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ABSTRACT 

Title of Dissertation: THE EFFECTS OF APPROPRIATELY 

PARTICI PAT I VE LEADERSHIP ON THE CORE DIMENSIONS OF 

CLIMATE 

Pamela J Kidder, Doctor of Philosophy, 1990 

Dissertation directed by: Professor Benjamin 

Schneider 

Departments of Psychology & Business and 

Management 

A field experiment was conducted to determine some 

effects of the appropriateness of participative 

leadership s t yles on the core dimensions of climate. 

Climate is a construct that has received considerable 

attention in organizational research. The research on 

Climate has revealed a core set of issues or dimensions 

that appear to be useful for capturing employees' 

perceptions across all or most organizations. Proposed 

core d i mensions of climate have included role stress or 

harmony in the work environment, job challenge and 

autonomy, leadership facilitation and support, and 

workgroup warmth, empathy and cooperation. 

I hypothesized that leadership style would affect 

employees' perceptions of these core dimensions of 

climate. The literature in psychology and 

organizational behavior shows significant agreement 

regarding the potential effect of leadership style on 



c limate , but little empirical work has been conducted 

in this area. The particular leadership style I studied 

concerned the appropriateness of participativeness of 

leaders' decision making styles. 

I carried out a field experiment, using a two 

group pre- and post - experimental design. The 

experimental manipulation was a training program in 

appropriate participative decision making, with 

supervisors randomly assigned to a training or no-

training control group. Pre- and post- measures of the 

core dimensions of climate and decision making style 

were collected prior to and following the training. 

Appropriate participativeness in decision making 

(Vroom & Jago, 1988) was found to predict the three 

core dimensions of role stress, leadership facilitation 

and support, and workgroup cooperation, friendliness, 

and warmth. The quality of the supervisor-subordinate 

relationship, based on vertical dyad linkage theory, 

was found to contribute to the prediction of the core 

climate dimension of role stress. 

It was concluded that leadership style has an 

effect on employees' perception of some, but not all of 

the core dimensions of climate. Implications of these 

results for research and practice regarding climate and 

leadership were explored. 
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Introduction 

Climate, that is, individuals' perceptions of their 

work environment, is a construct that has received 

considerable attention in organizational research 

(Glick, 1985; Jones & Jaames, 1979; Joyce & Slocum , 

1984; Schneider, 1975). That research has revealed a 

series of core dimens i ons of climate, that appear to be 

applicable to all or most organizations (Campbell, 

Dunnette, Lawler, & Weick, 1970; James & James, 1989; 

Jones & James, 1979; Litwin & Stringer, 1978; Moos, 

1976). One organizational variable that may be directly 

related to one or more of the core dimensions of 

climate , and that . has been featured prominently in the 

thinking about organizational psychology in general and 

organizational climate in particular, is leadership, 

specifically the participativeness of the leader's 

decision making style (James & James, 1989; Jones & 

James, 1979). 

The central thesis of my research effort is that 

the participativeness of leaders' decision making 

styles will be strongly related to the core dimensions 

of climate. The p u rpose of the current effort is to (1) 

propose a causal model to describe the relationship 

between the participativeness of leaders' decision 

making styles and the c ore dimensions of climate, and 
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(2 ) assess the relationships among t he var iables 

proposed in the causal model. 

The following section (Chapter I) presents a 

review of the climate literature, including a review of 

the core dimensions of climate and the development of 

climates. Chapter II summarizes the leadership 

literature relating to participation in decision 

making. A synthesis of the literature presented in 

Chapters I and II is then presented in the form of a 

model in Section III. Chapter IV describes the 

methodology used to conduct this research. The last 

chapters, v, VI, and VII, present the results , 

discussion of the study, and conclusions, respectively. 
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I. Climate 

Climate refers to workgroup members' shared 

perceptions of practices, policies, and procedures in 

an organization. The emphasis is upon shared meaning, 

that is, there is significant agreement among workgroup 

members regarding the climate of an organization. 

Macro-climates 

Macro vs micro climates. Two perspectives on 

climate have been espoused in the literature. The first 

Perspective concludes that there is an overall unit or 

organizational climate called a macro-climate (Campbell 

et al., 1970; Litwin & Stringer, 1968; Moos, 1976). 

According to the macro-climate perspective, a set of 

core dimensions of climate can be identified and used to 

assess the overall climate of an organization or unit. 

The second perspective concludes that there are micro

climates for particular organizational facets, e.g. a 

Climate for participation or a climate for creativity 

(Schneider, 1975). 

On the surface these views appear to be mutually 

exclusive; however , they may be conceived of as 

complementary. As Jones and James (1979) noted, a core 

set of dimensions may exist (macro-climate) and be 

applicable to all organizational settings, and specific 

dimensions may exist that are applicable in specified 
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situations (micro-climates). Thus, t he 

conceptualization of a macro-climate does not preclude 

the existence of micro-climates. The present effort 

focuses upon the macro-climate of organizations, while 

recognizing that micro-climates may also exist. 

Core Climate Dimensions. A significant amount of 

research has been devoted to determining the core 

dimensions of macro-climate that might be useful for 

describing many social and organizational settings. As 

Will be shown below, there is significant agreement 

regarding the existence of and identification 

(labeling) of what the core dimensions of climate might 

be . 

In early research on the dimensions of climate, 

Litwin and Stringer (1968) developed a measure 

containing g dimensions, including structure, 

responsibi lity, reward orientation, risk, warmth, 

support, standards, conflict , and identity. A total of 

50 survey items was chosen to represent the 9 

dimensions. The survey was administered to employees of 

a public utility company and two manu f acturi ng plants 

(n=518). Several of the dimensions achieved internal 

consistency estimates in excess of . 80, including 

structure, reward, warmth, support, and identity. Based 

on analysis of the data collected at the public utility 

4 



company and manufacturing plants, Li twin and Stri nger 

stated that the scales could be combined into four more 

abstract climate factors, (1) structure (structure), 

(2) challenge (responsibility, risk, standards). (3) 

reward and support (reward, support, conflict), and (4) 

social inclusion (warmth and identity). 

Campbell et al. (1970) did an extensive review of 

the literature through about 1968, and postulated that 

there were four core climate dimensions, common to all 

studies that they cited. The dimensions they derived 

were (1) individual autonomy or degree of 

accountability, (2) degree of structure imposed upon 

the position or the degree to which job procedures are 

established, (3) reward orientation of the 

organization, and (4) consideration, warmth, and 

support or the nurturance and support received from the 

supervisor, subordinates, and peers. 

Somewhat later Moo s (1976) studied the core 

dimensions of climate for different environments, such 

as families, therapy groups, and work. He postulated 

that core climate dimensions could be identified for 

each environment. Moos' hypothesized core dimensions of 

work climate were based on his observation and 

interv iews with participants in several settings, 

includ ing work settings , educational settings, and 
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psychiatric treatment settings. Three dimensions were 

obtained for all settings (1) relationship, (2) 

personal development, and (3) system maintenance. Moos 

stated that the content of the dimensions was a 

function of the setting. The content of the dimensions 

in the work setting was outlined as follows: (1) 

relationship (involvement, peer cohesion, and staff 

support); (2) personal development (task orientation 

and competition); and (3) system maintenance (work 

Pressure, clarity, control, innovation, and physical 

comfort). 

In a more recent research effort, Jones and James 

(1979) determined that there are six core dimensions of 

Climate. The researchers began by developing a 

Potential measure of macro- climate. The measure, 

containing 145 items describing the Navy work 

situation, was administered to 4315 Navy personnel. 

Following a factor analysis, six dimensions emerged. 

The measure was then administered to firemen (n=504) 

and health managers (n=398). Five of the six dimensions 

replicated in all samples. 

The dimensions that resulted from these analyses 

were (1) conflict and ambiguity, (2) job challenge, 

importance, variety, (3) leader facilitation and 

support (4) work group cooperation, friendliness, 
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warmth, (5 ) professional organizati on esprit, and (6) 

job standards. The sixth component , job standards 

supported in the fireman sample, but failed to be 

supported in the health manager sample . 

, was 

In a later work, James and James (1989) discuss 

what they call perceptual measures of the meaning of 

work environments, i.e. measures of macro-cl i mate. The 

dimensions they propose are similar to those provided 

above. First, role stress and lack of harmony is a 

dimension that encompasses role ambiguity, rol e 

conflict, role overload, subunit conflict, lack of 

organizational identification, and lack of management 

concern and awareness. Second, job challenge and 

autonomy refers to job challenge, variety, autonomy, 

and importance. The third dimension, l eadership 

facilitation and support, includes leader trust and 

support, leader goa l facilitation, leader interaction 

facilitation, psychological influence, and hierarchical 

influence. The fourth dimension is wor kgroup 

cooperation, friendliness, and warmth . This dimension 

encompasses work group cooperation, friendliness, and 

warmth. These dimens i ons, as provided by James & James , 

appear to adequately summarize the literature r e garding 

t he core dimensions o f climate that have been 

Previously explicated. 
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Table 1 presents a summary of the dimensions of 

climate that have appeared. It also attempts to group 

the dimensions according to the similarity of the 

definition of each of the dimensions by different 

reviewers/researchers. For example, all researchers 

include a dimension(s) relating to warmth and/or 

cooperation. As James and James (1989) conclude, this 

dimension is workgroup cooperation, friendliness, and 

warmth. In addition, all researchers agree on dimensions 

relating to challenge provided by the job; this is job 

challenge and autonomy. 

It is important to note that although the 

researchers vary in the labeling of the dimensions that 

they use to represent a macro-climate, all researchers 

use a multidimensional framework to explain macro

climate (Campbell et al., 1970; James & James, 1989; 

Jones and James, 1979; Litwin & Stringer, 1968; Moos, 

1976). These researchers conclude that macro-climate is 

a multidimensional construct and therefore, in my 

study, macro-climate will be operationalized in a 

multidimensional way. 

Due to the considerable overlap in the conceptual 

definitions of the core dimensions of climate shown in 

Table 1, a single framework will be adopted for this 

study, the framework of James and James (1989). Their 
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Table 1. 

Core dlmenalona of climate . 

Jamu & Jamea Jones & James Moos Campbell, Dunnatte, Litwin I Stringer 
(1989) (1979) (1978) Lawler, & Weick (1988) 

(1970) 

Job Standard• Structure Structure 

Job Challenge Job Challenge Personal Autonomy Challenge 
& Autonomy Development -rea pons lb It It y 

-taak orientation - rlak 
-competition - atandarda 

Role Stresa & Profesalonal 
Lack of Harmony Organizational 

Esprit 

\!) 
Leaderahlp Leader1hlp Syatem Reward Reward I 
Facllltatlon & Facilitation & Maintenance Support 
Support Support -work pre1Iure -reward 

-clarity -aupport 
-control -conflict 

Conflict & -Innovation 
Ambiguity -physical 

comfort 

Workgroup Workgroup Relatlonahlp Conalderat l on, Social Inclusion 
Cooperation, Cooperation -Involvement Warmth, & -warmth 
Warmth, & -peer cohesion Support -Identity 
Support -staff 1upport 

-phyalcal contort 



core dimensions will be adopted for two reasons. First, 

the James et al. framework summarizes the core 

dimensions as presented in all prior research on the 

issue. Second, this framework is based on a large body 

of empirical research, as discussed in Jones and James 

(1979). Two modifications must be noted regarding the 

dimensions of James and James (1989). First, the 

components of all dimensions are process variables , 

except for organizational identification (in the role 

stress dimension), which is an outcome variable. Thus 

organizational identification will be excluded from the 

framework for the current effort. Second, the component 

of management concern and awareness appears to more 

adequately represent the dimension of leadership 

facilitation and support, than role stress; thus, it 

Will be moved to the leadership facilitation and 

support dimension. Table 2 summarizes the core 

dimensions, and the components of these dimensions, 

according to James and James (1989). 

In summary, while from researcher to researcher 

there is some variability, a set of core dimensions of 

Climate has been consistently found in prior research. 

My research effort is an attempt to understand how the 

core dimensions may be affected by the 

Participativeness of leaders' styles. Prior to 
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Table 2. 
Core dimensions of climate and their components . 

ROLE STRESS AND LACK OF HARMON Y 

Role ambiguit y 
Role conflict 
Role overload 
Subunit conflict 

JOB CHALLENGE AND AUTONOMY 

Job challenge and variety 
Job autonomy 
Job importance 

LEADERSHIP FACILITATION AND SUPPORT 

Leader trust and support 
Management concern and awareness 
Leader go al facilitation 
Leader interaction facilitation 
Psychological influence 
Hierarchical influence 

WOR KGROUP COOPERATION, FRIENDLINESS, AND WARMTH 

Workgroup cooperation 
Workgroup friendliness and warmth 
Reputation for effectiveness 

From James & James, (1989 ) . 
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examining the effect of leaders' styles on the core 

dimensions of climate (role stress, job challenge, 

leadership facilitation, workgroup cooperation), it is 

necessary to review, in general, how the core 

dimensions evolve and change. The evolution and change 

of the core dimensions may explain how organizational 

factors, such as leaders' decision making styles, 

affect the core dimensions. Thus, an increased 

understanding of the evolution and change process may 

increase the understanding of how the participativeness 

of the leader's decision making style may affect the 

core dimensions of climate. 

Development of Climate 

According to Schneider and Reichers (1983), 

climates develop as a result of social interaction, 

organizational structure, and the selection-attraction

attrition cycle. These authors advocate the symbolic 

interactionism perspective for understanding the 

development of climates (Schneider & Reichers, 1983). 

The central thesis of this view is that meaning is 

attached to events based on interaction between people. 

As Schneider and Reichers (1983) state, " ... climates 

emerge out of the interactions that members of a work 

group have with each other"(p. 30). 
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Schein (1985) has written about the development of 

culture in terms of group dynamics theory. Although 

Schein's (1985) work focuses upon culture, as opposed 

to climate, and upon group dynamics theory, as opposed 

to interactionism, he consistently uses group member 

interaction to explain the development of group culture 

and norms. Specifically, Schein (1985) states that 

group members learn how to work together and define 

their own roles in the group based on interaction. In 

addition, Schein states that " ... the manner in which 

leaders and members interact at an emotional level will 

determine both the evolutionary stages of the group and 

its cultural style" (p. 171). Once again, interaction 

between group members, and for Schein also between 

leaders and members, is seen as a key element in group 

development and functioning. Thus, Schein's (1985) view 

is consistent with that of Schneider and Reichers 

(1983). 

A similar view was presented by Louis (1980). 

Louis asserted that new members of an organization 

attempt to "make sense" of their organizational 

surroundings in several ways, including the use of 

others' interpretations of events. In order to gather 

information from others, the newcomer must interact 

With incumbent members of the organization. In this 
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case, the newcomer is relying upon interaction to "make 

sense" or understand his/her environment . 

According to the above (Louis, 1980; Schein, 1985; 

Schneider & Reichers, 1983), work group members 

understand or "know" climate due to their interaction 

with other work group members. My hypothesis is that 

climates not only come to be known through interaction 

among work group members, but that the interaction 

itself may change the climate, especially when the 

interaction is about, or concerns, other changes in the 

Work place. Interaction, by definition, is an active 

Process and if change in the workplace affects that 

interaction then it follows that climate will also 

change. One way interaction may change in the work 

Place would be through the introduction of newcomers. 

Another might be through changes in the occupants of 

leadership positions. A third change, and the one 

Proposed for study here, concerns changes in 

interaction as a result of changes in leadership style, 

especially changes in leader participativeness. 

Leadership style has played a central role in the 

history of organizational psychology and organizational 

climate (Lewin, Lippitt & White, 1939; Litwin & 

Stringer, 1968; McGregor, 1960; Schein, 1987). For 

example, as early as 1939, Lewin et al. discussed the 

14 



effect of the leader's style on "social climates" and 

concluded that the leader's style does indeed have an 

effect on the climate of a group. In addition, McGregor 

(1960) stated that the leader's behavior actually 

created the climate of the workgroup. Later researchers 

also emphasized the role of the leader in creating the 

Work climate (Litwin & Stringer, 1968). In a more 

recent effort, Schein (1987) stated that "one cannot 

separate the process of leadership from the process of 

building culture" (p. 171). In summary, leadership has 

frequently been cited as a key determinant of climate. 

Although, there seems to be significant agreement 

regarding the potential effect of leadership style on 

Climate, there has been little empirical work on this 

relationship. Thus, the present study is based on the 

Premise that leadership style may change the 

interaction between work group members and thus, change 

the climate. Therefore, the concept of participation in 

decision making offers a framework through which such 

exploration can occur. 

According to the theories of Vroom and Yetton 

(1973) and Vroom and Jago (1988), the leader's decision 

making style in large part determines the participation 

of work group members in the decision making process. 

I n cl i mate terms, the leader's decision making style 

15 



may determine the work group interaction patterns 

relating to decision making and may thus, be a 

significant determinant of various macro-climate issues 

that have appeared in the literature. 

The following section begins with a review of the 

Participation literature, followed by a review of the 

generic dimensions of participation in any setting. Then 

the section describes participation in leader decision 

making, as conceptualized by Vroom and Yetton (1973) and 

Vroom and Jago (1988). 
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II. Participation in Decision Making 

Ear ticipation 

Prior to exploring the role of participation in 

leader decision making, an overview of the 

pa rticipation literature is presented. Participation 

has received extensive attention in the organizational 

Sciences (Cotton, Vollrath, Froggatt, Lengnick-Hall & 

Jennings, 1988; Daehler & Wilpert, 1978; Locke & 

Schweiger, 1979; Miller & Monge, 1986; Wagner & 

Gooding, 1987). Indeed, research in participation has 

been summarized in several reviews in recent years 

(Cotton et al., 1988; Miller & Monge, 1986; Wagner & 

Gooding, 1987). Each of these literature summaries is 

reviewed in this section. 

A recent meta-analysis of participation was 

conducted by Miller and Monge (1986). This analysis was 

based on 47 studies including laboratory experiments 
, 

, 

field experiments, and correlational data. From these 

studies, 41 reported the relationship between 

Participation and satisfaction and 25 reported the 

relationship between participation and productivity. 

Across all studies, the effect of participation on 

satisfaction and productivity was significant . However , 

the correlations obtained between participation and 

these outcomes was significantly higher in laboratory 
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studies using nonorganizational part icipants than in 

f i eld studies. Thus , the authors suggested that studies 

be conducted using organizational subjects in natural 

settings (Miller & Monge, 1986). 

Following the work of Miller and Monge (1986), 

Wagner and Gooding (1987) also conducted a meta

analysis. Wagner and Gooding sought to determine 

Whether the robust effects of participation that were 

reported by Miller and Monge (1986) were true 

relationships or due to artifacts. Wagner and Gooding 

(1987) examined 118 correlations between participation 

and outcomes (satisfaction and/or productivity) from 48 

studies. One of the most interesting findings came from 

an examination of several methodologies and the 

Participation- outcome relationship in each type of 

methodology. Methodologies were classified as (1) 

Percept-percept, wherein data regarding the 

Participation and outcome measure were collected from 

the same source, or (2) multisource , in which data were 

Collected from different groups or objective data were 

Collected. Correlations between participation and 

outcomes (task performance, satisfaction, and decision 

acc eptance) that used a percept-percept methodology 

Were significantly higher than correlations (between 

Participation and outcomes) t hat used a multisource 

18 



methodology. The authors conclude that collecting 

participation data and outcome data from the same 

People may have resulted in spuriously inflated 

relationships. In summary, Wagner and Gooding (1987) 

suggested that researchers interested in studying 

correlates of participation should attempt to obtain 

Participation and outcome data from different sources. 

The most recent review of the participation 

literature was conducted by Cotton et al. (1988). Cotton 

et al. (1988) divided studies into six basic categories , 

Participation in work decisions (formal participation in 

decision making program), consultative participation 

(e.g. Scanlon plans and quality circles), short-term 

Participation (single laboratory effort or several day 

training), informal participation (no formal mechanism 

for participation), employee ownership, and 

resprentative participation. Each type of study was 

examined for the effect of participation on performance 

and satisfaction. Participation was found to have a 

Positive effect on performance and satisfaction for the 

informal participation and employee ownership groups. 

