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CHAPTER 11. 

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND TO LEADERSHIP RESEARCH 

Universities. 
-business schools, and other academic and industrial 

organisations have produced a plethora of research and opinion on the 

subject of leadership as a phenomenon of management. 

Bennis, who devoted, more than twenty years to its study commented 

that,, "of all the hazy and confounding areas in social psychology, 

leadership theory undoubtedly contends for top nomination. And, 

ironically, probably more has been written and less known about 

leadership than about any other topic in the behavioral sciences. " 

(19590 p. 259). He went on to suggest the reasons contributing to this 

state of affairs as - (1) 111 definition of the concept; (2) An 

"endless proliferation of terms"-used in the associated literaturej 

A "mountain of research evidence, which might in itself be regarded 

as useful, coupled with (4) the evidence was contradictory. 

Bennis (op. cit. ) was far from-being alone in his, dissatisfaction 

with this situation. The samet and more criticisms have been repeated 

with regularity., StogA111 sixteen years later in his classicreview 

istatedt "There are almost as many different definitions of leadership 

as there are persons who have attempted to define the concept" 

(Stogdills 1974t P-7). McCall though# perhaps more optimistic in his 

analysis, still echoed some of Bennis'-criticisms when he wrote "The 

accummulated research, while contributing substantially to our under- 

standing of complex leadership processest has not yet produced an 

integrated body of knowledge. Still plagued by definitional ambiguityp 

a proliferation of terms, and contradictory research findingsg the 

mountainof evidence has left many unanswered questions. " (mcCallt 1976,, 
P-139. 
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It is perhaps not surprising that the subject of, leaderBhip has 

proved so apparently fascinating, if one accepts the-almost poetic 

view McCall (. op. cit. ) expressed of the human interest in the topic 

when he wrote "Courage,, stamina$ powerp charismal the fate of armies 

and nations - all conjured up by the single term leadership. A vital 

commodity since the beginnings of humanity, leadership remains a topic 

of central interest, vested, with trappings of mythg legend, and 

lwery. "-(P. 139). 

The constant allure of the subject, might be. seen to reflect an 

almost instinctual desire on the part of Man to identify all that is 

seen as ideal in Man,, namely, asthe ultimate inana or of himself and 

others, 

More specifically,, and with particular reference to organizational 

behaviour, Mitchell (1979). In his review of the literature which 

emerged during the previous five years, observed thatg apart from 

motivationg leadership was the most frequently conducted area of 

research. In another review produced in the same year(lbuse and 

Baetzo 1979)g referring to the plethora of material published on the 

subject, the authors prefaced their analysis by suggesting that it 

would be highly selective, and would only consideý (1) major empirical 

conclusions which appear to have obtained supportl (2) theories which 

were currently receiving widespread attention and empirical supportl 

(3) topics of major issue in the literature; and (4) those theories 

and empirical studies which suggest future research. Although these 

authors include consideration of at least nine summaries of research 

spanning seven decadesq and approximately 15D studies emerging from 

the previous nine yearsp they stated that their list is by no means 

exhaustive. It does notg, for examplel, include any of the reviews of 
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leadership emanating from the Center for Creative Leadership, of which 

there have been several (e. gý McCall* Morrisons and-Hannan,, 1978; 

Lombardo,, 1978; McCall and Lombardol 1978). Nor does it iDClude the 

Hunt and Osborn (1977) unpublished review, `Omissions and Commissions 

in Leadership Research'; nor the'Schrieshein and-Kerr (1977) critical 

appraisal of theories - ard measures of leadership. 

Far from intending these last remarkis as criticism 6f House and 

Baetz's reviewt they are included to emphasiie the problems of attempting 

to isolate clear,, unequivocal conclusions, iddch one might have hoped to 

have emerged from the literaturet with respect to obtaining an integrated 

understanding of the phenomenon of leadership'in management. 

Having des=ibed the problems of reviewing the literature wh! Lch 

exists on the subject of leadership, it is the intention'of this survey 

to 3AP the Principal landmarkst and to identify those conspicuous 

features which characterlse them. 

1.1 Definition of, the term-Leadership 

Sto9dill (1974) cited-enough different classificationsof definitions 

of"leadership to cover ten pages in his review; This illustrates the 

inherently, problemmatic nature of. the subject area. Pfeffer (1977). 

in discussing the ambiguity of the conceptv stated that "there are few 

meani W ul distinctions_between leadership and other concepts of social 

influence. " This implies that there is at least one fundamental-and 

commonly h eld construct of the concept. Although he argued that "to 

treat leadership as a separate concept it must. be distinguished, from 

other social influence phenomena" (p. 105), McCall (1976, 
_p. 

140) 

remarked that "Perhaps the closest thing to a concensus, on a def W tion 

for leadership is that it is a social influence process. " 
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As to where exactly'the social influence resides, is still a 

subJect of debate. Historically, it has been believed to be*a function 

of the leader, but some writers woulddispute this. Hollander and Julian 

(1969) for example would ascribe the aspect of social influence to be 

inherently a function of the two-way influence process between leader 

and followers, working towards shared goals. On the'other hand, a 

symbolic interactionist'. such as Pfeffer (1977) or Calder (1977) would 

see the concept of social influencep not as a result of the individual 

possessing certain qualities, but rather as a result of the Individual 

representing a symbol of personal causation of certain events, for 

those around him. Leadership, from this point of view, is seen as a 

function of the perception of followersp and consequent attribution of 

particular events to an individual. Calder (op. cit., P. 202) concluded 

that "Leadership exists only as a perception. Leadership is not a 

viable scientific construct. " If one accepts this perspective of 

leadership phenomena then, one also questions the validity of a3-1 those 

studies which have obtained data by employing subordinates or observers 

as raters of leader behaviour$ since the social reality will vary from 

. one, observer to another (cf. Burrell and Morgan, 1979). 

Although this latter perspectllýe on leadership represents a 

somewhat dramatic, and undoubtedly important alternative interpretation 

of the phenomenon, it is not proposed to pursue this debate here. 

Rather, the traditional view, of leadership will be adopted. That is# 

the behaviour of an individual (leader) which in some way influences 

the attitudes and behaviours of those with. whom he interacts. The 

phrase "in some way"t is included because in later discussion of the 

results of the present research, itlis intended to consider differences 

in perceptions of thoseleadership. behaviours as opposed to the 

objective categorisation of them. 
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1.2 Leadership and its relation to 
power, or influence 

All too frequently, the quite diffeýent concepts of power and 

influence are used interchangeably and this has led to a great deal of 

misunderstanding and confusion. Therefore a clear distinction must 

immediately be drawn between the concept of leadership as the power 

vested in an individual by some extraneous body to enable that individual 

to influence the behaviour of others, and perhaps without which he might 

be totally ineffectual; and the concept of leadership which is concerned 

with the ability to influence the behaviour of others, irrespective of 

onets position power, formal power or any authority vested in one by 

some extraneous party. Indeed, individuals who exhibit the latter form 

of leadership often exert greater-influence on the, behaviour of others 

despite the fact that their formal power is lower thanthat of the-I-' 

formal-leader in the sane situation., An exampleAs the influence, - 

often evidenced'through--media expositionst of militant workers in a 

company who, without any, position power in the organisation or union, 

are able to get their colleagues to act against the directives of 

management. Yet it-is-the managers, who constitute the leaders., vested 

with formal powers of authority. 

-, The concept, of -leadership -that involves the use of -power given by 

an extraneous body to-the-individual, is more sociological than psycho- 

logical in definition since it involves relative, positions within'groups 

and formal titles. -The definitions that imply the ability to lead or 

influence others because of some perBonalýattrlbute &% more in the 

realms of psychological discourse# since they are concerned with one of 

the phenomena of interpersonal behaviourý The distinction between 

formally appointed leaders and those who emerge as a resulting group 

choice will be referred to in greater detail below. ý.!, -, 
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The term 'effective I leader can be applied to the first type of , 

leader only to the extent that he can use the powers given him to 

bring about changes in the behaviour of others, In the case of the 

workers following a militant colleague against the directives-of the 

'formal leaders'. such formal leaders 
-can 

be seen to be totally- 

ineffectual# though they can still bear the title 'leader'. 

Importantly# howeverv the informal leader exists as a leader only in 

as much ast and as long ast he is. effective. --The day he fails to be 

he will no longer be described or regarded as-a. leader because-in this 

case effectiveness and leadership. are synonymous. 

The study of leadership has provided a popular area' of research 

to the behavioural scientist interested in group dynamics, but has also 

become an increasingly important focus of attention to those concerned 

with organisational behaviour and effectiveness# since the presence of 

a leader infers the presence of one with, influence to direct the actions 

of others. And, since the organization is in-being to achieve certain 

objectivesq it is vitally Important to ensure that all its members are 

directing their efforts to the achievement of that organisation's goals. 

The importance of a leader's influence within an organisation is 

generally well recognised. - 
Indeedq If his influence is seen as beneficial 

to achieving the organisationes goalsp he is particularly highly rewarded. 

When the organisation feels that it is lacking suitable leaders : it will 

invest considerable financial sums and amounts of effort In a search for 

the leader it wants, or in encouraging leadership training. 

1.3 Power and Influence - the Distinction 

Several problems of definition remain. if the title 'leader' is to 

be made less ambiguous. Some individuals are defined as leaders because 

they occupy a formally designated role of leadershipt such as 'Mana er' 

or esupervisorle and as such are embodied with certain powers over the 
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actions of others. They are effective leaders to the extent that they 

succeed in employing such a role to achieve the objectives given them. 

In such an instancet they are referred to as 22pointed or nominal 

leaders, since they occupy a leadership role by virtue of their position, 

power or title, rather than their actual influence which they might, or 

might nptg possess. However, other individuals gain the title "leader' 

by way of describing their ability to influence the actions of others 

without the support of an appointed title. In other words such a leader 

gains his authority by consent of his followers (Hollander and Hunt, 1971). 

Such individualso referred to as emergentleaders, are described by their 

actual role behaviours that exhibit power and influence over others, as 

opposed to the formal label of leadership attributed to a structural 

position to which a member of a group is assigned. 

Crockett (1935) concluded from an investigation of emergent leaders 

in small decision-making groups, that they emerged as a result of the 

official leader failing to perform, the leadership functions of the 

group. He also noted that they tended to be of high status and strongly 

motivated to perform leadership functions and,, as a consequence of their 

actions to achieve the group goalsp were highly valued by other members. 

Hollander believes that the study of the succession of elected and 

appointed leaders has not received as much attention as it should 

(Hollander,, 1979). In terms of. identifying qualities of good as opposed 

to bad leadership in appointed and elected leaders, he found the 

critical incidents technique (Flanagan, 1954) as a valuable psycho- 

me#io device. Consistent with his theory of leadership being essen- 

tially an artefact of the two-way, social influence process between 

leader and follower, Hollander, made the point that research into the 

differences between the desirable qualities of leadership in appointed 
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and elected leaders needs "... to pay more attention to the study of 

process and to the. ',, pereeptions of context by the participants in 

leadership events, whether in the laboratory or the field" 

(Hollander, 1979# p. 102). 

Another'perspective on the issue of leader emergence, has been 

presented by Steing Hoffman p' Cooley, and Peaxse (1979), ' Thelýc model 

of "leadership valence' "describes the-process by which members of 

newly forming groups become differentiated until one becomes the 

leader" (Steint et al 1979, p. 130). The emphasis on describing the 

process of leader emergence is in terms of how the group solves the 

problem of the leadership structure. 

1.4 Leadership Role 

Although groups have norms of acceptable behaviour. it does not 

imp that all members behave identicaIly,, since there are different 

tasks to be done and consequently different roles-for the members. 

These roles evolve in response to the nature of the tasks confronting 

the groupg. the particular needs and styles of the membersp and other 

constraints as perceived by the members. A formally established group's 

structure is characterised by the group"s leadership hierarchy of inter- 

related task roles. -an' established ýhetwork --oV'comimuniication j 
'and iorms 

governing the making of groupsl decisions (Jones and Gerard, 1967). 

Leadership role may be seen then as the behaviours (expected) of one 

who exerts the greatest influence over the other members of the group. 

It is inevitable that in any group there exists an uneven distribution 

of influence among group members. It is highly likely-therefore that 

relatively early in the life of a group certain persons engage in such 

behaviour to a much greater degree than others. This would appear to 

be borne out by the findings of Hollanderg Fallont and Edwards (1977)9 
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that successors*chimmeteristically had exerted influence in the early 

life of the group,, and had gradually attracted support, rather than 

suddenly emerging metamorphically,, at'the event of an election. 

1.5 Leadership and Power 

The characteristic of a leadership role (as distinct from a non- 

leadership role) of possessing a disproportionate amount of influence 

over others, is referred to by French and Raven (19,59) as power. The 

amount of, power an individual has in a group or organization is measured 

in relation to the amount of influence or control he. couldl,, if he so 

desired, exercise over others. French and Raven maintain that there 

are five bases of powerg the first three of which derive mainly from 

the formal organizations 

(1) Reward -Dowerg or the ability to control the administration 

of incentives. 

(2) Coercive power, or the ability to control the administration 

of punishment. 

(3) L! dtimate Rower, or the authority vested in a position 

by organisational policy or social agreement. 

However the effectiveness of each of the above bases of power is also a 

function of the remaining two aspects of power which are characteristics 

of the leader as a-pbrson. They ares 

(4) Referent power, or the extent to which subordinates wish 

to identify with the leader. 

(5) Eaert Rower, or the extent to which a leader is perceived 

by subordinates as knowledgeable. (Cited in Howellt 1976, 

pp 74-75). 

The implications of the effects of the latter two bases of power 

on the formal power are great. A man er may occupy a position of 
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substantial authority and possess the means of-rewarding or withdrawing 

rewards from subordinates, and of hiring and firing them, However, if 

his power Is bas ed solely on formal criteriag-it is limited to those 

situations and opportunities in which he can operate these powers. If 

he does not, possess any referent or expert power it is unlikely that 

the behaviour of his subordinates will be influenced at all at any 

other time - for example, when he is absent, unless the final-result of 

their efforts is highly specified and closely-evaluated. Howeverif 

that same mana er had gained the respect of his subordinates and also 

held referent or expert powerg then he would enjoy power from these 

sources in addition to his formal power. Ivancevich and Donnelly (1974) 

refer to such power as "influence increment". It might also be true 

that the reversal of such a situationg in other words a definite 

dislike or disrespect of a superior, might damage his formal power. 

7his might be, manifested for example# in surreptitious sabotage of the 

operational activities of the group or. organisation, or tedious nit- 

picking of the manager"s suggestions or directions. 

Thibaut and Kelley (1939) also distinguish between power individuals 

may possesst but define the two types in terms of the object (conse- 

quences) of their employment,, as distinct from their source, as do 

French and Raven. The types of power are defined as "behavior control" 

in which by varying his behaviourA can make it desirable for B to vary 

his behaviour too,, and "fate control" in which A can affect B's outcomes 

regardless of what B does, also he can provide high rewards to B at low 

cost to himself,, though he need not. A makes the choice. But Thibaut 

and Kelley add that, because in most functional groups members are to 

a certain extent dependent upon one another for satisfactions, this 

means that in practice It tends to place limits upon each person's 
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"useable power". ' Total'exploitation of a less powerful group member 

by a more powerful member obviously occurs in reality. Of such 

situations Gouldner (1960) observed that "This social arrangement,, 

to be suret is less stable than one in which B's reciprocity motivates 

A to continue performing services for B. " However Thibaut and Kelley 

believe-that a-more common occurrence is-the fostering of various kinds 

of mutually profitable bargaining relations; and Gouldner (ibid. ) 

maintains that the norm of'reciprocity is essential for social 

stability and that it legitimizes status since "the norm of reciprocity 

requires that if others have been fulfilling their'status duties to you, 

you in turn have an'additional or second-order obligation (repayment) 

to fulfill your status duties to them. " Hence the leader of a group 

gains the statusg esteem and power of his position and in turn is 

expected to use his abilities to fulfill expectations and motivate, 

direct and reward individual member's efforts towards achieving the 

group goal. 

Steers and Porter (1973) also view this exchange of rewards as the 

process of legitimizing the leader's rolet and they quoted Homansý(1961) 

who suggested that "Influence over others is purchased at the price of 

allowing- one's self to be influenced by others. " 

The consideration of power as a dependent 'variable has been 

"Almost totally disregarded" in the words of Greene and Podsakoff (1981). 

They sought to rectify the omission by investigating the effects of 

removing performance-contingent rewards on the subordinates, percep- 

tions of their superiorsl sources of influencel thereby attempting to 

investigate some significant relationships between leader behaviour. 

influence,, and perceived power* In. addition to a modified version of 

French and Raven's (1959) taxonomyt they include a sbcth dimension of 
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social power which they refer to as "upward or hierarchical influence" 

(Greene and Podsakoff,, 1981P P-528). - But they added that this concept 

"... probably"is not Independent of"legitimate power. Both represent 

organizationally sanctioned bases of powerl the former informally and 

the latter formally by management". (Ioc. c! Lt. They concluded from their 

field study#, that, the effect of removing performance-contingent rewards 

(in this case a pay incentive plan) which had previously been controlled 

by the supervisors 0 led to a significant decline in -the subordinates' 

perceptions of their supervisors$ bases of Influence; and that 

"Organizationally-sanctioned and^reward based powers declined the most. " 

The implication being for leadership that-supervisors may well "... find 

subordinates less willing to comply with their directives or requests" 
(OP. Cit., 

Although it is not intended to discuss the detailed implications 

of these results, it would seem that'given the present severe economic 

resession with its contingent effects on industryg and the lack of 

adequate funds to maintain previous-pay-incentive schemes, it might be 

adviseable to pay increasing attention to the task of identifying and 

developing other known sources of influenceAn mana ers and supervisors 

(cf. Morrison and Krantz, 1980). 

1.6 Leadership and the Importance of Situational Factors 

Stogdjn, in 1948, stressed the iaportance of the "situation" in 

consideration of factors affecting leadership effectiveness. Since in 

most situations, the leader has limited control, if any, of varying the 

conditions under which he operatess, many writers have argued that greater 

emphasis than Is presently paidq should be devoted to understanding the 

nature of the different conditions and their respective influence on 

the outcome of leader behaviour. These conditions rarely remain 
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constant because of changes in the grouporganisation, or task, or 

both. The literature abounds with examples of situational factors 

which have been found to affect leader effectiveness (e. g. Katz and 

Kahn, 1966; Campbell, Dunnette, Lawler, and Weick, 1970; Hunt and 

Larson, 1975; ' Vroom, 1975; Fiedler, 1979; ýeed and Mitchell, 1980). 

Indeed, the lasi decade or so has witnessed a'dramatic switch of 

attention to understanding the nature of situational variablesp 

evidenced in particular by the growth of contingency models of 

leadership (discussed on PP- 31 - 4ý - There seems to be little 

disagreement, if anyg in contemporary literature, with the notion that 

the particular style of leader behaviour that is necessary for successful 

group, or individual subordinate performance, is largely a function of 

the particular situation with which the leader Is confronted (eg. 

