This could have made it difficult to record any
observed behavior change. Of course, it is entirely possi-
ble the auditors felt they had changed but they perceived
the change they felt as never really having affected their
behavior,

Although nothing was specifically hypothesized about
the structure scale of the LOQ, it is interesting to note
two things. First, the mean scores of the experimental and
control groups were quite low to begin with. The experi-

mental group had a mean raw score of 42,77 which falls at



43

the 17th percentile. The control group had a mean score of
44 43 which falls at the 22nd percentile. Secondly, the
treatment had the effect of lowering the experimental group
scores even further to a mean raw score of 31.31 which falls
at the 8th percentile. These low scores would not be expec-
ted. It could be argued that this is inconsistent with the
high self-discipline scores on the T-JTA.

Most internal auditors are given a great deal of
freedom and autonomy in their work. Perhaps this is one of
the most appealing aspects of their work. Perhaps auditors
want structure for others but not for themselves. The
implications of the low structure scores need to be explored
further. It could be the further lowering of the structure
scores is a disadvantage of this training,

The personality trait data gathered proved to be
interesting and informative. The high self-disciplined
scores reveal that auditors are indeed in a profession
suited for them, The auditing of procedures and finances
requires a high degree of order to be effective. This
self-disciplined trait makes for good technical competence,

However, all the other traits, especially those in
combination, have a substantial negative effect on inter-
personal relationships. The data gathered revealed that
auditors are unexpressive, unsympathetic, dominant, and
hostile. As a whole, auditors are unexpressive and have

difficulty expressing their feelings to others. They may
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appear closed and aloof to others. They are also unsympa-
thetic so that auditees are likely to feel misunderstood or
rebuffed., Internal auditors show hostility through a
critical attitude. While dominance as a trait standing
alone shows the good qualities of self-confidence and
assertiveness, in combination with hostility it can be very
detrimental to good interpersonal relationships. Subordi-
nates will see this kind of person as pushy and controlling.
So these four traits in combination make for a generally
negative style in relating to others, While some person-
ality traits of internal auditors enhance their technical
skills, other traits contribute to ineffective job function-
ing because to elicit cooperation and to encourage change
one must possess good human relations skills,

It is also interesting to note that the female and male
raw scores for hostility and sympathy are nearly alike, yet
when compared to their respective norms the traits of
hostility and lack of sympathy are pushed higher for the
females than the males. While the combined male and female
auditors are more hostile and unsympathetic than the general
population, it would appear especially so for the female
auditors compared to the female general population. It may
be that the field of internal auditing attracts females who
are most like their male counterparts. It may also be that
it takes an aggressive female to do well in a field that has

traditionally been dominated by men.



One issue this study has not addressed is whether
people with these personality traits are attracted to a
field which allows them to wvent their hostilities and other
traits in an effort to find errors, or whether the job
itself causes these personality traits to be increased over
time, This study does not show which is the cause, which is
the effect, or whether it is a combination of the two. This

will require further research.
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Appendix 1

Summary of Validities of LOQ Scales for Ditferent Groups and Criteria

st

SAMPLL CRITERIA C S
42 Sales supervisors Runk-order pertonnance ratings 3 years later 2"t .08
80 I'oremen in a4 pharmaceutical company Attitudes toward supervisors 3 l:* .21:
Pertormance snd instrumentality 24 .22
Supervisory recagnition 45" .05
Order-pricing errors ~.10 23"
Order-{Rtling errors =11 .15
PProductivity .13 .07
Employinent security -.06 -.21
Watehinuse size -.06 .22
53 First-line supervisors in a petrochemical
plant Forced-choice performance rating 2 years later 29%7 -.09
88 Department managers in a shoe manu- Overall-proficiency ratings regardless of man-
facturing company ager rank .30 50
Overall-proficiency ratings within manager
aroups of equal rank 43 .61
118 Hospital supervisors Intradepartmental stress?
60 Gove:nment hospitals -37" -417
58 Voluntary hospitals =31 .20“
22 Smali -.02 .45
36 Medium -a6™* -07
118 Hospital supervisors Interdepartmental stress®
60 Government -.16 .06“
S8 Voluntary 18 -.36
22 Small A5 -.30'**
36 Medium 19 -.39
44 Nursing supervisors {ntradepartmental stress?
17 Government hospitals 40" ~.32
27 Voluntary hospitals =23 55**
12 Small -.05 41
1S Medium ~.31 62"
44 Nursing supernvisors Interdepartmental stress?
17 Government hospitais —-.24 .02
17 Voluntary hospitals .08 -58%"
12 Smal} 19 —.24
15 Medium 01 -7
48 Nonnursing supervisors Intradepartmental stress?
35 Government hospitals
(hotel and clerical) -43** -42%
13 Voluntary hospitals
(prof. and nonmedical) -.32 .39
48 Nonnursing supervisors Interdepartmental stress?
35 Government hospitals
(hotel and clericald -.03 09
13 Voluntary hosputals
(prof. and nonmedical) 21 —_50**
102 Electronics managers (all Jevels) Satary 08 02
Peer rating 07 .02
Weiphted peer rating -.06 .03
Peer rank =-.06 .02
Supervisory rank -.01 -.10
84 Flectronics munagers i11rst-ling) Salary -.08 -.04 T
Peer rating ~.10 -.02
Wetshted peer tdating -.10 .02
Peer rank -.13 .02
Supervivary rank - 07 - 12
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SAMPLL CRITERIA C S
21 Chemical supervisors Rating behavior (forced distribution) e
1959 28
1960 -44*gc
1961 367
21 Chemical supervisors Rating behavior (forced distribution) wd
1959 .28¥’d
1960 397
1961 .13
1962 224
135 Business school students Peer ratings® .26 -.03
£ Positive peer ratings 32 -.01
#¥Necgative peer ratings =07 -.16
145 ROTC cadets Situational test -.18" -.02
25 Department managers Effectiveness r:ltingsf -.02 .02