Participation was found to have a positive effect on 

Performance for the participation in work decisions 

group. Results were inconclusive for the consultative 

Participation group. No effect was found in the short-
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term part i cipation and representative participati on 

groups. Based on t hese resul ts, Cott on et al. (1988), 

suggested that participation was most effecti ve in 

changing performance and satisfaction when the re was a 

direct program for participation in decision making 

and / or employee ownership. 

In summary, the reviews of Miller and Monge 

( 1986), Wagner and Gooding (1987), and Cotton et al. 

( 1 988), suggested that researchers should use 

organizational subjects i n natural settings for the 

study of participation. The reviews also led to the 

recommendation that researchers use different people 

fo r the collection of participation data and outcome 

data (Miller & Monge, 1986; Wagner & Gooding, 1987). 

As the above reviews revealed, many studies have 

been conducted on participation in wor k , or work-like 

(laboratory) settings. The reviews included studies of 

the effects of participation on many issues, inc luding 

goal setting, performance appraisal, and decision 

maki ng ( Greller, 1975; Greller, 1978; Latham, Mitchell , 

& Dossett, 1978; Vroom & Jago, 1988). 

The central thesis of the present work is that 

When participative practices exist in an organization, 

t h e e ffects may be mor e than simply e f fects on 

Performance and satisfaction, but may be effect s on the 
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general climate of the work place . That is, I 

hypothesize that participative practices may affect the 

core dimensions of climate. 

Facets of Participation 

Daehler and Wilpert (1978) determined that there 

are five facets of participation, (1) formal/informal, 

(2) indirect/direct, (3) accessibility/inaccessability 

to decision making, (4) decision content, importance 

and complexity, and (5) social range : individual or 

group decision making. These facets may serve as a 

convenient framework for exploring the effects of 

participation on various outcomes. 

The first facet, formal/informal, refers to the 

basis of participation. Participation may be based on 

legal contracts or management policies (formal) or may 

be based on group consensus or norms (informal). The 

second facet, direct / indirect, refers to the closeness 

of the individual to the participation. With direct 

participation, the individual participates; with 

indirect participation, a representative or proxy of 

the individual participates. The third facet, access to 

participation in the decisio n, refers to an 

" ... influence-power sharing continuum ... "(Dachler & 

Wilpert, 1978, p. 14). The continuum range is from no 

participation to total participation, (e.g. the 
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manager decides alone to the group decides (Vroom & 

Yetton, 1973). The fourth facet, decision content, 

importance, and complexity, refers to the attributes of 

the situation or decision. The decision attributes will 

be further discussed below as what Vroom and Yetton 

call problem attributes. The fifth facet, social range, 

refers to who is involved in the decision making 

process. For example, two selected individuals or an 

entire organization may be involved in the decision 

making process. 

According to Daehler and Wilpert (1978), these 

facets are generic; that is, each can be applied to all 

situations in which participation occurs. The work of 

Daehler and Wilpert (1978) is unique because it 

provides facets of participation. Most other authors 

study a specific issue called participation, but do not 

formulate the generic facets of participation (Cotton 

et al., 1988; Miller & Monge, 1986; Wagner & Gooding, 

1987). 

The facets of participation illuminated by Daehler 

and Wilpert (1978) provide a framework for studying 

participation that can be applied to all situations. As 

discussed in the following section (and summarized in 

Table 3), Vroom and Yetton (1973) and Vroom and Jago 

(1988) use facets of participation, similar to those 
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Table 3 . 
Vroom and Yetton (1973) and Vroom and Jago (1988) Problem 
Attributes, as They Relate to Daehler and Wilpert's (1978) 
Facets of (1) decision content, complexity and importance and 
(2) social range . 

Vroom and Yetton 

(1973 ) 

*************** 
Qua l it y 

Requirement 

Commitment 
Requirement 

Leader 
Information 

Prob l em 
Structure 

Comm i tment 
Probabilit y 

Goal 
Congruence 

Subordinate 
Conflict 

Vroom and Jago 

( 1988 ) 
************** 
Qualit y 

Requirement 

Commitment 
Requirement 

Leader 
Information 

Problem 
Structure 

Commitment 
Probabi 1 ity 

Goal 
Congruence 

Subo r dinate 
Conflict 

Subordinate 
Information 

Time 
Constraints 

Geographica l 
Dispe r sion 

Time 
Motivation 

Time 
Development 

23 

Daehler & 
Wilpert 

(1978 ) 

************ 
Importance 

Social 
Range 

Content 

Complexity 

So c ial 
Range 

Comple x ity 

Complexity 

Content 

Importance 

Importance 

Importance 

Importance 



explicated by Daehler and Wilpert ( 1 978), in the 

definition and development of a model of leadership 

style based on participation in decision making. These 

theories are summarized in the following sections. 

Vroom and Yetton Model 

In this section, the Vroom and Yetton theory 

(1973), a classic theory of leadership, is first 

reviewed. Then a revised model, presented by Vroom and 

Jago (1988), is presented. Both are presented to 

provide further information about participation through 

the leader's style of decision making. 

The model developed by Vroom and Yetton is one 

that identifies how leaders vary in the degree to which 

subordinates participate in decision making. In the 

model, leaders range from using a highly autocratic 

decision making style (that requires little or no 

subordinate input) to using a group decision making 

style (that requires the group to make the decision; 

Vroom & Yetton, 1973; Vroom & Jago, 1988). It is my 

hypothesis that each leader's style of decision making 

may be conceptualized as affecting the interactions 

among group members and thus, may affect the climate of 

the work group. 

Vroom and Yetton (1973) developed a model of 

leader decision making based on the premises that (1) 
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explicit decision making styles exist and (2) the best 

or most effective decision making style can be 

determined for each situation by fitting the chosen 

style to the situation. As discussed below, Vroom and 

Yetton define "the situation" or context in terms of 

problem attributes. The model of decision making is a 

branching decision tree (Figure 1). At seven points on 

the tree, the leader or manager must answer questions 

about the situation in order to determine the path to 

follow. When the leader or manager has answered the 

seven questions, thus, reaching the end of the decision 

tree, the recommended decision making style is 

presented. 

It should be noted that the most general decision 

making model is presented in Figu re 1 . Two additional 

models exist, the time efficient model and the time 

investment model . The time efficient model always calls 

for the decision strategy to be t h e quickest, without 

regard for any subo rdinate development that may occur 

as a result of s ubordinate participation. The time 

investment model always calls for the decision strategy 

to emphasize subo rdinate development without regard for 

time. The time efficient model and the time investment 

model would only be used when more than one decision 

making style is seen at the end of a branch in Figure 
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.t. . DOES THE PROBLEM POSSESS A QU.t.LITY REQUIREMENT ? 

B . DO You HAVE SUFFICIENT INFORM.t.TIQN TO MAKE A HIGH- QUALITY DECIS I ON ? 

C . IS THE PROBLEM STRUCTURED ? 

D . IS .t.CCEPT.t.NCE OF DECISION BY SUBORDINATES IMPORTANT FOR EFFECTIVE IMPLEMENTATION ? 

E . IF YOU WERE TO MAKE THE DECISION BY YOURSELF , IS IT RE.t.SON.t.BLY CERTAIN 

THAT IT WOULD BE ACCEPTED BY YOUR SUBORDINATES? 

F . DO SUBORDINATES SHARE THE ORGANIZATIONAL GO.t.LS TO BE ATTAINED IN SOLVING THIS PROBLEM ? 

G . IS CONFLICT .t.MONG SUBORDINATES OVER PREFERRED SOLUTIONS LIKELY ? 

STATE 
THE 

PROBLEM 

A 

Figure 2. 
Vroom, Yetton, 
Excerpted from 

B C 

and Jago 
Vroom and 

D E G 

en 

~ 
7 . All 8 8 CI 

:---._ 
'---~ No ~o • c11 •rs--.._ 

I : All 

""s-[}:::: ,ts - --.!Q______ 
--iic,---r,__ 1 0 C II 

L.......l'-.._~ s 
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decision making 
Jago (1989). 
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l. Regardless of the model used, the decision styles 

are defined in the same manner. 

Decision making styles. One of five decision making 

styles is recommended for each situation in which the 

model is used. The decision making styles are autocratic 

(2 types), consultative (2 types), and group oriented. 

Two types of autocratic decision making are found in the 

model, AI and AII. In the AI condition, the leader 

solves the problem alone. In the AII condition, the 

leader obtains information from subordinates, but makes 

the decision alone. Two types of consultative decision 

making styles are found in the model, CI and err. In the 

CI condition, the leader gives information to relevant 

subordinates and gathers information from them 

individually. In the err condition, the leader gathers 

subordinates together as a group and gathers information 

from them. In both consultative conditions, the leader 

may or may not use the subordinates' input. There is 

Only one group condition, GII. In the GII condition, the 

leader gathers subordinates together as a group and 

gathers information from them. The problem and 

information are then evaluated and the group attempts to 

reach a consensus. 

As one can surmise from the descriptions of the 

decision making styles, they comprise a continuum from 
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AI ( most autocratic) to GII (group). This continuum is 

similar to the access to participation continuum 

discussed above in Daehler and Wilpert (1978). They 

state that there is a continuum, ranging from no 

participation to total participation, in decision 

making. Vroom and Yetton's AI decision making style 

corresponds to Daehler and Wilpert's no group member 

participation end of the continuum, while the GII style 

corresponds to Daehler and Wilpert's total 

participation end of the continuum. 

According to Vroom and Yetton, each decision style 

is appropriate under certain circumstances. The leader 

can determine the best decision making style by 

answering questions about the situation or what they 

call problem attributes. 

Problem attributes. Seven problem attributes form 

the basis for decision rules that are used to determine 

the most effective decision making style. The problem 

attributes are similar to Daehler and Wilpert's 

decision attributes and social range. As stated above, 

Daehler and Wilpert discuss decision attributes, such 

as decision importance and complexity, and social range 

or who s ho u ld be involved, as well as the type and 

intensity of involve ment. As will be explained below, 

these variables correspond to several of the problem 
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attributes. As Figure 1 shows, a "yes" response 

requires the leader to follow one branch of the tree 

and a "no" response requires the leader to follow a 

different branch of the tree. Following the tree's 

rules yields the most effective decision making style, 

given the problem attributes. 

The seven problem attributes or decision rules are 

the: (1) importance of the decision quality; (2) 

leader's information relevant to the problem; (3) 

extent to which the problem is structured; (4) 

importance of acceptance of decision by subordinates 

for effective implementation; (5) probability that the 

leader's decision will be accepted by subordinates; (6) 

congruence of organizational and subordinate goals; and 

(7) conflict or disagreement among subordinates. The 

leader must evaluate each problem on the basis of the 

seven problem attributes. For example, the model states 

that when, (1) the decision quality is important, (2) 

the leader possesses little information, (3) the 

problem is not structured, (4) the subordinate 

acceptance is important, (5) the leader's decision is 

unlikely to be accepted, (6) the organization and 

subordinate goals are similar, and (7) there is 

conflict among subordinates, a participative style of 

decision making (GII) should be used. 
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These attributes or rules are not situation 

specific. They were created to offer insight into the 

decision making process for all problems. As one can 

determine from the above review, Vroom and Yetton 

(1973) and Daehler and Wilpert (1978) emphasize the 

same continuum of participation; thus, Daehler and 

Wilpert's decision content dimension roughly 

corresponds to Vroom and Yetton's leader information 

regarding the problem. Daehler and Wilpert's decision 

complexity includes the structure of the problem, the 

congruence of organizational and subordinate goals, and 

conflict or disagreement among subordinates. Daehler 

and Wilpert's importance dimension is represented by 

the problem attribute of importance of decision 

quality. The social range dimension of Daehler and 

Wilpert is represented by the importance of subordinate 

acceptance and probability of subordinate acceptance. 

The relationship between the Vroom and Yetton decision 

rules and the Daehler and Wilpert dimensions is 

summarized in Table 3. As will be discussed later, 

Table 3 also includes the Vroom and Jago decision 

rules. 

Yalidity of model. As Yukl (1981; 1989) states, 

there are relatively few empirical studies of the Vroom 

and Yetton model, but the extant evidence is promising. 
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Four validity studies of the model will be summarized 

here. 

The first study was conducted by Vroom and Jago 

(1978). This field study asked managers to report on 

problems that they had recently faced. Each manager 

reported the decision style thats/he had actually 

used, whether or not this decision style resulted in an 

acceptable solution, and the decision style that would 

have been recommended by the Vroom and Yetton model. 

Vroom and Jago (1978) report that when leaders selected 

the decision making style determined by the model, 68% 

of their solutions were thought, by the managers, to be 

successful and 32% were thought to be unsuccessful. 

When leaders selected a decision making style that 

violated the model, 22% of their solutions were 

thought, by them, to be successful and 78% were thought 

to be unsuccessful. According to these results, the 

model accurately predicted the best decision making 

style in most cases. However, a potential problem in 

the design must be noted: all data were collected from 

self-reports. 

Field (1982) conducted a laboratory experiment to 

study the quality of the Vroom and Yetton model for 

determining the appropriate decision making style. 

Business school students were asked to solve decision 
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making problems using one of the decision making styles 

outlined by the Vroom and Yetton model. Solution 

effectiveness was assessed by judges, without knowledge 

0 £ the Vroom and Yetton model. Field concluded that the 

decisions that were based on the Vroom and Yetton model 

decision rules (problem attributes) were more effective 

than decisions made without use of the model. Although 

the laboratory study offered more control than the 

Vroom and Jago (1978) field study, the naturalness of 

the setting was decreased and the use of 

nonorganizational participants may have affected the 

results. 

Margerison and Glube (1979) assessed the effect of 

following the decision style recommended by the Vroom 

and Yetton model, as opposed to not following the 

decision recommended by the model, in 47 small firms. 

The leaders of the small firms were presented with 31 

cases describing realistic situations requiring 

decisions and were asked to determine which decision 

making style (AI to GII) they would use £or each case. 

A mean score was computed to represent each leader's 

decision making style. Subordinates were asked to 

complete measures of satisfaction. In addition, 

Productivity data were collected £or each firm. 

Margerison and Glube (1979) found that use of the 
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appropriate decision making style was significantly 

Positively related to subordinate satisfaction and 

Productivity. This study was especially interesting in 

that it examined the effect of the Vroom and Yetton 

model on satisfaction and productivity, as opposed to 

just the managers' self reports of decision success or 

failure. 

In a more recent study, Tjosvold, Wedley, and 

Field (1986) concluded that the Vroom-Yetton Model 

reliably predicted successful decision making 

strategies. In this study MBA candidates, with a 

minimum of 6 years of managerial experience, were asked 

to recall two decisions that they had made in the 

Workplace: one decision with a successful outcome and 

one decision with an unsuccessful outcome. Subjects 

were then aked to determine what type of decision style 

they used (according to the Vroom Yetton continuum of 

decision making styles) and what type of decision was 

recommended by the Vroom Yetton model. Results 

indicated that more successful decisions were made when 

the managers had used the decision making style 

recommended by the vroom-Yetton model and more 

unsuccessful decisions were made when the managers used 

a decision making style that was not recommended by the 

Vroom-Yetton model. This study offers additional 
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support for the model. It is particularly interesting 

because participants had a significant amount of 

managerial experience. A limitation is that self 

reports were used to bo th estimate the success of the 

decisions and reports of the decision making style 

used. 

The Vroom and Yetton model and leadership theory 

have received some support (Field, 1982; Tjosvold et 

al., 1986; Vroom & Jago, 1978); however, Vroom and Jago 

(1988) state that there are problems inherent in the 

model. 

Eroblems with the model. Vroom and Jago (1988) 

report that the Vroom and Yetton model is plagued by 

five problems. First, as is illustrated in Figure 1, 

most branches yield several possible decision 

strategies; no single solution is clearly found to yield 

the most effective decision making stratety. Second, 

there is no differentiation between choosing a decision 

Process that vio lates one rule and decision processes 

that violate mor e than one rule. Third, only yes and no 

answers are allowed at each point on the decision tree; 

there are no scales to reflect the grey areas (answers 

that reflect partial agreement). Fourth, several 

importan t situational at t ributes are ignored. For 

example , t he qual ity and amount of information possessed 
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by the subordinates, the time constraints surrounding 

the problem, and geographical dispersion of possible 

participants are not considered. Fifth, Vroom and Jago 

(1988) state that the model is " ... too primitive ... " ( p. 

88) because " ... it oversimplifies complex human 

Phenomena ... " (p. 88). The revised Vroom and Jago 

normative model (1988) attempts to deal effectively with 

each of the problems of the earlier model, while 

retaining the seemingly valid components. 

~oom/Jago Normative Model 

The revised Vroom and Jago (1988) model moves away 

from the "theory of leadership" emphasis and focusses 

on participation in decision making. The decision 

making styles (AI, AII, CI, CII, GII) described above 

are retained in the new model. The primary differences 

are the use of decision equations and the increased 

number of problem attributes. 

Decision equations. The branching tree of the 

Vroom and Yetton model has been replaced by decision 

equations: 

( 1 ) 

( 2 ) 

Decision effectiveness= 

decision Quality+ decision commitment 

decision time penalty 

Overall effectiveness = 

decision effectiveness - cost+ development 
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As one can surmise from the decision equations, overall 

effectiveness is the criterion of primary concern. It 

is affected by decision effectiveness (comprised of 

decision quality, leader and subordinate commitment to 

the decision, and decision time penalty), cost of 

bringing subordinates together to participate, and the 

Potential subordinate development if the subordinates 

Participate. Each of the problem attributes is 

mathematically combined to produce the effectiveness 

scores. A thorough discussion of the mathematical 

manipulations required to reach the overall 

effectiveness score is beyond the scope of this paper; 

however, a complete description can be found in 

Appendix B of Vroom and Jago (1988). The use of 

decision equations is said to be superior to the 

branching tree model because the decision equations 

include several important variables, decision time 

Penalty, cost of participation, and subordinate 

development (Vroom & Jago, 1988). 

Eroblern attributes. The problem attributes in the 

Vroom and Yetton model and the attributes that are 

missing in this model (subordinate information, time 

constraints, geographical dispersion, motivation-time, 

motivation-development), provide the basis for the 

Problem attributes in the revised Vroom and Jago model. 

36 



Twelve problem attributes are considered in the new 

model, compared to the 7 problem attributes in the old 

model, (1) importance of the quality of the decision, 

( 2 ) importance of subordinate commitment to the 

decision, (3) amount of information possessed by the 

leader, (4) degree of structure of the problem, (5) 

Probability of subordinate commitment if the leader 

makes the decision alone, (6) goal congruence between 

the subordinates and the organization, (7) probability 

of subordinate conflict over solutions, (8) amount of 

information that subordinates have about the problem , 

( 9 ) time constraint, (10) geographical dispersion as 

reflected in the cost of bringing the subordinates 

together, (11) importance of minimizing decision making 

time, and (12) importance of subordinate development. 

The Vroom and Yetton model problem attributes and 

the Vroom and Jago problem attributes were summarized 

in Table 3 (p. ), including their relationships with the 

Daehler and Wilpert (1978) dimensions of participation. 

As stated above several of the original Vroom and 
, 

Yetton problem attributes have been retained in the 

Vroom and Jago model; these problem attributes maintain 

the same relationship with the Daehler and Wilpert 

(1978) participation dimensions that was outlined in a 

Previous section. The added problem attributes 
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represent the Daehler and Wilpert (1978) participation 

dimensions as follows: (1) subordinate information 

corresponds to decision content; and (2) quality 

requirement (importance of a high quality decision), 

time constraints, geographical dispersion (cost of 

bringing people together), time motivation , and time 

development correspond to decision importance. 

Each problem attribute is rated by the leader on a 

five point scale (1 = no or no importance and 5 = yes 

or critical importance), with the exception of time 

constraint and geographical dispersion, which are rated 

as either 1 (no ) or 5 (yes). The rati ngs result in a 

recommended decision making style, using varying levels 

of participation. 

Summary. The basic thrust of the model is to 

determine the level of participation in decision making 

that is most likely to increase overall effectiveness. 