Fiedlerg 1964; Vroom: ancl-Yettons, 1973; Houseýand-Desslerp-1974; - 

Hersey and Blanchard, 1977). The only major point of dispute would 

appear to be concerned with whether the individual leader can in fact 

vary his behaviour enough optimally to suit the particular situation 

in which he finds himself. Againg there would appear to be almost 

unanimous agreement as to the quality of flexibility of behaviour being 

a necessary prerequisite for leadership today. However, there is the 

notable exception of Fiedler (1964)g who ostensibly occupies a somewhat 

isolatedt and what might be regarded as a somewhattenuous positions 

regarding the relative inflexibility of leader behaviour. Fiedler's 

model has been subjected to considerable criticism (e. g. Graent 

Alvares, Orris, and Martella, 1970; Kerr, 1974; Mitchellp Larsont 

and Green, 1977; Hosking, 1978) and it Is Probably true to say that 

Fiedler has modified his position. 
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From stating as a basic premise that leadership training is 

relatively ineffectual (Fiedlert 1964), 'he appears implicitly to 

recommend it in his more recent Leader Match programme (Alban Metcalfe, 

1979). 7his latter view arises from consideration*of the views 

expressed in a recent article in which Fiedler and a co-worker 

reviewed the efficacy of the training programme of 'leadership match' 

based on the contingency model (Fiedler and Mahart 1979). The authors 

make the point that the programme was most effective in improving 

leader-member relations byt for example, the leader saying "Hi" more 

oftent smiling; spending more time with subordinates, and so on. It 

might well be debated that these are a direct'result of the leader ', 

changing his behaviour and jerhaps his'attitudes in a way appropriate 

to the particular group members. 

1.7 Organisational Climate and Leadership 

Several researchers have concluded from their studies, that the 

way in which mana behave or are expected to behave, is dictated by, 

or at least greatly affected by,, the particular organisational variables 

which contribute to the organisational 'climate*--(e. g. Likert, 1967; 

Payne and Pheysey, 19711 Bass and Barretto 1972). -One such variable 

is the pervading philosophy of the top management,, past and present, 

which often plays a major role. in determining norms, standards, and 

expectations of appropriate and desirable leadership behaviour. Soae 

organisations encouraget reward and expect their managers to be highly 

directive and authoritarian and to use their power and influence to 

coerce and manipulate and impose on their subordinates' behaviour in 

order to achieve organisational goals. 
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Perhaps more common to the modern western organisation, is the 

notion of a participative, non-directive management style, in most 

day-to-day situations, where employees are not supervised too closely. 

Employees are allowed a certain degree of self-determination in their 

activities and in when and where decisions are made. This is usually 

preceded by a certain amount of group discussion in which information, 

opinions and ideas are expressed and taken into consideration in the 

final decision-making. This is regarded as a major consideration in 

the process of choosing the correct procedure to follow in making 

management decisions in the Vroom-Yetton Model (1973). 

An example of differences between organizational philosophies and 

preferred leadership style is offered by Burack (1979) who related 

that, 

"In one organization, its well-known president indicates that 

'the leadership model approach taken by our consulting 
. organization with clients is based upon a model developed 
by R. Tannenbaum and W. H. Schmidt ... a good manager 
develops the situation and people involved by'choosing- 
the appropriate leadership pattern ... we do not believe 
in one style of leadership being correct (for good 
managerial performance)% 

In other organizations, 'leadership' Is viewed in the context 
of diagnosing situationsp increasing employee motivationg 
developing subordinates, and understanding the bases for 
organization effectiveness. Finally, withconsiderable 
candor, the president of still another organization 
(Personal communication) observeds 'I'm not clear on just 
how the leadership process corresponds to the management 
process, but I feel confident that there are some areas 
of overlaps I "' * 

(Burack, 1979t P-27). 

Attempts have been made to obtain measures of organisational 

climate (e. g. Payne and Phesey, 1971); however, such measures may be 
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misleading. Gulon (1973) for example, felt that. what might have been 

measured inadvertently in, the past, in the belief that they were 

variables of organisational climate weret in fact, the employees" 

feelings towards their employers. He maintained thaVfor valid and 

reliable measures of the perceived organisational atmosphere there 

needs to-be independent measures that reflect the real, attributes of 

the work place. 

Obtaining a managin& director's impressions can of course be 

equally unreliable, owing to bias. His concepts of participation,, 

support, openness-and so on might be quite differenVfrom those of his 

work force. There is the story of an extremely wealthy owner of a very 

large glass works in the North of England who regarded himself as some- 

thing of a philanthropist. One dayg walking around the enormous dustyt 

hot glassworks with a roll of 95 notes in his hands he noticed a young 

lad dressed poorly with the soles of his shoes, falling off. He stopped, 

nudged the boy, and pronounced in, & grand, northern voices "Poor lad! 

Never let it be, said we aren't a caring concern! ", and plucking the 

elastic band from the bundle of notes he gaye the elastic band to the 

lad, "To tie Vtop to thal boot, ". 

I. S. Leadership and Authority 

That leadership behaviour can be elicited,, has been demonstrated 

in several experimental studies including that of Pepinsky, Hemphill 

and Shavitz (1958) who increased the leadership behaviour of subjects 

low on leadership activityt by virtue of increased group support for 

such activity. Corresponding decreases were obtained froz subjects 

init W ly high on leadership activity, by the group displaying 

increased disagreement with their statements. From the perspective of 

reinforcement theory this is not at all surprising of course., 
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Increasing the amount of light directed on a subject has signifi- 

cantly increased the subject's talking time as well as his perceived 

status (Bavelas at-al 1965; Zdep and. Oakest 1967). Thus they 

increased leadership, behaviour and created an impression of greater 

influence. 

Expectations of others have been seen to have powerful effects. 

In'& study by Rudraswamy (1964)t subjects who were led to believe they 

had higher status showed that not only did they attempt significantly 

more leadership acts than others in the group, but they surpassed those 

subjects who had been given more relevant information about'the task 

itself. -- 

It would appear then that when a group bestows opportunity on one 

of its members to be influentialp that individual will tend to act as 

a leader. And the greater the agreement among the members as to who 

should lead# the greater the probability of leadership activities - 

(e. g. Banta and-Nelsont 1964). Also, the earlier the agreement, the 

more effective the subsequent group performance (Pryer, Flint and Bassq 

1962). However, once legitimacy has been provided for leadership, 

indiyidual differences in leaders and followers will ensure Infinitely 

variable results. . 11 

1.9 LeadershiR Continuity, 

Cohen and Benns (1961) in an examination of continuity of leadershipp 

concluded not surprisingly perhaps, that continuity was better maintaIned 

where groups could choose their leader as opposed to those in which they 

are appointed. Goldman and Fraas (1965) investigating four different 

types of leader selection, concluded that method of leader selection# 

including election and appointmento affected consequent group performance. 

Juliant Hollander and Regula (1969) studied the effects 
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of three variables viz., the source of a leader's authority; ' his 

competence; and his subsequent task success, on the'members' acceptance 

of him as a spokesman for the group. They concluded that the leader's 

competence'andýsubsequent task performance were significantly related 

to members" acceptancel, but that these relationships were different- 

ially affected by whether the leader was appointed or elected. The 

results obtained also suggested that election did not, as might have 

been expected# make the leader more secure but rather made him more 

vulnerable to censurep if he was-initially perceived to be incompetent 

or later failed as spokesman for the group. Although one cannot 

generalise from this finding that an appointed leader is more secure 

in his position, it does support the conclusion that the leader's 

source of authority is perceived and related to as a relevant factor 

in the leader-follower relationship. 

Another, perhaps more worrisome, factor has entered the debate as 

to which factors affect an individual's chance to become leader. 

Pfeffer (1977), in his review of studies of leader selection, noted 

that although certain variablesv such as measures of ability and 

motivation, can help predict successo the variance they contribute is 

typically quite small (op. cit., p. 108). But, Pfeffer went on to note 

that "the evidence suggests that succession to leadership positions is 

not strictly based on meritocratic criteria" (p. 109), to which is cited 

the evidence to suggest that upper-class backgrounds and access to 

elite universities are (e. g. Domhoff, 1967; Reed and 1411lerp 1970; 

Spaeth and Greeleyo 1970). Although these studies were conducted in 

the United States, we in-Engiand have been aware of this relationship 

so long that it has become a well-established subject for popular 

television comedy (e. g. 'Yes, 141nister". BBC, 1981). 
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However distressing the evidence, if there is to be a means of 

changing what would appear to be to some extent the status quo, 

leadership research might be expected to provide the information as 

to possible ways and means. 

1.10 Conclusion 

It can perhaps be seen then that the nature of leadership is a 

very broadly-based topic and that it cannot be assumed that because a 

variety of people bear the label 'leaderge they possess a great deal 

in common in terms of their skills, authorityt degree of influencep 

and Bo on. 

This fact has not gone unrealisedl and is evidenced, perhaps 

ironicallyp by attempts to identify some elements common to those 

individuals we refer to as *leaders*. The next, chapter describes the 

main directions this research has taken.. 
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CHAPTER 2. 

THE HISTORY OF LEADERSHIP RESEARCH 

The history of research into leadership'reflects the gradual 

evolution of an increasingly complex body of knowledge. Approaches to 

the subject have tended to centre*in the five''main areas"6f 

(i) Personality characteristics associated'with leader behaviour; 

(ii) Leadership and behavioural style; --(M) Leadership behaviour as 

perceived by followers; '(iv) Situational-influences on leadership; 

and (v) the importance of participation. 

2.1 Leadership and Personality 

The initial approach to studying leadership, like much early 

research in the behavioural sciences, was to compare individuals in 

an attempt to identify a consistent pattern of traits, that characterise 

leaders. However there is surprisingly little agreement among the many 

studies of personality attributes of people who emerge as leaders. 

Despite quite a substantial accumulation of data on leadership and 

personality there is very little consistency of research findings 

(Bird, 1940; Stogdill,, 1948; Gouldner, 1950; Gibbt 1954; Campbell, 
1 

1955; Mann, 1959; Bass, 1960). 

Sto9dIll's review concluded that successful-leaders generally 

differ from followers in possessing higher degrees of persistencep- 

self-confidence, sociability and dependibility. However, Bass (1960) 

Indicates these factors assume the form of increased, motivation on the 

part of the personto attempt leadership and to develop relationships 

with other group members. - 

One of the reasons that so much attention was given to research 

in the 1930's and 1940's identifying the traits that make a good 
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leader, was that, the use of psychometrics in selection was seen. as 

solving a major problem of predicting managerial, success, and hence 

organisational success. In, particular Nash (1963)9 Dunnette (1967) 

and Ghiselli*(1963) were concerned. with identifying those traits that 

are possibly critical-for managerial success. Nash concerned himself 

with identifying those characteristic interests that separated the 

effectiveýmanager from, the-ineffective. He concluded that effective 

-ana ers, differed from their ineffective counterparts in their 

preference for activities that require risk-taking and independent 

thinking, and allowed them to-interact with and dominate others$ and 

those activities that seemed more *physical* than *aesthetic' (from 

Howell, 1976). Dannette employed these data together with those 

obtained from other self-report data to arrive at his conclusions 

that the effective, as opposed to the ineffective, mana ers tend to 

be bright and high in need for achievement, power, autonomy and money. 

Ghiselli. having identified what he believed to be the five key 

traitsl, viz. intelligencel, initiativet supervisory abilityl, self- 

assurance and occupational level, designed a self-report questionnaire 

to measure them. Although reseaxch into personality traits-, and their 

relationship to leadership and management-effectiveness have appeared 

to identify some sort of personality profile of the successful manager, 

great care must be taken in extrapolating any further on more general 

lines. Commonsense warns one from stating that such a profile can be 

applied to all leaders, in any situationg at all times. Furthermore, 

Korman (1968) in his review of the literature on the prediction of 

managerial performancet stated that "Objective personality inventories 

and leadership ability tests have generally not shown predictive 

validity ... " and further "Little has, been learned from selection 
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researchýwhich can contribute to'a, theory of leadership behaviour. " 

(p.: 6117). And Howell added that "At the very best, traits such as 

these probably account-for less than, 10 per cent of'the observed 

differences in mana erial effectiveness. " Consequentlyq to the, extent 

that a pattern of consistency relating particular personality traits 

to leadership exists, Howell maintains personality traits will never 

account for much of the variance in effectiveness. 

Gibb (1969) recognised this severe limitation and offered four 

possible causess 

(1) That the definition and measurement of personality may be 

inadequate so that the crucial aspects may not in fact 

have been investigated. 

(2) That situational factors can provide far stronger variables 

in influencing leadership. 

Leadership comprises a variety of functions and since 

functional change in their variety and comparative 

importance from group to group and froa, situation and, 

time to time# since a particular personality might be 

suited to one function and not another, it is unreas- 

onable to expect consistency. in the personality best 

suited across the, different assortment of functions. 

The groups studied have varied enormously In their 

composition (ethnographically). Greater consistency 

may be obtained If sW lar, more homogeneous groups 

were istudied. 

Another reasong perhaps too obvious to make, might be that people 

possessing similar measures of traits can express thea in entirely 

different behaviours. For examplet persistence in one individual 
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might express itself in autocratic and highly dogmatic, even aggressive 

behaviour,, whereas in anothert it might be expressed in a determination 

to try various ways of understanding a colleague's point of view, and 

hence lead to increasingly non-directive, consultative behaviour. 

It is not uncommon to see the terms attitude, trait and behaviour 

used interchangeablyp clearly this is unacceptable. Perhaps the 

frustration realised by pursuing the notion of a common trait was 

attributable, in part, to the inherent ambivalence of the concepts of 

trait and behaviour as pointed o ut above. The following definitions 

based on Hilgard, Atkinson and Atkinson (1971) are the ones adopted by 

the authors 

ATTITUDEs An orientation toward or away from some object, concept or 

situation; a readiness to respond in a predetermined 

manner to the object, concept or situation. 

TRAM A Persisting characteristic or dimension of personality. 

BEHAVIOURt Those activities of an organism that can be observed by 

another organismo or by an experimenterls instraments. 

Despite the fact that most text bookis and articles would have us 

believe that the search for leadership traits has been abandoned, there 

are some individuals who believe that certain consistencies of person- 

ality relate to leadership potential, and/or success (e. g. Patinka, 

1979). House and Baetz (1979) in a recent review of the leadership 

literature, made the somewhat bold statement that "Thus, the mixed 

feelings concerning leadership traits reported by Sjogdill (19481 1974) 

can be reconciled by consideration of the populations studied, the 

measures used, or the results of more recent research. This inter- 

pretation led us to conclude that the study of leadership traits 

should not be abandoned" (pp. 351-353). The authors devote the 
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subsequent section of their review to proposing new directions trait 

research might profitably follow (PP. 332-354). 

2. Z Leadership and Behavioural Style 

As researchers were becoming more aware of the extreme limit- 

ations and relative fruitlessness in pursuing a simple relationship 

between leadership and personality they embarked on a new line of 

research, namely into the functions that leaders in fact perform for 
11ýat Ls,; n 

groups. & what they do and how they behave. By the 1940's and 1950's 

the research was dominated by the work of Bales at Harvard and that 

of Hemphill,, StcKjdill and Shartle at Ohio State University. Attention 

was directed 
--to 

the definition of leadership as "the process (act) of 

influencing the activities of an organised group In its efforts towards 

goal-setting and goal achievement" (Stogdillt 1950# P. 4 ). It can 

be seen theng with this definition, that possibly each member of the 

group at one point in time performs leadership behaviour.. Stoy(, ill 

however was concerned with those members of the group who exert the 

greatest amount of influence towards goal-setting and goal achievement. 

Cartwright and Zander (196o)o while agreeing with these functions 

included also "improving the quality of the Interactions among the 

membersp building the cohesiveness of the group, or making resources 

available to the group". They added that these latter functionsp though 

they may not in fact be centrally related either to achievement of group 

goals or to the maintenance and strengthening of the group, are import- 

ant in the degree that they are perceived as related by other members$ 

who "will accord leadership status to persons possessing the character- 

istics or performing the behaviour" (source Secord and Backman, 19740 p. 345). 
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With'the emphasis on goal-oriented functions of leaders, initial 

attempts were madeat identifying and listing actual leadership 

behaviours. Gibb (1969) modified Carter"s (195Z) original list of 

eleven principles to arrive at his definition of seven behaviours, 

namelys (1) performing professional and technical specialities; 

knowing subordinates and showing consideration for them; 

(3) keeping channels'of communication open; 

(4j accepting personal responsibility and setting an example; 

(5) initiating'and directing actioni 

(6j training men as a team; 

and (7) making decisions. 

Hemphillq Halpin and associates in the Ohio State University 

leadership studies (Hemphill, 1950) identified nine dimensions of the 

leader's behaviour which were defined as 'behaviour of an individual 

when he is directing activities of a group toward a shared goal- 

(Halpin and Winer, 1952). -ý. 

In order to define in general the dizensions of leadership 

behaviour, Halpin and Winer factor analysed the data obtained from 

responses to questionnai es on leadership behaviour, and arrived at 

four factors. The two major ones were consideration and initiating 

structureq the other two being production enhasis (accounting for 

about 10 per cent of the variance)t and sensitivity or social awareness 

(accounting for a further 7 per cýnt approximately)# Almost half the 

variance in leaders I behaviour was accounted for by consideration, inteqgeted 

ar-Indicative of friendship, mutual truste, respect and warmth--- 

ýHalpinv 1966),, or the concern the leader pays to each member 

of the group and the degree of participation he encourages in 

communication In decision-making. l_nl. 
_tiating 

structurev defined as 
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"the leader's behaviourlin delineating the relationship between himself 

and members of the work group, and in endeavouring to establish well- 

defined patterns of organisationt channels of communication, and 

methods of procedure" (Halpin, 1966), accounted for about one third of 

the variance in leaders' behaviour and referred to the leader's 

activities in getting the group moving towards its designated goal. 

It included also identifying and agreeing Upon the goal. 

Bales (1953) also arrived at two similar primary dimensions of the 

leader's functiont viz. task orientationl, concerned with the achieve- 

ment of the group goal, and group maintenance orientation, or concern 

with maintaining group cohesiveness. Another study by Fleishman# 

Harris and'Burtt (1955) confirmed the' existence of these two 

indeRendent dimensions. - 

It can be concluded then from the above research that two 

fundamental dimensions of leadership behaviour were identified and 

that they can influence both satisfaction and performance in group 

members. Secondly it must be emphasised that these two dimensions 

appear to be independent of each other and therefore a particularly 

high or'low score on one, in no way implies a corresponding score on 

the other. 

Blake and Mouton (1969) employed these dimensions as a basis for 

training and development programmes. Howeverp the theory on which the 

training is based has been strongly challenged (e. g'. Larson# Hunt, and 

Osborn, 19761 
_Nystromo 

1978). House (1975 reviewing the studies of 

el ieader considerate behaviour (LC), p and leader initiating structure 

behaviour (LIS) concludeds 
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"To date at least 50 studies have been conducted using a 
. 
form of the Leader. Behavior Description questionnaire 
(Sto9dill and Coons,, 19.57; Fleishman, 1953) and relating 
leader behavior to subordinate performance or satisfaction, 
of leader performance. Leader consideration has almost 
universally been found to have a positive to nonsignificant 
relationship with satisfaction of subordinates and with 
performance of both leaders and subordinates. However, 
the factors accounting for the variation in such correlations 
remain to be specified. 

"Leader Initiating Structure (LIS),, howevert has been shown to 

-have 
both significant positive. and negative, as well as zero 

correlation with subordinate satisfaction and performance, 
and leader performance, At best, the scientific status of 
LIS is confused and a subject of controversy. Korman (1966) 
reviewed the studies on LIS through 1966 and came to rather 
negative conclusions concerning its usefulness for studying 
leadership. Fleishman (1971) and Filley and House (1969) 
reviewed additional studies and came to more,. positive conclusions. " 

(House, 1975, p. 1). 