* Significant at the ,05 level.

** Significant at the .01 level,
3 Index from six items with five alternative responses.
D Index from four items with five alternative responses,

€ Tau correlations between S-C rank (difierence score between S and €. ranked) and mean overall ratings given rark,
Tau correlations between $-C scores (difference score between S and C) and variance of overall ratings given,

€ Based on students’ responses in repard to their group: who would they most like to have as their boss: who would they least like to have

as their boss,

Two types filled out by four plant managers: (1} overall effectiveness form; (2) ratings on a §3-point scale, where each plant manager
compared each subordinate manager with pertormance ot all supervisors at that level known to him in the past. Scale points ranged

from among the lowest 105z to amonyg the top 10,
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Appendix 2
TABLE X
Correlations between the T-JTA and the 16 PF Variables
N =129
T-|TA 16 PF
Variable B C £ F G H 1 L M N o Q1 Q2 Q3
A Nervous 04 —-13 -53 —-05 —10 09 -2 00 37 —02 -5 5% — 4 0 -2 .5
8 Depressive ~ .14 05 -~ .54 — 06 —.29 00 — 46 06 29 13 —.09 70 =15 21 =18 5
C Active-Social 32 -0 21 2 42 21 60 —12 —-06 -2 02 =23 07 — .48 23 0
D Expressive-Responsive 29 — (4 37 04 36 19 62 06 —.18 06 a5 —.28 14—~ 35 A1
E Sympathetic A2 02 a0 —31 —.14 18 06 34 —14 —.05 04 a6 =11 —.25- 05 =0
f Subjeclive -7 —-10 —-43 -1% -14 -—-02 -39 05 31 —-04 -8 59 —.33 16 — .38 5.
G Dominant 08 -.09 30 60 33 —.05 46 - .37 n a2 —04 -—.38 26 —02 20 —.0
H Hostile -0 —-17 —-.24 .51 25 =20 13 —26 37 13 — 04 13 03 At~ 07 3
I Seli-Disciplined .24 5 08 05 —.14 .26 A7 -0t —07 —-18 11 =13 02 -2 58 =0
*Significance .05 level = 17; for 125 degrees of freedom .01 level = 23
TABLE XA
Salient Factor Loadings for T-JTA and 16 PF Variables
TJTA 16 PF
Factor A 8 C D E F G H 1 C E F H I (8] Q3 Q4
1. General Anxiety 84 83 70 — bb 81 79
1. Extraversion 78 79 M 60 74
. Dominant-Aggressive .50 74 57 — 45
tv. Self-Control 87 78
TABLE XI
Correlations between the T-JTA and the MMP] Variables
N=200
T-JTA MMPI
Variable Mean S.D. L 3 K Hs D Hy Pd Mi Pa Pt Sc Ma Si
A Nervous 1133 7.24 —20%¢ 38% —44% 53" 45T 16% 40 15 167 63*% 50*¢ 28** 3+
B Depressive 8.4 713 —.20%  46*— 434 44F  T4** 0 A2 16T 31 66*T. 59%% 7% 51
C Adive-Social 275 711 D3 —28%% 09 —10 —.23** 07 4% —03 —13 —23% — 2% 18* — 539
D Expressive 310 577 A1 =354 25%F =97 —=34%F 12 =237 — 03 — 8% —35" —35% 04 —56%*
E Sympathetic 322 4.08 20— 11 J1 —.05 .02 08 —.08 25 08 —.04 —.15* —07 —.14*
F Subjective 111 634 —28% 3B 53FF 34 41T 24%F 23%F 20 58%F 52t 9't goex
G Dominant 200 649 03 —=76* 09 —11 —26" 04 01 —17*F ~07 —25%—/18% 16" —.50**
H Hostile 9.1 6.06 =31 30 —417F a5%F 204 03 3102 .06 3G 38%F 20%% 3%
I Self-Disciplined 226 7.51 Q220 —090% 2405 97 0] — 204" —17% —09 — 32 31— a7
Mean 3.0 3.8 159 47 198 221 157 3316 29 122 109 169 244
Standard Devialion 194 275 432 363 453  4.27 4 665 249 7.4 6.95 443 838