My hypo thesis is that the participativeness of the 

leaders' decision making styles represents levels of 

participation that affects the core dimensions of 

climate. In order to assess t h is basic hypothesis, 

participants will be selected from an organization in 

which a variety of levels of participative decision 

making are requ ired, according to the Vroom-Yetton 

Model. 
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III. Model and Hypotheses 

Model 

Participative decision making has been shown to 

have an effect on a number of outcomes, but its 

relationship to the core dimensions of climate is my 

focus. Many organizational psychology and 

organizational climate researchers have emphasized the 

role of the leader in creating the work environment for 

subordinates (Lewin et al. , 1939; Litwin & Stringer, 

1968; McGregor, 1960; Schein, 1987). However, there is 

a paucity of research on the effects of leader style on 

climate and a lack of a framework in which to test 

these effects. The deci s i o n making style or the 

participativeness of the leader's behavior provides 

such a framework. My study used the participativeness 

of the leader's decision making style, specifically how 

appropriately the leader uses different levels of 

participativeness as defined by Vroom and Yetton 

(1973) , as a framework for the empirical assessment of 

the effects of the leader's style on the climate of a 

setting. 

Figure 2 presents a hypothetical model of the effect 

of the participativeness encouraged by the leader's 

decisio n ma k ing styl e (pdm = the participativeness of 
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the leader's decision making style) on the core 

d. . imensions of climate. 

The manner in which pdm affects each core 

dimension of climate (role stress and harmony, work 

challenge and autonomy, leadership facilitation and 

support, workgroup cooperation and warmth) is 

summarized below. Although hypotheses are formed at the 

dimension level, it is necessary to review the 

components of each dimension in order to formulate 

these hypotheses; therefore, the following section 

discusses the potential effect of pdm on each 

component. 

Role stress. The first dimension that pdm may 

affect is role stress and harmony. According to James 

and James (1989), the dimension of role stress and 

harmony (role conflict, role ambiguity, role overload, 

subunit conflict lack of organizational , 

identification lack of management concern and , 

awareness) reflects individuals' desires for clarity, 

harmony, and justice. 

This view is in accordance with Katz and Kahn's 

(1978) role theory. Role theory states that 

organizations are role systems and that organizational 

effectiveness may be a function of the allocation of 

tasks to roles. The role of an individual becomes more 
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complex when the individual becomes involved with more 

th
an one portion, or subsystem, of an organization. 

Complexity arises in part due to: (a) each subsystem 

holding a different set of priorities for role 

expectations (role conflict), (b) subsystems holding 

different sets of priorities for the tasks to be 

Performed by each unit (subunit conflict), (c) the 

individual's lack of information regarding the 

Priorities and expectations of subsystems (role 

ambiguity), and (d) the assignment, to a role, of more 

tasks than can be accomplished (role overload). 

The provision of information about the workers' 

Priorities, expectations for their work, and number of 

tasks, may be achieved by allowing appropriate 

incumbent participation in the decision making process. 

For example, in the terms of Vroom and Yetton, when the 

leader does not have enough information to make a 

decision and subordinates have information about a 

decision, subordinates should be consulted. Thus , 

appropriate participation is an information sharing 

Process. In this manner, appropriate participation 

leads to a more effective decision and also provides 

Workers with additional information about their work 

environment. Thus conflict and ambiguity can be 
, 

reduced. An appropriate level of participation must be 
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emphasized, because simply increasing participation may 

not reduce role stress. For example, requiring an 

incumbent to participate when that incumbent does not 

have any relevant information about the problem may add 

to the incumbent's confusion (or experienced ambiguity) 

a nd thus, cause an increase in ambiguity. One may 

hypothesize that role conflict, role ambiguity, and 

subunit conflict, are negatively related to pdm. 

The effect of pdm on role overload is less clear. 

A Possible explanation for the hypothesized negative 

relationship between pdm and role stress is that 

incumbent participation in decision making provides the 

incumbent with an opportunity to inform the manager and 

coworkers thats/he is overloaded. With this 

information, the manager and/or coworkers may then 

modify the workload. 

Additional support for the effect of pdm on role 

stress is found in the theoretical model proposed and 

tested by Jackson (1983). In this model it is 

Postulated and demonstrated that participation has an 

effect on various facets of role stress, including role 

conflict and role ambiguity. 

Based on the ideas and empirical evidence 

Presented above, an appropriate pdm leadership style is 

hypothesized to affect the core climate dimension of 
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role stress and lack of harmony. Specifically, 

appropriate participation is hypothesized to reduce the 

experience of role stress and lack of harmony . 

Job challenge and autonom~- According to James and 

James (1989), the job challenge and autonomy core 

dimension of climate (e.g., job challenge and variety, 

job autonomy, job importance) is based on individuals' 

desires for challenge, independence, and 

responsibility. 

Job challenge, autonomy, and importance have been 

related to theories of job enrichment and enlargement 

(Hackman & Oldman, 1975). In those theories, job 

challenge is the degree to which the incumbent finds 

the job to be challenging or stimulating. Autonomy, on 

the other hand relates to the worker's ability to 
, 

decide how to perform his or her tasks, independently 

of supervisors and coworkers. A job that is high in 

autonomy allows a worker to perform with little 

reliance upon supervisors and coworkers. Another 

important concept, job importance, is the strength of 

the effect that one's job has on others. For example, 

the job of a purchasing officer who controls all goods 

coming into a manufacturing plant is high in importance 

because it has a strong effect on many other groups 

Within the organization. 
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Although this dimension, job challenge and 

autonomy, is interesting in the organizational context 

th
ere appears to be no theoretical justification for 

, 

hypothesizing that a worker's participation in decision 

making will affect perceptions of job challenge, 

autonomy, or importance. 

Theoretically and empirically, this dimension has 

been linked to outcomes such as satisfaction and 

turnover (Turner & Lawrence, 1965); however, a 

relationship between participation and job challenge or 

autonomy has not been explored in the literature. In 

the current effort, no hypotheses are made about the 

effects of the appropriateness of the leader's pdm 

stYle on the core climate dimension of job challenge 

and autonomy. 

Leadership facilitation and support. James and 

James (1989) state that the leadership facilitation and 

support dimension of climate (e.g., leader trust and 

support, leader goal faciliation, leader interaction 

facilitation) is based on individuals' desires for work 

facilitation, support and recognition. This core 

dimension of climate is especially important for this 

study because the study focusses on the 

Participativeness of leaders' decision making styles. 
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The theory of leader decision making described 

earlier suggests that participation in decision making 

causes workers to perceive the leader as trusting the 

participants' ability to provide information and as 

being supportive (Vroom & Jago, 1988). Decision making 

styles that require appropriate participation 

automatically bring participants together, providing 

the potential for interaction. Appropriate 

participation ensures that participants have relevant 

information to share have an interest in the outcome, , 

etc. and thus, have the ability to interact with other 

group members. In this situation, the leader may be 

perceived as facilitating interaction. In contrast, a 

requirement for inappropriately high participation may 

result in participants who are unable to provide any 

information and thus, do not interact. Similarly, 

inappropriately low participation may indicate that 

group members with relevant information are not allowed 

to contribute or interact with others. Therefore, 

appropriate participation may affect leader trust, 

support, and interaction facilitation. 

In a non-experimental field study, participation 

was highly correlated with perceptions of the leader as 

supportive and a facilitator of interactions among 

group members (Watson & Michaelson, 1984). 
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The second variable in the leadership facilitation 

dimension is management concern and awareness. Research 

in the field of communications has linked subordinate 

Participation in the communication process with 

satisfaction with management and overall job 

satisfaction (Muchinsky, 1977; Sims & LaFollete, 1975). 

One variable inherent in satisfaction with management 

is the perception of management concern or desire to be 

aware. That is, managers who encouraged participation 

in the communication process were perceived as more 

concerned and having a greater desire to be aware. 

Appropriate participation may be perceived as 

management awareness, as opposed to inappropriately 

high or low participation, which may be perceived as an 

indication that management is not aware because, for 

example, it fails to include subordinates with relevant 

information or includes subordinates with no relevant 

information in the decision making process. Once 

, 

again, pdm may have an effect on the perception that 

management is concerned and aware. 

The effect of participation on goal facilitation 

has also been explored. Preston and Heintz (1949), for 

example, showed that group members with participatory 

leaders (leaders who facilitated member participation) 

believed that the group's task was more interesting and 
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that they were more efficient in completing the task. 

Thus, a participative leadership style may result in a 

perception of leader goal facilitation. 

I turn now to psychological and hierarchical 

influence which, according to Swift (1984), is a 

product of participation. Participation is said to 

result in the perception of greater power over one's 

environment. Therefore, leaders who use a more 

participative decision making style may affect 

subordinates' perception of psychological and 

hierarchical influence. 

Based on the above information, the 

appropriateness of the pdm leadership style is 

hypothesized to affect the core climate dimension of 

leader facilitation and support. 

The dimension of leader facilitation and support 

is particularly important because participation is 

conceptualized and operationalized as participation in 

leader decision making. Participation in decision 

making and the climate dimension of leader facilitation 

and support focus on leader behavior. This similarity 

in focus on behavior leads to a hypothesis of a 

particularly strong relationship between 

appropriateness of participation and the core climate 

dimension of leader facilitation and support. 
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Workgroup cooperation. friendliness. and warmth. 

The final core dimension of climate, workgroup 

cooperation, friendliness, and warmth, is based on 

individuals' desires for warm and friendly social 

relations (James & James, 1989). Theories of group 

behavior address these issues. 

According to Zander (1982), interaction between 

group members is essential for a group to form. The 

Vroom and Yetton decision styles form a continuum from 

no participation (autocratic) to participation of one 

or more group members individually with the leader 

( consultative) to total group participation and 

decision making (group). As one moves up the continuum 

from autocratic to group decision making, participation 

and interaction between group members is increased. 

Zander states that members of groups encourage 

"harmony'', as opposed to disharmony. A state of 

harmony includes behavior such as, " ... praising, 

approving, agreeing, or helping one another ... " (p. 

127). Harmony embodies the warmth, cooperativeness, and 

friendliness of this core dimension of climate. The 

hypothesis that groups encourage more harmonious 

behavior, than disharmonious beha vior, was supported in 

a laboratory study conducted by Zander (1982) and an 

observational study conducted b y Bales (1954). 
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Additional support is found in the work of 

Cartwright (1968). Cartwright (1968) states that the 

opportunity to participate in decision making is an 

incentive for individuals to be attracted to a group 

a
nd become involved with the group. Consequences of 

involvement with the group include loyalty to the other 

group members and feelings of security within the 

group. 

However, simply sitting in a group is not 

sufficient to ensure participation in decision making. 

Both Cartwright (1968) and Zander (1982) view 

Participation as an active process. For active 

Participation to occur, the individuals must have 

relevant information or be concerned with the outcomes 

or a similar situational variable, as described by 

Vroom and Yetton. If the individuals do not have 

Valuable information, a vested interest, etc, then they 

may be unable or unwilling to participate in decision 

making. Therefore, for pdm to lead to group cooperation 

and warmth, the participation must be appropriate. Once 

again, appropriate participation is linked to the 

so . 

t' 

cioemotional outcomes of workgroup coopera ion, 

Warmth, and friendliness. 

In a more recent effort, Tjosvold (1985) conducted 

a laboratory experiment to determine the effects of 
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participation on several dependent variables. 

Participants were placed in a high participation 

condition (cooperation) or a low participation 

condition (competitiveness). Participants in the high 

Participation condition perceived others as more 

helpful and more responsive to ideas, and trusted 

Others more. This study supports a hypothesis that 

Participation leads to the perception of workgroup 

cooperation, warmth, and empathy. 

In addition, Jackson (1983) hypothesized that 

Participation .leads to an increased perception of 

social support. Jackson's (1983) social support is 

similar to James and James' (1989) workgroup 

cooperation, friendliness and warmth. In both works, 

this variable represents the subordinates' perception 

of the social environment as supportive. 

Based on the above information, the 

appropriateness of the pdm leadership style is 

hypothesized to affect the core climate dimension of 

Work group cooperation, friendliness, and warmth. 

~ertical dyad linkage theory. One additional 

Variable that may be relevant to the present study is 

the quality of the supervisor-subordinate dyad's 

interaction what Graen and others call vertical dyad 

, 

linkage or VDL (Graen & Scandura, 1987; Vecchio & 
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Gobdel , 1984) . Each supervisor and subordinate are said 

to be part of a dyad in which there is relatively 

uni que interaction. That is, VDL theory postulates that 

supervisors do not treat each subordinate similarly or 

in accord with an average leadership style. Research 

has supported the premise of differential treatment of 

subordinates (Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975; Vecchio & 

Gobdel, 1984). 

Supervisors' differential treatment of 

subordinates is said to lead to relationships with 

varying degrees of quality. That is, subordinates who 

are perceived as trustworthy and competent by the 

supervisor are said to have a high quality relationship 

with their supervisor. Alternatively, subordinates who 

are perceived as less trustworthy and competent by 

their supervisor are said to have a low quality 

relationship. According to VDL theory, the quality of 

the supervisor-subordinate relationship will affect all 

interaction between the supervisor and subordinate. 

If the quality of the supervisor-subordinate 

relationship affects all interaction between the two, 

the quality of the supervisor-subordinate relationship 

may have important consequences for the present study. 

For example, the quality of the relationship ma y affect 

t he level of subordinate participation that is sought 
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by a supervisor. Specifically, supervisors may allow 

more participation for subordinates with whom they have 

high quality relationships and allow less participation 

for subordinates with whom they have low quality 

relationships, regardless of the most appropriate level 

of Participation as defined by Vroom and Yetton's 

Problem attributes. The question in the current study 

of appropriate participativeness then becomes, does the 

quality of supervisor-subordinate relationships 

determine the level of subordinate participation that 

supervisors seek, over and above training leaders to be 

more appropriately participative in decision making. 

If the quality of the relationship does not 

determine the appropriateness of participation sought 

by supervisors, an alternative perspective is possible. 

It may be that supervisors who are trained to become 

more appropriately participative change their behavior 

toward subordinates. That is, leaders may still 

differentially involve subordinates in decision making; 

however, the more appropriately participative 

supervisors may use situation factors to determine who 

Will be involved in making a decision, rather than 

Simply allowing the quality of their relationships with 

each subordinate to determine participation. 
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An additional way in which the quality of the 

supervisor relationship could affect the present study 

is in the subordinates' perceptions of climate. 

Research has shown that subordinates with a high 

quality supervisor-subordinate relationship have more 

Positive perceptions of climate (Kozlowski & Doherty, 

l989). In addition, those with a high quality 

supervisor-subordinate relationship tend to show less 

Variability regarding their perceptions of climate, 

than do those with a low quality supervisor-subordinate 

relationship. 

In summary, VDL research and theory suggest that 

the relationship between the quality of the supervisor

subordinate relationship and appropriate participaiton 

in decision making should be examined in order to 

determine if the quality of the relationship and/or the 

appropriateness of participation affects subordinate 

Perceptions of climate. Separate hypotheses are not 

made about the quality of supervisor-subordinate 

relationships and its effect on the the subordinates' 

experiences of the work environment. However, the 

relationships among appropriate participation, quality 

Of supervisor-subordinate relationships, and climate 

should be explored, as defined above. 
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Hypotheses 

I. ~eaders' use of appropriate participation in decision 

making decreases the perception of role stress and lack 

of harmony in the environment. 

II. Leaders' use of appropriate participation in 

decision making will be explored here for effects on 

the perception of job challenge and autonomy in the 

environment. 

III. Leaders' use of appropriate participation in 

decision making increases the perception of leadership 

facilitation and support in the environment. 

IV. Leaders' use of appropriate participation in 

decision making increases the perception of workgroup 

cooperation, friendliness, and warmth in the 

environment. 

V. The leaders' use of participative decision making is 

hypothesized to have the strongest effect on the core 

dimension of leadership facilitation and support. 

Participative decision making will have a significant, 

but weaker effect on the dimensions of role stress and 

workgroup cooperation, as compared to the effect on 

leadership facilitation: 

A significant difference will be found between the 

relationships of (1) pdm and leadership facilitation 

and (2) pdm and role stress. 

A significant difference will be found between 

relationships of (1) pdm and leadership facilitation 

and (2) pdm and workgroup cooperation. 
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IV. Method 

Leader participativeness was experimentally 

manipulated in a field experiment to study the effect 

of the participativeness of leaders' decision making 

styles on the core dimensions of climate . The original 

data were collected using a modified Solomon Four Group 

Design (Solomon, 1949). Subjects were randomly assigned 

to one of four groups, then pretest and posttest data 

Were to be collected and were mailed to the researcher. 

Pretest data were collected and mailed as planned. 

Posttest data were collected, but before they could be 

mailed to the researcher, many surveys were destroyed 

in a fire. The surviving surveys allow for analysis 

according to a two group design (Group 1: Pretest , 

Training, Posttest; Group 2: Pretest, Posttest) and the 

data have thus been analyzed in this manner. 

The manipulation was a t r aining program, designed 

to train managers to appropriately use pdm where 

"appropriately'' is defined by the Vroom-Jago 

Perspective. This training program was admi nistered to 

a randomly selected group of managers . In order to 

ensure that the training had changed the managers' 

behavior a measure of the participativeness of 

, 

managers ' decision ma king style, administered to 
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managers prior to and immediately following training 

served as a manipulation check. In addition, a climate 

measure was used to assess the core dimensions 0£ 

climate (role stress and lack of harmony; job challenge 

and autonomy; leadership facilitation and support; 

workgroup cooperation, friendliness, and warmth) as 

Perceived by each manager's subordinates. For managers 

in the experimental group these climate data were 

Collected prior to the training of the manager and 

approximately one month following their training. 

Simultaneously, climate data were collected from the 

Subordinates of managers in the control condition . 

.E.articipants 

A site £or data collection was located with the 

assistance of Kepner-Tregoe, the owner of the Vroom

Yetton participative decision making training package. 

After discussing my dissertation with several Kepner

Tregoe trainers, they agreed that the study had merit 

and suggested that I contact a list of their 

Prospective participative decision making training 

Clients. I contacted several organizations that were 

interested in receiving the training during the summer 

Of 1989. 

In exchange for participating in the study, I 

Offered to present the results of my study to the 
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managers and offered to summarize the managers' 

decision making styles before and after training, as 

assessed by their performance on the cases, which are 

discussed later in this chapter. The first organization 

that agreed to participate was a midwestern utility 

company. This site had over 40 units, each of which 

contained a manager and subordinates, and employed 

approximately 250 individuals. Al l of the units were 

responsible for operation or maintenance of the 

equipment necessary to provide gas and electricity to 

the local area~ 

A sample of 11 units, each consisting of a manager 

a nd subordinates was used in this experiment. Each 

, 

Unit was randomly selected for the experimental 

(training N = 6 units) or control (no training N = 5 

Units) condition. Random assignment without replacement 

Was accomplished by assigning each unit a number and 

Selecting the experimental and control conditions using 

a random number generator. Managers not randomly 

Selected for training, as required in the experimental 

condition, were scheduled to be trained following the 

completion of the study. 

Empirical evidence from James, Demaree, and Wolf 

( l 9 88) and Rouiller (1989) indicates that 3 to 6 

subordinates per unit are adequate to achieve high 
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interrater reliability in the climate measure, the 

dependent variable of interest here. In this study , 

surveys were administered to all subordinates in the 

experimental and control conditions; thus, data were 

obtained from 3 to 10 subordinates for each of the 11 

units. The number of subordinates considered for 

analysis on the pretest is 56 (n=56), with 36 in the 

experimental group (n=36) and 20 in the control group 

(n=20) and 61 for the posttest (n=61), with 39 in the 

experimental (n=39)and 22 in the control (n=22). Many 

subordinates responded to the pretest and posttest; 

there were 71 unique respondents for the pretest and 

P0 sttest (n=71). The response rate for the units, whose 

data survived the fire was 80%. The number of 

Participants in each unit for the pretest and posttest 

is summarized in Table 4 . 

.Erocecture 

As noted earlier, a field experiment was 

conducted. The design originally planned for was a 

modified Solomon Four Group Design (Solomon, 1949); 

however, unforeseen circumstances led to the use of a 

two group design. Units, each consisting of a manager 

and his / her subordinates, had been randomly selected 

for the training or no training condition. The original 

design is summarized in Figure 3. As previously stated, 
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Table 4 . 
Number of participants in tra ining condition units a nd no 
training condition units. 