Several alternative'taxonomies of leader behaviour have emerged in 

the literature, including those of M= (1965)v who produced a trilogy 

of skillsj Bowers and-Seashore (1966) who, as the result of a review of 

the literaturet derived a Four Factor Theory of Leader Behaviour; and 

Wofford (1970; 1971) who reported five factors characterizing managerial 

and leadership behaviours. 

The shift of leadership research away from investigating personality 

characteristics towards attempting to establish consistencies of leader 

behaviour has resulted in what one reviewer,, Barrow (1977) saw as "... an 

increased understanding of the process of leadership" (Barrowt 1977, P-233). 

He added however, 

"Hund: reds, _of 
investigations have utilized various leader 

. 
behavior dimensions in an attempt to determine which 
behaviors distinguish effective from ineffective leader- 
ship. Most have specified actual leader behaviors and 
then attempted to determine which behaviors correlate 
with such criteria as subordinate performance and 
satisfaction. Although important leadership implications 
have been discovered, little can be concluded about 
process and causality relationships. It is difficult to 
demonstrate via correlational methodology whether leader 
behavior causes different degrees of performance effect- 
iveness or whether work group effectiveness is the result 
of a multitude of other interactive forces. " 

(Barrow, P-233). 
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Among the interactive forces, are those with whom the leader interacts, 

and the se include subordinates. The behaviour of the leader has to make 

sense to these individuals before any worthwhile commitments to action 

can be embarked upon,, although it is probably true to say,, that most 

individuals have'performed actions for another individual in whom they 

had little or no 'faith'. ' Such relationships, however, most frequently 

end unsatisfactorily,, ' and typically the level of performance diminishes 

with time, -as contingencies such as increase in frustration or dissatis- 

faction, begin-to 'gnaw`at the spirit. 

2.3 The Leader as perceived by_Followers 

The distinction has not been drawn here between studying the 

leader as a person who occupies a, certain role, and the process of 

leadership defined as an interpersonal relationship between one who 

influences-and one or other who is influenced. Leadership behaviour 

may be seen as carrying out differential functions for a group. The 

most important of these are functions that direct efforts of the group 

to defining and achieving group goals, and maintaining the internal 

system of the group by mediating, managing internal readjustments that 

result from its activities, and anticipation of the needs of, and the 

nature of changes in. the group. These functions all require the 

leader to make final decisions and to set goals and determine 

priorities. 

One aspect of leadership which is most important from the pers- 

pective of the followers, is the expectations they hold of their leader 

and the satisfaction they experience from their relationship with him. 

What seems to be more important than the possession of particular 

personality traUs is the followers' perceptions of the leader's 

characteristics as evidenced by his behaviour and perhaps more 
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importantly, as they are perceived as relevant by other group members 

in a Particular situation. Sgrot Worchel,, Pence and Orban (1980) 

draw'attention to-the level of a leader's interpersonal trust orientation 

as affecting the subordinates' perceptions of his behaviour, and subse- 

quently their level of satisfaction with, the relationship. This. in 

turnt may affect their level or commitment to a group goal. Secord 

and, Backman (1974) maintained that traits are viewed relative to the 

interpersonal context in which they occur. That is, followers have 

expectations regarding what the leader ought to be doing in this 

situationg at this timep and not absolutely. These expectations are 

obviously simultaneously dependent on the expectations different 

followers have of the leader's functions. The range may include 

expertp counsellor, mediator, AeCiBion-maker, and so on.. 

Hemphill, as long ago as 1949, recognised that there'was no one 

right kind of personality profileg or right style of leadership for 

every situation. Rather he observedt 

"There are no absolute leaders, since successful leadership 

. must always take into account the specific requirements 
imposed by the nature of the group which is to be led, 
requirements as diverse in nature and degree as are the 
organizations in which persons band together. " 

(Hemphill# 1949, p. 246). 

II The importance of style has been referred to, but having illustrated 

the wide range of styles. or relatively consistent patterns of behaviour 

available to a manager, there is. no, clear indication of the most 

effective one for a given situation. Furthermore research has concluded 

that the option avallable, to each manager, in each situationsis not 

necessarily that wide, since several factors influence the style. of 

leadership adopted by an individual In a group. Undoubtedly his own 

personality and needs,, as-well as the particular circumstances in which 
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he interacts may predispose him towards the use of a particular style 

of leadership (Mereig 1949; Hare, 1957). Characteristics of other 

members of the groupp and patterns of c; mmun-ication among them may 

also affect leadership style (French and Snyder, 1959). 

Clearly changes in the activities of the group may disrupt 

individual leadership since different kinds of tasks and situations 

require different skills, and personal qualities of leadership. Bales 

and Slater (19_55) would maintain that different people emerge in the 

group to take over the different tasks that the leader does not or 

cannot perform. But research by Bass and Wurster (1953) and Bass 

(1960) led to the conclusion that within the same group of peoplep 

there is some degree of consistency of leadership despite changes in 

their activity. However, the greater the changep the less stable the 

individual leadership. When a group changes to a highly dissimilar 

activity, some rearrangement of leadership and power is likely to 

occur* 

Change in the organizational climate is likely to lead to a 

rearrangement of leadership roles. The leadership structure of groups 

initially organised under autocratic atmospheres and authoritarian 

controlt rearranged themselves considerably when these same groups 

were later democratised (McCandless, 1942). 

Concluding from research evidence, it would appear that leadership 

cannot simply be understood through the identification of a particular 

profile of personality or behaviour but is determined largely by 

situational conditions, Including the leader-follower relation. It 

is the expectationsof the leader and those of the followers towards 

the leader, together with factors in the organisation, that seems to 

determine the form and stability of the leadership that emerges. 
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2.4 Situational Approaches to Leadership 

The growing realisation of the importance of situational and other 

environmental variables, gave impetus to the emergence of a new strain 

of leadership research which attempted to identify and relate such 

variables to leader effectiveness. Barrow (1977) in his extensive 

review of the leadership literature, noted studies investigating the 

respective influence of subordinate behaviour; of task complexity; 

of technology and size of project; of a country's stage of industrial 

development; 
- of supervisory level, and style; and of organisational 
I 

climate and size; among other factors. He went on to list "Reciprocal 

Causation Investigations" which studied the apparently symbiotic 

relationship which exists between leader and subordinate; and the 

models which have interpreted leadership from the perspective of the 

social exchange theory. Hollander and Julian (1969)p who are among the 

foremost theorists - in the'fieldo viewed*the leadersLp role as legit- 

imised by way of social exchange. They defined the construct in this 

ways 

"In social exchange termst the person in the role of leader 

-who 
fulfills expectations and achieves group goals provides 

rewards for others which are reciprocated in the form of 
status, esteemt and heightened influence. Because leader- 
ship embodies a two-way influence relationship, recipients 
of influence assertions may respond by asserting influence 
in return, that is by making demands upon some yielding to 
influence on both sides. " 

(1969, P-390) 

According-to Barrow (oR. cit. ) "Little direct empirical support has been 

provided for 'this approach to leadership effectiveness" (p. 234). 

Other major situational theories of leadership behaviour have been 

developed in the last decadev beginning perhaps, with Fiedler's 

contingency model. This proposed that the performance of a group is 
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significantly, related to the leader's effectiveness, which, in turn, is 

a function of the leader's (relatively unchanging) styleg and the degree 

of control and influence available to the leader in the particular 

situation (Fiedler, 1976). The latter is seen as being determined by 

a combination of measures, of leader-member relationso the degree of 

structure in the task, and the power inherent in the leader*s position. 

This theory has attracted considerable criticism (e. g. Graen, 

Alvarest Orris and Martella, 1970; Ashour, 1973; Schriesheim and 

Kerr, 1977; Vecchio, 1977; Mitchell, Larson and Greenp 1977). 

Despite the evidence of some supportive data (e. g. Bons and Fiedler,, 1976; 

Green and Nebeker, 1977; Leister, Borden and Fiedler, 1977), and 

attempts by Fiedler and his co-workers to defend the model (Chemers and 

Rice, 1974; Fiedler, 1977; Fiedler. 1978)9 one cannot avoid noting the 

serious reservations expressed by several reviewers, when considering 

the'accummulated data and literature on the subjects (e. g. Barrow,, 1977; 

Schriesheim and Ke=t 1977; - House and Baetzp 1979). One of the basic 

tenets of Fiedler's model of leadership is that the leader's style 

reflects a distinct personality type and hence it is largely Invariant. 

It follows therefore that leadership training should be concerned with 

attempting to enable leaders to change the situational variables since 

they apparently cannot change their fundamental approach (Mitchell. 9 1979). 

Another major situational contingency model of leadership is the 

Path-Goal Theory, developed by House (1971) from the, initial work of 

Evans (1970). It is based on the expectancy model of motivation as 

proposed by'Atkinson (1938) and Vroom (1964). - It offers "an explan- 

ation of the"effects Of leader'býhaviour on"subýrdinate satisfaction, 

motivation, and performance" (House, 1971t P-321). The model resulted 

from an attempt by the author to reconcile the disparity of findings 
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regarding, leader behaviour as measured. by the leader consideration, 

and leader initiating structure dimensions of the scales developed 

by the Ohio State Leadership Group. House stated that the most 

important function of a leader is to increase personal rewards to 

subordinates, contingent, upon their attaining goals,, and also to 

facilitate their progression along the, path to these goals by, 

clarifying them; removing or reducing obstacles they may encounter 

on the way by guidance and coaching, for example; and increasing 

the opportunities for personal satisfaction en route. 

The theory predicts that the subordinate will experience greater 

satisfaction and motivation if the leader displays initiating structure 

behaviour when the task in hand is ambiguous or stressful, since such 

behaviour will be seen as facilitating goal achievement, and related 

reward attainment. Conversely, in situations characterised by low 

ambiguityt structuring behaviour on the part of the leader 

will be regarded at best as redundant, at worst as irritating, especially 

when consideration is low (Mitchellp 1979). 

The model has generated a considerable amount of research aimed at 

testing its hypotheses# and there are several reviews available (e*go 

House and Mitchellt 1974; Schriesheim and Kerr, 1977; Schriesheim 

and Von Glinow, 1977; Mitchell, 1979). In his review of leadership 

variables# Barrow (1977, p. 235) maintains that "Strong support has been 

provided for the predictions of the Path-Goal theory with regard to 

subordinate satisfaction but not for performance. " Studies by Downey, 

Sheridan and Slocum (1975) and by Stinson and Johnson (1975) have 

obtained some support for the model's predictions that consideration 

will be seen as helpful in structured situations, but unhelpful in 

unstructured ones. Mitchell (1979) cited investigations in which 
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little or no support-was found when other intervening variables, such 

as supervisor level, were included (Dessler and Valenzi,, 1977). 

Although discussion of the model here will necessarily be brief, 

it should perhaps be noted that at least three major criticisms have 

been levelled at some particular facet of the model. Schriesheim and 

Von Glinow (1977) directed their criticism at the inadequacy of the 

scales developed by House and Dessler for measuring the theory's 

basic constructs of leader behaviour. 

"Even the House and Dessler scales require refinement 
. since they (1) undoubtedly share the psychometric 
shortcomi 8f th LBDQ - Xll(l) (Schriesheim and 
Kerr,, 

MI, from which 
they are-derived, and (2) 

contain items which have been shown to measure part- 
icipative leader behaviours (Schriesheim and Kerr, 
1974)t which are not part of the theory's constructs 
(House and Dessier, 1974). " 

(Schriesheim and Von Glinow, 1977, 
pp 403ý-404). 

Mitchell (1979) cited two other basic criticismsj one concerning "the 

general contingency methodology (Kormant 1973)t and some of the 

specific propositions generated from the Path-Goal theory (Schriesheim 

and, Kerrv 1977)" (Mitchell, 1979, p. Z65). 

Notwithstanding this fundamental weakness of the model, it would 

appear to be a promising development, in terms of suggesting directions 

for future research. Barrow (1977) observed that "oeeemphasis on 

moderator variables influencing leader/subordinate relationships has 

created a much needed direction for leadership research" (p. 235). 

Wieland and Ullrich summarised their discussion of the model by 

writing thatt 

(1) Leadership Behavior-Description Questionnaire, NO. XII. 
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"While the path-goal approach to leadership is recent and 
jargely untested, it Is promising because it focuses on 
both the individual and his or her environment. The 
leader can be seen as mediating between the individual 
and the organization (its technology, structure, and 
goals). The leader can have important effects on the 
motivation of subordinatest in terms of the rewards and 
paths to rewards provided, and important effects on 
performance for the organization,, by affecting the 
perceptions of contingencies that are important in 
motivation. " 

(1976, ý p. 3.54). 

Several other contingency models arose from research conducted in 

the seventies. Among the variables investigated were personality 

variables of leader and/or followers; leader behaviour; character- 

istics of the group me&rs; or of the task in hand. Mitchell (1979) 

who reviewed at least twenty studies concluded: 

"A summary of the above studies suggests that effective 

-leadership 
is a function of where the leader is in the 

organization$, what sort of task is being performed, the 
personality attributes of the leader and the subordin- 
atest and a number of factors relating to the subordin- 
ates' acceptance and dependence upon the leader. While 
diverse in some wayst the studies have much in common. 
They generally see leadership in terms of two styles 
(task and interpersonal)g and these styles are seen as 
the causes of subordinate satisfaction and performance. 

(Mitchelll, 1979,, p. 266). 

Despitet or perhaps because of, the wide range of studies intended 

to investigate these two styles of leadership mentioned by Mitchell, 

and the effect they may have on subordinate satisfaction, motivation, 

and performance, there are no unequivocal conclusions. There can be 

a multitude of reasons why of courset and several have been proposed. 

For example, some writers have criticised the measures used (eege 

Ssilagyi-and. Kel-ler, 1976; Schriesheim and Kerr, 1977). or the 

methodologies employed in the research (e, g**Korman,. l03; Greene, 

1977); others have questioned the basic theoretical orientation 

(e. g., mewip 1976; Campbell, 1977). But perhaps one of the most 
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obvious commentsis that other crucial intervening variables have not 

been controlled for. Another commentt that occurs to the present 

writer. -is that both styles of leadership are implicitly referring to 

as aspect of one-way communication - in this case on the part of the 

leader - be he attempting to show support, friendliness, or attempting 

to clarify the task in hand. Without doubt, there has been in society, 

what some may regard as a major social revolution, in which the implicit 

and explicit message is that individuals wish to identify with, and play 

a more active part in, factors affecting the course of their lives. 

Since most working adults spend more of their waking hours in travelling 

to and from, and actually working at their job, apart from it playing a 

crucial role in their self-concept (e. g. Van Haanen, 1976), it seems 

hardly surprising that attention in leadership research should have 

begun to spend far more time and effort trying to understand more about 

the construct of 'participatio n'. Participation is an essentially two- 

way process, 

2.5 Leadership and Participation 

The relative effects of participative leader behaviour have attracted 

a great deal of attention. House and Baetz (1979) in their review of the 

literature drew a distinction between participative decision-making (PDM) 

and participative, supervision (PS). Whereas the former applies to the 

practice of leader behaviours to invite involvement of other-Andividuals 

to Influence the course of decision-making, the latter refers to the day- 

to-day overall interactional style between leader and subordinate. Part- 

icipation has been found to contribute significantly to the nature of 

success in leader-subordinate interaction both in decision-making and 

in more. general forms of social interaction., As participation Is 

discussed in greater detail in chapter40 p with specific reference to 
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aI particular situation, it is more appropriate to refer here to recent 

reviews of its relative effects (e. g. Latham andIlklo 1975; Filley, 

House and Ke=, 1976; House and Baetz, 1979). 

It is the importance of investigating the relationship between 

participation and the efficacy of leadership that initiated the efforts 

of Vrooz and Yetton to develop their contingency model of leader 

behaviour in decision-making (Vroom. and Yetton, 1973). 

Perhaps one of the most important developments in leadership 

research contributed by Vroom and Yetton is the essentially pragmatic 

nature of their model, applicable as It is to every .. day leader decisions. 

Based on specific situational characteristics of day-to-day decision- 

making problems and events,, it incorporates the "existing empirical 

evidence concerning the consequences of alternative approaches and, 

launched'i... an empirical attack on the determinants of leaderý 

behaviour which would reveal the factors both within the person and 

the situation which influences leaders to behave in various ways" 

(Vroom, 1975, P-223). 

Unlike Fiedler, who maintains that leadership style is represented 

by an underlying relatively stable personality attribute (Fiedler, 

1976), Vroom and Yetton believe that the manager has a wide range of 

behaýiours available to him that he can adopt as and when he sees 

them as appropriate. In factt they believe that a manager"s role is 

typified by his different behaviours in different situations, and 

since a manager is greatly involved in decision-making'g his decision- 

making behaviour might swing from highly autocratic at one moment to 

participative or delegative in another. Their approach is at - 

variance with any theory based on an ideai model style of leadership 

since it is based on the proposition that a leader's (manager's) 
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behaviour must be dictated by the demands of each different situation 

or problem he encounters. Their normative model distinguishes five- 

management styles ranging from autocratict through consultative to 

democratic group problem solving. The authors draw attention to the 

fact that by varying the particular method adopted for solving organ- 

isational problemsp the manager is essentially controlling the amount 

of participation by subordinates in the problem-solving process. But 

it is not contended that participation is the universal panacea for 

effective'leadersýip. Rather, Vroom suggested that, 

"The critics and proponents of participative management would 
, 
do well to direct their efforts towards identifying the 
properties of situations in which different decision-making 
approaches are effective rather than wholesale condemnation 
or deification of one approach. " 

(Vroom, 1970, pp-239-240). 

The model also offers a means of selecting from a variety of decision 

methodst and is based on empirical evidence regarding their likely conse- 

quences. Developing the work of Maier (1963) Vroom and Yetton distin- 

guished three classes of outcomes that Influence the ultimate effect- 

iveness of decisionst (1) the quality or rationality of the decision; 

(2) the degree of subordinate acceptance of the decision and their 

commitment following it; and (3) the amount of man hours required to 

make the decision. 

Yetton and Vroom (1978, P-137) have described their approach as 

I@essentWly a cost/benefit analysis"t in which the cost is that 

invested in holding-a meeting, or taiing the time and effort required 

to explain, consult, and discuss the problem and reach a decision. The 

benefit is that gained in terms of a better quality of decision, or 

greater acceptance of ito and consequently a more effective implementation. 
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Since its presentation in 1973, the model has undergone testing 

and subsequent revision to improve its internal validity (Jago, 1978; 

Vroom and Jagov 1978). It has been evaluated alongside two altern- 

atives'offered by Field (1979)o and evidence was presented to reaffirm 

its "validity and ultility". ýnd it was found to "explain significant 

variance in decision criteria beyond that explained by either proposed 

alternative" (Jago and Vroom, '1980, P-354). 

The development of the model along the lines - (1) development of 

theory based on established empirical findingst (2) testing and 

refinement of model*B concepts through laboratory studies,, and 

(3) testing validation in field studies, has been strongly supported 

by Sashkin and Garland (1979)t who have themselves been rigorous critics 

of existing leadership research methodologies. Sashkin and Garland are 

strong protagonists of the notion that leadership research findings 

must be judged in terms of their ultimate value to enabling organisations 

to meet their own goals and at the same time (and of at least equal 

importance) to meet the needs of their members to the greatest degree 

possible. This is a view echoed by many (e. g. Meltzer and Wickert, 

1976; Campbellv 1977; Moses, 1979). In conclusion of their comments 

regarding the relative value of lea&rship research, Sashkin and Garland 

observed thatt 

"The leadership decision approach developed by Vroom and his 

. colleagues is representative of a new type of 'limited-domain' 
theory. It does not pretend to explain all of-leadership but- 
rather is. focussed on one important aspect of leadership, that 
is, the decision-making process. We see the work of Vroom and 
others as one of the most hopeful ýndications that scientific 
knowledge about leadership can be aeveloped and applied to 
improve organizational life. " 

"(1979, p. 86). 
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The Vroom-Yetton model has, ýamong other-things, -anticipated 

a new direction for leadership research in the eighties. Its 

apparent strength is at least four-fold. In. particular, it is 

characterised bys 

(1) Its inherent 
-pragmatisms 

its foremost concern with 

improving leadership as an issue of day-to-day 

import for managers. 