*Correlation significant at .05 level,

**Correlation significant at .01 level.



TAYLOR-JOHNSON TEMPERAMENT ANALYSIS

Sten Profile

49

These Answers Describe Age Sex Date
School Grade Degree Major. Occupation Couriselor.
Single____ Years Married____ Years Divorced.—_ Years Widowed____ Children: M Ages F Ages
Answers made by: SELF % husband, wife, father, mother, son, daughtes, brother, sister, or of the person describe:
: : Atutude
Normis): A 8 c| o E F G H I | score:
. Total:  Sten:
Mids
Raw score Raw score
Sten Sten
Approx. TRAIT Active-{ Expressive- . Sell- TRAIT Az}p_rlox
°lo of Nervous | Depressive Social | Responsive Sympathetic| Subjective | Dominant | Hostile disciplined V:]Iui.
Ad::hs Sten ocia i esponsiy p Sten )
2% | 10 . . . . . . . . . 10 99
SDJ"G 9 - - - - . - - . - 9 96
90;‘0 8 . . . . - . . » » 8 89
1S°J'r0 7 . - - . . . . . - 7 77
A
19%a 6V . . . . . . . . . 6 60
£
R
19% 5 é ¢ * * * * * " * * 5 40
E |
15”5 4 - . - - . . . - ) 3 23
9':;0 3 - . . . - . . - . 3 11
50;’9 2 . » . - . . . - . 2 4
20')'0 1 . - - . v . . * ) 1 1
CTRAIT tight- | , | N T TRAIT
OPPOSITE Composed hearted Quiet | Inhibited | Indifferent | Objective } Submissive | Tolerant | Impulsive OPPOSITE
* Approximate percentage of adults attaining each sten score,
*= Approximate percentile value at center of each sten interval
DEFINITIONS
TRAITS OPPOSITES

Nesvous — Tense, high-strung, apprehensive.

Depressive — Pessimistic, discouraged, dejected.

Active-5ocial — Energetic, enthusiastic, socially involved.
Expressive-Responsive — Spontanecus, affectionate, demonsirative.
Sympathetic — Kind, understanding, compassionate.

Subjective — Emational, illogical, seli-absorbed.

Dominant — Confident, assertive, competitive.

Hostile — Crnitical, argumentative, punitive,

Seli-disciptined — Controlied, methodical, perservenng.

Composed — Calm, relaxed, tranquil.
Light-hearted — Happy, cheerful, optimistic.

Quiet — Socqally inactive, lethargic, withdrawn.
Inhibited — Restrained, unresponsive, repressed.
Indifferent — Unsympathetic, insensitive, unfeeling.
Qbieclive — Tlair-mided, reasonable, logical.
Submissive — Passive, compliant, dependent.
Tolerant — Accepting, patient, humane.
Impulsive — Uncontrolled, disorganized, changeable.

Note: Important decisions should not be made on the basis of this profile without confirmation of these results by other means.

Copysight € 1967 by Robert M. Taylor

Published by Psychological Publications, inc., $300 Hollywood Bivd., Los Angcies, California $00
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Appendix 4

Taylor-Johnson
Temperament Analysis

Devised by Roswell H. Johnson, 1941 Revised by Robert M. Taylor, 1967

- INSTRUCTIONS

Do not epen this booklet until you have read all of these instructions.

1. Fill in carefully the personal iniormation asked for in the upper right-hand corner of
the answer sheet.

2. Please do not write or mark on this boaoklet.
Indicate your answers on the answer sheet as explained below.

3. Please answer every question, even if you feel uncertain about the answer. Do not
think too long about any one question.

4. The blank space . . . in each question applies to yourself, unless you are describing
another person. As you read each question, insert mentally the appropriate name in the
space.. . indicated.

5. Onthe answer sheet you are given three columns in which to mark your answer.

<~ mud -
T, smeain D000 11100 Plus () means “decidedly yes” or “mostly s0.”
2. 10T ———— 0 Mid means “undecided.”
K === Minus (=) means "decidedly no" or “mostly not s0.”

6. Decide how each question applies 1o you or to the person you are describing. Re-
cord your decision by making a heavy pencil mark between the pair of dotted lines in
the column which best indicates your answer. if you change an answer, please erase
your first mark completely.

7. Try to give a definite plus (+) or minus (—) response.
Avoid MID responses when possible.

Published Exclusively by

Psychological Publications, Inc.

5300 Hollywood Boulevard. Los Angeles, California 90027

Copyaghit 7 1966, 1977 by Psychological Publications, lac, All Rights Reserved, No purt of this publication may
be reproduced or transmitted in any torm or by any meany, elecironwe or mechanical, including phatocopy, re-
cording, or any information storage and rettieval svstem, without permission in writing trom the publisher. Printed
in LS. AL

Any adaptations, modifivations. or speeal versiony muy seriously atfect test validity, No adaptauon, modsticunon,
or transluion in whole or in part may be made without permission in writing trom Psychatogical Publications, Inc.



Taylor-Johnson Temperament Analysis

QUIESTIONS

Mark your answers on the answer sheet. Do not mark on this booklet.

Please answer every question,

o

1.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16,
17.
18.

R I

Is ..
Does
Is ..

. by nature a forgiving person?
... take an active part in community affairs or group activities?

. relatively calm when others are upsct or emotionally disturbed?