PRETEST POSTTEST 

Training condition: 

Unit 1 7 10 

Unit 2 7 6 

Unit 3 6 7 

Unit 4 5 6 

Unit 5 5 5 

Unit 6 6 5 

No training condition : 

Unit 1 5 6 

Unit 2 3 3 

Unit 3 4 4 

Unit 4 4 4 

Unit 5 4 5 
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Figure 3. 
Experimental Design: Solomon Four Group Design 

PRETEST 

T 
••••••• J ••••••• 

1. C 1 i mate 
( Subordinates ) 

Dec St y le 
( Subor d i nates ) 

Dec Style 
(Managers ) 

**•*****••····· 
2. 

De c St y le 
( Manage r s ) 

••••••••••••••• 
3. Cl i ma t e 

( Sub o rd i nates ) 

Dec St y le 

( Subor d i nates ) 

•**•***•******* 
4 . 

TRAINING POSTTEST 

···••**** 

PDM 

******•** 

PDM 

······••* 

*****••** 

T 

***•****••*** ••••• !i •••••• 
Climate 

( Subordinates ) 

De c St yl e 
( Subordinates) 

Dec Style 
(Managers ) 

*•*****•*•** **••*•**•*•*• 
C 1 imate 

( Subordinates) 

De c St y le 
(S ubor d i nate s) 

Dec St yle 
( Manage rs ) 

• ••••••••••• ··•*•***•*•*• 
C 1 imate 

( Subor d i nate s) 

De c S t y le 

( Subor dinate s) 

**********•* ···•****•**** 
C l i mate 

(S ub o rdinate s) 

De c S t y le 

( Su bor d inate s) 

**•**•**•**•**•* *•***•** ••*•***•*•*• ************* 

T 1 : Preceding tra i ning. 

T2: In-med i ate l y following training . 

T3 : 30 da y s fol l owing training . 

Manipula t i o ns checks : 

De c ision Style measu r e completed b y manage rs to asse ss 

manage r 1 earning. 

Decision Mak i ng Style measure c ompleted b y subord i nate s 

to assess transfer of tra i ning . 

PDM = Part ic ipa t ive decis ion ma k i n g trai ning f or 

managers . 

Note : Ea c h measure wi l l be completed b y th e g rou p a p pea rin g 

d i re c tl y below the measu r e in pare n these s . 
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the organization contained over 40 units. Several of 

these units were omitted from the study due to their 

recent formation (less than 6 months as a unit) or 

small size (fewer than 3 subordinates). The remaining 

34 units were randomly selected for each of the 4 

conditions, resulting in: (1) 9 units in condition 1, 

(2) 8 units in condition 2, (3) 9 units in condition 3 

and (4) 8 units in condition 4. 

Following the loss of data, the surveys of (1) 6 

units were returned in condition 1, (2) 2 units 

returned in condition 2, (3) 5 units returned in 

condition 3, and no units returned in condition 4. 

Thus, the original condition 1 data were analyzed as 

the experimental (training) condition data and the 

original condition 3 data were analyzed as the control 

(no training) condition data. The training condition 

participants received a pretest, training, and a 

posttest. The no training condition participants 

received a pretest and a posttest. These conditions are 

summarized in Figure 4. 

Units in condition one recei ved the pretest (T1), 

followed by the participation training, and then the 

posttest (T3). Units in condition two received the 

pretest (T1) and then the posttest (T3). Each of these 

instruments is briefly described below and elaborated 
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Figure 4. 
Experimental Design: Modified Two Group Pre Post Design 

PRETEST TRAINING POSTTEST 

T T2 T 

*******J**••**• ·••***•·· ······••*••·· *•*•**i••·•** 

1. C 1 imate C 1 imate 
(Subordinates) 

2. 

(Subordinates) 

Dec Style 
(Subordinates) 

Dec Style 
(Managers) 

PDM Dec Style 
(Managers) 

Dec St y le 
(Subordinates) 

**••··········· ..................... ············· 
C 1 imate 
(Subordinates) 

Dec Style 
(Subordinates) 

Dec Style 
(Ma nagers) 

Dec St y le 
(Managers ) 

C 1 imate 
(Subordinates) 

Dec Style 
(Subordinates) 

•••••••••••••••• ··••*••· •••••••••••• ••••••••••••• 

T1 : Preceding training. 

T2 : Immediately following training. 

T3 : 30 days following training. 

Manipulations checks: 

Decision Style measure completed by manage r s to assess 

manager learning . 

Decision Making Style measure completed by subordinates 

to assess transfer of training . 

PDM =Partic i pative decision making training for managers . 

Note: Each measure wil 1 be completed b y the group appear i ng 

directly below the measure in parentheses . 
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upon in the Instruments section, which immediately 

follows this section. 

At the pretest (Tl) subordinates completed the 

climate measure and subordinate report of manager 

decision making style measure. Also at T1, the managers 

completed the manager decision making style measure. 

The PDM training was then administered to the managers 

only. The manager decision making style measure at T2 

was administered to the managers at the completion of 

training. At the posttest (T3) subordinates completed 

the climate measure and subordinate report of manager 

decision making style measure. 

The instructions for the completion of the climate 

and subordinate report of manager decision making style 

measure, T1 and T3, appear in Appendix A. Briefly, 

participants were told that this was a study of the 

leadership and climate of their units, assured o f 

confidentiality, and assured of anonymity. The same 

instructions were given to the experimental and contr ol 

condition participants. 

Instrument Development 

Climate. A climate measure was used t o assess the 

core dimensions of climate outlined in Section II. This 

measure was administered to the membe rs of each uni t to 
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determine the climate of the unit. In all units both 

pre and post measures were taken. 

The core dimensions were assessed, based on items 

from Jones and James (1979), as well as items written 

for the present effort. All items to be used may be 

found in Appendix B. As noted in Appendix B, several 

items appear verbatim from Jones and James (1979); 

however, most were rewritten to be representative for 

this study. 

The actual items used in the measure of the core 

dimensions of climate were determined through a sort ing 

procedure. Subject matter experts (SMEs) were selected 

for the sorting procedure, based on their knowledge of 

the climate literature. Each SME was employed as an 

industrial/organizational psychologist or was a graduate 

student in industrial / organizational psychology. 

These SMEs (N=B) were presented with instructions 

for sorting, descriptions of the core dimensions (role 

stress, job challenge, leadership facilitation, and 

workgroup cooperation) and all items, which appear i n 

Appendix B. SMEs were asked to ind i vidually sort e a ch 

item into the core dimens ion it best fit. 

Items for which there was 100% a g reement among t he 

SMEs were retained for use. This procedure resulted i n 

the retention of 69 of the original 85 items. 
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The climate measure was formatted using a 6 point 

Likert scale of frequency, with anchors ranging from 

very infrequently (1) to very frequently (6). A copy 

of the survey used for data collection may be found in 

Appendix A (following the instructions to 

subordinates). Survey items 1 - 59 and 65 to 74 are 

climate items. Other items in the survey in Appendix A 

are discussed below. 

Decision making style . Two decision making style 

measures were administered, one to managers and one to 

subordinates. Both of these measures served as 

manipulation checks to determine the effectiveness of 

training. A decision making style measure completed by 

the managers prior to training (Tl) and at the end of 

training (T2) was used to assess manager learning of 

the training program principles. The second decision 

making style measure was completed by subordinates at 

the pretest (T1) and the posttest (T3), and was used to 

assess whether or not the managers' newly learned 

behaviors had transferred to the job setting. 

Learning: Manager manipulation check. Learning was 

assessed by comparing the managers' scores on a pre

and post- measure of their use of appropriate decision 

making styles. Each measure contained 30 comparable 

cases that were representative of situations managers 
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face in their organization. The cases were written and 

copyrighted by Kepner-Tregoe, based on cases presented 

by Vroom and Yetton (1973). Managers were asked to 

choose the decision making style, on a continuum from 

highly authoritative (AI= 1) to group decision making 

(GII = 5), that they would use when presented with each 

case situation. Score sheets, which instructed the 

managers to circle the best choice (AI to GII) for each 

case, were obtained from Kepner-Tregoe. Case sets and a 

score sheet appear in Appendix C. 

Transfer: Subordinate manipulation check. Transfer 

of training was measured by asking subordinates to 

assess how their managers would respond to an actual 

work situation that was presented in scenario format. 

One case, describing a realistic work situation, was 

Presented to subordinates in the pretest, and a second 

comparable case was presented to subordinates in the 

posttest. Subordinates were asked to assess how their 

manager would respond to each case. The pretest and 

posttest cases used to assess transfer of training 

appear in Appendix D. 

Quality of supervisor subordinate relationship. 

The Leader Member Exchange (LMX) measure was used to 

assess the quality of supervisor-subordinate dyad 

interaction at the pretest (T1) and posttest (T3). The 
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LMX measures the quality of the interaction, as 

reported by subordinates. LMX scores are treated as 

continuous, assessing the continuous variable of 

quality of the supervisor-subordinate relationship. The 

LMX was used to assess differences in the quality of 

supervisor-subordinate relationships prior to and 

following manager training. 

The LMX, developed by Graen and his colleagues 

(Graen, Novak, & Sommerkamp, 1982; Scandura & Graen, 

1984), has been used in several studies reported in the 

literature (e.g., Graen, Liden, & Hoel, 1982; Kozlowski 

& Doherty, 1989). The internal consistency reliability 

of this measure has been assessed. In an experiment 

Using a repeated measures experimental design, 

Cronbach's Alpha was found to relatively high at each 

Of the testing times (alpha= .86 at Time 1, alpha = 

-84 at Time 2 or 26 weeks after Time 1). Based on this 

information the researchers concluded that the measure 

, 

achieved internal consistency reliability and stability 

over time (Scandura & Graen, 1984). The validity of the 

measure was determined by demonstrating its 

relationship with productivity and job satisfaction 

(Graen et al., 1982). 

The LMX appears in the survey in Appendix A, Part 

III, items 1 to 7. 
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.Intervention: Participation Training Program 

Development 

The participation training program adheres to the 

facets of participation outlined by Daehler and Wilpert 

(1978) and the problem attributes outlined by Vroom and 

Yetton (1973). The basis of the program was developed 

by Vroom and Yetton and then modified and prepared for 

Presentation to managers by Kepner-Tregoe. The training 

Program is currently owned and administered by Kepner

Tregoe. 

A two day training program was administered by a 

consultant to Kepner-Tregoe, which consisted of a (1) 

discussion of the leader behaviors (AI, AII, CI, CII, 

GII), (2) review of the case set completed before the 

seminar (decision making style measure), (3) feedback 

on how each participant scored on the decision making 

style measure, (4) presentation and discussion of the 

P~oblem attributes, (5) group practice on choosing the 

most effective solution for cases (using the problem 

attributes to choose the leader behavior), (6) 

application of problem attributes and leader behaviors 

to actual work settings, (7) development of skills in 

conflict resolution and consensus building, and (8) 

application of all training materials to actual work 

settings. 
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V. Results 

Prior to the analysis of data for hypothesis 

testing, descriptive statistics (means, standard 

deviations, internal consistency reliability, 

interrater reliability of measures, and the equivalence 

of the experimental and control groups) are discussed. 

Results are then tested in three parts. First, the 

effectiveness of the manager training program in 

appropriate participative decision making is evaluated. 

Seco nd , the relationship between appropriate 

Participation and the core dimensions of climate is 

assessed, as specified in the hypotheses. In addition, 

the main effects of (1) appropriate participation and 

(2) training on each dimension of climate are assessed. 

Third, the effect of appropriate participation upon the 

quality of supervisor-subordinate relationships and the 

effects of the quality of the supervisor-subordinate 

relationships upon the core dimens ions of climate are 

assessed. 

Descriptive statistics 

Means and standard deviations. At the preliminary 

stage of analysis, means and standard deviations were 

computed for all measures. These de scriptive 
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statistics, for the pretest and posttest (for the 

experimental and control condition participants), are 

summarized in Table 5. Differences in pretest and 

Posttest means, as will be seen later, are attributable 

to effects of training on the experimental group. 

lnternal consistency reliability. The internal 

consistency reliability of each core dimension of 

Climate was assessed using Cronbach's Alpha, as 

summarized in Table 5. Cronbach's Alpha for each scale , 

at the pretest, was as follows: role stress and lack of 

harmony (alpha= .76), job autonomy (alpha= .77), 

leadership facilitation (alpha= .93), and workgroup 

cooperation (alpha= .82). Internal consistency at the 

Posttest was as follows: role stress and lack of 

harmony (alpha= .82), job autonomy (alpha= .80), 

leadership facilitation (alpha= .91), and workgroup 

cooperation (alpha= .91). All dimensions exceeded the 

minimum Alpha of .70 as recommended by Nunnally (1978). 

lnterrater reliability. The interrater 

reliability, that is the degree to which the 

Perceptions of the workgroup climate were shared by the 

members of each unit, was assessed according to the 

James et al. (1984) technique. This method was chosen 

because it, as opposed to other methods such as Shrout 
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Table 5. 
Pretest Descriptive Statistics: Di mension correlations 

means, standard deviations, and internal cons i stency ' 

reliability (Cronbach"s Alpha) . 

MEAN SD ROLE JOB LOR WKGROUP 

STRESS CHA LL FA C COOP 

RO LE 2 . 94 . 53 (. 76 ) - . 3 2 - . 16 . 0 5 

STRES S 

JOB 3.38 . 44 

CHA LL 

( . 77 ) . 2 2 - .2 5 

LDR 2 . 91 
FA C 

. 59 ( . 9 3 ) . 15 

WKG 3 . 5 3 .60 
( . 8 2 ) 

COOP 

* = p " < . 05 
( ) = Cronba ch 's Alpha 

*********************************************************** 

Posttest Descriptive Statistics: Dimension correlations, 

means, standard deviations, and internal consistency 

reliability (Cronb ach's Alpha) . 

MEAN SD ROLE JOB LD R WKGROU P 

STRESS CHA LL FA C COOP 

ROLE 2 . 4 2 . 54 ( . 8 2) -.01 -. 44* -.5 2* 

STRE SS 

JOB 3 . 36 . 48 ( . 80 ) . 21 - . 07 

CHA LL 

LDR 3 . 2 0 . 4 6 
( . 9 1 ) . 4 6* 

FAC 

WKG 3.7 1 . 73 
( . 9 1 ) 

COOP 

* = p ~ .0 5 
() = Cronba ch 's Alpha 
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and Fleiss' (1979) ICC, attempts to deal with the range 

restriction problems that often occur in field studies 

(James et al., 1988). Interrater reliabilities for each 

Unit on each dimension of climate ranged from .85 to 

-98, as reported in Table 6. 

Dimension intercorrelation. Dimension 

intercorrelations are also summarized in Table 5. At 

the pretest, no dimensions were significantly 

intercorrelated. At the posttest, the leadership 

facilitation dimension was significantly correlated 

With the role stress dimension (r = -.44, ~ < .05 ) and 

the workgroup cooperation dimension (r = .46 , ~ < .05). 

In addition, the workgroup cooperation dimension was 

Significantly correlated with the role stress dimension 

(r = -.52, ~ < .05). The change in dimension 

intercorrelation is further discussed in Chapter VI, 

the Discussion, under the heading of Effectiveness of 

Training . 

EQuivalence of pretest Qroups. To ensure that any 

differences between the experimental and control g roups 

at the posttest were due to the training and not due t o 

differences in the groups prior to traini ng, both 

groups' scores on each of the dimensions of climate 

were compared using t-tests . As reported in Table 7, no 

Signi ficant differences were found between groups o n 
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Table 6. 
lnterrater reliability of the core dimensions of climate for 

each unit at the pretest (T1) and posttest (T 3 ), assessed 

according to the James, Demaree, and Wolf (1983) procedure. 

UNIT 

Group 1: 
Training 

Pretest 
(n=7) 

Posttest 
(n=10 ) 

ROLE 
STRESS 

. 96 

.98 

2 Pretest 
(n=7) .97 

Postte s t 
(n=6) .89 

3 Pretest 
(n=6 ) . 89 

Posttest 
(n=7) . 91 

4 Pretest 
(n=5) . 87 

Posttest 
(n=6) . 93 

5 Pretest 
(n=5) .88 

Postest 
(n=5) .92 

6 Pretest 
(n=6) .90 

Postest 
(n=5) .92 

Group 2: 
t~o training 

Pretest 
(n=5 ) . 96 

JOB 
CHALLENGE 

. 97 

. 98 

.97 

. 91 

. 97 

. 96 

.98 

.95 

.95 

.95 

. 93 

. 97 

. 97 
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LEADERSHIP 
FACILITATION 

. 88 

. 98 

.97 

.98 

.98 

. 98 

.96 

. 97 

. 95 

. 98 

. 96 

. 98 

. 97 

WORK GROUP 
COOPERATION 

. 96 

.97 

.95 

. 96 

. 96 

.97 

. 95 

.93 

. 97 

.9 6 

.96 

. 93 

. 98 



Postest 
(n=6) .96 .97 . 97 . 96 

2 Pretest 
(n=3) .95 .89 .98 .96 

Posttest 
(n=3) .95 .95 .95 .93 

3 Pretest 
(n =4) .89 .97 .98 . 95 

Posttest 
(n=4) .89 .97 . 98 . 94 

4 Pretest 
(n=4) .97 .85 .95 . 95 

Posttest 
(n =4) . 97 . 95 . 96 . 85 

5 Pretest 
(n=4) . 98 .98 .98 . 97 

Posttest 
(n=5) . 97 . 9 5 . 95 . 93 
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Table 7. 
Equ i valence of experimental and control group on each 

dimension of climate at the pretest as assessed by t-tests. 

EXPERIMENTAL 

CLIMATE 
DIMEN S ION 

Role Stress 
& Lack of 
Harmo n y 

.Job Challenge 
& Autonom y 

Leadership 
Fa ci I itation & 

Suppor t 

Wor k gr o up 
Cooperation, 
Friendlines s, & 

Wa rmth 

* = p ~ . 05 

PRETEST 
t1 

3.01 

3 . 35 

2 . 92 

3. 46 

76 

GROUP CONTROL GROUP 

PRETEST 
!:1 t 

2.80 1 . 32 

3 . 41 . 44 

2. 89 . 19 

3 . 65 1 . 2 4 



any of the climate dimensions. Thus, the groups were 

treated as equivalent for hypothesis testing. 

I. Effectiveness of Appr opriate Participation Traini ng 

As noted above, two manipulation checks were 

administered in an effort to determine the 

effectiveness of the training program. First, manager 

learning was assessed, then the transfer of the 

managers' learned behavior from the training classroom 

to the work setting was assessed. 

Learning. The learning measure was scored by 

determining the difference between (a) the level of 

participativeness that the Vroom and Yetton model 

prescribed for each case and (b) the level of 

participativeness chosen by each manager for each case. 

Absolute difference scores were summed to determine how 

different each manager's responses were from the 

responses prescribed by the Vroom and Yetton model. 

Absolute difference scores were chosen to emphasize the 

importance of appropriate levels of participation, not 

simply increased participation. The hypotheses did not 

differentiate between too little or too much 

participation, but simply between appropriate and 

inappropriate levels. Thus, an absolute difference 

score was computed. 
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Group means of the difference scores were computed 

for the pretest and posttest. Then at test was 

conducted to determine whether or not there was a 

significant difference between the pretest and posttest 

scores. 

In order to allow a difference score to be used 

for determining the change in participativeness, the 

most effective solutions for each case (according to 

the Vroom and Yetton decision tree) were the same in 

the pretest and posttest. That is, in case set 1 and in 

case set 2, AI was the best decision 12 times, AII was 

the best decision 4 times, CI was the best decision 1 

time, err was the best decision 7 times, and GII was 

the best solution 6 times. This was required to ensure 

that a difference in manager participativeness was due 

to a difference in the manager's style (pre and post 

training) and not simply due to a difference in the 

behavior prescribed by different cases. 

No significant difference was found between the 

means of the experimental group (M = 29.33) and the 

control group (M = 29.73) at the pretest. However, a 

comparison of the mean of t he experimental group 

difference scores at the pretest (M = 29.33) and the 

mean of their difference scores at the posttest (M 

8.9) revealed a significant difference between the two 
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means ( t = 19.57, ~ < .05). No significant difference 

( t = 1 . 66, ~ > .05) was found between the control group 

means at the pretest (M = 29.73) and the posttest (M = 

27.61). Based on this information, which is summarized 

in Table 8, it was concluded that managers in the 

experimental condition, who were trained in appropriate 

participation in decision making, had learned to make 

more appropriately participative decisions. 