(2) Integration of findings from past empirical studies 

since it takes into account empirical findings of 

the most salient variables that must be considered 

when selecting a particular decision-making style. 

Its specificitY in confining itself to a single role 

of vital importance in determining the ultimate 

effectiveness of a manager in-an organisation, that 

of decision-making (e. g. Mintzberg, 1973; McCall, 

Morrison and Haman, 1978; Morse and Wagnert 1978). 

AllowanceBfor individual differences among managersp 

since some of the suggested solutions as to which 

style to adopt with a particular problem offer more 

than one alternativet thus allowing opportunity for 

individuals to make preferred choices. 

2.6 Conclusion 

In this chapter the course of leadership research has been traced, 

from its initial search for a means of identifying past, present, and 

hopefully potential leaderst by an examination of common personality 

traitsl, to the subsequent preoccupation with attempting to distinguish 

those actual behaviours which differentiate effective from ineffective 
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leaders. Whereas the (primarily reactive) activity of personality 

testing might have produced a very powerful tool for selection 

purposes, the fruits of the latter ýrimarily proactive) research, 

might have provided valuable material for the training and development 

of potential leaders. The inadequacy of both approaches with their 

disregard for environmental and situational variables, saw the growth 

of far more complex multivariate models of leadership, which included 

a measure of recognition of the influence of characteristics of the 

individuals involved; aspects of the task in hand; and characteristics 

of the specific situation. 

The Vroom-Yetton modelt unlike many of its counterparts in 

leadership research, has succeeded in meeting several of the increasing 

demand of critics in the field, most importantlyg, by its immediate 

relevance and value'to the problems of day-to-dayp real-life leadership 

problems. Howeverg as with any other new-idea, it-proyides 

opportunities for further exploration and development. One obvious 

question that arisest namely, "Where can we go from here? ", is explored 

in the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER 2. 

A PROPOSED NEW DIRECTION FUR 
LEADERSHIP RESEARCH 

The Vroom-Yetton model serves as evidence of a new strain 

of leadership research, and as witness to an evolutionary 

transformation from those initialt and relatively unsophist- 

icated studies of personality traitst through behavioural 

studies, to complex multivariate contingency models. It has 

brought us to the 'coal-face' of leadership, because it has 

concentrated attention on what real-life leaders actually do 

in Important specific daily activities. But two questions 

must be considered before moving on. 

The first is, 

"Is concern for leadership research to be, involved 

closely with real-life management, peculiar to the 

approach of Vroom, Yetton and co-workers; or is 

this concern shared by others in the field? " 

And secondly, 

"Where do we go from here? " 
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3.1 A Proposed Direction for 
Leadership Research 

One way of attempting to answer the above questions', Is to seek a 

common theme from the literature, particularly from the commentators. - 
Such a search reveals, that one theme that emerges with increasing 

consistency in the writings of critics and commentators in the leader- 

ship arena, is reflected in a now oft quoted statement of J. P. Campbell, 

who observed that# 

"... while academic/researcher types can enjoy the luxury of 
being interested in leadership or repelled by it, as fashion 
dictates, real people must deal with it constantly. How 
many real people would deny that there are such things as 
leadership acts, that these acts are a function of skills 
and intentions of the "leader* (by whatever name), and 
that at some time or other they are of critical importance 
for the organization's well being? In my opinion, no real 
person would. We shouldn't either. " 

(Campbellg 1977t p. 222). 

McCall (1976) a year before expressed a similar viewp when he bemoaned 

the mountain of evidence which had left many unanswered questions, and 

remarked thatt 

"Studies of what managers actually do as opposed to what 
they should, could, or say they do - suggest that the 
leader-system relationship may be a more fruitful focus. 
The nature of managerial workg as reflected by observed 
behavior, can be a valuable guide for designing future 
leadership research and training'. 

(McCall, 1976, P-139)- 

In his commentary on the state that leadership research had reached 

by 1976, Campbell proposed the direction in which valuable advances 

might be made, and suggested that, 
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"Without sinking too far into more sermonizing and advice 
giving, I would like to comment briefly on where the above 
characterization of the cutting edge seems to lead. 
While not forgetting that theories and hypothesis testing 
are important, it would be advantageous for the field if 
a much greater emphasis were given simply to defining, 
describing, and measuring leadership phenomena. We need 
much more discussion and argument about what we are 
trying to explain# not whether a particular theory has 
been supported or not supported. We need many more 
descriptive studies that attempt to develop reasonable 
taxonomies of what leaders and followers actually do 
when they interact, not more correlations among self- 
report questionnaires. For exampleg what are the major 
kinds of leader/follower behavior exchanges that occur 
in natural settings?, What are the major differencesin, 
such exchanges across different job situations? If such 
descriptions were available, we would beln a much better 
position to infer (a) what follower behaviors were the 
im rtant ones to develop into criterion measures, 
(brZat kinds of reciprocal influences between leader 
and follower might exist, (c) what aspects of leader 
behavior are the most important to studyg and (d) what 
characteristics of the organizational environment constrain 
or facilitate leader/follower interactions. We would also 
be in a much better position to conduct sound laboratory 
and field studies that examine the effects (correlations) 
of differences in actual leader behavior on (with) 
follower behavior. Such a strategy will be somewhat more 
expensive, much more difficult, and considerably more 
demanding of research creativity,, but that is what the 
cutting edge should be about. " 

(Campbello 19779 P-234). 

This suggestion has since gathered momentum. Luthans (1979), for 

examplet would agree heartily, since he-maintained thatt 

"... one of. the biggest problems with leadership research 
over the years has been the almost total void of observ- 
ational measures of leadership behavior in naturalistic 
settings" (p. 203), 

adding that "unstructured observation In sitU is desperately needed". 

Kerrt Hunt and Larson (1979) reviewing the comments of Luthans and 

others, offered their support and noted that, "... Luthans offers a 

potentially exciting alternative ... and his effort should be respected 

and encouraged" (p. 162). (The alternative to which they are referring 

is the use of questionnaires in the collection of data on leadership 
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behaviour. These are dealt with at greater length in Section 3.2.2 

Since Hunt and Larson have been responsible for the instigation and 

running of what is probably the most Important symposia on leadership 

research for the last decade, one might reasonably expect their 

knowledge of the field to be considerable. It is encouraging, therefore, 

that it lends weight to Luthans' (1979) suggestion. 

It is not only the academic 'experts% such as those-cited above, 

who are making the strong case for leadership research to pay greater 

attention to the activity of observing and analysing real-life leadership 

behaviours equally distinguished practitioners have given their support. 

What is surprising though, is the fact that the now well-established, and 

highly academically respected proceedings of the biannual symposia on 

leadershipq referred to above, are inviting and publishing the opinions 

and hopes of individuals whose reputation is primarily in the role of 

management development. Given this opportunity to express his views on 

past and future leadership researcho J. L. Moses (Personnel Manager- 

Research for the American Telephone and Tel2jýrah Com-Dany) went so far 

as to proclaim hiB own "commandment"s "ThOU Bhalt BtUdy leaderB who axe 

first accurat2k identified as leaders before attempting to build 

theories of leadership behavior" (Mosest 1979, P-32). Burack (1979)9 

summarising the views of Moses and his professional colleagues (Campbell 

of the Center for Creative Leadershipl Patinka of Motorola; and Blanchard 

Smith of KeRner-Treg2e) declared that, 

"More attention is indicated to identify behaviors which can 

, 
be accurately described as leadership activities. This 
matter is of major research significance and at the. same 
time of substantial importance in the real world. 
Practitioners have a need for validated methodologies 
and instruments which can be used to deal with organis- 
ational matters. Yet at the same time, the requirement 
exists for establishing the conditions under which 
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leadership behaviors and situations can be studied 
carefully and accurately and so that results (and 
instrumentation) can be transported to real world 
settings. " 

(Burackv 1979P P-45-46). 

It is the intention of this author to accept the challenge 

expressed by the proposals suggested above. Specifically, attempts 

are made here to identify accurately "those behaviors which can be 

accurately described as leadership activities" (Burack, op. cit. ), 

which are performed by individuals who are "accuratelX identified as 

leaders" (Mosesp op. cit. ). It is perhaps worth noting here that 14oses, 

who, in his own words has "Over the years ... observed, measured, and 

trained hundreds of managers to assess leadership skills" (1979, p. 30) 

observed that "in g= given organizational setting, at any dven level, 

no more than 25 Rer cent of all incumbents possess significant leader- 

ship skillsl. " He added that, "the definition and measurement of 

significant leadership skills are obviously important". 

Before considering the issue further, it is essential to define 

the term 'leadership' as it is used in this thesis. Leadership is 

defined here as "The skills of sensitivity and social influence that 

characterise a manager who is regarded as successful in interpersonal 

interactions with subordinates". "Success" is defined in terms of the 

subordinate's experience of satisfaction and motivation gained from 

this relationship. Since this in itself might not lead to organisational 

benefitst it is necessary to add as a criterion of 'success't the organis- 

ation's satisfaction in the subordinate's subsequent performance, and 

other contingent effectst obtained as a result of such a manager's 

interpersonal influence on the subordinate. 
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3.2 Problems with current Measures of 
Leadership Behaviour 

3.2.1, What ers actualll do , 

If we are to accept the suggestions of Campbell (1977). 

McCall (1976)v Luthans (1979), Moses and his colleagues (1979), 

one useful starting point for research into the nature of 

leadership-behaviour, is from the observations of writers such 

as Stewart (1967)v Mintzberg (1973), McCall and Segrist (1980), 

and reviewers such as McCall, Morrison and Hannan (1978)p who 

have attempted to document what leaders in the sphere of 

management did in their daily activities. However, the question 

remains for those concerned with improving managerial effective- 

ness, as to what is the value of knowingg for example, that 

managers spent an average of 66% of their time in verbal 

communication. Firstly, the fact that they were managers does 

not mean, according to the definition offered by this author, 

that they were effective leaderst and hence such information is 

of limited value in this context. However, the second point is, 

given that they were'displa: ying skills of interpersonal influence 

in-these activitiest with I subordinates and others, surely it 

would be of far greater use to know what the manager said, how 

it-was said, and in response to what - and also the nature of the 

particular situation in which it occurred? 

3.2.2. Measures of Styles of LeadershiR Behaviour 

At a conceptual level, as has been noted, attempts have been 

made to measure a leader's general style of behaviour. The Ohio 

State Leadership Scales (Sto9dIll, 1974) are among the most widely 

respected and utilized of such Instruments. They purport to 
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(3.2.2. ) measure the two basic dimensions of 'Consideration' and 

'Initiating Structure'. However, there has been an increasing 

number of research findings which cast doubt on their validity. 

Schriesheim and Ke= (1977) cite their own review of the research 

together with the findings of other researchers which have led 

them to criticise all or some of the four constituent scalesp 

on grounds of their being non-equivalent; lacking in construct 

and content validityl and presenting problems with regard to 

their response properties. All of which led them to conclude 

that, 

"The evidence summarized ... indicates that the Ohio 

, 
State scales cannot be considered sufficiently valid 
to warrant their continued uncritical usage in leader- 
ship research. " 

(Schriesheim and Kerr, 1977, p. 22). 

CEparticular interest in this context was the reference by 

Schriesheim and Kerr to the work of Bass and Valenzi (1974) and 

Evans (1973) which raised the criticism that at least two of the 

Ohio State scales contained measures of behaviour other than 

that which can be interpreted from the theoretical definitions 

of Consideration and Structure (1977t P-20)- 

Apart from the frequent criticisms regarding the psychometric 

properties of leadership scales (e. g. Hunt and Larson, 19751 

Stinson, 19771 Sims, 1979), other aspects of the reliability 

and validitY have been challenged. 

Jago and Vroom (1975) referred to findings from previous 

studies, in which, in some cases, the ratings made by different 

observers of the same leader's behavioural style did not 

correlate significantly (Besco and Lawshe,, 1959 ; Mitchell, 1970)- 
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In their own investigation into differences in the perceptions 

of the subordinate and the leadert of the leader's behaviour, 

they conclude from their results thatp among other consider- 

ations, 

"... the surprising finding (is) that subordinates' 
perceptions do not correlate significantly with 
superiors' self-descriptions. The subordinates' 
descriptions of their leader's behavior do not 
correspond any more closely to his self-reports 
than they do to the self-reports of a randomly 
selected unrelated leader. " 

(Jago and Vroomt 1975t P-117). 
Gilmoret Beehr and Richter (1979) were somewhat disconcertedg 

when in a laboratory situation in which they manipulated leader 

behaviours along the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire 

(LBDQ) dimensionsp they found that "The experimental manipul- 

ations affected subordinate behavior but (these) were not 

reflected in the LBDQ responses of the subordinates" (P-170). 

They addedg, not surprisingly, that some questions naturally 

occur concerning the LBDQ itself. 

Stinson (1977)provided similar criticism of such scalesv 

and compounded the attack by citing research which indicated 

that "observations of leader behavior result in conclusions 

quite different from those-obtained by measuring perceptions of 

subordinates' I (p. 114). He suggested that perceptual measures 

are in fact measuring leader behaviour in critical incidents; 

and that since they are based on recallq are susceptible to 

(selective) forgetting, and are a function of affective 

variables. Schriesheim and Kerr (1974) have suggested that 

halo error, or the inability to differentiate individual 

variables from an overall impression confounds much data 
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(3.2.2. ) collected by leadership researchers. This may, in turn, -be 

related to a factor suggested by Hemphill'and Coons (1957) 

who noted "the difficulty of making statements about the 

frequency with which a leader engages in a significant item 

of behavior without at the same time evaluating his behavior" 

(p. 54). 

Graen and Cashman (1975) suggested that the use of 

perceptual measures as measures of behaviour is of doubtful 

validity, on the basis that the variable being measured is not 

the same as that described by the model or theory. Luthans 

(1979) made what has been seen by many to be a crucial point. 

Namely, that theorists appear to become so preoccupied, almost 

to the point of apparent obsessiont with the hypothetical 

constructs-of their models (such as models of 'leadership% or 

@consideration') that they believe them to be synonymous with 

empirical reality. This suggestion is supported by the fact 

that there is such an imbalance between literature on the 

subject of leadership, and the corresponding paucity of 

empirical findings. It might-be argued that if the scales- 

were measuring leadership behaviour then there would be 

consistency, in measurements obtained from various sources. 

Also, Argyris (1976, p. 161) made the point that even after 

breaking down a commonly used behaviour dimension such as 

'Consideration', into discrete and apparently unambiguous 

behavioural itemst actual measures still rely on subjective 

inferences made by the ratert and not on directly observable 

behaviour. 
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In response to that questiont What do leadership scales 

measure, if it is not leadership behaviour? Luthans (1979) 

offered the answer thatp - 

"The widely used ... Ohio State, Fiedlerg and Michigan 
questionnaires are not really measuring leadership 
behaviors. At best they are measuring the question- 
naire respondent's behavior and erceptions/attitudesp 
not leadership behaviors" (p. 202ýe 

Several writers support this suggestion (e. g. McCall,. 1976"; 

Stinson, 1977_; Schriesheim and Kerr, 1977 ; Campbell, 1977). 

There appear, thereforet to be three principal sources of 

criticism levelled at perceptual scale measures of leadership 

behaviour. Those are concerned with (i) actual scale constr- 

uction (as noted by Schriesheim and Kerr (1977)), (11) conceptual 

frameworks upon which scales are based (as noted by Graen and 

Cashman (1975)) and (M) methods of scale administration, 

for example, delay in data collection (as noted by Stinson (1977)). 

However, those criticisms do not of necessity apply to all 

perceptual measures or all investigations, and each should be 

assessed on its merits. 

On the other hand, it would be dangerously naive to presume 

that different people perceive a particular behaviour in the same 

wayt given not only the evidence of personal experience, but also 

the amount of research that has accumulated on the subject of 

interpersonal perception (e. g. Warr and Knappert 1968 Hastorf, 

Schneider and Polefkat 1970) and on interpersonal attributions 

(e. g. Heider, i958,; Jones et. al., 1971), Argyris (1976) 

suggested thatt not only might different subordinates perceive 

the same behaviour of the leader differently, but also that 

there might well exist differences in interpretation between 

leaderst subordinates and raters. 
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Apart from noting the influence of individual interpret- 

ations on perceptions of behaviour, Argyris (1976) pointed 

also to the work of Lowin, Hrapchak and Kavanagh (1969) which 

stressed the role played by the normsg values and practices of 

the organizational setting and affect the Interpretation placed 

on observed behaviours. 

An alternating perspective has been put forward by Blau 

and Scott (1962) and others. Blau and Scott pointed out that 

there are three ways of collecting date from people, viz. g by 

observing them; questioning them; and examining their droppings; 

and Kerrq Hunt and Larson (1979) observed thatj 

"With so much yet to learn, and only three ways to find 

-out what we need to know, it seems premature to discard 
anything until we know for certain that what remains 
will be adequate to the task" 

(p. 162-163). 

Furthermoret as Kerr et. al. pointed out, questionnaires can 

provide important conceptual or explanatory frameworks. They 

can also provide direct measure of the dependent variables 

(cf. Chapters 6 and 8). What is important, however, is that 

any instrument used is reliable, and its construct validity is 

demonstrated. 

Assuming that the reliability and validity of certain 

perceptual instruments as accurate measures of actual leader 

behaviour can be achieved, It is perhaps important to consider 

the uses to which such scales can be put. Jago and Vroom (1975) 

who obtained "lack of equivalence of measures of leader behaviour 

based on superior and subordinate descriptions" (p. 119)0 suggested 

that the very fact that the questionnaires provide evidence that 
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(3.2.2. ) managers and subordinates see the behaviour of the manager 

differently, Is of inherent value to the particular management 

development programmes they ran. Since the managers are 

encouraged to discuss with their subordinates, the feedback- 

they get from the questionnaires, this activity might-be of 

potentially great value to increasing understanding and 

agreement between the parties (Smircich and Chesser, 1981; 

Nemeroff and Cosentinot 1979). ArgYris (1979) on the other 

hand, questioned the value of feedback from a questionnaire to 

an individual who wants to modify his behaviour subsequently. 

The'potential value of properly constructed and, properly 

administered instruments, then, is-at least three-folds 

(1) as sources of certain types of (subjective) information 

about what happens in interactions, (2) under certain circum- 

stances'. as-criterion measures of the value or (again subject- 

ive) significance of Interactions, and (3) as a potential 

source of material upon which learning about different persp- 

ectives on interactions can be based. As with any valid 

instrument, its inherent utility lies in its appropriate 

employment to suit its particular function. Ratherthan 

discarding those instrIlMents-that have shown their limited 

'Value, it is more appropriate to devote energy to developing 

and testing other instruments. 

3.2.3. Non-verbal Measures of Behaviour 

At the other extreme from the measures of general styles 

of behaviourt is the now well established body of knowledge in 

non-verbal behaviours (e. g. Knapp, 1972). Undoubtedly valuable 

in Itself, it has provided very Precise informationg for 
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examplet the average time spent in eye contact in an opposite- 

and same-sexed dyad (Strongman and Champness, 1968). Also 

available are details on aspects of non-verbal communication in 

aspects such as kinesics, paralinguistics, and proxemics (e. g. 