Can ... put himself or herself sympathetically in another person’s place?

Docs . ..
Docs . ..
Does . . .
Doces . .

Docs .

have a marked influence on the thinking of family or associates?
prefer a restful, inactive vacation to an energetic one?

have difficulty concentrating while reading or studying?

. prefer to be  follower rather than a leader in group activities?

. Jead a quiet life, without becoming involved in many relationships outside of

home and work?

Does ...
Does . .
Does . .
Does . ..
Doces ..

Is ..
Does
Does

[s ..

take the initiative in making arrangements for family outings and vacations?

. make many unrealistic plans for the tuture, which later have to be abandoned?
. feel compassion for people who are weak and insecure?

enjoy belonging to clubs or social groups?

. seek to keep peace at any price?

. easily bothered by noise and confusion?

... avoid physical exertion und strenuous activity?

.. . usually appear composed and serene?

- seriously concerned zbout social problems, such as poverty and unemployment,

even when not di'rcctly affected by them?

Does

Is . ..

Is..

Does .

Is..

Docs .
Does .

Does .

Is ..

Does .

Docs .

fs ..
Is ..

.. . like to keep on the move in order not to waste time?

a well-organized person who likes to do everything according to schedule?
. sensitive to the feelings and needs of any member of the family who is i{l?
- . act deliberately rather than impulsively?

. highly competitive in games, business, or personal relations?
. . prefer to be alone rather than with people?

.. feel uneasy when riding or driving in traffic?

.. exercise regularly in order to keep in condition?

. more excitable than most people?

.. ike to entertain guests at home?

- . like to be in charge of and supervise others?

. extremely neat and orderly?

. 50 sclf-assured that at times it is annoying even to friends?

51



W
W

35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.

44,
45.
46.
47.
48.
49,
50.
31,
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.

64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.

Does .". . quickly recover composure after an accident or other disturbing incident?
Does . . . move briskly and with energy?

Would . . . prefer to accept an unfair situation rather than complain?

Do noisy, active children geton . . . s nerves?

Is ... quick to know when someone needs encouragement or a kind word?

Is . .. the kind of person onc might call a “self-starter” or a “go-getter™?

Does . . . often allow tension to build up to the point of feeling “ready to explode™?
Does . . . need encouragement and approval in order to work effectively?

Does . . . frequently use medication to aid in relaxation?

Does . . . stand up for his or her rights?

Does . . . have a wide range of interests?

Does . . . like to let people know where he or she stands onissues?

Is . .. relatively free from worry and anxiety?

Does . . . like to have plenty to do?

Is . .. deeply concerned about the welfare of others?

Docs . . . worry a great deal about health?

Is . . . self-confident in most undertakings?

Is . .. too soft-hearted to be a strict disciplinarian?

Does . . . tend to rely on others when there are decisions to be made?

Do many people consider . . . to be incapable of deep feeling?

Does . . . find it easy to give way to wishes of others? _

Is ... a sympathetic listener when someone needs to talk about himself or herself?
Is ... always trying to convert someone to a particular point of view?

Is ... considered an industrious and tireless worker?

Does . . . have any nervous mannerisms such as nail-biting, foot-tapping, etc.?

Is . .. the kind of person to whom others turn in time of distress or trouble?

Does . . . find it difficult to follow a definite plan?

Does . . . insist on prompt obedience?

Does . . . believe that everyone is entitled to a second chance?

Does . . . get into difficulty occasionally because of some impulsive act?

Does . . . suffer from indigestion or loss of appetite when worried or under tension?
Is. .. easily taken advantage of by others? ‘

Does . . . limit himself or herself (0 one or two friends?

Does . . . find it difficult to relax because of a resticss necd constantly to be busy?
Is . . . easily tempted by a bargain?

Does . . . like to speak in public and enjoy the challenge of a debate?

Docs . . . seek release from tension by excessive smoking. eating, or drinking?

Is.. . easily moved to pity?



70.
71,
72.
73.
74.
73.
76.

77.
78.
79.
80.
81.

82.
83,
84.
83.
6.
87.
88.
89.
90.
91.
92.
93.
94.
95.
96.
97.
98.
99.
100.
101.
102,
103.
104.
105.
106.

Does . . . sleep well, und find it easy to relax whenssitting or lying down?

Would . . . take aspecial interest in helping young peopic who are frequently in trouble?
Is ... regarded as a “high-strung™ person?

Is . . . quick to sense another person’s feclings and moods”

Is ... very emphatic and forceful in voice and manner?

Does . . . often have “the jitters™ for no particular reason?

Does . . . prefer to read or watch television after aday’s work, rather than go out
orengage in social activities?

Does . . . make plans well in advance of the event and carry them out?

Does . . . prefer to listen and observe rather than take part in discussions?

Does . . . enjoy taking chances? '

Does . .. get tense and anxious when there is much work to be done in a short time?

Does . . . think our nation concerns itself too much with the needs and suffering of
people in other countries?

Does . . . enjoy activity and excitement?
Does .. . prepare a budget and make cvéry effort to stay within it?

Would . . . do everything possible to protect an animal from neglect or cruelty?