Transfer of training. Scoring of transfer was 

accomplished by determining the difference between (a) 

the level of participativeness that the Vroom and 

Yetton model prescribed for each case and (b) the level 

of participativeness that subordinates said their 

managers would use. Subordinates were asked to respond 

to one case at the pretest and one case at the 

posttest. An absolute difference score was assigned to 

each subordinate's rating of how appropriately 

participative his/her manager was by determining how 

different (the subordinate's report of) each manager's 

behavior was from the responses prescribed by the Vroom 

and Yetton model. Experimental and control group means 

of the difference scores were computed for the pret e s t 

and posttest. Then t tests were conducted fo r both 

groups, the experimental and control condition. These 

results are summarized in Table 9. 
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Table 8. 
Differences in appropriateness of managers ' decision makin 
means (a) at the prete s t for the experimental and control g 
groups; (b) at the pretest and posttest for the experimental 
group; (c) at the pretest and posttest for the control 
group . ~ssessed by ma nagers scores on case sets. Scores 
reflect the number of errors. 

a . Differences in experimental and control group means at 
the pretest . 

PRETE ST EXPERIMENTAL CONTROL t 
GROUP GR OUP 

M 
APPROP RI ATENE S S 
OF MANAGER S' 29 . 33 29. 73 . 25 DE CISIO N MA K ING 

b . Differences in pretest and posttest means for the control 
group. 

CONTROL PRETE ST POST TEST t 
GR OU P 

APPR OP RI ATENESS 
OF MANAGERS' 29 . 7 3 27 . 61 1 . 66 
DE C I SI ON MA K ING 

************************************************************ 
c. Differences in pretest and posttest means for the 
experimental group . 

EXPERIMENTA L 
GROUP 

PRETE ST 
M 

POST TE ST 
M 

t 

APPR OPR I ATENE SS 
OF MANAGE RS ' 
DE CIS I ON MA K I NG 

29 .33 8 . 9 19 . 57* 

* = p .s_ . 05 
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Table 9 . 

Differences in appropriateness of managers' decision making 

means (a) at the pretest for the experimental and control 

groups; (b) at t~e pretest and posttest for the experimental 

group; (c) at the pretest and posttest for the control 

group. Assessed by subordinates' scores on pre - and post 

cases. Scores reflect the number of errors . 

a. Differences in experimental and control group means at 

the pretest. 

PRETEST EXPERIMENTAL CONTR OL t 

GROUP GR OUP 

M M 

APPROPRIATENESS 
OF MANAGERS ' 2. 9 7 3. 06 . 3 7 

DE C I S ION MA K ING 

************************************************************ 

b . Differences in pretest and posttest means for the control 

group. 

CO NTR OL 
GR OU P 

APPROPRI AT ENE SS 
OF MA NAGERS ' 
DE C IS ION MAKING 

PR ETE ST 
M 

3 . 0 6 

POSTTES T 
M 

2.61 

t 

1. 6 2 

************************************************************ 

c. Difference s in pretest and posttest means for the 

experi mental group . 

EXPER I MEN TAL 
GR OU P 

APPROPRIATENE SS 
OF MANAG ERS ' 
DEC ISION MA KI NG 

* = p i . 05 

PRETE ST 
M 

2. 97 

81 

POSTTE ST t 

1 . 0 5 6. 90* 



At the pretest no significant difference (t = .37, 

ns) was found between the experimental condition (M = 

2 -97) and the control condition (M = 3.06). A 

significant difference was found between the pretest 

score mean (M = 2.97) and posttest score mean (M = 

1
-0S) for the training condition (t = 6.90, ~ < .05) . 

A significant difference was not found between the 

Pretest score mean (M = 3.06) and posttest score mean 

(M = 2.61) for the no training condition (t = 1.62, 

ns). It was concluded that, based on subordinates' 

reports of how managers would perform on a hypothetical 

case, managers were more appropriately participative 

after receiving training. That is, behaviors learned in 

the appropriate participation training had transferred 

to the job setting. 

Summary. The two manipulation checks revealed that 

managers learned in the training program and that their 

learning transferred from the classroom to the job 

setting. Thus it was concluded that the training 

Program was effective in training managers to be more 

appropriately participative in decision making. 

~elationship Between Appropriate Participation and 

~ore Dimensions of Climate 
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The relationship between appropriate participation 

and each of the core dimensions of climate was assessed 

by comparing the experimental and control group pre

and post- ratings for each dimension of climate, as 

required by the hypotheses. First, the experimental 

group pretest means were compared to the posttest means 

for each dimension of climate. Then, the control group 

means were compared to the posttest means for each 

dimension of climate. Lastly, regression analyses were 

conducted (for the experimental and control groups 

combined) to examine the effect of appropriate 

participation and training on each dimension of 

climate. 

These calculations were based on a combined pre

and post- sample of 6 units, with a total of 75 

subordinates in the experimental/training condition and 

5 units, with a total of 42 subordinates, in the 

control/no training condition, as previously summarized 

in Table 4. The results of these analyses are discussed 

in terms of the hypotheses presented in Chapter III. 

However, prior to these analyses, a discussion of 

statistical power is presented. 

Power. Due to the intercorrelation of some of the 

dimensions of climate, statistical relationships among 

the dimensions and appropriate participativeness could 

83 



have been obscured. Thus, the issue of power and the 

occurrence of Type 1 and 2 errors, was addressed. One 

strategy considered was to simply divide .05 by 4 to 

achieve an alpha level of .0125 for each hypothesis, 

thereby decreasing the probability of Type 1 error, 

while increasing the probability of Type 2 error . The 

second possible strategy was to set the alpha level at 

.05 for each of the first four hypotheses and, thus, 

decrease the probability of Type 2 error, while 

increasing the probability of Type 1 error. This second 

strategy was adopted for hypothesis testing, as 

discussed below. 

This was an exploratory effort; that is, the 

measures were preliminary efforts. Thus, it was 

possible that the theoretical rationale was accurate, 

but the measures were flawed, causing an increase in 

error variance. Empirically, these relationships had 

not been tested previously, so there was no information 

available regarding the expected strength of the 

effects. In addition, acceptance of a false hypothesis 

(Type 2 error) was considered from a practical 

standpoint. In all studies, the primary danger of 

increasing the possibility of Type 2 error is the 

potential harm to subjects. In the current study , 

subjects would not have been harmed if a Type 2 error 
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occured. As a matter of fact, subjects could actually 

have lost benefits if a Type 1 error had been 

committed. For example, a training program with 

Potential benefits could have been discarded in error. 

Based on the above, an alpha level of .05 was 

adopted for hypothesis testing. All analyses were 

conducted using a one-tailed test, with the exception 

of testing Hypothesis II. Hypothesis II called for an 

exploration of the relationship between appropriate 

Participation and the job challenge dimension; that is, 

the direction of the relationship was not specified. 

Thus, a two tailed test was used for Hypothesis II. 

Hypothesis I: Role stress. Hypothesis I proposed 

that appropriate participation in decision making would 

be negatively related to the climate dimension of role 

stress and lack of harmony in the environment. The 

following results, which offer support for the 

hypothesis, are summarized in Table 10. When the 

experimental group mean of role stress at the pretest 

(M ~ 3.01) was compared to the experimental group mean 

Of role stress at the posttest (M = 2.29), a 

significant decrease in role stress was found(~ = 

6 -34, p < .05). In contrast, a comparison of the 

control group means for role stress at the pretest (M 

2 -80) and the posttest (M = 2.67) failed to yield a 
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Table 10 . 

Differences in mean scores for the role stress dimension of 

climate : (a) the experimental group at the pretest and 

posttest; (b) the control group at the pretest and posttest ; 

and (c) the experimental and control groups at the posttest . 

a. Experi mental group: Differences in means scores at the 

pretest and posttest. 

ROLE 
STRESS 

PRETEST 
M 

3 . 01 

POSTTEST 

M 

2.29 6.34* 

b . Control group: Differences in mean scores at the pretest 

and posttest. 

ROLE 
STRESS 

PRETEST 

M 

2. 80 

POS TTEST 

M 

2.67 .72 ns 

c . Posttest: Differences in experimental and control group 

mean scores. 

ROLE 
STRESS 

* - Pi. . 05 

EXPERIMENTAL 

GROUP 
M 

2.29 

86 

CONTROL 
GROUP 

M 

2 . 67 2.66 * 



sign·f · 
i icant difference(~= .72, ns). Further support 

Was added to the premise of a significant difference 

between the experimental and control groups at the 

Posttest , when a significant difference(~= 2 . 66, ~ 

<.05) was found between posttest means of role stress 

for the experimental group (M = 2.29) and the control 

group (M = 2.67). 

Further analyses for this hypothesis were 

conducted to determine if there was a main effect of 

appropriate participation on the subordinates' 

Perceptions of role stress at the posttest. Simple 

regression analysis of the data obtained from the 

experimental and control groups at the posttest yielded 

support. That is, appropriate participation was found 

to Predict subordinates' perceptions of role stress (R 

= -53 , p < .05), as can be seen in Figure 5. 

In addition, analyses were conducted to determine 

if there was a main effect of training (training versus 

the no training control condition) on the subordinates' 

Perceptions of role stress at the posttest. Simple 

regression analysis of the data obtai ned from the 

experimental and control groups at the posttest yiel ded 

support. That is, training was found to predict 

Subordinates' perceptions of role stress (R = .47, p < 

-05). 
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Exploratory hypothesis: Job challenge . No specific 

hypotheses were made regarding the effects of 

appropriate participativeness on the climate dimension 

of job challenge and autonomy. As discussed in this 

chapter, due to the non-directional nature of this 

exploratory hypothesis, two-tailed tests were used for 

testing this hypothesis. As summarized in Table 11, the 

relationship between appropriate participation and job 

Challenge was explored. The experimental group mean of 

job challenge at the pretest (M = 3.35) was compared to 

the experimental group mean of job challenge at the 

Posttest (M = 3.31), and no significant difference was 

found (r = .35, ns). In addition, no significant 

difference (r = .33, ns) was found between the control 

group means for job challenge at the pretest (M =3.41) 

and the posttest (M = 3.45). Nor was a significant 

difference found between the experimental group mean (M 

= 3.31) and control group mean (M = 3.45) at the 

Posttest (r = 1.03, ns). 

Further analyses for this hypothesis were 

conducted to determine if t here was a main effect of 

appropriate participation on the subordinates' 

Perceptions of job challenge and autonomy at the 

P0 sttest. Simple regression analysis of the data 

Obtained from the experimental and control groups at 
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Table 11 . 

Differences in mean scores for the job challenge dimension 

of climate : (a) the experimental group at the pretest and 

posttest; (b) the control group at the pretest and posttest· 

and (c) the experimental and control groups at the posttest~ 

a . Experimental group : Differences in mean scores at the 

pretest and posttest . 

JOB 
CHALLENGE 

PRETEST 

M 

3 . 35 

POS TTEST 
M 

3 . 31 . 35 

b. Control Group: Differences in mean scores at the pretest 

and posttest . 

JOB CHALLENGE 

PRETEST 
M 

3 . 41 

POSTTEST 

3 . 45 . 3 3 

c . Posttest: Differences in experimental and control group 

mean scores . 

JOB 
CHALLENGE 

* = p ,i .05 

EXPER IMENTA L 

GROUP 

3 . 31 

90 

CONTR OL 
GR OU P 

M 

3 . 45 1. 0 3 



the posttest did not offer support. That is, 

appropriate participation was not found to predict 

subordinates' perceptions of job challenge (R = .30, 

ns), as represented in Figure 5. 

In addition, analyses were conducted to determine 

if there was a main effect of training (training versus 

the no training control condition) on the subordinates' 

perceptions of job challenge at the posttest. Simple 

regression analysis of the data obtained from the 

experimental and control groups at the posttest failed 

to Yield support. That is, training was not found to 

predict subordinates' perceptions of job challenge (R = 

• 26, ns). 

Hypothesis III: Leadership facilitation. 

Hypothesis III proposed that appropriate 

participativeness would be positively related to the 

climate dimension of leadership facilitation and 

support. The following results, which offer support for 

the hypothesis , are summarized in Table 12. When the 

experimental group mean at the pretest (M = 2.92) was 

compared to the experimental group mean at the posttest 

(M = 3.28), a significant increase in leadership 

facilitation was found (~ = 2.98, p < .05). In 

contrast, a comparison of the control group means for 

leadership facilitat i on at the pretest (M =2.89) and 
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Table 12 . 
Differences in mean scores for the leadership facilitation 

dimension of climate : (a ) the experimental group at the 

pretest and posttest; (b) the control group at the pretest 

and posttest; and (c) the experimental and control groups at 

the posttest. 

a. Experimental group: Differences in mean scores at the 

pretest and posttest. 

LEADERSHIP 
FACILITATION 

PRE TEST POSTTEST 

M 

2.92 3 . 28 2 . 98* 

b . Control group: Differences in mean scores at the pretest 

and posttest. 

PRETEST 
M 

POSTTEST 
M 

LEADERSHIP 
FAC ILI TATION 2 . 89 3.03 . 81 

c . Posttest : Differences in experimental and control group 

mean scores. 

LEADERSH I P 
FACI L ITATION 

. - P ~ . 05 

EXPERIMENTAL 
GROUP 

3 . 28 

92 

CONTROL 
GR OU P 

M 

3 . 03 1 . 91* 



the posttest (M = 3.03) failed to yield a significant 

difference (r = .81, ns) . Further support was added to 

the Premise of a significant difference between the 

experimental and control group means £or leadership 

facilitation at the posttest, when a significant 

difference (r = 1.91, ~ <.05) was found between 

posttest means for the experimental group (M = 3.28) 

and the control group (M = 3.03). 

Further analyses for this hypothesis were 

conducted to determine if there was a main effect of 

appropriate participation on the subordinates' 

perceptions of leadership facilitation at the posttest. 

Simple regression analysis of the data obtained from 

the experimental and control groups at the posttest 

yielded support. That is, appropriate participation was 

found to predict subordinates' perceptions of 

leadership facilitation (R = .37, p < .05), as 

presented in Figure 5. 

In addition, analyses were conducted to determine 

if there was a main effect of training (training versus 

the no training control condition) on the subordinates ' 

perceptions of leadership facilitation at the posttes t . 

Simple regression analysis of the data obtained from 

the experimental and control groups at the posttest 

yielded support. That is, training was found to predict 
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subordinates' perceptions of leadership facilitation (R 

= -35, p < .05). 

Hypothesis IV: Workgroup cooperation. Hypothesis 

IV Proposed that appropriate participativenss would be 

Positively related to the climate dimension of 

workgroup cooperation. The following results, which 

Offer support for the hypothesis, are summarized in 

Table 13. When the experimental group mean at the 

Pretest (M = 3.46) was compared to the experimental 

group mean at the posttest (M = 3.89), a significant 

increase in workgroup cooperation was found (r = 2.63, 

P < -05). In contrast, a comparison of the control 

group means for workgroup cooperation at the pretest (M 

=
3 .65) and the posttest (M = 3.33) failed to yield a 

Significant difference (r = 1.40, ns). Further support 

Was added to the premise of a significant difference 

between the experimental and control groups at the 

Posttest, when a significant difference (r = 2.87, p 

<.05) was found between posttest workgroup cooperation 

means for the experimental group (M = 3.89) and the 

control group (M = 3.33). 

Further analyses for this hypothesis were 

conducted to determine if there was a main effect of 

appropriate participation on the subordinates' 

Perceptions of workgroup cooperation at the posttest. 
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Table 13. 

Di f ferences in mean scores for the workgroup cooperation 

dimension of climate: (a) the experimental group at the 

Pretest and posttest; (b) the control group at the pretest 

and posttest; and (c) the experimental and control groups at 

the posttest. 

a. Experimental group: Differences in mean scores at the 

Pretest and posttest. 

WOR K GROUP 
COOPERATION 

PRETEST 
M 

3.46 

POSTTEST 

3.89 2.63* 

b. Control group: Differences in the mean scores at the 

Pretest and posttest. 

WORK GROUP 
COOPERAT ION 

c . Posttest: 
mean scores. 

WORK GROUP 
COOPERATION 

*=Pi . 05 

PRETEST 
M 

3.65 

POSTTEST 
M 

3 . 33 1 . 40 

Differences in experimental and control group 

EXPERIMENTAL CONTROL 

GROUP 
GROUP 

M 
M 

3 . 89 
3.33 2.87* 
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Simple regression analysis of the data obta i ned from 

t he experimental and control groups at the posttes t 

yielded suppor t. That is, appropriate participation was 

f ound to predict subordinates' perceptions of workgroup 

cooperation (R = .43, p < .05), as can be seen in 

Figure 5. 

In addition, analyses were conducted to determine 

if there was a main effect of training (training versus 

the no training control condition) on the subordinates' 

perceptions of workgroup cooperation at the posttest. 

Simple regression analysis of the data obtained from 

the experimental and control groups at the posttest 

yielded support. That is, training was found to predict 

subordinates' perceptions of workgroup cooperation (R = 

.42, p < .05). 

Hypothesis v: Relative Strength of Relationships. 

Also of int erest was the relative strength of the 

effect of appropriate participation on each of the core 

dimensions of climate. Appropriate participation was 

hypothesized to have the strongest effect on the 

dimension of leadership facilitation and support, a 

lesser effect on the dimensions of role stress and 

workgroup cooperation, and an unknown effect on the 

dimension of job challenge. 
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The Schumann and Bradley (Bradley & Schuma 
nn, 

1957a; 1957b; Schumann & Bradley, 1959; Weiss, 
1985

) 

procedure was adopted for assessing these 

relationships. As stated by Weiss (1985), th s 
e chumann 

and Bradley procedure yields a statistic, Observed w 
, 

that allows for the comparison of R2 or F-ratios 
, with 

a single sample using more than one response mode. In 

the current study, each climate dimension represented a 

response mode. 

When the Schumann and Bradley procedure was 

applied, no significant differences were found between 

the effect strengths. A significant difference was not 

found between (al) the effect of appropriate 

participativeness on leadership facilitation and 

support and (a2) the effect of appropriate 

participativeness on role stress and lack of harmony 

(Observed W = 2.50, ns), nor between (bl) the effect of 

appropriate participativeness on leadership 

facilitation and support and (b2) the effect of 

appropriate participativeness on workgroup cooperation 

(Observed w = 1.34, ns). No specific hypothesis was 

made regarding (cl) the effect of appropriate 

participativeness on job challenge and (c2) the effect 

of appropriate participativeness on leadership 
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facilitation and support, and no significant 

differences were found (Observed W = 1 . 90, ns). 

III. Control Variable: Quality of the Supervisor

Subordinate Relationship. 

An individual-based leadership style in which the 

leader has unique relationships with subordinates could 

affect the results of the present study. Thus, as 

asserted in Chapter 3, relationships among appropriate 

participation, the quality of the supervisor

subordinate relationship (assessed with the Leader 

Member Exchange measure discussed in Chapter 4), and 

the core dimensions of climate were explored. 

First, as summarized in Table 14, the effect of 

appropriate participation on the quality of the 

supervisor-subordinate relationship was assessed. No 

significant difference was found between the 

experimental group mean (M 2.43) and the control 

group mean (M = 2.25) at the pretest(~= 1.02, ns), so 

it was concluded that the two groups were equivalent in 

the quality of supervisor-subordinate relationships at 

the pretest. Next the control group means at the 

pretest (M = 2.25) and the posttest (M = 2.37) were 

compared and no significant differences were found(~ 

.68, ns) in the quality of the supervisor-subordinate 

relationships. However, the experimental group pretest 

98 



Table 14 . 
Differ ences in the quality of the supervisor - subord ' t ( 
i n the experimental and control group at the pretes~~a(~) ~) 
prestest and posttest means for the control group; (~) in in 
pretest and posttest means fo r the experimental group · (d) 
i n the experimental and control group at the posttest'. 

a . Differences in the experimental and control group means 
at t h e pretest . 