Duncan and Fiske, 1977). This'approach has been adopted 

successfully in social skills training* for examplet of 

mentally ill patients (e. g. Trowert Bryant and Argyle, 1978). 

Analyses of interactions at this level depend upon objective 

analysis of appropriate and inappropriate behaviour, at the level 

of micro-microskills. As far as leadershipres 
- 
earch 

--- 
is 

- 
concerned, 

analyses at this level have not yet been carried oui other than 

in a narrow range of situations. At 

some future date, when leadership research has become a source 

of more precise and objectively defined behaviours, such data 

will undoubtedly become of value to the management trainer. 

For the present, however, attention should be focused on 

identifying microskills. 

'3-3 Future Directions for 
Leadership Research 

One of the major objectives of leadership research is to obtain data 

that may usefully be applied to a training programme for increasing a 

manager's interpersonal effectiveness with, subordinates. With this aim 

in viewt it is appropriate to select a specific situation of common 

occurrence and importance to practising managers, the success of which 

depends largely on exhibition of skills of leadership, as defined here. 

For this approach to succeed, it is important that the effects of such 

behaviours can be observed and measured in relation to specified effectst 

such as an increase in subordinate satisfaction or motivation. Such an 
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approach takes into account the views expressed at the beginning of this 

chapter, relating to the need for inforzation on the nature of leader 

behaviour which will be of direct value to management training 

(cf. Campbellp 1977; McCall, 1976). In particular the approach can 

answer the plea of Burack (1979) and others for research into identi- 

fication of behaviours which can accurately be Identified as leadership 

activities# but with sufficient attention paid to the context in which 

the behaviours recurv in order to allow extrapolation from research 

findings to real-world settings. This requires objective analyses of 

behaviour at the level of macroskills. 

3.3.1. The distinction between 'macroskills' 
and 'microskills' 

For the purpose of this thesis, the term 'macroskills' is 

used to denote those relatively' large units of behaviour which 

determine the general manner -in which an interaction is -` -, ' 

conducted. It includes, therefore, those behaviours described at 

the level of styles for example on a 'considerate style'; a 

#supportive style' or a 'participative style'. In contrastq the 

term Imicroskills' is used to denote relatively discrete consti- 

tuent behaviours which can be distinguished as a result of 

analysing macroskills. Microskills " then, includes complete 

units of meaningful verbal behaviourt such as sentencesq phrasest 

or at times single words, which can be identified on the basis of 

their linguistic and paralinguistio features as expressing a 

particular behaviour. Examples of microskills would include a 

behaviour which Iseeks information, or which OgIves an opinion'. 

or a behaviour wýich *expresses a positive evaluation'. 
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Clearly, it is unreasonable to expect a single *recipe 

for leadership behaviour's but once skills have been 

identified. at the microlevel, it will be easier to create 

training situations which facilitate the practice of a 

variety of specific uses of the skill. This will at least 

enable the manager to try outs and develop, different 

approaches to familiar situationso and determine which are 

found to be associated with success$ and which with failure. 

The underlying premise of this proposal is that by 

increasing the number of social skills a manager can try 

to master, she/he will be-come more competent at selecting 

and exercising particular combinationst which will suit the 

individual man er's style, the individual with whom he is 

interacting, and the particular situation in which it takes 

place (e. g. Vroom and Yettont 1973; Argyris, 1976; 

Rackham and Morgan, 19771 Lorsch, 1979). 

Since-there is. a need to locate the particuleLr social 

skills within an overall frameworýcq or integrating model 

of leadershipq it would seem adviseable to refer to well- 

established-theoretical models in-order- to-i4entify. 

the specific nature of the social skills under investigation. 

Such a framework would possibly suggest -a'wider range of 

leadership situations in which the skills could be usefully 

applied. 
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3.4 The Theoretical Background of a Proposed 
Leadership Skills Training Programme 

The theories of leadership that the writer has specifically in mind, 

are those which arose from the empirical research of House (1973), Vroom 

and Yetton (1973)o Oldham (1976), and Sims (1977). 

Vroom and Yetton whose model has been referred to In Chapter 2. 

judged the most important leadership function as the selection of the 

correct decision-making style for each situation. Their model is, in 

fact# a decision-making tree, which helps the manager to select the 

most appropriate style from a wide range of styles to be adopted in a 

particular decision, whilst protecting its quality, level of acceptability 

and cost. The'range of styles relate essentially to the degree of part- 

icipation they allow. 

Sims (1977) developed a model based in essence on Skinner's theory 

of reinforcement (1969) that describes the leadership function as 

managing re W orcement contingencies which directly influence the 

performance of subordinates. The Path-Goal Theory of Leadership developed 

by House and based on the original theory of Evans (1970), suggests that 

leadership effectiveness is directly related to an individual's ability 

to Increase the motivation of subordinates to perform, or be satisfied 

with, their job. This is managed by increasing the personal rewards to 

subordinates contingent upon attaining work goals, and by making the 

means to these goals easier by clarifying the types of behaviour that 

will facilitate goal accomplishment. Oldham's (1976) suggestion that 

particular motivational strategies might be useful predictors of leader- 

ship effectiveness (as defined by ability to predict subordinate work 

performance) seems related to, the other models considered here. 
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There would appear to be a great deal of similarity and inter- 

relatedness in the empirical findings of these researchers and their 

respective models of leadership. This is heartening in itself, as it 

provides some substantiation for each of these views of leadership. 

Furthermore, the differences between the approaches offer a richer 

view of leadership behaviour since the insights and information have 

been gained from several related perspectives, rather than any single 

one. 

There would be dangerp however, in subserviating subsequent data to 

fit these models. Regrettably# this is as common a practice in leader- 

ship research as In many other areas. It may, therefore, be wiser to 

regard these theories as most valuable in that they draw attention to the 

nature of, a particular relationship between managers' behaviour and a 

desirable outcome for the subordinate, the organisation, or both. 

What is also encouraging to those concerned with practical issues 

of leadership training, is that these theories have concerned themselves 

with what leaders actually do. Th ey discuss, in behavioural terms, the 

leader's function within an organisation and, more specifically. in 

relation to subordinates, and the resultant effect on their performance 

and level of satisfaction. However,, as welcome as this approach is, it 

brings contingent limitations, by its very nature as a behavioural 

approach. Three of the four models referred to (that is, with the 

exception of the Vroom-Yetton model) represent only one standpoint in 

the study of leadership, namely one which is based on the assumption 

that a leader can. yredict and control the behaviour of subordinates to 

a significant extent. 

Even if it were true that leaders could perfectly predict and 
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control subordinate behaviour, the author Is in no way suggesting that 

one can transform individual managers into impressive leaders merely 

by training them in behavioural conditioning techniques. As is 

undoubtedly true, interactive skills are enormously complex, requiring 

amongst other things skills in sensitivity,, perception, empathy, 

selection of information, processing of information, and so on. The 

behavioural component although forming one vital and integral element, 

is only one link of a sequence of psychological processes in soc W 

interaction. Success in social interaction requires far more than 

simply the competent performance of particular behaviours (cf. Alban 

Metcalfet 1981(a)). 

Since individuals with whom one interacts are enormously variedl, 

as are the situational features, the organisational characteristicsg 

and a multitude of other variablest it would be dangerously naive to 

believe that any reseaxch project or theoretical model could arrive at 

a prescriptive description of 'leadership skills' to fit particular 

situationst and which would guarantee a successful outcome. This does 

not mean, howevert that we cannot pursue research aimed at identifying 

certain consistencies in managerial behaviour which have been found to 

be associated with a desired outcome, as has already been suggested 

(e. g. Moses, 1979; Luthans, 1979). 

Another major point to be borne in mind, is the fact that skills 

displayed by managers interacting with subordinates, relate to only 

one of the roles which constitute a manager's responsibility. There 

now exist several empirical studies of the variety an&relative 

importance of activities that make up the manager's jobt and, leadership 

as discussed here constitutes just one, though unquestionably an 
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important role in a wide range of daily activities (e. g. McCallo 

Morrison and Hamant 1978; Alban Metcalfeq 1981(b). 

Bearing these serious reservations in mindp then, it would still appear 

valuable for management educators and academic researchers to explore 

in greater detail the nature of the behavioural, skills found to be 

related to leadership. In order to identify the particular skillspof 

relevance to leadership effectiveness, that could be taught, it might 

be valuable to take a closer look attthe conclusions of the studies 

specifically referred to, in particular, those of Vroom and Yetton, 

Oldhamg House and Sims. EssentWL features of each of these may be 

summarized as followss 

Vroom and Yetton Model of Decjslon-makiEg_jn_ýýadeEstjp 

This concludes with a taxonomy of Decision Processes which 
1 

include the following prel W nary behaviourss 

All - You obtain any necessary information from 

,. 
subordinates; 

cl - You share the problem with the relevant 

subordinates individuallyt getting their ideas 

and suggestions; 

Cll - You share the problem with your subordinates in 

a group meeting. In this meeting you obtain 

their ideas, and suggestions. 

G11 - You share the problem with your subordinates as 

a group. Together you generate and evaluate 

alternatives and attempt to reach agreement 

on a solution. Your role is much like that 

of chairman, coordinating the discussiont 

IM This list is not all-inclusive of the decision-makill, " processes. 
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keeping it focused on the problem and making sure 

the critical issues are discussed. You can provide 

the group with information or ideas that you have 

but you do not try to 'press' them to adopt 'your' 

solution and are willing to accept and implement 

any solution which has the support of the entire 

group. 

(Vroom and Yetton, 1973)- 

Sims' theory that the manag2rý_is 
Ihe Maxiag2r of Reinforcement Contingencies 

Employee performance was seen as directly influenced by the 

efficiency of the leader to administer rewards contingent 

upon performance. 

Positive Reward Behaviour was found to directly influence 

employee performance and included behaviours ruch ass 

Icomplimenting outstanding work4; "showing interest in 

employee suggestions of improved ways of doing things"; 

$offering help in handling problems at work*; 

Ilistening sympathetically to complaints" as well as more 

concrete rewards of pay recommendations. (Incidentally, 

Adam (1972) found pt-Aze as effective as money. ) 

Punitive Reward Behaviour, which was found to have an 

interactive effect with Advancement Reward Behaviour, 

included: 

Oreprimaýds, recommendations of dismissal; recommending 

no promotion'. 

Advancement Reward Behaviour included direct encouragement, 

recommending promotion and helping obtain transfer. 

(Sims, 1977t p- 126-127) 
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House and Desslert The Path-Goal Theory of Leadership 

One of the strategic functions of the leader Is to enhance 

the psychological states of subordinates that result in 

motivation to perform, or in satisfaction with the job. 

These strategic functions Includes 

1) recognising and/or arousing subordinates' needs for 

outcomes over which the leader has some controll 

2) increasing personal payoffs to subordinates for 

work goal attainment;, 

making the path to these payoffs easier to travel 

by coaching and direction; 

4) helping subordinates clarify expectanciest 

5) reducing frustrating ba=iers; 

and 

increasing the opportunities for personal 

Batisfaction contingent upon effective performance. 

(HOUBe and DeBBlerg 1974). 

Oldhams Motivational Strategies of Leaders 
M-- -- 

Leaders should engage in activities that directly increase 

subordinate motivation, vizi 

Personally Rewarding Behaviour, e. g. simple congratulations 

for a job well doner 

Personally Punishing Behaviour,, e. g. verbal criticism or a 

disappointing frowns 

Setting Goals$ establishing specific performance objectives, 

mutual goal setting where more frequent discussions of 

performance and on mutual problem-solvingl 
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Designing Information Feedback Systems: the more comprehensive 
RIP- it CS 

and complete the feedback can be, pore effectivein increasing 

the employees$ motivational level; 

Placing Personnels Manager's allocation of subordinates to 

jobs thai meet needs - and skills of the subordinate or 

challenges these skills; 

Designing Job Systems It is essential for the supervisor to 

assess the skills and needs of his subordinates prior to 

placement, and to attempt to match individuals having higher 

order needs and skills with the more challenging jobs. This 

requires feedback and obtaining information of subordinate 

needs. 

Materially Rewarding and Materially Punishings In the light 

of contemporary financial problems it is worth noting that 

Oldham adds - 

"Results have shown that in many cases there is little 
difference in the impact that inter-personal and 
material rewards have on subordinate behaviour". (Oldham, 1976, 

1 P-73). 
Designing Reward Systemst Try to evaluate correctly the 

subordinates'-needs then alter the reward conditions in 

such a way that more meaningful and need satisfying incentives 

are offered-and are obtainable for good work. 

There would appear to be a great deal in common with some of the 

behaviours identified as related to leadership effectiveness in each of 

the theories above. Furthermore,, very few, if anyt of the leadership 

goals can be achieved without some form of social interaction, ranging 

from simple congratulations, through relatively unstructured conversationst 
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to more structured interviews with definite objectives such as those 

that aim at giving feedback of performance; obtaining information of 

subordinate needs; establishing objectives; clarifying expectancies; 

solving problems; decision-making, and so on. 

Macro-level studies such as those cited here have produced a rich 

source of data as to which skills relate to leadership behaviour. But 

a frustration remains for those concerned with extrapolating,,, - _ 
from theoretical models to their practical application, since there is 

a critical gap to be bridged between the macro-level description of 

effective behaviour, and the micro-level analysis required for its 

training. For example,, one of the studies which has been cited refers 

to particular leadership skills as 'Job rewarding behaviour' (Sims. 

op. cit. ). Another (House, op. cit. ) referred to leadership skills in 

terms of goal clarifying behaviour. Vroom, and Yetton (o. cit. ) 

recommended sharing problems with relevant subordinates as effective 

behaviour in particular circumstances; and Oldham (oR. cit. ) advocated 

comprehensive feedback systems. Analyses at a micro-level are designed 

to provide answers to the questions which are quite likely to follow, 

such ass 

'How can I reward a subordinate in an effective verbal mannerV 

'How does a manager clarify the goal of a subordinate? ' 

How does a manager share a problem with a subordinate? ' 

"How do you give feedback in such a way as to motivate the 

subordinateV 

A suggestion by Oldham (op. cit. ) which, although It was intended to refer 

to'his theory of motivational strategies, might be interpreted as support- 

Ing this proposal: 
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"... more work needs toýbe done to determine'what specific 
, aspects of the various strategies are most responsible 
for the relationships between the strategies and effect- 
iveness criteria. That is, can the strategies be 
narrowed down to an. even more exact level so that 
specific-actions most important in affecting a subordinate's 
performance are identifiable. " 

(oldham, 1976, p. 85). 

This would'seem to suggest that knowing which strategies are most 

effective is only part of the answer. What is equally crucial, is 

knowing how they are performed. 

Since each of the activities described in the particular models of 

leadership offered above require some form of social interaction, and 

since, in particular, the appraisal interview (which is the subject of 

Chapter 4), provides a situation in which several or all of the above 

activities might be implementedo the appraisal interview would appear to 

offer a rich source of data on the precise nature of leadership behaviour 

within a specific situation. Appraisal interviews can be assumed to 

include discussion of the subordinate's past performance, both good and 

bad; future actions and goals; establishment of subordinates' needs and 

ways of meeting them; and placement within the organisationt among other 

things. 

For those reasons, in the research reported here, the appraisal 

interview situation was selected as providing an example of a specific, 

important, and common situation and activity for managers in their role 

as leadert the success of which ultimately depends on their skills of 

leadership within the demands of the situation. The intention was to 

observe and record a substantial number of managers behaving in their 

leadership role in the appraisal interview; to devise some means of 

categorising leaders who were, hopefully, "accuratell identified" 
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(cf. Moses, 1979) as leaders; and then to analyse as objectively as 

possible what they did, in such a way as to identify those behaviours 

which actually constitutes successful leader behaviour, and which can be 

of direct use to a leadership development programme. The word 'success' 

is of crucial importance here, since it relates directly to the criteria 

for accurately identifying the leadership skills of the individual being 

studied. As 'success' must relate directly to the specific goals of the 

particular situation to which it pertains, it is used in the context of 

this research to refer to the result of the subordinate experiencing an 

increase in motivation and feeling that the interview helped him do a 

better job, with its intended further consequence of an increase in 

performance. 

For 'success' in this case to fulfil the requirements of the 

research, it must be observable, or measurablep in some form - whether 

directly or as an artefact - as a direct outcome of the leader's 

(manager's) behaviour. In the case of the appraisal interview this 

could be determined by the responses of the subordinate undergoing 

appraisal to a questionnaire Intended to elicit the feelings of that 

individual concerning the content and manner of the appraisal. The 

proposal, then, is initially to make *objective' observationst which 

do not necessarily relate to any formally-stated theory of leadership. 

It should be noted, however, that the author is not making the naive claim 

that any such observations can be entirely culture-free., 
" 

Rather, she is outlining a proposal 

to adopt an approach which is seen as being free from the constraints 

that might accompany a stance guided by a particular theoretical 

perspective. 
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This proposal is seen, then, as an attempt to avoid a situation 

already referred to, in which researchers pursue data which supports 

their particular preconceptions of what leader behaviour should, be, 

rather than what It is. However, in order to relate her behavioural 

findings (a) to the criterion measures of 'satisfaction' and 'motivation', 

and (b) to macro-level measures of leader behaviour, the author has 

collected data using an appropriate perceptual questionnaire 

(discussed in Chapter 

It is hoped that the research project outlined here meets the 

criteria suggested for leadership research by the writers quoted at the 

beginning of this chapter. That is, it is proposed to identify leadership 

acts (McCall, 1976) which are a function of the skills of the leader (cf. 

Campbell, 1977)- Unsuitable paper-and-pencil questionnaires are not 

employed to measure leader behaviour, for reasons already discussed 

(cf. Section 3.2.2. ) but heed is taken of the findings that when leader 

behaviour is measured directly by trained observers, predictive measures 

of managerial success improve (Howard, 1974). The attempt is made to 

identify certain individuals by the 'successful' outcome of their 

behaviour with the subordinate (cf. Moses, 1979), in situations which 

are of critical importance for the organization (cf. Campbell, 1977). 

Although not observed in situ as recommended by Luthans (1979) the 

conditions have been created to reflect as natural a setting as possible, 

so that the data can be readily transported to real-world settings (cf. 

Burack, 1979)0 and in the form which can be immediately used in a 

leadership training programme (cf. mccall, 1976). 

Before describing the design and swaple used in the present 

investigationt the results of past research aimed at identifying leadership 

skills In the appraisal Interview are discussed. This is the subject of 

the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER 

IN 

4.1 The Appraisal Interview 

An organisation'B appraisal system is often the key process by 

which it develops its staff (Maier, 1976; Randell, 1976). The use of 

appraisal systems is now widespread (Locher and Teel, 1977), and its 

importance increasing (Kleiman and Durham, 1981). With its apparent 

ubiquity it follows that its primary toolt the appraisal interview, 

has many meanings to many people. Thus, for example, it may be used as 

a performance evaluation processg or as part of an employee counselling 

and motivational programme (Landy,, Barnes and Murphy, 1978); as a means 

of assessing "employees' strengths and weaknessesq and to identify those 

who can be retrained or shifted to alternative jobs" (Morrison and Krantx, 

1981, p. 16); or to "provide input into the selection process by suggest- 

ing or even specifying criteria against which selection predictors can be 

chosen and validated" (Cummings, 1973, p. 489)t or to serve as an 

employee development tool (e. g. clarifying role expectations, providing 

feedback to the employee, aiding in the assessment of training needs, 

etc. )" (Kleiman and Durham, 1981P P-103). 