Doces . . . find it difficult to say "no” to a persuasive salesperson?
Does . . . have little interest in other peopic's emotional problems?
Is ... interested in people and in making new friends?

Is .. . considerate and understanding when dealing with an elderly person?
Would people refer to . . . as a person who 1s “always on the go™?

Docs . . . think it unnecessary to apologize after hurting someone's feelings?

Is . .. able to express affection without embarrassment?

Is. .. apt to make thoughtless, unfeeling remarks?

[s ... thought of as a warm-hearted, outgoing person’?

Does , . . often feel left out or unwanted?

Does . . . have a place for everything and everything in its place?

Is . . . free from racial and religious prejudice?

Docs . . . feel disitlusioned about life?

Is .. . openly affectionate with members of the immediate family?

Does . . . sometimes become so emotional as to be unable to think or act logically?
Does . . . find it diflicult to express tender feclings in words?

Is . .. hopeful and optimistic about the future?

Does . . . tend to analyze and dwell on inner thoughts and feelings?

Is .. . understanding when someone is late for an appointment?

Does . .. have phobias or a deeply disturbing fear of any object, place, or situation?
Daoes .. . tend to be reserved in manner?

Does anyone ever complain that . . . is "bossy™ or unreasonable?



107.
108.
109.
110.
111.
112,
113,
114.
115.
116.-

117.
118.
119.
120.
121,
122.
123.
124,
125.
126.
127,
128.
129,
130,
131,
132.
133.
134.
135.
136.
137.
138.
139,
140.
141.
142,
143,
144,
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Do people sometimes accuse . . . of being illogical?

When .. offers a suggestion, is it apt to be more helpfu! than critical?

Does . . . reach conclusions only after looking at all sides of a question?

Does . . . find any discussion of sexual matters difficult or embarrassing‘?

Does . . . havea quick temper?

Does . . . express appreciation and pleasure when looking at beautiful things?

Is .. .inclined to be argumentative?

Does . . . sometimes get the uncomfortable feeling of being stared at or talked about?
Does . . . like 1o stick to one job until it is finished?

Are there times when . . . feels discouraged or despondent over lack of progress or
accomplishment? -

Is ... inclined to “tel] people off?

Does . . . feel that life is very much worth living?

Does . . . tend to be suspicious of people’s motives and actions?

Is. .. aptto betoo hasty in making decisions?

Does . . . find it difficult to be friendly and responsive in contacts with people?
Does . .. havea deep respect for all human beings?

Is. .. easily embarrassed?

Is...inclined to stop and think before acting?

Does . . . tend to be impatient with someone who is frequently ill?

Is ... always working toward some future goal?

Is ... bothered at times by feeling unappreciated or by the idea that “nobody cares™?
Does . .. readily show tenderness to children?

Is. .. aptto be sarcastic when annoyed with someone?

Does . . . often dwell on past misfortunes?

Is... aptto keep feelings “bottled up inside™?

Does .. . feel contempt for men who seem unable to make aliving?

Is. .. very methodical about keeping records of personal and business affairs?
Is. .. likelyto be jealous?

Is. .. oftensolowin spirit as to be close to tears?

Does . .. find it hard to accept criticism or blame?

Is... frequently depressed because of personal problems?

Does . . speak with animation, enthusiasm, or frequent gestures?

When deeply disturbed about something, has . . , ever contemplated suicide?
Is ... inclined to carry a grudge?

Does . . . have many friends and acquaintances?

Is .. . often troubied by a lack of self-confidence?

Does . . . find it difficult to express sympathy to someone in sorrow?

Is. .. logicalin thinking and speaking?



145,
146,
147.
148,
149,
150.
151,
152.
153.
154.
155.
156,
157.
158.
159,
160.

161.
162.
163.
164.
165.
166.
167.
168.
169.
170.
171.

172.
173.
174.
175.
176.
177,
178.
179.
180.

Is ... considered Ienient and easy-going?

Is ... easily disheartened by criticism?

Does . . . frequently tend to dominate people around him or her?

Does . . . feel a bit uncomfortable when expected to express enthusiasm over a gift?
Is .. . quick to forgive a mistake and overlook adiscourtesy?

Is ... afair-minded, reasonable person?

Is .. . atalkative person?

Does . . . often have “the blues" or feel downhearted for no apparent reason?

Does . . . work methodically and deliberately?

Does . .. frequently misinterpret what others do and say?

Docs . . . at times suffer extreme physical exhaustion resulting from emotional conflicts?
Is ... overly critical of some member of the family?

Does . . . feel self-conscious with most people?

Does . .. often make such blunt, cutting comments that someone's feelings are hurt?
Does . . . smile or laugh a good deal?

In voting. does . . . study personalities and issues, sometimes supporting a candidate of
another party?

Is . .. superior or overbearing in attitude toward others?

Is .. . thoughtof as being overly sensitive?

Does . . . feel free to discuss personal problems as well as joys with close friends?
Is ... slow to complain when inconvenienced or imposed upon?

Is ... inclined to daydream about things that can’t come true?

Does . . . often do things on the spur of the moment?

Does . . . find it difficult to get over an embarrassing situation?

Does . .. find it hard 1o break a habit such as smoking or overeating?