PRETE ST EXPE RI ME NT AL CO NTR OL t GRO UP GR OU P 
M M 

SUP-SUB 
REL AT I ON SH I P 2. 4 3 2.25 1 . 0 2 (VDL) 

************************************************************ 
b. Differences in pretest and posttest means for the control 
g r o u p . 

CONTROL 
GROUP 

SU P - S UB 
RELATIO NSHI P 
(VDL) 

PRETE ST 
M 

2.25 

PO STTE ST t 

2.37 . 68 

************************************************************ 
c . Di fferences in pretest and posttest means for the 
experimental group. 

EX P ERI MEN TAL PRE TEST POSTTES T t 
GROU P M 

S UP - SU B 
RELA TIONSHIP 2. 4 3 3 . 0 1 4 .2 6* 
(V DL ) 

*********************************************************** 
d . Differences in the experimental and control group means 
a t the posttest . 

POSTTES T 

SUP-SUB 
REL ATIO NSHI P 
{YD L) 
* =pi. . 0 5 

EXPERIMENTAL 
GR OUP 

M 

3.01 

99 

CONTR OL 
GR OU P 

M 

2.37 

t 

4 . 29 * 



mean (M 
= 2.43) and posttest mean (M = 3. 01) differed 

Significantly(~ = 4.26, p < .05) , a nd a significa nt 

difference 
was found(~= 4 . 29, p < . 05) between the 

exper· 
imental group posttest mean (M = 3.01) and the 

contr l 0 group posttest mean (M = 2.37). Thus, 

subordinates of more appropr iately participative 

manag 
ers reported higher qua l ity relationships. 

Further analyses were conducted to determine the 

effect 
of appropriate participation on the quality of 

super . 
Visor-subordinate relationships at the posttest. 

Simp1 
e regression analyses y i elded a significant effect 

Of 
appropriate participation on the quality of 

super . 
Visor-subordinate relationships (R = .48, P < 

-05). 

Second, the relationship between the quality of 

the 
supervisor-subordinate relationship and each core 

dimens · 
ion of climate was assessed. Four regression 

equations were constructed in which each of the four 

dimen · 
sions of climate (1: role stress; 2: job 

Challenge; 3: leadership facilitation; 4: workgroup 

Cooperation) was a dependent variable. For each 

regre . 
. 

. 

ssion equation, two independent variables were 

entered · t 
· t 

in o the equation. First, appropria e 

Partic; t · 
· h t · 

~pa iveness was entered into t e equa ion , 

followed by the quality of the supervisor-subordinate 
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relationship, to determine i f the quality of t he 

supervisor- subor dinate relationship contributed to t he 

prediction of each climate dimension dimension score, 

above the prediction provided by appropriate 

participation. 

For these analyses, which included the 

experimental (training) group and control (no training) 

group data at the posttest, the quality of the 

supervisor-subordinate relationship, as represented by 

subordinates' responses on the LMX, was treated as a 

continuous variable. The managers' level of appropriate 

participativeness was represented by their case set 

scores. 

Upon examination of the R's and beta's for each 

regression equation, the quality of the supervisor

subordinate relations hip was found to contribute 

significantly to the prediction of only one dimension 

of climate, role stress, which is summarized in Table 

15. No significant relationships were found between the 

quality of the supervisor-subordinate relationship and 

the core dimensions of job challenge, leadership 

facilitation, or workgroup cooperation. 
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Table 15. 
Rel at i onsh · b · t · · t · of ip _etween appropriate pa~ ici~a ion, the quality 
d" the supervisor-subordinate relationship, and the core 

imensions of climate. 

DEPENDENT 
VARIABLE 

Appropriate 
Part · · ( lcipativeness 
Posttest Manager 
Case Scores) 

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE 

Quality of Supervisor
Subordinate Relationship 
(Posttest Leader Member 
Exchange Measure) 

R = . 89 

F = 15.95* 

DEPENDENT 
VARIABLE 

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 

C~re Climate 
Dimension 

ROLE 
STRESS 

JOB 
CHALLENGE 

LEADERSHIP 
FACILITATION 

WORK GROUP 
COOPERATION 

* :: P ..$.. .05 

Appropriate 
Participativeness 
(Posttest Manager 
Case Scores) 

R = .53 

F = 22.11* 
beta =.73* 

R = .30 

F = 5.30 
beta = . 39* 

R = .37 

F = 8.92* 
beta = . 30* 

R = .43 

F = 12 . 52* 
beta = . 56* 
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Quality of Supervisor
subordinate Relationship 
(Posttest Leader Member 

Exchange Measure) 

R = . 64 
R I NC= . 11 

beta= .41* 

R = . 35 
RINC= . 05 

beta= .20,ns 

R = . 39 
RINC= .02 

beta = .14,ns 

R = . 49 
RJNC= .06 

beta= .22 ,ns 



VI. DISCUSSION 

The central thesis of this work was that the 

appropriate participativeness of leaders' decision 

making styles would have an effect on the core 

dimensions of climate. Specifically, it is commonly 

agreed that work group members come to know climate 

through interaction (Louis, 1980; Schein, 1985; 

Schneider & Reichers, 1983), but the present work 

explored the idea that the interaction itself may 

change the climate. In the present study changes in 

interaction between leaders and subordinates were 

induced by training the leaders to use a more 

appropriately participative style of decision making. 

Evidence of a change in leader behavior was 

collected using two approaches. First, the leaders were 

presented with a set of cases prior to and after 

training. A significant change in the scores of those 

trained indicated that learning had taken place. 

Second, subordinates were presented with a case and 

asked how their leaders would respond. According to 

subordinates' reports, leaders responded using a more 

appropriately participative style after their (the 

leaders) training . Thus it was inferred that a transfer 

of the learning from the classroom to the workplace had 
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occurred. These two factors may be construed as 

evidence that a change in leader behavior occurred; 

that is, leaders used participation in decision making 

more appropriately after training, than before. No pre

post effects were shown for managers who did not 

receive the training. 

Based on the premise that leaders changed their 

behavior by using participative decision making more 

appropriately, the interaction patterns among the 

subordinates and between the supervisor and 

subordinates can be said to have changed. The change in 

the way managers dealt with their subordinates resulted 

in a change in three dimensions of climate, (1) role 

stress and lack of harmony, (2) leadership facilitation 

and support, and (3) workgroup cooperation, 

friendliness, and warmth. In addition, it was found 

that not only appropriate participation, but also the 

quality of the supervisor-subordinate relationship, had 

an effect on the role stress dimension of climate. Each 

of the hypotheses in the present study addressed the 

effect of appropriate participative decision making on 

a specific dimension of climate. 

The theoretical implications of each hypothesis 

are discussed below, followed by methodological issues, 
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practical implications, and suggestions for future 

research. 

Hypothesis I. Although preliminary analyses of the 

data supported the hypothesis that appropriate 

participation was negatively linked to the role stress 

dimension of climate, further analyses revealed a more 

complex relationship. That is, appropriate 

participation and the quality of the supervisor

subordinate relationship were both significantly 

negatively linked with the role stress dimension of 

climate. The effect of the quality of the supervisor

subordinate relationship on the core dimension of role 

stress is discussed in detail in the 'Quality of the 

Supervisor-Subordinate Relationship' section later in 

this chapter. 

As explained in Chapter 3, Model and Hypotheses, 

this hypothesis was based on the assumption that 

appropriate participation in decision making would 

result in an increase in information sharing. Katz and 

Kahn's role theory, the theoretical basis for this 

hypothesis, led to the conclusion that increased 

information sharing would decrease the experience of 

several components of this climate dimension, such as 

role conflict, role ambiguity, and subunit conflict. 

Empirical support of this hypothesis led to the 
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conclusion that an increase in the leaders' use of 

appropriate participation did indeed decrease the role 

stress experienced by the subordinates. 

Hypothesis II. No specific hypotheses were made 

regarding the effect of appropriate participativeness on 

the Climate dimension of job challenge and autonomy. 

Data for this exploratory hypothesis failed to support 

an effect of appropriate participation or an effect of 

the supervisor-subordinate relationship. As stated in 

Chapters 3 and 5, respectively, no theoretical rationale 

Was found £or making hypotheses about the effect of 

appropriate participation in decision making. The lack 

of a theoretical rationale and empirical support for a 

Significant relationship between appropriate 

Participation and the job challenge and autonomy 

dimension of climate led to the conclusion that this 

dimension of climate was not related to appopriate 

Participation. 

Hypothesis III. Appropriate participation was 

hypothesized to be positively related to the perception 

of leadership facilitation and support. The data 

supported this hypothesis. 

As discussed earlier, Vroom and Jago's theory of 

leader decision making suggested that appropriate 

Participation in decision making caused subordinates to 
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perceive the leader as being supportive and trusting 

the subordinates' ability to provide information. The 

data from the present study suggested that more 

appropriate participation did indeed cause the 

subordinates to perceive the leader as being more 

supportive, thus empirically supporting this theory. 

Hypothesis IV. Appropriate participation in 

decision making was hypothesized to increase the 

perception of workgroup cooperation, friendliness, and 

warmth in the environment. The data supported this 

hypothesis. 

This hypothesis was based on theories of group 

behavior. Specifically Cartwright (1968) stated that 

opportunities for participation in decision making lead 

to the socioemotional outcomes of greater loyalty to 

the group and feelings of security within the group. 

These socioemotional outcomes are similar to 

cooperation, friendliness, and warmth. Thus, the 

present study provided additional support for 

Cartwright's theory of group behavior. 

In addition, Zander (1982) stated that group 

members seek harmonious interaction or, in the terms of 

the present study, a cooperative, friendly, warm 

interaction. A supervisor's appropriate use of 

participation in decision making may facilitate 
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cooperative interaction. For example, one of Vroom and 

Yetton ' s decision attributes states that more 

subordinates should be consulted if there is likely to 

be conflict about a decision. The subordinates are 

brought together to encourage decision acceptance. By 

encouraging decision acceptance and discouraging 

turmoil, a more appropriately participative supervisor 

may increase the perception of cooperation. Thus, 

supervisors' appropriate use of participation in 

decision making led to interactions that were perceived 

as more cooperative, friendly, and warm. In this 

manner, the present study also offered support for 

Zander's theory of group behavior. 

Hypothesis v. This hypothesis was formulated to 

examine the relative strength of the effect of 

appropriate participation on the leadership 

facilitation dimension versus the strength of the 

effect of appropriate participation on the role stress 

dimension and the workgroup cooperation dimension. In 

this study, theory and previous empirical 

investigations led to the hypothesis of a strong 

relationship between appropriate participativeness and 

leadership support, and weaker relationships between 

appropriate participativeness and role stress, and 
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appropriate participativeness and workgroup 

cooperation. 

This hypothesis was not supported. The difference 

between the effect of appropriate participativeness on 

role stress and the effect of appropriate 

participativeness on leadership facilitation achieved a 

significance level of .07. This did not meet the alpha 

level established for the present study. There are 

several possible explanations why the difference failed 

to reach an alpha of .05. One possible reason is that 

the measures were flawed in such a way as to obscure 

the relationships. Additionally, the difference between 

the effect of appropriate participativeness on 

workgroup cooperation and the effect of appropriate 

participativeness on leadership facilitation might be 

attributable to the relatively strong relationship 

between these climate dimensions. The shared variance 

of the dependent variables, workgroup cooperation and 

leadership facilitation, may have obscured the true 

relationships. 

Duality of the supervisor-subordinate relatinship. 

As discussed in Chapters 3 and 5, the relationships 

among appropriate participation, the quality of the 

supervisor-subordinate relationship, and the core 

dimensions of climate were assessed. Exploratory 
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analyses revealed a significant relationship between 

appropriate participation and the quality of the 

supervisor-subordinate relationship . That is, 

subordinates of more appropriately participative 

supervisors reported having higher quality 

relationships with their supervisors. 

In addition, analyses revealed that, after 

controlling for appropriate participation, the quality 

of supervisor-subordinate relationships had a 

significant negative relationship with one dimension of 

climate, role stress and lack of harmony. An 

examination of the literature provides some insight 

into this finding. 

Literature in VDL theory is based on the premise 

that supervisors and subordinates develop norms for 

their behavior and relationships through the process of 

role making within supervisor-subordinate dyads (Graen 

& Cashman, 1975; Graen & Scandura, 1987; Vecchio & 

Gobdel, 1984). These roles define the quality of the 

supervisor-subordinate relationship. As the label 

indicates, the role stress dimension of climate is also 

based upon roles. This dimension focusses on factors 

such as role conflict and role ambiguity, as described 

in Chapter 3. Typically, supervisors have access to 

information that can affect the role conflict and 
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il 

ambiguity exper ienced by subordi nates . For example, a 

supervisor can determine how a s ubordinate should 

Prioritize work and thus, reduce role conflict or a 

supervisor can explain a subordinat e ' s job assignment 

and thus, reduce role ambiguity. However , as noted by 

Graen and Scandura (1987), the role making process 

includes determination of how much information will be 

shared between the supervisor and subordinate. Thus, 

through role making the supervisor and subordi nate 

define the quality of their relationship, and determine 

the amount of subordinate role conflict and role 

ambiguity that will exist due to a lack of sharing 

information. Thus, it is possible that the relationship 

between the quality of supervisor-subordinate 

relationship and role stress, found in the present 

study, is due to a lack of information sharing, as 

discussed by Graen and Scandura (1987) . Future studies 

could specifically address the amount of information 

shared and how sharing information affects the role 

stress dimension of climate. 

An interesting additional empirical question is 

how members with a high quality ver sus a low quality 

supervisor-subordinate relationship experience role 

stress, a question which was examined post hoc. The 

quality of the supervisor-subordinate relationship was 
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dichotomized at the mean into (l) a high quality 

relationship or an in-group member and (2) a low 

quality relationship or an out-group member. In order 

to examine this relationship, a partial correlation was 

computed between role stress and the quality of the 

supervisor-subordinate relationship, with the effects 

of appropriate participation removed (due to the strong 

relationship between appropriate participation and the 

quality of the supervisor-subordinate relationship). 

For the entire group, including in-group and out-group 

members, the partial correlation between role stress 

and quality of the supervisor-subordinate relationship, 

With appropriate participation removed, was r = -.43 (p 

< .05). For in-group members, the partial correlation 

between role stress and quality of the supervisor

subordinate relationship, with appropriate 

participation removed, was r = - . 40 (p < .05). For out

group members the partial correlation between role 

stress and quality of the supervisor-subordinate 

relationship, with appropriate participation removed, 

was r = -.13 (ns). Thus , results indicate that, for in 

group members, as the quality of the supervisor

subordinate relations h i p decreased, the role stress 

increased. However, for out-group members, there was no 
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significant relationship between the quality of the 

supervisor-subordinate relationship and role stress. 

These results are consistent with VDL's basis in 

role making. If, as discussed earlier in this section 

through the process of role making, the amount of 

information to be shared is determined for each 

supervisor-subordinate relationship, then it is 

reasonable to expect to find empirical differences in 

th
e amount of information shared in unique supervisor

Subordinate dyads. Previous empirical work has 

demonstrated that out-group members report receiving 

Significantly less leadership attention, including 

information sharing, than in-group members (Dansereau, 

Graen, & Haga, 1975). If less information is shared, 

out-group members may be unable to obtain information 

from their supervisors and begin to seek other sources 

Of ' 
information. Out-group members may then gather role 

stress reducing information from these other sources 

(e.g., other supervisors, coworkers, written 

documentation, etc.). The information that out-group 

members obtain from these other sources may reduce the 

out-group members role conflict and role ambiguity. If 

out-group members are not dependent upon their 

supervisors for information because they have found 

0ther sources of information, it logically follows that 
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the supervisor becomes less important in providing 

information to reduce role stress. Thus, a weak 

em · · 
Pirical relationship between role stress and the 

quality of the supervisor-subordinate relationship, 

was found in the present study, might be explained. 

as 

Workers' perceptions of role conflict and 

ambiguity have been frequently cited as stressors and 

linked to the experience of job stress (Beehr & Newman, 

1978; Burke, 1976; Weiman, 1977). However, in many 

studies of job stress, workers from the same work group 

Perceive different levels of role conflict and role 

ambiguity in their environment (Kidder, 1983). It may 

be that the quality of the supervisor-subordinate 

relationship was a determinant of the amount of role 

conflict and role ambiguity perceived, because 

differential information was provided to in-group and 

out-group members, and because in-group and out-group 

members sought information from different sources. 

Although a test of such a relationship is beyond the 

scope of the present work, it provides an area of 

future research. For example, it would be interesting 

to assess whether or not out-group members' ability to 

f' ind sources of information, other than their 

supervisors, has an impact on their perceptions of role 

stress. In addition, if in- and out-group members 
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gather infomration from different sources, it would be 

interesting to see if specific or all sources 

(supervisor, other supervisors, coworkers, etc.) are 

linked to the perception of role stress (role conflict, 

role ambiguity, etc) and to the experience of stress 

(e.g., emotional exhaustion, anxiety, physiological 

SYffiptoms). 

Summary. By changing the appropriateness of leader 

Participation, changes in the core climate dimensions 

of (1) role stress and lack of harmony, (2) leadership 

facilitation and support, and (3) workgroup 

cooperation, friendliness, and warmth, were 

demonstrated. In addition, appropriateness of 

Participation was positively related to the quality of 

the supervisor-subordinate relationship and the quality 

Of the supervisor-subordinate relationship was 

negatively related to the climate dimension of role 

stress. 

Methodological Issues 

Effectiveness of training. The current study used 

training regarding appropriate participation in 

decision making to change manager behavior. 

Specifically, managers learned to be more appropriately 

Participative and this learned behavior transferred to 

the job setting. However, research has shown that 
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training programs may not be equally effective in 

changing the behavior of all trainees . According to 

th· · 
is line of research, a post hoc hypothesis was made 

that appropriate participation decision making training 

may have been differentially effective for managers in 

the experimental (training) group. 

In order to assess this post hoc hypothesis, two 

types of analyses were conducted. First, the 

variability of managers difference scores, for managers 

in the training condition, was assessed and compared at 

the pretest and the posttest. Second, the correlations 

between appropriate participation and subordinates' 

Perceptions of each core dimension of climate at the 

Pretest and posttest were assessed and compared, £or 

managers in the experimental group . 

The standard deviation of the managers' 

appropriate participation scores at the pretest was 

2 -69, while the standard deviation of the managers' 

scores at the posttest was 5.87, for managers in the 

training condition. As can be seen from these scor es, 

the standard deviation at the posttest had increased. 

Tests for homogeneity of variances demonstrated that 

the variances of the prestest and posttest scores were 

not equivalent (Cochrans C = .82, p < .05; Bartlett-Box 

F ~ 20.30, p <.05). That is, there was greater 
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variability among trained managers at the posttest than 

at the pretest. Similar tests were applied for the 

control group; however, no significant differences were 

found between the variances at the prestest and 

Posttest (Cochrans c = .61, ns; Bartlett-Box F = 2.69, 

ns). 

Correlations between appropriate participation and 

each dimension of climate at the pretest and the 

Posttest were compared to determine if there were any 

differences in the strength of the relationships at the 

Pretest and the posttest, for managers in the training 

condition. In each of these comparisons appropriate 

Participation was represented by the managers' scores 

on the case set, which assessed how appropriately 

Participative the managers were at the pretest and the 

Posttest. 

First, the correlation between appropriate 

Participation and the role stress dimension of climate 

at the pretest (Figure 6) was compared to the 

correlation between appropriate participation and role 

stress at the posttest (Figure 7). A significant 

difference (z = 2.49, p < .05) was found between the 

Pretest correlation (appropriate participation by role 

stress r = -.05, p < .05) and the posttest correlations 

(r: -.65, p < .05); thus, it was concluded that there 
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was a significant change in the strength of the effect 

of appropriate participation at the posttest, when 

compared to the pretest. 

Second, the correlation between appropriate 

participation and the job challenge dimension of 

climate at the pretest (Figure 6) was compared to the 

correlation between appropriate participation and job 

challenge at the posttest (Figure 7). No significant 

difference (z = .45, ns) was found between the pretest 

Correlation (appropriate participation by job challenge 

at r = .13, p < .05) and the posttest correlation 

(appropriate participation by job challenge at r = .24, 

ns). 