Since the purpose ofthe appraisal interview, in the present 

research context, is to provide a particular situation in which leadership 

skills, as referred to above, may be studied, it is viewed here with 

respect to its importance as a staff development tool (Randellj 1976), 

, 
where its primary emphasis is in increasing the subordinate's 

motivation to perform# and equally importantlyl to help the subord- 

inate identify what he needs to do differently to improve his perform- 

ance. Randell has suggested that, 
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"how well a manager develops his staff is the finalp and 
. perhaps the most important link, in the managerial 
effectiveness of any organisation" 

(Randell, 1976, p-, 12). 

4.2 The Appraisal Interview and Leadeý Behaviour 
Research Findings 

-- Although numerous researchers have given the appraisal interview 

their attention (e. g. French# Kay and Meyert 1966; Burke and Wilcoxp 

1969; Nemeroff and Wexley, 19771 Latham,, Mitchell and Dossetto 1978) 

surprisingly only one of-the earliest pieces of research (Frencho Kay 

and Meyer, 1966) actually observed and recorded units of leader behaviour# 

such as "use of praise" or "criticism". However, this research has been 

criticized on methodological grounds (Wexley, Singhp and Yuklt 1973), and 

the observations. themselves were selective rather than all-inclusive of 

the behaviours in the interviewn. 

An example. of 4 variable found to produce widely differing effects 

in different studies is criticism. Kayp Meyer and French (1965). for 

examplet regarded the use of criticism of itself as dysfunctional; 

though in another study# by Greller (1978)t it was seen as helpful. 

Thust Greller wrote that "Unexpectedlyt criticism is positively related 

to perceived usefulness", (1978, p. 652). 

A substantial body of 'research now exists on the use of'criticism, 

punitive reward behaviour and. other-reiao=ement,. contingencies (e. g. 

Hunt and Schulerl, 1976), which suggests that the manner and timing of 

their employment is critical to determining their discriminative effects 

on subsequent behaviour (see Sims# 1977, for a review). Had the events 

of studies such as Greller's (1978) been documented, and the particular 

instances of criticism examined in contexto it might have been seen to 

have been handled more as part of-a. learning-eaerieneq, or in another 
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constructive wayýsuch as one which reduced role, ambiguity (Valenzi and 

Dessler, 1978)t which in turn reduces role stress (Quick, 1979); or 

as a means of clarifying goals or the path to them (House and Desslerp 

1974); or as a motivational. strategy (Oldhamo-1976). 

Since the seminal study of Kay, Meyer and French"s (1965), 

researchers have investigated a wide'range of behavioural variables 

shown by the appraiser which appear to transform an activity which might 

potentially be dysfunctional, into an activity whicho in fact, enhances 

the beneficialp developmental outcomes of'the appraisal interview. 

Fletcher (1973)v investigating aspects of an appralser's'behaviour 

which would appear to be associated with a successful outcomep concluded 

with an entirely different view from that expressed by Kay and colleagues 

(op. cit. ). He observed that.. 

"... the most striking feature in this study is the fact 
that not only did discussion of the weaker areas of the 
ind! Lvidual's performance seem essential to the full 
effectiveness of the appraisalt in giving accurate 
performance feedback and generating action, but that it 
also appears to be an acceptable, even desirablep element 
of the procedure from the interviewee, 's standpoint" 

229). 

The style of interviewing which yielded such a valuable'outcome was the 

problem-solving approacht which differs from the "tell and sell' style 

by being essentially participative by encouraging the interviewee to 

do most of the talking, and more specificallyt placing the onus on the 

subor&Lnate to identify and comment on the strong and weak aspects of 

his past performance. In a subsequent study Fletcher and Williams 

(1976) eaphasised again the importance of the participative approach to 

problem-solving. This related closely to the notion of performance 

appraisals being based on self-review by the subordinate. Self-review 

is by no means a new idea, since it was articulated by McGregor in 
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1957 as an elezent of a more general participative approach to 

managementl but it is now enjoying an apparent renewal of interest 

(e. g. Meyer, 19801 Levine, 198og Heneman, 1980) . -Bassettand Meyer 

(1968), referring to another aspect of criticisal-as an activity of 

"identifying performance areas where improvement'was needed", p found 

the self-review approach, when compared with the manager-led appraisal, 

was superior on at least three counts. Firstly, there was less defensive 

behaviour on the part of the subordinate who had been appraised on the 

self-review; secondly, the self-review provided a more satisfying basis 

for an appraisal (for both subordinate and manager); and thirdly, it 

resulted in superior subsequent on-the-job performance (Bassett and 

Meyer, 1968). 

Dipboye and de Pontbriand (1981) foundt with reference to giving 

negative feedback of performancep that, 

"employeeB-were more receptive of feedback they perceived 
Ao be negative if they perceive 

, 
that (a) they are allowed 

to participate in the feedback session,, (b) plans and 
objectives are discussed, and (c) they are evaluated on 
factors relevant to their work. " - 

And went on to note that, 

"Although negative feelings may not be eliminated entirely, 
actions on the part of the supervisor to enhance these 
perceptions of the appraisal process may Increase employee 
acceptance of the feedback and the appraisal system. " 

(Dipboye and de Pontbriand, 19819 p. 251). 

Landy,, Barnes and Murphy (1978) investigated the individual's perception 

of the fairness and accuracy of his or her performance evaluation. They 

suggestecl thats, "It seems as if the way in which performance evaluation 

is carried out affects the attitudes of the person being evaluated" 

(P. 733), and that the strongest relevant process variable was 

"Opportunity to express feelings" (Ibid). 
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Other investigators have emphasised the importance of subordinates 

expressing their f eelings. Burke and Wilcox (1969) noted in their 

research into the characteristics of effective interviews that, 

"The results of this investigation very strongly suggest that the way superiors handle the performance review feedback interview influenced subordinate reactions to 
the interview itself as well as their motivation to 
improve their subsequent performance. " 

(P-300). 

The characteristics they identified as effective were high levels of 

subordinate participations a helpful and constructive attitude on the 

part of the supervisors solving problems which may be hampering the 

subordinate's cu=ent job performance; and mutual setting of specific 

goals to be achieved by the subordinate. 

A considerable number of studies conducted in the last few years 

have established the importance of goal-setting as a method for 

increasing performance and improving an individual's goal-related 

behaviour (Ronant Latham and Kinne, 19731 Latham and Kinnet 1974; 

Latham and Yukl, 1975a and bi Latham and Baldes. 1975; Wexley and 

Nemeroff, 1975; Ivancevich, 1976,1977; Lathamp Mitchell and 

Dossett, 1978). Feedback of performance has been found to be related 

to the efficacy of goal-setting in affecting future performance (Kim 

and Hamner# 1976; Erez, 1977j Latham, Mitchell and Dossettg 1978). 

It would appear, thent that a combination of feedback and goal-setting 

as suggested by Nemeroff and Cosentino (1979) would appear to be the 

best approach for modifying behaviour and improving performance. 

Despite a wide range of. studies into characteristics of effective 

appraisals, there would seem to be strong themes running through them. 

They point, to the nature of what the appraiser does in the process of 

the interview to increase the chances of a successful outcome, which 
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is usually measured by a sense of satisfaction with the appraisal; a 

sense of motivation as a result; and a feeling that the interview will 

be helpful in increasing performance (Burke, Weitzel and Weir# 1978). 

Some characteristics are concerned with the content of what is said,, 

whilst others are concerned with the way in which the content is 

discussed, or the process variables. 

The salient points regarding the nature of the content of 

successful appraisalsg and which appear important to leadership 

training programmesv are the importance of giving feedback that is 

both positive and negative (e. g. Bassett and Meyert 19681 Fletcher, 

1973; Fletcher and Williamst 1976; Landy, Barnes and Murphyp 1978; 

Meyer, 1980) and the setting of specific goals/obj ectives for future 

performance (e. g. Fletcher, 1973; Latham and Yukl, 1975a; Fletcher 

and Williams, 19761 Barnes and 14urphyt 1978; Burke, Weitzer and Weirs 

1978,1980). Undoubtedly the overriding Rrocess dimension which 

emerges as a critical intervening variable is that of increasing the 

psychological involvement of the subordinate in (a) the raising of 

points to be discussed (e. g. Bassett and Meyerg 1968; Burke and 

Wilcoxq 1969; Cummings, 1973; Fletcher, 1973; Greller, 1975; 

Latham and Yuklp 1975; Fletcher and Williams,, 1976; Burke, Weitzel 

and Weirt 1978; Landy, Barnes and Murphyt 1978; Levine, 1980; 

Dipboye and de Pontbriandt 1981) and (b) joint decision-taking 

C (e. g. Burke and Wilcoxt 1969; Fletcher, 1973; 

Dipboye and de Pontbriandg 1981). The process variable which appears 

critical to the level of acceptance of feedbacko to the degree of 

commitment to goal-settingt and hence to subsequent performancet is 

often referred to as 'participation' in the appraisal interview. 
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Since it would appear critical to the success of an appraisal interviewv 

and therefore related to leadership training, it warrants special 

attention with respect to the behaviours of the appraiser to which it 

refers. 

4.3 The Concept of Participation in 
the Appraisal Interview 

Research into the concept of 'participation' in the appraisal 

interview, in common with other studies already discussedt suffers 

seriously from lack of agreement in the literature owing to imprecise 

definition. In several instances it applies to a style of leader 

behaviour; for examplet participative versus non-participative leader- 

ship styles are compared with a view to establishing their respective 

effects in the appraisal interview on subordinate satisfaction (e. g. 

Greller, 1975 and 1978; Nemeroff and Wexleyp 1977). motivation 

(Wexley, Singh and Yukl, 1973; Nemeroff and Wexley, 1977), and 

subsequent performance (e. g. Hillery and Wexleyg 1974). However, in 

some studies, the definition of the condition of participation is 

suspect. Thus, In one formative and much cited studyt it was readily 

admitted thatt 

"In order to produce strong differences between high 

, and low participation, it seemed necessary to train 
the managers in the philosophy, the proceduresq and 
the skills of participation. However, because they 
were too busy for such training, simple procedures 
and instructions were used instead. " 

(French, et al., 1966, p. 6). 

The apparent ease at disregarding crucial methodological variables when 

it appears expedient to researchers to do so, might lead one to question 

the validity of the data and conclusions arising from such studies. 
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In addition, Nemeroff and Wexley (1977) state in their study that, 

"managers consistently over-estimated the extent to which they invited 

subordinates to participate" (p. 33). One may reasonably question the 

resultant datap-particularly as one of the characteristics of the 

performance feedback under scrutiny was the degree of participation. 

Since there is no precise definition of a participative style that 

is genez-ally accepted, there remains the problem, of over-generalizab- 

ility. 

Another confounding factor is that participation is used In some 

studies to denote observable behaviour of the 'leader' (e. g. French 

et al., 1966; Latham and Saari,, 1979) or a 'treatment; and in others 

to describe an experience of the subordinate in reaction to the 'leader's' 

behaviour, or 'psychological participation' (Wexleyo et al., 1973). Both 

types of behaviour are used to identify a 'participative' appraisal inter- 

viewg despite the obvious fact that in the former case 'participation' 

refers to the independent, variablet and in the latters a 'sense of 

participation' refers to a dependent variable. 

If researchers are concerned with the phenomena of social influence 

and are aware of its complexity, then it would appear unwise to presume 

that by assigning individuals to a condition in which they are instructed 

to be participativet or to allow participation to occur, that such 

individuals will exhibit such skilled behaviours. Yet this would appear 

to be the presumption of the workers involved in some of the studies 

cited here. The so-called 'leader' might in fact be entirely lacking in 

the skills called for, in which case the study is invalid as an invest- 

igation into effects of leadership. 
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In the instance of several experimenters acting as 'leaders' and 

possessing in different degrees the skills involved, the'differential 

effects that might in themselves be very interesting are lost from 

view when the results from the various groups'are compounded. All-that 

can be concluded from treatments in'which experiments= are told to be 

participative rather than the degree of participation controlled forp 

is that the effects were as a result of the individuals attempting to 

be participative, rather than necessarily being so. Even sop this may 

not be an accurate representation of a situation in which participation 

is experienced by the interactor. 

Since leadership behaviour is more often than not ultimately at 

the verbal level (McCall,, Morrison and Hannanp 1978)p it is surprising 

that more attention has not been directed at this aspect of the mana er- 

subordinate interaction. After allj what one manager might believe to 

be a remark inviting participationj for example "Why exactly did you 

do that? ", might appear in isolation to be sop Taking into consider- 

ation the manner of its expression and the context in which it'appears, 

It might be regarded by a subordinate-hcwever, as highly threatening or cxiticaL 0 

The result might be reductionp rather than increasel in motivation and 

in subsequent performance. 

Tonep expression, and other paralinguistic aspects of speech can 

communicate far more strongly an underlying covert message than the 

overt linguistic content (Argyle, 1978). A skilful manager, who is 

sensitive to nuances of expression as well as the subordinate's needs 

at a particula moment in time, might handle it quite differently. 

Howevert the researcher who records the occurrence of pre-selected 

behaviours might document such an event as supportive manager behaviourt 

and as a result would doubtless be surprised if it led to subsequent 
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decrease in performance. 

Such considerations as those mentioned above are of paramount 

importance, not only with reference to validating the underlying 

conceptual framework for leadership research,, but also for the empirical 

findings. Exact definition and control may be difficult to achievep but 

unless the investigation ensures both, the results must be accepted with' 

some degree of reservation. In the same vein, the question arises as to 

the validity of extrapolating from the findings of quite rigidly contr- 

olled laboratory studies of the leader-subordinate dyadv to the far more- 

complex, uncontrolled real-life situations (Argyrist 1979). Also, as has 

been mentioned above, there are reservations in generalizing from findings 

in one organisation to another organisation with different environmental 

and structural features (Lowen et al., 1969). 

4.4 Problems Arising from Similarly 
Ill-defined Concepts 

The above points might serve as some form of explanation for the 

contradictory findings as to the importance of the effects of partici- 

patory leadership in the appraisal interview (e. g. Greller, 1978) and 

the nature of the exact behaviours recorded. Yet another limitation to 

accepting data from previous research findings concerns again the problem 

of ill-definition. Several closely related concepts are used apparently 

idiosyncratically by some researchers, and sometimes interchangeably. 

Howevert. they would not always appear to be synonymous. 

Ownership. This is a concept identified by Greller (1978) which 

he describes as "psychological participation"l yet constitutes only 

one of three facets - albeit the most strongiy related - of participation. 

According to Greller, the other two ares- 
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11 Consideration and_Support. These are examples of similar concepts 

given different labels by different researchers. Reference has been 

made to critical studies of the validity of some existing measures 

(Argyris, 1976; Schrieshelm and Kerr, 1977). A suspicion that they 

represent the samej or a very similar, construct may be gained as a 

result of reading Greller's (1978) study which found very strong 

relationships between 'consideration' and his three appraisal character- 

istics of participation; ownership having the strongest relationship. 

Also, -supervisor 
Isupportiveness' in the appraisal (Nemeroff and Wexley, 

1977) was the variable which most closely approximates Greller's 

concept of ownership (Greller, 1978, P-657). Furthermoret Nemeroff and 

Wexley's category of "supportive appraisal behaviour" was found In 

their study to be "the most important interview characteristic from the 

subordinates' viewpoint" (1977, P-33). 

A problem arises when one refers to the actual descriptions of 

behaviours that the respective researchers categorize as representative 

of their concepts. For example, those behaviours which represent 

"supervisor supportiveness", and those which result in a sense of 

"ownership" (Greller, 1978); or those that represent "supportive 

appraisal behaviour" (Nemeroff and Wexleyq 1977). In the former case 

(using a particular scale)p the two strongest items out of four were, 

"The boss and I share responsibility for the way the appraisal went" and# 

ýThe boss invited my participation" (Greller, 19? 8, p. 6ýD). The other 

two items on this particular scale related to similar issues. In the 

latter studyg, however, items representing supportive behaviour refer 

quite distinctly to a sense of friendliness and positiveness. For 

examplet "The manager tries to be friendly during the interview" and 

"The manager ends the interview on a positive note" (Nemeroff and 
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Wexley, ý1977, p. 30). There is no mention here of actual participationt 

that is t' in the sense of the subordinate being invited to influence the 

discussion. ' 'It might be considered unwise, therefore, to presume that 

they provide evidence for the same behaviour as 'participation'. 

In terms of the value of such studies to management trainerst they 

have limitations. They get us no nearer knowing why a particular leader 

was more effective than another, since the aptual behaviour of the 

manager and subordinate were not recorded. What then can be learned 

from them about the nature of leadership? Perhaps it is that being 

more participative increases one's chances of a more successful outcome 

with a subordinate; but the crucial data on how to be participative 

have not been collected. 

Apart from the fact that studiest such as those referred to in this 

section, raise problems of direct comparability of resultst becausp of 

the ambiguity of the constructs discussed - such as *critiCism% 

sparticipation't and 'consideration'. another major methodological 

problem remains. This is the use of perceptual scales as accurate 

representations of the appraiser"s behaviour. In none of the studies 

of leader behaviour in the appraisal Interview has the exact nature of 

the managerls behaviour been documented, despite the fact that that was 

often the declared intention of the researcher. For examplep Burkep 

Weitzel and Weir (1980) stated in the introduction to their researchs- 

"The objective is^to identifyt through a series of 
, 
investigations,, specific supervisory behaviours and 
attitudes which are associated with desirable outcomes 
in the interview reviewing performance. The identif- 
ication of such behaviours facilitates the creation of 
training programs designed to improve the conduct by 
managers of interviews reviewing performance. " 

(p. 684). 

They then obtained measures of "process variables" by means of 
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subordinates'scores on a 12-page questionnaire of how they perceived 

the manager's behaviour. In most studiesg behaviour such as "Who 

talked the most? ", "Opportunity to state one's own side of the issues", 

"Boss asks for opinion", and Psychological participation", were 

recorded via subordinates filling in perceptual scales. It is probably 

appropriate to repeat the conclusion offered at the end of a previous 

section of this thesis - ".. At would appear inappropriate at besto and 

totally invalid at worst, to utilise perceptual questionnaires as 

reliable and valid measures of leader behavi=! '.. - In other 

words, the fact that the'subordinate perceived the boss as. talking the 

most, might, in fact, not relate very closely to the objective truth. 

And the frequencyp, rate and-manner, of being given the opportunity to 

state one's own'side of the issues. might be answered with the same 

response. by a subordinate who has received numerous opportunitiest and 

by a subordinate who was asked at the end of the appraisal, if there was 

anything she wished, to addý 0 The point being made that one cannot infer 

from perceptual measures (I) that they accurately reflect the actual 

behaviours of the appraising manager; or (U) that a valid comparison 

can necessarily be made by different individuals responding to a perceptuaý 

question in the same way. The scores merely Indicate an impression gainedg 

they tell nothing about which behaviours occurred, and how often. 

other studies have intended to compare the efficacy of different 

styles of appraising behaviour by instructing certain managers in the 

sample to adopt a "participative" or a "non-participative" approach to 

the interview (e. g. Frencht Kay and Meyer,, 1966). However Greller (1978) 

commented thato 
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"There is some question as to how much volitional control 
,, a manager actually has over the amount of participation 
that occurs in an appraisal interview. French, Kay and 
Meyer (1966) found that even when managers agreed in advance 
to run a participative or non-participative interview, it 
was quite difficult for them to act in opposition to their 
basic tendencies toward subordinate participation. Other 
work has suggested that the most potent facets of partic- 
ipation in the appraisal interview are also those most apt 
to be related to overall management style (Grellerp 1975; 
Nemeroff and Wexley, 1977)". 