Does . .. often feel discouraged because of a sense of inferiority?

Is. . .inclined to be shy and withdrawn?

Does . .. have periods of idleness when it is difficult to tind any reason for either physical
or mental effort?

Does . .. maintain that most people are “out for all they can get™?

Does . .. avoid letting emotion influence sound judgment?

Does ... find it difficult to be complimentary to members of his or her family?

Is ... especially self-conscious and concerned about what others might think?
Docs .. . often feel depressed by memories of childhood or other past experiences?

Dovs . . s interest often shift from one thing to another?

Docs .. . feel restrained and inhibited in a love relationship?

It called upon, would . .. be fair and impartial in helping others to settle their differences?

Does . . . have periods of depression without apparent reason which last for several days
or more?
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{;; WESTLONMNALTe

ay Edwin A. Fleishman

IMSTRUCTIONS:

Tor eacli item, choose the alternative
which most nearly expresses your
apinion on how frequently vou should
do what 1s described by that item.
Alwavs indicate what vou, as a super-
visor, or manager, sincerely believe to
be the desirable way to act. Please
rememnber—there are no right or wrong
answers to these ‘questions. Different
supervisors have different experiences
and we are interested only in vour

oprions.

Answer the items by marking an "X
in the box before the alternative that
best expresses vour feeling about the
item. Mark only one alternative for
cach item. If yvou wish to change your
answer, draw a circle around vour first
“X” and mark a aew “X” in the
ilppr()pri:‘ltc box.

SEARCH AGSTCIATES. INC.
aower Tave, Gnizadz | 015 62508

A Suosidiary ¢ 120

Cepyright 1960, Science Ressarch Associates, Ine,

Printed in U.5.A. All rights reserved.

Reorder No. 7-651
12/77



1.
Put the welfare of vour unit above
the welfare of any person in it.

2

Give in to vour subordinates in
discussions with them.

3.
Encourage after-duty work by
persons of vour unit.

"4,

- Try out your own new ideas in

the unit.

3
Back up what persons under you

do.

6.
Criticize poor work.

1.
Ask for more than the persons
under you can accomplish.

8.

Refuse to compromise a point.

9.
Insist that persons under vou flol-
low to the letter those standard

" routines handed down to you.

2

!

|

10.

lelp persons under you with their

personal problems.

gpoogan

gaoac

Ogoooo agoooo

ooooo oooOoag OooOood ooooa oocoan

opoocaac

Always

Often
Occasigaally
Seldom

Never

Oiten

Fairly often
Qccasionatly
Once in a while
Very Seldom

A great deal
Fairly often

To some degree
Once in a2 while
Very seldom
Often

Fairly often
Occasionally
Once in a while
Very seldom
Always

Often
Occasionally
Seldem

Never

Always

QOtten
Qccasicnally
Seldom

Never

Often

Fairly often
Gccasionaily
Once in 2 while
Very seldom
Always

Clten
QOccasicnally
Seldom

Never

Always

Qften
Occasionally
Seldom

Never

Gften

Fairly often
Occasianally

Once 1 a wnire
Very seldom

1L
Be slow to adopt new ideas.

12.

Get the approval of persons under
you on important matters before
going ahead.

13.
Resist changes in ways of doing
things.

14.
Assign persons under you to par-
ticular tasks.

15.
Speak in a manner not to be
questioned.

16.
Stress importance of being ahead
of other units,

17.
Criticize a specific act rather than
a particular member of vour unit.

18.

Let the persons under you do their
work the way they think is best.

19.
Do personal favers for persons
under you.

20.
Emphasize meeting of deadlines.

coaono

O0000 O0OCcoO 00000 oOoopoo oOoooog aoogo odood

ogooaoo

ooooo

S
Always
Often
Qccasionally
Seldom
Never

Always
Often
Occasignally
Seldom
Never

A great deal
Fairly much
To some degree

Comparatively little

Not at all

Always
Often
Qccasionally
Seldom
Never

Always
Often
Occasionally
Seldom
Never

A great deal
Fairly much
To some degree

Comparatively little

Not at all

Always
Often
Qccasionally
Seldom
Never

Always
Often
Occasionally
Seldom
Never

Often

fairly often
Qccasionallv
Once in a while
Very seldom

A great deal
Fairly much
To some degree

Comparatively littfe

Not at all



21.

Insist that you be informed on
decisions made by persons under
you.

22.
Offer new approaches to problems.

23.
Treat all persons under you as
your equals.

24.
Be willing to make changes.

25.
Talk about how much should be

doze.

26.
Wait for persons in your unit to
push new ideas.

27.
Rule with an iron hand.

28.
Reject suggestions for changes.

29.

Change the dutics of persons un-
der you without first talking it
over with them.

30.

Decide in detail what shall be
done and how it shall be done by
the persons under vou.