Third, the correlation between appropriate 

Participation and the leadership facilitation dimension 

of Climate at the pretest (Figure 6) was compared to 

the correlation between appropriate participation and 

leadership facilitation at the posttest (Figure 7). A 

Significant difference (z = 2.15, ns) was found between 

the pretest correlation (appropriate participation by 

leadership facilitation r = .02, ns) and the posttest 

c o rrelation (appropriate participation by leadership 

facilitation r 54 05) Thus it was concluded 

. , p < • • , 

that there was a significant increase in the strength 
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Of the relationship for the posttest when compared to 

the prestest. 

Fourth, the correlation between appropriate 

participation anq the workgroup cooperation dimension 

of climate at the pretest (Figure 6) was compared to 

the correlation between appropriate participation and 

workgroup cooperation at the posttest (Figure 7). As 

graphically represented in Figure 6, the correlation 

between appropriate participation and workgroup 

cooperation at the pretest was r = . 06 (ns), while the 

correlation at the posttest was r = .40 (p < . 05). 

There was no significant increase in the strength of 

the relationship as assessed by testing the two 

correlations for a significant difference (z = 1.41, p 

< .05). 

The increase in the standard deviation at the 

Posttest, and the stronger relationship between 

appropriate participation and two dimensions of climate 

(the role stress and lack of harmony dimension and the 

leadership facilitation and support dimension) at the 

P0 sttest supported the idea of differential effects of 

training. That is, as training literature would have 

led one to predict, training may have been more 

effective for some people than for others. 
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Threats to the Internal and External Validity of 

Results. The two group pre- and post- experimental 

design allows for the assessment of several threats to 

internal and external validity. 

Internal validity. One potential threat to 

internal validity was differential selection. 

Differential selection was avoided by random selection 

of participants for each condition. In the present 

effort, units were randomly assigned to the 

experimental and control conditions and tested for 

significant differences at the pretest. No significant 

differences were found between groups. 

In addition, experimental mortality, the 

differential loss of participants from each group, was 

a potential threat to validity. Although the turnover 

rate of the organization was low, identifying 

information was collected from participants at Tl, T2, 

and T3, in order to assess mortality. More than 80% of 

the participants in the experimental and control groups 

responded to both the pre and post surveys . 

Another possible threat to internal validity is 

maturation or the effects within the individual due to 

, 

the passage of time. Due to the relatively short 

experimental period , a maximum of 8 weeks, maturation 

Was probably not a major threat. 
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History, or events occurring between T1 and T3 

other than training, was also a potential threat to 

internal validity. Several participants were asked 

about events that may have occurred between T1 and T3. 

No specific events were identified. Given that all 

units studied here were in the same organization, 

differential history is unlikely to account for the 

observed effects. 

Therefore, several threats to internal validity, 

differential selection, experimental mortality, 

maturation, and history, were assessed or controlled 

for. 

External validity. Reactive effects due to 

pretesting and an interaction of pretesting and 

training were possible threats to external validity in 

this study. Although the original design of the study 

(Solomon Four Group) allowed for assessment of these 

threats, the two group experimental design does not 

allow for direct assessment. However, the lack of 

change in scores, on the dimensions of climate, in the 

no training group indicated that the reactive effects 

were minimal. 

Revised model. 

Based on the relationships between appropriate 

participation, the quality of the supervisor-
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subordinate relationship, and each dimension of climate 

discussed earlier in this chapter, a revised model is 

presented in Figure 8. This revised model presents a 

summary of the findings in the present study. 

A significant relationship is found between 

appropriate participation and three of the four core 

dimensions of climate: role stress, leadership 

facilitation, and workgroup cooperation. These 

relationships indicate that the subordinates of leaders 

who were more appropriately participative reported more 

positive perceptions of three dimensions of climate. 

These subordinates reported less role stress, more 

leadership facilitation, and more workgroup 

cooperation. 

A significant relationship was also found between 

appropriate participation and the quality of the 

supervisor-subordinate relationship and between the 

quality of the supervisor-subordinate relationship and 

role stress. Appropriate participation was positively 

linked to the quality of the supervisor-subordinate 

relationship. In contrast, the quality of the 

supervisor-subordinate relationship was negatively 

related to the role stress dimension of climate. 
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£ractical Implications 

From a practical standpoint, the present work 

indicated that leadership style may be changed through 

training. That is, the behavior exhibited by leaders 

may be modified by training. This change was reflected 

in an actual change in behavior and in effects the 

change had on three dimensions of climate. Therefore, 

it may be possible to change the climate in order to 

facilitate a change in organizational outcomes, such as 

satisfaction or productivity. 

In addition, the utility of training managers to 

be more appropriately participative could be assessed. 

Landy, Farr, and Jacobs (1982) discuss the application 

Of utility concepts to personnel functions, other than 

Personnel selection, including training programs. The 

current study supports the notion that appropriate 

Participation leads to more positive perceptions of 

several dimensions of climate. This may benefit the 

organization in a number of ways. Utility analysis 

could be instrumental in demonstrating the value of 

appropriate participation training. 

The practical uses of the Leader Member Exchange 

(LMX) might also be expanded. First, in the present 

study, the quality of the supervisor-subordinate 

relationship, as assessed with the LMX, predicted 
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subordinates' role stress. In practical situations, the 

LMX might be able to be used as a predictor of 

subordinates' role stress. Second, the LMX might also 

be able to be used as a diagnostic tool to indicate 

supervisors with whom many subordinates indicate having 

a low quality relationship. In the present study, 

subordinates whose supervisors had received appropriate 

participativeness training reported higher quality 

supervisor-subordinate relationships, than the 

subordinates of untrained supervisors. Perhaps an LMX 

indicating low quality relationships could be used as 

an indicator of a need for appropriate 

participativeness training. 

Future Research 

Several avenues for future research are suggested 

by this study. First, future efforts might address the 

issue of a micro-climate for participation. As 

discussed in Chapter 3, the present focus was on macro 

climates; however, micro-climates may also exis t and be 

related to many variables. Specifically, there may be 

key aspects of the environment that comprise a micro 

climate that either facilitate or inhibit appropri a t e 

participation. 

Future efforts might also address the actual 

changes in leader and subordinate interaction pa t terns 
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brought about by training and how these changes affect 

micro-climates. In addition, different types of changes 

in interaction may produce changes in specific micro

climates. 

Additional research at the macro and microclimate 

levels, might be conducted to assess the level of 

change in organizational outcomes, such as satisfaction 

and productivity, that hypothetically occurs when the 

climate is changed. Research may indicate differential 

effects on outcomes, depending upon the dimension of 

macro climate or the specific micro-climate, that is 

changed. 
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VII. CONCLUSION 

The primary purpose of the current work was to 

determine the effect of participative leadership styles 

on the core dimensions of climate including role stress 

or harmony in the work environment, job challenge and 

autonomy, leadership facilitation and support, and 

workgroup warmth, empathy and cooperation. These core 

dimensions of climate appear to be applicable to all 

organizations. 

Leadership style was examined as one 

organizational variable that could have been directly 

related to one or more of the core dimensions of 

Climate. Literature in psychology and organizational 

behavior shows significant agreement regarding the 

Potential effect of leadership style on climate, 

however little empirical work has been conducted in 

this area. The participativeness of leaders' decision 

making styles provided a vehicle for the study of 

leadership style and the core dimensions of climate. 

Appropriate pariticipativeness in decision making 

Was found to predict the core dimension of role stress 

and lack of harmony, leadership facilitation and 

support, and workgroup cooperation, friendliness, and 

warmth. The quality of the supervisor-subordinate 
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relationship, based on vertical dyad linkage theory, 

was found to predict the core climate dimension of role 

stress. Thus, it was empirically demonstrated that 

leadership style has an effect on the climate of the 

organization. 
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Appendix A 

Data Collection Survey 

(Administered to Subordinates) 

Instructions 

Survey Items 
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The auached survey rs aoo u1 your working cond1t1ons Its purpose 1s twofold First we are trying to 

determine the qual ity of your wo,k,ng cond111ons and ho w !tley could be improved Spec1f,cally, we are 

interested in the type o f work you do and the way work 1s assigned We also wan1 to learn abour your 

relationsn ,p w11h your manager and coworkers Second. we are 1n1eres1ed rn the effect of pan1c1pa1,ve 

management trarnmg on your unit or team 

Please be honest ,n answering the questions Th ,s 1s your opportunity lo te ll us about your JOO To 

proiect the cont1denr,a111y of your questionnaire. we are us,ng the following procedure You, quest1onna1re 

has arnved ,n an envelope When you have completed the quest,onna1re, please put 11 back 1n the 

envelope, and sea l the envelope Return that sealed envelope 10,•---•• who 1s coord1na1,ng the 
return ot the Quest1onna11es As soon as he has received all of the completed ques11 onna, res . they will be 

malled lo me (Pamela Kidder) rn the sealed envelopes 

All of th e rn lormat,on thar you provide ,s votunlary and cont1dent1ar Only group lever mlormar1on wilt 

be reponed 10 management That 1s, no 1nformat1on will be provided Iha! wrll allow anyone rn your 

management team to know what your 1nd1v1dua! responses were We have asked you to include your 

name because we wish ro match your responses now to your responses 1n a few week s No one at 

w ,11 revrew the actual surveys 

In order 10 get an accurate assessmenr ol working cond1t1ons we have d1s1rrbuted th ,s questionnaire 

now and will be sendrng our one more as a follow-up 1n 4 week s 

If you have any questions, lee1 free to call 

11 you agree 10 comp/ere me survey. please sign below and turn to !he nex1 page 

Thank s to r your coopera1,on 

Please s,g ri here 

Pamela J Kidder 

Urnvers1ty of Maryland 
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Prease al"'swer lhe follo w ing ques11on s As expla,ned rn th e let1er on the frrsf page you, responses are 

conlrdent1aI N o 1n l o rma1 1on wdl ever be pre sen ted In a way that would allow you to be identifred 

NAME _______ _ ___________ _ GENDER _ MALE _FEMALE 

SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER_ 

JOB TITLE 

HOW MANY YEARS HAVE YOU HELD THIS POSITION AT YOUR ORGANIZATION? __ 

NUMBER OF PEOPLE IN YOU R UNIT OR TEAM 

MANAGERS NAME 

PART I 
P lease te ll us how o t1en each of the lollo w1n g events 

occurs In your unrt Base your answer on the expenence 

of your workgroup whether rl ,s called a unit or team or 

anothe, name On the line oelore each item 

W rite a 1 . rf this happens very i nfrequently 

Write a 2, rf this happens infrequentl y 

Write a 3 r' th is nappens aometimes 

W11 1e a 4 d tn 1s happe:1s frequentl y 

Write a 5 1! this happens very frequentl y 

WOR K ENVIRONMENT 

1 People In thi s unit a1e netd responsible for 

thing s over wn1 cn rney have no control 

2 People In m,s unit have 10 do things ,n certain 

ways tnat rea lly should be done d11fe1entty 

3 People 1n rnIs unit nave 10 d o th ings that are 

aga rns1 their oener 1udgmen1 

4 The written r ures aoout how people should d o 

their Jobs d o not agree w 1lh wnat !hey are told to 

d o 

5 People ,n this un11 know tne standard s against 

wh 1cn tne1r perfo rman c e wdJ be evaruared 

6 People 's 10b respon s1 bd1t1es are clearly def,ned 

Peo ple In !hi s unit know whal Is expec1ed ol 

them 

8 No matter how much people In !his unI1 do lnere 

,s a lways more 10 be done 

9 People In this unit have to w orl-. a 101 ol overtime 

10 Tnere are not enough people 1n my unit 10 get 

ttle w ork done 

_ 11 People 1n tnrs unit show s,gns of srra ,n 

THE JOB 
12 Tne Jobs In this unI1 d emand tnat we w o rk 

Qui c kly 01 we w on't get me wo,k dc ne 

13 Th e amount ol w ork peopl e nave 10 d o keeps 

tne m fr om dorng a good JOO 

_ 14 There Is conf!rct among the un•t!> In tnIS depart 

ment 
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_ 15 Wne n people In thr s unit start as s,gnments lhey 

are not given enough ti me 10 comple te ttiem 

_ 16 Manager s from drlferenl unt1s tell us 10 do 

d,tteren t th ings ai the same time 

17 Pecore in this unll nave opportunrt1es to do 

creattve work on tneir J0bs 

18 Tnere ,s little var ,ety 1n each of th e Jobs In 1h1s 

unit 

_ 19 The J0bs In this unit are no1 very challenging 

_ 20 The Jobs In th,s unn require a lo! of skdl 10 do 

th em wel l 

_ 21 There rs a 101 of repetIt1011 wI1t11n each 0 1 the Jobs 

rn 111,s unJI 

_ 22 The JOOS In tn1s unit cha llenge o ur abd111e s 

_ 23 Pe ople In this unit have an op portu ,1,1y to do a 

variety of things on their JOOS 

MANAGER -SUBORDINATE RELATIONS 

_ 2 4 The manager ,n this unI1 gives us a 101 ol 

authority 

_ 25 Peop le In tn is unit nave freedom 10 decide now 

10 do therr /Obs 

_ 26 In th is unit control 1s assigned so tha: people 

have author,1y w1tnIn lherr own work area 

_ 2i There are opportun,lies lor 1ndependen1 ac tion 

1n tn,s uni! 

_ 28 People ,n l h1s un.1 have a say about wha1 goes 

on In their JOOS 

_ 29 Tne w ork d one in thi s un I1 Is important 

_ 30 A 101 of people are al1ected by how w ell the 100s 

1n this u nn are don e 

_ 31 The J0bs In tn,s unit are 1mportan1 to the fun c

tIon1ng ol the rest o f tn e o rgan Iza 1•on 

_ 32 People ou tside o l tn Is unit ret y on 1ne w or k. done 

1n the uni! 

_ 33 The manage1 01 tnr s un I1 does wr1a 1 s 1 11e say s 

s t nell d o 



nry lntrequ.nlly .a~t1me1 tr.q u.nti y w.ry 

lntr.que nUy 
fNquenU y 

_ 34 The unI1 manager 1,;nows who 1s dorng a good 

/Ob 

-- 35 Peoole m this un11 know who has the au thonty to 

make decision aoout their 1obs 

- 36 The manager of this unrt 1s a straight shoo1er 

- 37 The manage, 1n this unil re ward s good per• 

formance 

- 38 The manager tn rh1s uni l re wards people wh o 

give their best ettons 

- 39 The peoole In thr s unI1 uust statements made by 

our manage, 

- 40 The manager 1n th is unit ac ts as though every-

one mus1 be watched or !hey wil l slack off 

- 41 The manage, 1n thrs un11 Is easy 10 approach 

- 42 The manager rn this un it 1s friend!)' 

- 43 The manager In rh,s uni! s1tesses the rmport-

ance of meeting work goals 

- 44 Tne manage, ,n lh• s u'11 t shows us spec1 l,c wa ys 

10 improve our per!ormance 

- 45 The manage, '" 1h15 unit makes sure w e get me 

tn,ngs we need 10 do our Jobs 

- 46 People in rhr s unI1 nave the re sou rces requ ired 

10 achieve 111e11 work goats 

- 47 Tne manager 1n trHs unit alt ers ideas for solving 

JOb - relared problems 

- 48 Tne manager ,n ll"HS un rt sets specific goals lo, 

us 

- 49 Tne un11 manager pays attenhO" to 1dea5 and 

suggesr,ons lrom people a1 tn15 teve1 

- 50 Tne unit manager lrstens ro wha1 we say 

- 51 Th e manage, In 1n1s un11 asks lo, our opIn,ons 

about p roblems 

- 52 Tne manager 1n 1h1 5 unit re1ects our sugges· 

Hons 

- 53 Tn e manager In tn•s unit listens l o our p roblems 

- 54 The unn manager cares aboui our problems ,n 

the wo, k place 

- 55 The uni t manager 1s aware 01 me problems at 

our level 

- 56 The unrt manage, kno ws what Is go,ng on 1n the 

workgroup 

- 57 The manage• ,n this unit can be influenced 

rega ,a,ng tnrngs we re co ncerned aoout 

- 58 rne manager ,n this unn 1s successfut ,n 

ob 1a1ning recogn,1, on for ou r successes frorr 

t11ghe, management 

134 

wry lntr.qu.ntly 

k,f,._qu.ntl y 
.ametfme1 tr.qu.ntl y v• ry 

,,.q~ntly 

_ 59 The manager 1n !his unit •s successfu I1n dea r1ng 

w,tn higher management 

_ 60 The manager 1n this un11 makes sure we are 

trea1ed tanly oy higher management 

_ 61 Tn e manager 1n thrs unit keeps us m good 

standing wllh r11gher levels of management 

_ 62 The manager Ir, this un,1 lets the wo,kgroup 

make some dec,s•ons 

_ 63 If !he manage, rn thrs unt1 doesn' t '"lave enougt, 

1nformat1on to make a decision s ne wdr asi.. us 

tor rnput 

_ 64 Til e manager In 11115 unit values our Inou1 wne ., 

mak ing decisions 

WORKGROUP RELATIONS 

_ 65 Th e people In l h1s unit nelp eacn other out 

_ 66 People m my un11 coopera1e 10 get ir,e 10b do"le 

_ 6i There ,s a fee ltng 01 coopera1,or a'Tlong me 

people 1n my unit 

_ 68 Comniun1ca11on 1s good among th e people rn 

my unit 

_ 69 We work 1ogethe1 10 so1ve problems ir- our unt1 

_ 70 Ther e Is a lnendly atmospnere among the 

people In this unI1 

71 Pe ople 1n th 1s unI1 I11<.e each 01he, 

_ 72 Peoole 1n 1111s un,1 are friendly 1owa,ds eacn 

Olher 

_ 73 Tnere 1~ frrct1on among ll'le people In 1n1 s unil 

_ 74 People ,n tn Is un,1 trus1 each o lhe, 

_ 75 People on th,s JOb ot1en think o f Qu I11ing 

_ 76 Most peop1e on tn1s 10b are ver> sat1sl1ed w11h 

the /Ob 



"ry lnfreqtMntly .am.time• trequ.nti y .,.r y 

1""9qu.ntly 
frequantly 

PART 11 

For the follo w ing 10 questions, use the_ same scale 

pr ov ided above . but please desc ribe you r 1nd1v,duaf 

e);per1ence w1th1n your organ1za11on, not your entire 

w orkgr o uo·s expenence As you d id above, please write 

the numoer ( 1. 2. 3. 4, or 5) on me line beside each 

statement 

l Generally speak ing . I am very satisfied with this 

JOb 

2 I freque ntly th rnk of quitt ing !hrs 10b 

3 I am genera lly sa11sf1ed w ith tile kmd of wo rk I d o 

1n th is /Ob 

I fee l emo tiona lly drained from my work 

5 I fee l used up at the end of tile workda y 

6 t fee l fat,gued when J get up ,n the morn ing 

t feel b urned out fr om my work 

6 I fee1 frustrated by my JOO 

9 J fee l Im work ing 100 nard 

- 10 I accomp lish many w or tnwnde 1r11ngs 1n !hi s Job 

PAR T Ill 

For the loflow1ng 7 Quest ions please write rhe number I l 

2. 3 o, 41 1n the blank beside the question that best 

descr,bes your 1nd1v1duat experre ric e 1n your organ1 -

za1 1on 

1 Do you usually leer that you know where you 

stand d o you usua lly know how sa1·sf,ed 

you r immediate supervisor is w ith wha! you d o? 

l Nt"vf>• kno ... w ..,e,e I sta.,d 

2, Seic o .- i.. no w wt, ere I sta,,C 
3J Usually l.n(Jw -N herl' 1 stano 

4 A1..,ays 1>. n o v. w'1e1e I sta.,a 

- 2 Ho w we ll d o you lee! thal you r immedia te 

supervisor unders tands you r problems ana 

needs" 

31 We lo e r'O J9 " 

4 t Co,.,,pIeI eIv 

- 3 Ho w we ll d o you feet 1na1 your 1mmed1ate 

superviso r re cogni zes your po1en11af? 