647) - 
Another approach is exemplified by Fletcher's (1973) study entitled 

'Interview style and the effectiveness of appraisal'. In this study he 

intended to compare the problem-solving (PS) and tell-and-sell (TS) 

approach to see which was the more effective interviewing style. In 

order to assess which interviewing style was responsible for which 

particular outcomes, the subordinates were asked for their perceptions 

of the interviewer's style. "The scales were intended to get an account 

from the interviewee of how the interviewer behaved in the interview and 

of what style characterised his handling of the discussion. " (p. 266) 

"It should be emphasised that the response on any one scale cannot alone 

show what style the interviewer adopted although it can suggest a strength 

or weakness in his technique; but a consistent pattern of responses in 

the same direction can give a fairly reliable pointer to his general 

approach" (loc. cit. ). One measure of the apparent effectiveness'of this 

measure was given by Fletcher (o2. cit. ) in a table of correlations of 

perceived with actual performance ratings of subordinates$ performance, 

for groups experiencing different interviewing styles. Although in the 

PS and TS groups In which performance weaknesses were discussed, the 

correlations between perceived and actual ratings were . 690, and . 739 

respectively, in the two groups in which performance weakness was not 

discussed the respective correlations were only . 144, and . 303. This 

would appear also to be an indication of the inadequacy of perceptional 

ratings. 
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Another possible source of unreliability of data yielded by 

conceptual measures in the studies under discussion, is concerned with 

the time lapse between the occasion of the appraisal interview and the 

responding to the particular questionnaire. Responses were sometimes 

obtained some considerable time after the appraisal interview, ranging 

from up to one month after, "while the details were still fresh in 

their minds" (Fletcher,, 1976, P-77), to the other extreme of "the last 

year or two" (Meyer and Walkert 1961, P-293). With the considerable 

amount of knowledge accumulating on effects of time on memory, for 

exampleg the role of passive decayl systematic distortion of the memory 

trace, interference# retrieval failure, motivated forgetting, and 

displacement theories, among other factors; and considering the 

following quote from a recent text,, it would seem a little unwise, to 

say the least, 'to expect the impressions set to memory even within a 

week to be considered reliable. Thus, Clifford and Bull (1978, p. 24) 

observed that, 

"it is frequently the case that a person% testimony differs 

-markedly 
from his testimony about the same incident given 

some weeks earlier. The difference is not only in terms 
of quantity but also quality. Where witness testimony is 
available and can be checked off against the objective 
reality existing at the time of perception it shows 
recollection of events that never happenedl or which were 
very different from the way they were reported. Processes 
of distortion are crucial features of human memory 

In view of this, questions arise as to the reliability of data obtained 

from items such as "In your last reviewt who talked the most? " (Burkep 

Weitzel and Weir$ 1978) given that the interview might have been up to 

one year beforel or the following item which might require the subord- 

inate to think back up to one year, It How much have you discussed plans or 

objectives? "(author's abbreviation, Dipboye and de Pontbriand, 1981, 

p. 250)9 or of the data obtained from a study in which "each subject was 

questioned about his experience with the performance appraisal program 
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and war. asked-to give an esRecially detailed description of the last 

performance appraisal discussion he had had with his manager ... within 

the last Year, or two" (Meyer and Walker, 1961, p. ZgZ-293 (my underlining). 

In none, of the studies were the perceptions obtained immediately after 

the interview, yet in the author's experience of working on interviewing 

skills workshops with managers, it is not unusual for a manager either to 

forget completelytý= event or particular point of discussion which 

occurred within twentv minutes of the event taking placel and it is 

only the fact that the tape-recording provides indisputable evidence for 

that event having occurred, that eventually convinces the individual that 

it has indeed taken place. 

Problems of individuals sharing the same event, yet having sometimes 

widely differing perceptions of it, have already been referred to (PP-49-53 

above) and the debate continues'between 'nominalists* and 'realists' as 

to the nature of social reality (c. f. Smircich and Chesser, 1981). But 

for individuals concerned with leadership skills training, increasing 

the level of understanding and agreement between the two individuals in 

a leader-subordinate interaction is a crucial factor when attempting to 

identify behaviours which are associated with a particular outcomet such 

as the success of an individual's performance review. 

Many problems do exist in the activity of defining the effective 

characteristics of the appraisal interviewt and the questions remain, 

Can it be donet and if so How? In partial answer to these questionst 

Burket Weitzel and Weir (1978g p. 903) wrote that, 

"only a knowledge of the more specific behaviors and 
skills will allow us to upgrade the quality of the 
appraisal interview through training". 

Several other researchers have expressed a similar view (e. g. Lathamp 

Wexley and Pursellp 1975; Nemeroff and Wexley, 1977; Allison, 1977; 
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Nemeroff and Cosentino,, 1979). ' As to how exactly research might be 

undertaken, one suggestion offered is almost identical with the one 

adopted by this research projecto namely thatg 

"Future research must also move away from a reliance on 
-collection of recent performance appraisal interviews. 
Alternative approaches might involve collecting data 
immediately following a performance appraisal interview, 
the content analysis of tape recordings, or behavioral 
observations made by researchers who are present during 
the performance discussion" 

(Burke, Weitzel and Weir, 1978, p. 918). 

4.5 Conclusion 

That appraisal interviewing skills are related to the day-to-day 

leadership-interpersonal skills of managers, and relate directly to 

their role as developers of their subordinates, has already been 

discussed. The intrinsic elements of skills are identifiable units of 

behaviours, and behaviours ought to be teachable. As a result of 

numerous research studies several characteristics of successful 

appraisal interviews have been identified. These characteristics have 

typically been identified via perceptual measures of subordinates being 

appralsedp or by a reliance on the robustness (validity) of a treatment 

to which they were assigned or which they involuntarily received. There 

are, howevert several methodological difficulties associated with relying 

on perceptual measures as representing accurately the behaviour of the 

manager appraising. Alsot measurements at the macro-level of 'style' 

do not necessarily help management trainers to teach behaviours which 

characterise a style. These two points alone appear to provide support 

for the intention of the present investigation to observe and record as 

accurately as possible the actual behaviours of the manager in the 

interactions. Whereas a perceptual scale collects data on relatively 

few preselected characteristics of an appraisal interviewg an analysis 
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of all of the verbal behaviours in the interview might reveal patterns 

and aspects of appraisal behaviour not yet considered as relevant to 

its outcome. 

Behaviours alone are, howevert of little or no value without some 

feedback as to the impressions created by them. One way of measuring 

these impressions is by means of a perceptual scale,, which relates its 

items to the important dimensions under investigation. If success is 

defined in terms of the outcome of the behaviours as represented by 

subordinates' impressions, measures on the perceptual scale become 

criteria for differentiating successful from unsuccessful, or 

moderately successful appraisal interviews. They also serve as crucial 

sources of feedback for training managers in improving their appraisal 

interviewing skills, though only when combined with specific goal- 

setting (Neneroff and Cosentinot 1979). And, as Nemeroff and Cosentino 

(1979P P-570) observedp 

"The specific goal-setting requires the identification 

, of 'specific behaviors' in order to guide their (the 
managers') efforts to improve their interview effect- 
iveness. " 

The practice of obtaining data of perceptions often a month to a 

year after the appraisal interviewt would seem to endanger the intrinsic 

reliability of the data obtained, in view of the effects of intervening 

influences on memory. It is, thereforet recommended that where perceptual 

scales are usedt they are administered immediately after the interview. 

It is also believed that obtaining the perceptions of both parties to 

appraisal interview would permit valuable comparisons to be made. Studies 

have already investigated differences between superiors and subordinates" 

perceptions (see p. 49 above), but with additional records of the actual 

behaviours of both manager and subordinate it is to be hoped that new 
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insights will be achieved into the relation between behaviours and 

impressions created by them. 

Finally, the combination of subordinates' perceptions serving to 

differentiate successful from average, and unsuccessful interviews, 

coupled with analysis of the behaviours of the managers and subordinates 

in the respective groups, will hopefully yield data which can be used to 

develop leadership training programmes. 

The chAce 6f perceptual scales for use in the present research is 

the subject of the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER 1. 

PRESENT INVESTIGATION 

The objectives of the present investigation are to identify the 

microskills of manager behaviour which lead to successful leadership 

behaviour during an appraisal interview. In this context, "success" 

was defined in terms of Interviews which have the effects of 

(a) helping the subordinate improve his performancet and 

(b) motivating him to do so (cf. Chapter 6). 

The present author argued in Chapter 2 thatt whereas there exists 

a large amount of research into conceptual models of leadership, and 

into the development of perceptual measures of leadership behaviour at 

the macrolevelp there still exists a need to examine the units of 

behaviour-which constitute leadership behaviour using objectivet or 

relatively objectiveg measures. 

The goals of appraisal interviews (frequently referred to as the 

"outcome measures") which include in particular (i) increasing subord- 

inate motivation and (U) trying to ensure that the subordinate finds 

the interview helpful to his job, are similar to the characteristics of 

leadership in general* expressed by several contemporary leadership 

theorists (e. g. House and Dessler, 1974; Oldham# 19761 Sims, 1977). 

The activity of a manager in appraising a subordinate represents an 

important function of and responsibility for managers (e. g. Maierj- 1976; 

Randell, 1976). and one in which leadership skills as defined here and 

elsewhere, determine success. For these reasons,, the appraisal inter- 

view was chosen as a suitable situation in which the process of leader 

behaviour could be studied. 
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The methodology of. previous studies of appraisal interviews have 

been criticised on the grounds that the data collected on subordinates' 

perceptions of managers' behaviour in interviews are of Aubious validity 

as measures of actual behaviour (cf. Chapter 4). since a dependent 

variable was being used to measure an independent variable. Furthermore, 

it was argued that since in most previous studies, data of the percep- 

tions of the managers' behaviour were based on recollections of past 

appraisalsp often up to one year previouslyp they were of questionable 

validity and reliabilityg being subject to differential remembering and 

forgetting (e. g. Clifford and Bull# 1978). Also. previous studies of 

appraisal interviews were based on data collected on subjects who 

possessed a wide range of biographical differences. Although this, in 

Itself is not necessarily a criticism (and might be an advantage in 

extrapolations to real-life situations), it does imply a lack of control 

over variables associated with different information concerning subjects 

and events upon which the appraisals were based. 

The present study was designed so as to control for these possible 

sources of error. The appraisals involved the use of a standard case- 

studyq based on biographical datag which was presented to each manager. 

A slightly different version was presented to the subordinates, 

reflecting a different perspective of the same eventst as would probably 

obtain in real-life. In each casev the case-study was that of 'Victor 

Ridsdale' devised by Randell et al. (1976). 

The second part Of an established perceptual scale (Nemeroff and 

Wexleys 1977) was used to measure the dependent variables, which served 

as #criterion measures" in all cases, and each interview was analysed 

using Behaviour Analysis technique (Rackham and Morgans 1977). Using 

Behaviour Analysis categories, augmented to suit the nature and form 
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of the data, (a) types and (b) duration of verbal behaviours, were 

recorded and anýlysed. 

Finally, in order to attempt to link data at a microskills level of 

analysis with that recorded at a perceptual (macroskills) level, the 

first part of the Nemeroff and Wexley scale was completed by all 

managers and all subordinates. 

5.1 The Sample 

The sample comprised senior and middle managers who attended either 

the series of two-day appraisal interviewing skills workshops conducted 

by members of the Occupational Psychology Department of the University 

of Bradfordp between Septembert 1979, and Februaryg 1980,, or the workshop 

element of executive development programmes organised at Heaton Mount, 

University of Bradford Management Centre during the same period. 

- The role of an appraiser was carried out by managers on the courses, 

and the role of subordinate by trained research students, reading for 

degrees at the University of Bradford Management Centre$ all of whom had 

first-hand experience in industry. The total number of interviews was 

seventy eight. 

5.2 Method 

5.2.1. The Workshops 

The form taken by the workshops has -been described fully by 

Randelle Shawg, Packard and Slatero(1972)i, and may be summarised 

as followst- 

1. Introduction to the workshop 

During the morninils"preliminary lectures, psychological 

aspects of appraisal systeas, objectives of the appraisal 
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(5.2.1. )l 

. 
interview, and techniques for effective interviewing were 

discussed# in particular the use of the different types 

of questions. Whilst being introduced to the tutors on 

the course, it was explained that validation studies were, 

being carried out on the workshops and that the organisers 

would be grateful if,, after the interviews, the course 

participant would fill in a short questionnaýLre and 

allow copies to be made of the audio-tape for analysis. 

Utmost confidentiality was stressed. Appraisers were 

asked not to exceed the 25 minute interview time. 

2. Briefing for Mralsal interviews 

Establishment that managers were familiar with the 

)Aographical data, which had been supplied to each manager 

the previous day. 

Interview sessions 
One manager interacting with one subordinate. observed by 

two other course participants and one tutor. 

Completion of perceptual scales 

Immediately following the termination of the appraisalt the 

Nemeroff andWexley (1977) perceptual scale was handed to 

the appraiser for completion and the appraisee was also 

given his perceptual scale which he was asked to fill in 

outside the interview room. Managers completed 

(a) Performance Feedback Characteristics items (items 1-10) 

and 
(b) Criterion Measure items (items 12-15) 

and subordinates completed 



91 

(a) Performance Feedback Characteristics items (items 1-10) 

and 
(b) Criterion Measure items (items 3.1-18). 

There was no other conversation pertaining to the completed 

interview until both appraiser's and appraisee's form was 

handed to the tutor. 

To emphasise the fact that the results of the perceptual scales 

were not concerned with identifying individualal participants 

were asked to Identify-their interview by reference to 

whether It was the lst, 2nd or 3rd in that particular group 

for that particular day. In no instance was any objection 

expressed. Cooperation and enthusiasm was the characteristic 

reaction. Following the completion of the questionnaire no 

other reference was made during the course to responses to 

the questionnaire, in order not to affect the responses of 

other questionnaires filled-in subsequently. 

Debriefing 

Manager's report of the interview from his perspective, 

followed by general discussion involving the three course 

participants, the'tutor, and (after approximately 26 minutes) 

the subordinate. 

5.2.2. Collection of data 

With the permission of all the participants, each of the 

interviews was audio-recordedg though care was taken to ensure 

that the microphones were out of direct eye-contact of the role- 

playing manager and subordinate. Both_these recordings, and the 

managers' and subordinates' responses to the Hemeroff and Wexley 

scale were available for subsequent analysis. 
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5.2-3. AnAksis of datas Nemeroff and Wexley scale 

The Nemeroff and Wexley Scale was analysed in the ways 

described by the authorst scores being calculated for each 

item individuallyg and composite scores for subscales 

described by the authors were also calculated. The data 

analysis is described in detail in Chapters 7 and 8. 

5.2.4. &Lal Behaviour Analnis LXsIs of datas 

In order to carry out detailed analyses of audio- 

recordings of the-interviewsp a subsample of eighteen 

interviews was chosen. Within the constraints that six 

of these eighteen interviews should be 'successful% six 

'moderately successful' and six 'unsuccessful* interviews 

(as defined on p 
-. 
167 the sample was chosen at random. 

Each of these eighteen interviews was analysed in 

terms of verbal contents, particular attention being paid 

also to paralinguistic features of the verbal behaviour. 

Transcripts were made of the tapes selected for analysis. 

The tapes and the transcripts were analysed in conjunction, 

using the behaviour analysis categories described in 

chapter 6. 

When each interview had been categoriedg the duration of 

each discrete behavioural unit was timed in 1/100ths of a 

minute. Behaviours, were recorded in sequence. A sample 

sheet of the behaviour analysis is presented on Appendix 

A 15* . Both (a) total timest and (b) frequencies of 

behavioural units were calculated for each behavioural category. 

Measures of behaviour In percentage terms were calculated for 

use in the final data analysis. 
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5-3 Hypotheses 

In considering the results of the analyses, three hypotheses of a 

general nature were proposed. These wares- 

FjMbthesis ls That there would be significant differences in the 

subordinates' perceptions of the Performance Feedback Characteristics, 

as measured by the Nemeroff and Wexley scale (1977). of the 'successful* 

and 'unsuccessful' appraisal interviews. 

HX]22thests 2s That there would be significant differences in the 

behaviours of the managerss, analysed at a microskill levels, between 

*successful* and 'unsuccessful* appraisal Interviews. 

Hypothesis 31 That more psychologically meaningful# and in terms of 

training potentially more valuable diBtinctions, can be made between 

@successful' and 'unsuccessful' appraisal interviews at a microskill 

level than at a macroskill, level. 
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CHAPTER 6 

PERCEPTUAL AND BEHAVIOUR ANALYSIS SCALES 
FOR ASSESSING LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOUR 

This chapter Is concerned with the choice of perceptual and behaviour 

analysis scales used in the present investigation. In order to guide the 

choice of scale in each case, criteria are specified, which relate to the 

purpose to which the scale was put, and take into consideration factors 

discussed in Chapter 4. 

6.1 Criteria for selection of 
Perceptual Scale 

In order to select the particular scale which best suited the 

research study, the following four criteria were proposed: - 

(i) that it should include measures of the two dependent variables 

under investigation, namely motivation to improve after the 

appraisal interview; and whether the interview helped the 

individual to improve his performance as a result; 

(U) that the items on the 'scale were concerned with perceptions of 

those behaviours, which had been discussed in the current 

literature as relating to an effective performance appraisal; 

(M) that the scale had an established, and acceptablej level of 

reliability and va3Adity; 

and 
(iv) owing to the necessary constraints in the design of the data 

collecting situations, that the scale could be satisfactorily 

completed within the limited time available (approximately 

4-5 minutes). 
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It was also judged appropriate that the chosen scale include items 

relating to perceptions of characteristics identified by Burke, Weitzel 

and Weir (1978) on the basis of a recent, comprehensive review of the 

literature. Those considerations ares- 

(1) High levels of subordinate participation in the appraisal 

interview; 

(2) A helpful and constructive attitude on the part of the 

appraiser; 

Joint setting of goals to be achieved by the subordinate; 

Solving problems which may be hampering the subordinate's 

current Job performance; 

The amount of criticism given by the appraiser; 

The proportion of time spoken by the subordinate. 

(Burke, Weitzel and Weir, 1978, p904-905). 

In the following section brief aescriptiong'are given*-of studies conducted 

into aspects of the appraisal interview, in which attempts were made to 

obtain subordinates' perceptions of the appraisers' behaviour. Comments 

are made as to the suitability of the measures used to the research 

proposed in the present study. 

6. z Measures used in previous studies to obtain 
data on subordinates' perceptions of an 
appraiser's behaviour in an appraisal interview 

Meyer and Walker (1961) 

This study was concerned with identifying "factors relating to the 

effectiveness of an appraisal program". Measures of the appraisees' 

perceptions of the behaviour of the appraiser were obtained by way of 
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summaries of interviewers who questioned the appraisee on aspects of 

their last appraisal. Of the 5 items to which the interviewer 

responded, the first two asked the interviewer's opinion regarding 

the appraiser's rigour in following the companyls performance appraisal 

procedure; and the manager's skill in handling the feedback discussion. 

The remaining three items again questioned the interviewer as a means 

of determining the followings- 

(1) favourability of subordinate's attitude towards the 

performance appraisal programme; 

(2) famirability of subordinate's attitude towards the 

$merit-pay' plan; 

and 
(3) whether the individual interviewed 

- expected that he 

had taken some specific action to improve his 

performance as a result of the performance appraisal. 