Ooo0oOooo Dooooa oooaono oOBoono ooonoo

oaoonono

O00oo oOooooco

Oooaa

o0

Always
Gftzn
Qacasionally
Seldom
Never

Often

Fairly often
Occasianally
Once in a while
Very seldom

Always
QOften
QOccasionally
Seidom
Never

Always
Often
Oceasionally
Seldom
Never

A great deal

Fairly much

To some degras
Comparatively little
Not at alf

Abways
Ctten
Qccasionatly
Seldom
Never

Always

iten
Occasionally
Seldom
Never

Always
Cften
Occasionally
Seldom
Never

Oftzn

Fairly cften
ccasionally

Cace in 2 while

Very seldom

Always
Cften
Occasionally
Seldom
Never

3L
See to it that persons under you
are working up to capacity.

32.

Stand up for persons under you,
even though it makes you unpop-
ular with others.

33.
Put suggestions made by persons
in the unit into operation.

34.
Refuse to explain your actions.

35.

Ask for sacrifices from persons
under you for the good of your
entire unit.

36.

Act without consulting persons
under you.

37.
“Needle” persons under you for
greater effort.

38.
Insist that everything be done
your wav.

39.
Encourage slow-working persons
in vour unit to work harder.

40.

Meet with the persons in vour
unit at certain regularly scheduled
times.

goaod

OoOoOoO0o0o 0OoOoooo

goooao

ooogo

Oo0ooo oOooooo

oooad

ooonoo

aoooanbono
U

Always
Oiten
Occasional
Seldom
Never

Always
Often
Occasionall
Seldom
Never

Often

Fairly ofter
Qccasional
Once in 2\
Very seldo

Often

Fairly oftel
Qccasianal
Onceina:
Very seldo

Often

Fairly ofte
Occasional
Onceina:
Very seldo

Often

Fairly ofte
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Oncein a
Very seldc

A great de
Fairly mu
Ta some ¢
Comparati
Not at 2l

Always
Often
Occasiona
Saldom
Never

Often

Fairly ofte
QOccasiona
Onceina
Very seld

Always
Often
Occasiona
Seldom
Never



Appendix 6

I1ICC

This questionnaire has been designed to describe your particular style of interpersonal communication in
a supervisory capacity. There are no right or wrong answers since all people are different and have their own
preferences for interpersonal communicative methods.,

DIRECTIONS

On the foltowing pages you will find several "typical” supervisory situations in which you are asked to re-
spond as the superviscr. After reading each problem situation, please choose the one alternative (1, 2, 3, 4, or
5) that best describes your communicative reaction. In other words, what would you say in order to handle the
situation? Remember, if this particular situation occurred in reai-life, and you were the supervisor, how do you
imagine you would respond?

Please read each aiternative carefufly. Although you may not agree with any of the alternatives compietely,
please choose the one that best describes your opinion. You are to mark your choice on the answer sheet you
have. Be sure that the number of the response agrees with the number on the answer sheet. Make your marks
heavy and black. Erase completely any answer you wish to change. Do not make any marks in this bookiet.

Before you begin the questicnnaire. be sure you put your sex, your age, and any other information called
for :n the space provided on the answer sheet. Do not put your name anywhere on the answer sheet.

For the purpose of completing this questionnaire, please assume you are an oftice manager for Southwest
Corporation having the supervisory responsibility for eight employees. Naturally, you have the necessary
authority and responsibility to effectively and efficiently plan, organize, direct, and contro! the activities of your
cepartment and work group.

NOW OPEN THE BOOKLET AND START WITH SITUATION 1.

Bobby C. Vaught, Ph.D,
School of Business
Southwest Missouri State University

~ (c) 1979 Bobby Vaught
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Linda Myers comes bursting into your office one morning with the implication that you are “playing
favorites” among the employees. For scme reason she feels that you don't like her and that you are giving
the other workers preferential treatment. Although you honestly don't think the charges are true, you
nevertheless want t¢ clear up the situation. Almost in tears, Linda says, "'t don't know what you have
against me. I've always done a good job."

Your response would be:

1. "l don't have anything against you; you're a good employee so don't worry about it.”

2. “You feel bad because you can't figure out what you are dcing to cause this problem.”

3. 'That's where you're wrong. | don't think :'ve been playing any favorites around here.”

4. "You feel bad because you want me to like you but you just can't seem to find a way."

5. "It seems that you think | don't lixe you and you feei bad about that.”

Two months ago you hired Sharon Long from the production department to take over the newly created
job of “billings clerk" in your department. Since you conducted the personal interview with Sharon
yourself, you were confident that she had the necessary skills to handle the increased responsibility of the
position. In addition, her records as a production worker indicated that she was dependable and a hard
worker. Recently, however, you have begun to gquestion the wisdom of your original decision. Aithough
Sharon has proven to be dependable and a hard worker, she has continued 1o make mistake after mistake
in her new job. In attempting to explain the situation Sharon remarxs, “I'm doing the best | can—I just don't
know what eise | can do.”

Your response would be:

1. "You haven't been able to handie the new job and this is really frustrating you.”

2. “You need to pay more attention to your work; try to be more carefui from now on.”

3. "It could be you're frustrated because you're afraid the job is too much for you.”

4. "“You're frustrated because you can't seem to catch on, and you really want to keep this job."

5. "“You are making far tco many mistakes in your job; you said you could handle it.”