It No1 a1 au 

21 Some Out no1 enougri 
J, ,11 5 '"T' i.,C" a,; 1r e rie,: pC' rso,, 

( F.J II ) 

- 4 Rega rdless of how m uch formal authority your 

1m med1a1e supervisor has oud! 1ntc hi s or her 

pos1 t1on. wna: are 111e cnances tha t he 01 she 

wou ld be perso'1aJI~ ,nctinec' IC use power to 

help you so lve pr ob;er-~ 1n yo ur wor i.. ., 

J , p, ,,0 ,1:. , ... 0 .. 1:, 

.:1 , Ce11a ,~, ) w :Ju•O 
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_ 5 Aga in . regardless o f th e amount of forma l 

auth ority your 1mmed1ate superv isor has. 10 

whal extent can you co un1 on him or her 10 .. ba rl 

you out" at his or her expense when you realty 

need 11? 

1/ No cha nce 

2J M1gn1 o• rnrgt11 not 
3 ) Probably W OUid 

4 ) Certain ly would 

_ 6. I have enough confidence m my ,mmed rate 

superv isor th at I would delend and iust,ty his or 

her dec1s1o ns 11 he or she wer e not present ro d o 

so 
1J P,ooaoiv no1 

2l M.lybe 
31 P1o oably WOu lO 

4 i Certa,nfy wOJfc 

_ 7 How would you charac ten ze your working re 

lauonship with you r immediate superv,sor? 

1/ Less Iha ,.. ave1a9e 

21 About average 

COMMENTS: 

31 Setle r tna r, average 

4J Ext rerne ly e!lec l •ve 

If there 1s anything you w,sn to add please do so A ll 

comments wil l be read . 



Appendix B 

Development of Items to Represent 
Core Dimensions of Climate: 

Instructions 

Climate Dimension Descriptions 

Items for Subject Matter Expert Judgment 
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Thanks for helping with the current effort . 

In order to develop the best possible measure of c l i mate f or my study , I am de v e l o P i n g the s u r v e y us i n g individual and group ratings. First, I have asked five people, like yourse 1 f, to rate the i terns on an 
ind iv i dua 1 basis. Second, I w i 11 be asking you and the other four raters to meet in a group to discuss the ratings. When there is 80% agreement on an item, it will be retained for use in the measure. 

Most of these items were taken directly from Jones and James (1979) or rewritten (by me) from Jones and James (1979). Please be very critical. You are the final judge of whether an item should be retained . 

Attached is a booklet . Each booklet contains a description of the core dimensions of climate and items for rating. Please review the core dimensions of climate. You will find that there are four dimensions 
' each with several sub-components. All of my hypotheses are at the dimension level; however, you also need the sub-components in order to understand what is 

encompassed by each dimension. 

After familiarizing yourself with each dimension, please turn to the items. There are two blank lines beside each item. On the first line, please put the dimension number to which you believe the item refers 
(1 to 4). On the second line please put the dimension component to which you think the item refers (a,b,c, 

. ) . I f an i t em i s u n c 1 ear , just mark i t w i th an x . A sample item follows. 

___ Management is unaware of our problems . 

These are the ratings the item would receive, if you believe that it represents dimension 3 (Leadership facilitation and support), component c (Management concern and awareness) . 

Please complete this process for all of the items . If you have any questions, don't hesitate to contact me . 

In their final use, the items will be used with a Likert type scale, 1 = very infrequently and 5 (or 6) = very frequently. Respondents will be instructed to respond to the items as the people in their workgroup have experienced these phenomena. 
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COMPONENTS OF THE FOUR DIMENSIONS OF CLIMATE 

DIMENSION 1. ROLE STRESS AND LACK OF HARMONY 
In general this dimension concerns the 

workers' roles in the workplace and how their roles 
mesh with others' roles. The dimension is comprised of 

the following components. 

a. ROLE CONFLICT: extent to which there is discord 
among internal demands (conflicting priorities within 
the worker), external demands (conflicting priorities 
from the organization), or discord among external 
demands and internal demands 

b. ROLE AMBIGUITY: extent to which workers' lack 
knowledge of the expectations of them. 

c. ROLE OVERLOAD: extent to which there are too 
many tasks that must be accomplished or too much work 

to do in the alotted time. 

d. SUBUNIT CONFLICT: extent to which there are 
incompatible demands made by different units within an 

organization. 

DIMENSION 2. JOB CHALLENGE AND AUTONOMY 
In general, this dimension deals with the jobs. 

a. JOB CHALLENGE AND VARIETY: extent to which the 
jobs chal l enge the workers and allow the workers to 
Perform a variety of tasks, as opposed to a single, 

routinized task. 

b. JOB AUTONOMY: extent to which workers have 
control over their own job or are allowed to work 

independently. 

c. JOB IMPORTANCE: extent to which workers' output 
affects others or is impo r tant to others. 

DIME NSION 3. LEADER FACILITATION AND SUPPORT 
In general this dimension deals with the way the 

manager inte r acts with his/her subordinates and higher 

management. 

a. LEA DER TRUST AND SUPPORT: extent to which the 
manager exhibits trust of the workers, including their 
Work ethics and quality of performance, and offers 
socioemot i ona l suuport (as opposed to material 

support). 
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b . LEADER GOAL FACILITATION: extent to which the 

manager assists the subordinates in setting goals and 

achieving those goals, including the provision of 

needed materials . 

c. MANAGEMENT AWARENESS AND CONCERN/PSYCHOLOGICAL 

INFLUENCE: . 

extent to which management cares about the well being 

of the workers and the influence or power that the 

Workers have over the managers. 

d. HIERARCHICAL INFLUENCE: the extent to which the 

manager is able to influence or has power over higher 

management . 

DIMENSION 4. WORKGROUP COOPERATION, FRIENDLINESS, AND 

WARMTH 
. In general this dimension deals with the 

i nterpersonal relations among the workgroup members. 

a. WORKGROUP COOPERATION: extent to which there is 

sharing and cooperation amond workers. 

b. WORKGROUP FR IENDLINESS AND WARMTH: extent to 

Which the workers like one another and express positive 

affect toward one another. 
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Remember, workgroup members will be asked to rate the 
frequency with which each of the following occurs from 
~=very infrequently to 5 (or 6) = very frequentiy 

ased on their perceptions of their workgroup. ' 

- __ 1. There is a friendly atmosphere among the 
people in this workgroup. 
- __ 2. Many different people tell us what we 

should be working on. 
- __ 3. People in this workgroup like each other. 
- __ 4. The manager of this unit is a straight 

shooter. 
__ 5. The manager of this unit does whats/he 

says s/he'll do. 
- __ 6. People in this unit have opportunities to 
do creative work on their jobs. 
- __ 7. The unit manager knows who is doing a good 

job. 
8. People in the unit have to do things in 

certain ways that really should be done differently. 
- __ 9. There is little variety in the jobs in this 

unit. 
- __ 10. People in this unit have to do things that 
are against their better judgment. 
- __ 11. The jobs in this unit require a wide range 

of skills. 
- __ 12. The jobs in this unit are not very 

challenging. 
- __ 13. People in this unit know who has the 
authority to make a decision about their jobs. 
- __ 14. No matter how much people in this unit do, 
there is always more to be done. 
- __ 15. The unit manager pays attention to ideas 
and suggestions from people at this level. 
- __ 16. People in this unit have to work a lot of 

overtime. - __ 17. There are not enough people in my unit to 

get the work done . 
- __ 18. The manager in this unit emphasizes high 

standards of performance. 
-:-- __ 19. The manager in this unit stresses the 
importance of meeting work goals. 
- __ 20. People in the unit show signs of strain. 
- __ 21. The jobs in this unit demand that we work 
quickly or we won't get the work done. 
- __ 22. There are friendly and cooperative 
relationships among the different units in this 

department . - __ 23. There is poor communication among the 

units in this department . 
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24 . People in this unit know the standards 
against which their performance will be evaluated . 
_ _ ___ 25. The unit manager listens to what we say . 
____ 26. The unit manager res is ts meaningful 
change. 
___ 27. The jobs in this unit require a lot of 
ski] 1 to do them well . 
___:__ __ 28. People are informed about things they need 
to know regarding their work. 
___ 29. People in this unit have freedom to decide 
how to do their jobs. 
___ 30. /n this unit control is assigned so that 
people have authority within their own work area. 
__ 31. It takes longer than necessary to 
coordinate important actions with other units. 
____ 32. There are opportunities for independent 
action in this unit. 
____ 33. The work done in this unit is important . 
____ 34 . The manager in this un i t asks for our 
opinions about problems. 
____ 35. The manager in this unit rejects our 
suggestions . 
______ 36 . The manager in this unit is successful in 
obtaining recognition for our successes from higher 
management. 
____ 37. The jobs in this unit involve interesting 
problems. 
___ 38. The people in this unit trust statements 
made by our manager . 
___ 39. The amount of work people have to do keeps 
them from doing a goo d job. 
____ 40. The manager in this unit listens to our 
problems. 
___ 41. There is a lot of repetition in the jobs 
in this unit. 
____ 42 . The jobs in this unit challenge our 
abilities. 
____ 43. The manager in this unit rewards good 
performance . 
___ 44. The people in this workgroup help each 
other out. 
____ 45. The unit manager cares about our problems 
in the work place . 
______ 46. The manager in this unit rewards people 
who give their best efforts. 
____ 47. A lot of people are affected by how well 
the jobs in this unit are done. 
____ 48. The manager in this unit shows us specific 
ways to improve our performance . 
______ 49. People in this unit don't have enough work 
t .n rln . 
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- __ 50. The manager in this unit gives us a lot of 
author i ty. 
- __ 51 . The manager ,n this unit makes sure we get 
the things we need to do our jobs . 
-t __ 52 . People in this work group are friendly 

owards each other. -:-- __ 53. The way things are planned here , everyone 
is getting in each othe~•s way . ~ __ 54. People in my workgroup cooperate to get 
he job done. 

- __ 55 . People in this unit have the resources 
required to achieve their work goals. 
- __ 56. The manager in this unit offers ideas for 
solving job-related problems. 
- __ 57. The unit manager is a ware of the problems 
at our level. - __ 58. People in this unit have an opportunity to 
do a variety of things on their jobs. 
- __ 59 . The unit manager knows what is going on ,n 
the workgroup. - __ 60. People in this unit are held responsible 
for things over which they have no control. 
- __ 61. There is conflict among the units in this 
department. - __ 62. People in this unit have a say about what 
goes on in their jobs. - __ 63. The jobs in this unit are important to the 
functioning of the rest of the organization . 
- __ 64. The manager of this unit treats us with 
respect. - __ 65. The manager in this unit can be influenced 
regarding things we're concerned about . 
- __ 66. The written rules about how people s hould 
do their jobs do not agree with that they are told to 
do . - 67. The manager in this unit i s successful in 
dealing with higher management. 
- __ 68 . The manager in this unit encourages us to 
think for ourselves . 
- __ 69. When people in this unit start 
assignments, they are not g i ven enough time to complete 
them. - __ 70. The manager in this unit acts as though 
everyone must be watched or they wi l l slack off. 
- __ 71. The manager in this unit makes sure we are 
treated fairly by higher management. 
- __ 72. People outside of the unit rely on the 
work done in the unit. - __ 73 . There is a feeling of cooperation among 
the people in my workgroup. 
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- _74. The manager in this unit changes our job 

duties without talking it over with us . 

- _75. The manager in this unit keeps us in good 

standing wi th higher levels of management . 

- ~76. Communication is good among the people in 

my workgroup. 

- _77. People's job responsibilit i es are clearly 

defined. 

-:-- _78. People have a chance to do different jobs 

in this unit. 

- _79. The manager in this unit is easy to 

approach. 

- _80 . The manager in this unit is friendly . 

- _81. People in this unit know what is expected 

of them . 

- _82. We work together to solve problems in our 

Work group. 

- _83. The manager in this unit sets specific 

goals for us . 

- _84. The overall objectives and goals of this 

unit are clearly defined. 

- _85. People in this workgroup trust each other. 

- _86. In this unit people dec i de how thei r jobs 

should be done. 

- _87. There is friction among the people in this 

workgroup . 

- _88. The manager in this unit sets a good 

example by his/ her own behavior . 
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Appendix C 

Manipulation Check: 

Measure of Manager Learning 

Manager Case Set 1 

Manager Case Set 2 
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Clue Set I - Olae I 27 

Seven product lines Involving four of your eight workers will have to be 

disrupted to satisfy an emergency request from an Important client. You are 

the supervisor and you naturally wish to disrupt these !Ines as little 86 

possible. No additional personnel are a vailable, and time limits to complete 

the new project are restrictive. 

The plant Is new and Is the only Industrial plant In an economically 

depressed area dominated by farming. You can count on everyone pulling his or 

her weight. Wages In the plant are aubstantlally above farm wages, and their 

Jobs depend on the profltablllty of this plant --- the first new Industrial 

developnent In the area In the last 15 years. 

Your su bord lnates are relatl vely lnexper lenced, and you have been 

supervising them more closely than you might lf the plant had been In a well

established Industrial area and your subordinates more experienced. The 

changes Involve only standard procedures and are routine to someone of your 

experience. Effective supervis ion poses no problems. However, the 

rescheduling en tails some decisions which could sign if I can ti y affect the 

possibility of cost overruns on the new product . Your problem ts how to 

reschedule the work so as to meet this emergency within the time limit, with 

miniirum disruption to the existing product lines . 
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Gue Set I - Oise # 29 

You have recently been transferred to a new Job assignment In a new 

foreign location. You find that each of your subordinates has the title 

"Assistant Accountant," with no clearly defined allocation of responsibility. 

This ,ttuation bas been workable In the past because your predecessor spent a 

great deal of time ,upervi.6ing their work. 

One long-,tandlng problem 1, the processlng of account& for the many 

,mall, often one-person businesses which supply you with the carvings and 

other native products you export. Your predece,sor attempted to deal with 

these problems by mail, which was Ineffective, and you have decided that it 

would be better for one of your ,ubordinate& to visit the firm& concerned and 

sort out their difficulties in person. 

The problem is which ,ubordinate to use. Transportation is no problem, 

86 they all ride to work in cars or on motor scooters and these cal16 would 

all be within 30 mile& of the office . Bad busine,s practice& with respect to 

these ,mall firm& have been cutting heavily Into profit&. It is very 

Important that whoever is chosen understands all procedures involved In the 

various business transactions concerned and can explain them to many diffe rent 

kinds of people. 

The most senior accountant bas been with the firm for 18 years, the 

,econd for 14 years, and the least ,enior for three years. All three are 

natives, but the more sen ior ones are traditional In their outlook, highly 

deferential to you, and would naturally expect the most senior to rece ive the 

&slgnment. You know that the least senior accountant bas attended university 

abroad, and, as a result, might show more Initiative and be le&S dependent 

upon supervision. This person is also more likely to believe that the 

position should be assigned on the basis of merit rather than seniority. 

Whoever is given the job will be given an expense account. Thi& is 

considered a symbol of high status and i& of financial benefit as the company 

will cover the costs of operating the car or ,cooter. 

Finally, whoever is chosen will be dependent upon the other two 

subordinates for information as to whi c h firms to call on . You c o uld 

,upervlse this, but your other ccmnitments at the pre,ent time rule this out. 

You have given the matter careful thought and it appear& c lear to you 

that one of the candidates would be much more effec tive than the other tw o in 

this po,ltion. 
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Cue Set II - Oue # 3 

You are a department supervisor In a research and development department 

currently undergoing expansion. Becal16e of the increased number of project6 

~our department Is responsible for, It i& now neceGsary to revise the list of 

.!6earch equipment and supplle6 to be ordered a& part of next year' 6 budget. 

Fortunately, the problem Is relatively straightforward. You know the 

nature of the research projects, and you have the historical data needed to 

determine the type of equipment and supplle6 required. Given these variables 

It Is a simple matter to calculate the specific type and quantity of equipment 

and supplle6 for the budget. 

It Is Important that 

Underestlmate6 re6ult in under 

substantial tlme to approve and 

result in unused equipment and 

used In future years. 

your estimates be reasonably accurate. 

aupply of equipment and suppllei;, which take 

order after the year ha6 begun. Overe6tlmate6 

surplus supplle6 that may not be able to be 

Your staff ha6 been cooperative In the past. Minor dlscrepancie6 in the 

availability of 6Upplles have never hampered their productivity. You know 

from past experiences that your staff member6 tend to exaggerate their 

requirements for equipment and supplle6. They are alway6 boa6tlng that they 

have plenty of state-of-art equipment and never run out of necesGary supplie6; 

unfortunately, gro&& waste and extra costs result from unneeded equipment and 

supplie6. 
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Appendix D 

Manipulation Check : 

Measure of Transfer of Training 

Subordinate Case 1 

Subordinate Case 2 
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SUBORDINATE CASE 1 
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There is a prob7em with the equipment in your 
workgroup. At any given time, severa7 pieces of 
equipment are down, so you can ' t work. Your supervisor 
is concerned about the prob7em and is trying to find 
out why equipment is going down so often. 

Your supervisor rea7izes that this is a 
comp7icated prob7em because production fa7ls when 
everyone isn't ab7e to work. You and your coworkers a71 
have your own ideas about what can be done to solve the 
prob7em. As a matter of fact, each of you is pretty 
sure that you know how to so7ve this prob7em . 

How wi17 your supervisor make a decision about how 
to cut down on equipment fai7ures? 

Please circle the number of the statement that is 
closest to how you believe your supervisor would make 
the decision outlined above . 

1. My supervisor would make the decision alone, 
without consulting anyone else . 

2. My supervisor would ask us questions about the 
problem, without telling us anything about the 
problem, and then make the decision alone. 

3. My supervisor would explain the problem to some 
of us individually (not as a group) , gather our 
opinions, and then make the decision alone. 

4. My supervisor would bring our group together, 
explain the problem, gather opinions, and then 
make the decision alone. 

5. My supervisor would call us together and as a 
group, we would make the decision (together). 
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I 

SUBORDINATE CASE 2 

1 51 



There are a number of safety hazards in your 

department. Several of your coworkers have been injured 

because of violations of the the safety guidelines 

established by the government and "midwestern utility" 

company. Your workgroup supervisor is responsible fo r 

safety in your department . Your supervisor is concerned 

that unless a solution is found quickly, someone could 

be seriously hurt. 

Your supervisor realizes that this is a 

complicated problem because everyone needs to work at 

making the environment safe. You and your coworkers all 

have your own ideas about what can be done to solve the 

Problem and you've let your supervisor know this. As a 

matter of fact, each of you is convinced that you have 

the best solution to the problem. 

How will your supervisor make a decision about how 

to make your work safer? 

Please circle the number of the statement that is 

closest to how you believe your supervisor would make 

the decision outlined above. 

1. My supervisor would make the decision alone, 

without consulting anyone else. 

2 . My supervisor would ask us questions about the 

problem, without telling us anything about the 

problem, and then make the decision alone. 

3. My supervisor would explain the problem to some 

of us individually (not as a group) , gather our 

opinions, and then make the decision alone. 

4 . My supervisor would bring our group together, 

explain the problem, gather opinions, and then 

make the decision alone. 

5. My supervisor would call us together and as a 

group, we would make the decision (together) . 
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There are a number of safety hazards in your 
department. Several of your coworkers have been injured 
because of violations of the the safety guidelines 
established by the government and "midwestern utility" 
company. Your workgroup supervisor is responsible for 
safety in your department. Your supervisor is concerned 
that unless a solution is found quickly, someone could 
be seriously hurt. 

Your supervisor realizes that this is a 
complicated problem because everyone needs to work at 
making the environment safe. You and your coworkers all 
have your own ideas about what can be done to solve the 
problem and you've let your supervisor know this . As a 
matter of fact, each of you is convinced that you have 
the best solution to the problem. 

How will your supervisor make a decis i on about how 
to make your work safer? 

Please circle the number of the statement that is 
closest to how you believe your supervisor would make 
the decision outlined above. 

1. My supervisor would make the decision alone, 
without consulting anyone else. 

2. My supervisor would ask us questions about the 
problem, without telling us anything about the 
problem, and then make the decision alone. 

3. My supervisor would explain the problem to some 
of us individually (not as a group), gather our 
opinions, and then make the decision alone . 

4. My supervisor would bring our group together, 
explain the problem, gather opinions, and then 
make the decision alone. 

5. My supervisor would call us together and as a 
group, we would make the decision (together). 
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