Two weeks age you recommended one of your best employees. James Boyd, for promotion inio a super-
visory position at one of the company’s other olants. James has indicated several times that he is ready to
move up in the company. Unfortunately. top management has turned James down for the new paosition
(due to so many qualified appiicants). Naturally James is disappointed at the bad news; in fact, he is
downright mad. He shouts, "What's wrong, aren't | good enough for this company?”

Your response would be:

1. "It was a competitive situation so don't give up; you'll get another chance for a promation.”

2. "Sounds like you're disappointed because you are not moving ahéad as fast as you think you sheuld.”

3. "You have worked hard and now you're disappointed. You're thinking nobody appreciates what
you've done.”

4. "You're disappainted because you haven't moved up, but you really want to work hard and get
promoted.”

5. "l don't understand why you are so upset. We did all we could under the circumstances.”
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Once again it is annual performance review time at Southwest Corporation. As in the past, you have fol-
lowed the company policy of rewarding your most productive employees with the largest pay increase for
the forthcoming year. However, due to financial problems, top management has had to cut back on ali pay
increases for the next year. Your most productive and conscientious employee, Bill Jones, was hit un-
usualiy hard. Bill feels that he is twice as productive as the rest of the employees {which he is} and thus ex-
plains, “I've worked myself to death for this company, and what do | have to show for it—nothing.”

Your response would be:

1. “The company just doesn't have the money this year; just be patient and keep up the good work.”
2. “You just can't figure out what kind of effort the compahy éxpects and this really upsets you."

3. “That kind of attitude certainly won't get you a pay raise; you can't always get what you want.”
4. "You've been a hard worker and now you're upset because you think the company has let you down.”

5. “You're upset because you can't accept the company's decision yet you really want to feel good about
the job you're doing."”

Recently you have heard complaints from several of the employees concerning Joan Smith. it seems that
as part of the work group Joan is not carrying her fair share of the work load. Also, it seems that several of
Joan's key reports have been turned in late for the past two weeks thus causing problems throughout the
rest of the company. Upon talking with Joan she indicates that she is scheduled for surgery next month.
Finallv .joan admits, "I'm so upset over this operation that | can't keep my mind on my work."

Your response would be:

1. “The uncertainty and the waiting around for this operation has reaily gotten you worried and upset.”

o

“Sounds like you are worned because you don't know how to handle this conflict between your work
anr the operaton.”

3. “Your work hasn't been up to par laiely. We expect you to get your reports in on time.”

4. “Ws pretty upsetting to you because you can't seem to get a hoid of yourself, and you really wantto do
& qQced job.”

5. “Just iry 10 put this thing out of your mind for the time being; it will all work out.”

For the past few days you have noticed one of your employees. Jane Ross, continually arriving late for
work. Knowing this will eventually cause trouble among the rest of the employees (the company requires
everyone 10 e at work on time), you decide to calt her into your office to determine what the problem is.
Reluctantly, Jane explains that her six-year-oid daughter must catch the school bus at 8:00 every morning.
Since Jane does not want to leave her alone at the bus stop, it is causing Jane to be 30 minutes late for
work. Jane then asks the gquestion, “| can't just leave her alil alone, can 1?”

Your response would be:

1. “Seems like you don't know how to solve the problem and it's causing you to feel bad.”

2. "You feel bad because you can't work this thing out but you want to do what's right.”

3. “Why don’t you make some arrangements to have her taken care of in the mornings?”

4. “Sounds like you are torn between your daughter and your job, and this is causing you to feel bad.”

5. "You know that company policy requires everyone to be at work promptly at 8:00."
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Four months ago Hank Short was transferred into your department from one of the plants back east.
However. since it was his choice to relocate in this area he was forced to take a position for which he is ob-
viously overqualitied. Because of his educaton and experience he quickly learned the rather simple task
assigned to him in your department. Hecently, however, he does not seem to have the motivation to do the
great job he is capable of doing. Upon discussing the particular situation with Hank he responds rather
dishearteningly, “You know, | just don't seem to have the old drive | once had."”

Your response would be:

1. "Sounds like you're discouraged because you feei trapped in a dead end job.”

2 “You knew the circumstances of the job when you decided to maove to this area.”

3. “You just can't seem to find any meaning to your work and this is discouraging you."

4. "You're discouraged because you think you can'tsoive this problem and you really want to enjoy your
work again.”

5. “Why don't you look at arother transfer, or perhaps you could make this job more of a challenge.”
One afternoon your newest employee. John Doe. walks into your office with a problem. it seems that after
two months on the job he is having some difficulty in "fiting-in" with the work group. He complains of peity
jealousies and group pressure. Knowing that John has remained somewhat aicof with the rest of the
employees, you can certainly understand the situation. After some stumbling around, John finally blurts
out, “They don't like me because | am here to work, not socialize.”

Your respense woula be:

1. “Part of doing a good job is getting along with your fellow waorkers; try to be more friendly.”

2. “That's no way to act. What's the matter, can't you learn to get along with other people?”

3 "Looks fike you don't know row 10 handle this secial situation and you are letting it upset you."

4. “You feei angry because you can't reiate to people but you want to be accepted as part uf the group.™

5. “Sounds iike you are anary because the other people won't accept you.”
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