For several reasons-, this measure was judged inappropriate to the proposed 

study. Most importantly it did not obtain direct measures of subordinates' 

perceptions, since data were based on the opinions of an independent inter- 

viewer, who had questioned the subokdinate. Neither did it obtain measures 

either of the dependent variables being investigated in the proposed 

research study, or of those relating to performance feedback character- 

istics found to be related to the successful outcome of an appraisal. 

Kay, M=er and French (19§ý) 

This study was concerned with the effects of two independent 

variables (the amount of threat; and the amount of praise administered 

by the appraiser) on four dependent variables. The Independent variables 

were measured by independent observers, as was one of the dependent 
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'variables, namely the amount of defensive reactions of the subordinate. 

The other three dependent variablest goal-achievement; man-manager 

relations; 'and attitudes towards the appraisal , system, were measured 

using different'techniques. Goal-achievement was obtained in subse- 

quent interviews with the subordinate. Some twelve to fourteen weeks 

after the appraisal,, subordinate-manager relations, and attitudes 

towards the appraisal system, were obtained from responses to a 

questionnaire. 

Since the independent and dependent variables used in this study 

differed from those of the proposed research, and none of the measures 

satisfied the criteria established for selecting a particular perceptual 

scalev this instrument was not adopted. 

French, Kay and MeXer (1266) 

The study investigated the effects of subordinate participation in 

the appraisal interview, on the dependent variables of subordinates' 

performance; attitudes towards his manager; attitudes towards the 

appraisal system; and the subordinates' degree of self-actualisation 

on the job. It was not concerned with neci behaviours of the 

manager in an appraisal interview, apart from those relating directly 

to participation as defined by the authors. However, since even the 

condition of participation was suspect (e. g. 34% of the subordinates 

misperceived the level of participation) and there was only a correl- 

ation of . 
61 of observed participation (rated by observers) with 

@psychological participation' (perceptions of the subordinate) it was 

not necessarily the most validt or reliable measure of participation 

available. 

Apart from the fact that the dependent variables investigated in 
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this study were not the same as those of the proposed research (they 

were man-manager relations; aspects of occupational socialisation; 

and performance improvement)# the measures used could only be used in 

real-life situations, since they rely on the consequences of the 

appraisal to aspects of the subordinate's job experiences some weeks 

after the appraisal. This was not possible in the proposed research 

project, where emphasis was on the experiences felt immediately 

following the appraisal. 

Bassett and Mever (1968) 

This research compared the effects of performance appraisal 

discussions based on self-appraisals with those based on manager- 

prepared forms. Since it did not attempt measures of the subordinates' 

or managers' behaviour during the appraisalt any scale used was deemed 

inappropriate to the present investigation. 

Burke and WilcOx (1969) 

This study was directly related to the present investigation since 

it was concerned with identifying the "specific behaviors and skills 

(which) will allow. us, to upgrade the quality of the appraisal interview 

through training" (op. cit. p. 292). The dependent variables explored in 

this study related to those of the proposed research study,, though they 

were not identical. The variables were (1) the subordinate was satisfied 

with the interview itself; (2) the subordinate was motivated to Improve 

her job performance; and (3) the subordinate actually did improve herý 

job performance (oR. cit. p. 294). The perceptual scale developed for use 

In this study arose out of a review of the literature of those behaviours, 

which had been found to be related to the success of an appraisal inter- 

view. At the--time of this particular study# four behaviours were 
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identified. However, this scale may be regarded as out-of-date since 

it has recently been up-dated by the authors. The now recent 1978 model 

is discussed below. 

Fletcher (12Z3) 

The study compares the problem-solving approach to the tell and sell 

method of appraising, with respect to the consequences on three dependent 

variables. These were, the appraisee's attitude to the appraisal scheme; 

the effectiveness of the interview in giving performance feedback; and 

its success in generating "firm decisions to take post-appraisal action" 

(Fletcherp 1973, p. 228). Although the dependent variables for Fletcher's 

study bear a relationship to those of the present investigation,, they are 

not closely related to the specific dimensions of the intended research. 

They do not, for example, obtain a measure of the subordinates' motiv- 

ation as a consequence of the interview. More importantly, the scale 

used to measure the independent variables presents items which relate 

closely to the particular styles under investigation, and are not all- 

inclusive of the specific behaviours found to be characteristic of 

effective performance feedback reviews, which are the criteria for 

selecting an appropriate perceptual scale for the proposed research. 

Consequently, they did not match one of the crucial criteria for 

selection of a perceptual scale. 

Hille= and WexleX 

The authors state that the main purpose of their study "was to see 

if the beneficial aspects of participation in appraisal interviews 

found with experienced workers also holds for appraisal interviews with 

trainees" (oR. cit. p. 168). 
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They included measures of performance improvement and interviewee 

satisfaction but did not attempt to obtain measures of the appraisees' 

motivation to improve, or their perceptions of the appraisers' behaviour 

in the interview. The measures were, therefore, deemed inappropriate to 

the present investigation. 

Greller (1M) 

This study was concerned with identifying specific aspects of 

subordinate participation in the appraisal interview, and investigating 

their relationship to reactions to the appraisal interview. 

Againt the variables in this study bear some similarity to those 

of the proposed research. Howevert because the perceptual scale used 

only pertains to aspects of participation, and does not include Items 

relating to other characteristics found to be relevant to an effective 

appraisal, it was not adopted. 

Fletcher and Williams (1976) 

The purpose of this study was described ass- 

"to compare interviews in which no performance feedback was 
given with interviews where it was given, and within the 
latter group to compare interviews which contained balanced 
feedback concerning both strengths and weaknesses with 
interviews which gave only positive or only negative feed- 
back. The comparisons were in respect of the degree to 
which the interviews gave individuals the correct impression 
of how their performance was rated, the effect they thought 
it had on their job performance, the degree to which the 
appraisal was perceived as an encouraging experience and the 
overall post-interview attitude to appraisal. " 

(OP-cit. P-76) 

Although the dependent variables measured by this study were very similar 

to those of the present investigation, the perceptions of the appraiser's 

behaviour only covered two variables, discussion of parts of the job well 

done; and discussion of the weaker areas of the subordinates' job 
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performance. It was not# thereforeg considered appropriate to the 

proposed research. 

Nemeroff and Wexle-v, (1977)_ 

In the words of its authors, this study 

"investigated the relationship between five feedback variables 
, 
(supportive behavior, invitation to participate, participation 
in goal-setting, proportion of time spoken, and criticism) and 
three criterion measures (satisfaction with feedback interview, 
motivation to improve, and satisfaction with manager) for 
evaluating the effectiveness of the feedback process. Horeover, 
managers' and subordinates' perceptions of the extent to which 
these characteristics were being practiced during their feed- 
back session were recorded. " 

(Nemeroff and Wexley, 1977t P-30). 

The two scales used in the study were relatively brief, with a maximum 

of 18 items (of which the managers responded to 14). These scales were 

the only ones which satisfied the complete set of criteria for the 

selection of a perceptual scale for the proposed study. This, coupled 

with the facts that no other scales matched all the criteria, and that 

it could be administered in 4-5 minutes, led to its eventual adoption. 

The scales are presented in greater detail in Chapter 7. 

Fletcher (12Z§l 

This study investigated the background to the appraisal interview, 

the dayý-to-day contact between appraiser and appraiseel and how it 

affects the success of the appraisal. It does not employ a scale to 

measure subordinates' perceptions of specific behaviours in the inter- 

view, but questions the subordinate on the frequency and nature of the 

contact he has with his manager outside the appraisal. For this reason, 

the scale was inappropriate to the needs of the proposed research. 
I 



102 

Latham, Mitchell and Dossett, (1978) 

This experiment was designed to examine the effects that different 

goal-setting proceduresp and different incentive conditions in the 

appraisal interview, would have on the attitudes and behaviours of 

employees. Although it utilised perceptual scales to measure the 

independent and dependent variables, these were not all directly related 

to those under investigation. They weres- independent variables -_type 

of goal-setting (assigned vs participative); and anticipated reward or 

incentive conditions. The dependent variables investigated and measured 

were: - goal difficulty; goal acceptance; satisfaction; instrumentality; 

and relevance. Perceptions of performance feedback characteristics, other 

than those relating to perceived participation, did not pertain to those 

of the intended research project. 

Lapdj, Barnes and Murphy (12Z81 

Here attempts were made to establish factors which contribute to an 

individual's perception of fairness and accuracy of his performance 

evaluation. The 12 item questionnaire developed for the study, measured 

responses to eleven independent variables, and the single dependent 

variable relating to fairness and accuracy of the performance evaluation. 

Of the independent variables measured by the perceptual scale used in 

this study, only one of them relates to one of the independent variables 

of the proposed study. It refers to one aspect of invited participation. 

Neither the other aspects of participation, i. e. those concerned with 

joint goal-setting, or proportion of time spoken by subordinateg nor are 

the other performance feedback characteristics being investigated by the 

present research represented by the scale. Also, dependent variables of 

motivation, and helpfulness of the interview in improving subsequent 
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performance, were not included in the scale. It was, therefore, not 

appropriate. 

Greller (1978) 

This study set out to clarify the definition of what constitutes 

'participation' in the appraisal interview. The questionnaire used in 

this study obtained subordinates' perceptions of 3 major constructss- 

Characteristics of the appraisal (including 19 items relating to 

participation; and 3 items measuring subordinates' perceptions of 

positive or negative evaluation of the superior), Reactions to the 

appraisal (measured in 4 ways - Utility (4 items), Satisfaction (3 items); 

Anxiety (4 items); Derogation (4 items) and Manager's Style (obtaining 

perceptions of the 2 dimensions of Consideration (8 items) vs Initiating 

Structure (6 items)). 

Despite the similarity of some of this research to the present 

investigation, three major factors determined the non-adoption of the 

scale. Firstlyt although the questionnaire included items relating to 

the performance feedback characteristics found to be related to effective 

performance appraisal, and hence of direct relevance to the proposed studyt 

the list was not exhaustive since it did not include an item relating to 

the appraiser's helpfulness - otherwise referred to as supportive 

appraisal behaviour (cf. Burke, Weitzel and Weir, 1978). Secondly, the 

dependent variables measured by the study do not pertain directly to 

those of the proposed studyt and thirdlyl, as the questionnaire comprises 

more than 50 items,, it could not be answered in the time available. For 

these reasons this scale was not adopted in the present research project. 
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Burke, Weitzel and Weir (1978) 

This study corresponds the most closely to the present investi- 

gation, In terms of relating subordinates' perceptions of performance 
feedback characteristics to particular outcomes of the appraisal 
interview. Furthermore, as this paper included the most recent review 

of the literature available pertaining to this subject its conclusions 

as to the six major characteristics were adopted by the present study 

as criteria for selection of the appropriate perceptual scale. They 

weres- (1) high levels of subordinate participation; (2) a helpful 

and constructive attitude on the part of the manager; (3) mutual setting 

of specific goals; (4) solving problems which may be hampering the 

subordinate's current job performance; (5) the amount of criticism 

given by the manag er; (6) the proportion of time spoken by the subord- 

inate. To this list the authors added three new interview dimensions 

which were: - (1) the amount of threat perceived by the subordinate in 

the interview; (2) the amount of influence the subordinate perceives 

In planning self-development activities; (3) the extent to which the 

performance review emphasised the job performance of the subordinate, 

his/her personality, and/or attitudes, or some balance between the two. 

Seven outcomes of the performance review were examined as dependent 

variables, these were: - -(l) Looking forward to performance reviews; 

(2) Greater mutual understanding between manager and subordinate as a 

direct result of the interview; (3) Fairness of the last performance 

review; (4) Satisfaction with the appraisal; (5) Motivation to improve 

job performance; (6) Actual performance improvement; and (7) Overall- 

value of performance review interviews to the subordinate. 

Two major factors led to the decision not to use this particular 

scale. Firstly, it is 13 pages long, which makes its use prohibitive 
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given the time available. Secondly, as the study asked the subordinate 

about the most recent appraisal they had experienced, which may have 

been up to a year ago at the time of data collection, some of the 

questions related to consequences of the last appraisal on subsequent 

performance, or the relationship between manager and subordinate. As 

the proposed research was to be concerned with perceptions gained 

immediately following an appraisal interview, and in a role-playing 

situation, these questions could not be asked. The scale was therefore 

not adopted for the present study. 

Nemeroff and Cosentino (1979) 

The objective of this study was to examine the effects of behavioural 

feedback, and goal-settings as a method for improving the performance 

appraisal skills of managers. The behavioural feedback was in terms of 

subordinates' perceptions of their managers' behaviour during the most 

recent performance appraisal interview. These perceptions were assessed 

by means of a 43-item questionnaire. This questionnaire was based on the 

findings from two activities of the authors described by them as: - 

"First, an extensive review of existing performance appraisal 
literature was made. Second, a pilot project was conducted 
in a variety of organizational settings in which managers 
and subordinates were asked to recount critical incidents 
(Flanagan, 1954) that they, through personal experience over 
the years, had found to be highly effective or highly ineffec- 
tive characteristics of their performance appraisal interviews" 

(Nemeroff and Cosentino, 02-cit. P-569). 

The criterion measures adopted to measure the effectiveness of the inter- 

views weres- (1) The extent to which the subordinates perceived that their 

manager conducted a successful appraisal Interview; (2) Motivation to 

improve; (3) The extent to which subordinates were satisfied with the 

interview. Absenteeism formed another criterion measure. Data for this 
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were collected on different occasions, namely, at three monthly time 

periods before and after the managers had received the training. 

Despite the fact that the perceptual scale developed in this study was 
the result of a particularly rich, and relevant source of data, and 
that it included Items relating directly to the variables being 

investigated in the proposed studyt its length meant that it was far 

too long to enable it to be completed satisfactorily within the time 

available. It was not, thereforet adopted. 

6-3 Conclusion concerning the choice 
of Perceptual Scale 

This chapter has been concerned with explaining the manner in which 

the perceptual scale to be used in the present investigation was selected. 

The perceptual scale was required as a means of obtaining data on two 

major aspects of the appraisal interview. Firstly, to obtain information 

regarding the subordinates' perceptions of characteristics of the 

appraiser's behaviour found to be related to the successful outcome of 

an appraisal interview. Secondly, as a means of measuring those dependent 

variables which were adopted as the joint two criteria for a 'successful' 

appraisal, as defined in this study. 

Of the published studies reviewed up to the time of data collection 

for this study, the 16 discussed In this chapter represent investigations 

of characteristics of an appraiser's behaviour which can affect the out- 

come of an appraisal interview. Four criteria were given, to enable the 

final selection to take place. These criteria concerned the basic design 

and objectives of the present investigation. Of the studies investigated, 

only one included a perceptual scale which met all four criteria. This 

was the scale developed by Nemeroff and Wexley (1977). This was, there- 

fore, adopted for the present investigation and Is described in detail 

in Chapter 7. 
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6.4 Choice of scale for analysing 
the interview behaviours 

The scientific study of social interaction as a means of understanding 

man's social nature was a subject of interest to the great Victorian 

zoologist, Charles Darwin. In his treatise The Eýcpression of the 

Emotions , in Man and A- nimals published in 1872, he considered the evidence 

relating to the question of whether the nature of social behaviourt 

emotionst and consciousness in man and animals were on a continuum. 

A generation later Freud (1905) developed a model of personality and 

social development based on what proved to be extremely controversial 

theories of social'behaviour at the timeg but which have now become 

established and respected. To complete the historical trilogy, J. M. 

Baldwin's book on social interaction and recoprocity, Social and Ethical, 

Interpretations in Mental DeveloRments A Study in Social PBycholo&X 

(1897), although not as controversial and hence not as catalytic as the 

works of Darwin and Freud, provided a valuable contribution to an under- 

standing of cognitive and social development. 

Since these seminal studies were published, the study of social 

interaction has become extremely popular among a wide variety of 

researchers, including anthropologists,, psychologists,, educationists, 

and zoologists. Not surprisingly, therefore, reviewers such as Parke 

(1979) observed that, 

"The complexities of social interaction are revealed through 
a variety of research strategiest in a range of different 
contexts, and through a host of data collection techniques. " 

(p. 15). 

The situation reflects the many interests of the researchers. Among the 

approaches is one that developed from the assumption that the individual's 

social environment significantly affects that individual's behaviour. 



108 

Another concern is related to the belief that by studying interaction 

one might come to understand the meaning of an individual's behaviour 

to those around him. And for another group of social scientists, the 

interest is primarily rooted in the belief that an individual's social 

experiences potentially determine how that individual will 

perceive, and interpret his later experiencest and behave. In the 

present investigation the assumption is that an individual's experience 

of the social interactions In the appraisal interview will affect his 

degree of motivation and performance in relation to his job. 

Whatever the particular concern of the social scientists, Lamb (1979) 

suggested that there are three types of issue which demand attention 

before undertaking research. These relate to the questions ofs- 

(1) what behaviour should be recorded; (2) how it should be recorded; 

and (3) how this data should be reduced. 

In choosing the most appropriate instrument, the following criteria 

were taken into consideration: - 

(i) that it should relate directly to the behaviour of 

managers, as opposed, say, animals - animal inter- 

ac tions (e. g. Suomi, 1979); mother - child inter- 

actions (e. g. Als, Tronick and Brazletont 1979); 

teacher - pupil interactions (e. g. Flanders, 1970) 

or individuals in groups (e. g. Bales, 1950); 

that it be concernedwith verbal behaviour, as opposed 

to non-verbal or highly detailed paralinguistic 

behaviour (Duncan and Fiske, 1977); 

that it be based on rigorous field and semi-laboratory 

studies of observing behaviour found to be directly 

related to successful outcomes of interaction in 
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mana, ger-manager and manager-subordinate inter- 

actions (Rackham and Morgan, 1977); 

(iv) that It be designed as a tool which has immediate 

application to skills training programmes for 

managers (Rackham and Morgan, 1977). 

In fact, only one approach appears to meet all four criteria. This is 

the technique devised by Rackham and Morgan (1977), known as 'Behaviour 

Analysis'. 

6.5 Behaviour Analysis 

Behaviour Analysis arose out of the designers' objectives, which 

were, 

"To help supervisors improve their human relations skills. 
, 
These are the skills inevitably involved in the business 
of getting things done through other people. " 

(Rackham and Morgan, 1977, P-9). 

Initial studies on numerous interpersonal skills courses, were 

aimed at identifying the kinds of behaviours that trainers considered 

helpfull and unhelpful in various types of social interaction. This 

was augmented by observations of participants on numerous courses. 

Since these Initial studies produced more categories of behaviour than 

proved feasible to use, five criteria were adopted to act as the basis 

for selection in the final basic model. These weres- 

Possibility for Change 

It was considered Inappropriate to include a behaviour which 

could not be altered or improved in some way, since training 

was the underlying objective for developing the Behaviour 

Analysis instrument; and training essentially involves 

changes in behaviour. 
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Meaningfulness 

This was not only of importance to the observer of the 

interactions being studied, so that she could measure the 

behaviour, but of crucial import to the trainee so that he 

could understand the feedback, and the ultimate value of 

the training programme. 

Reliability 

"An observation instrument, whatever its intrinsic meritsp 

will only be as good as the people who use it" (Rackham and 

Morgan, op. cit. p. 20). It was essential, therefore, to 

include only those behaviours which could be categorised as 

objectively as possible, so that they could be identified 

without recourse to Interpretation, or value judgementv and 

so maintain a high level of reliability for the Instrument. 

Degree-of Differentiation 

It must be possible to differentiate the different categories 

from each other. Even though two behaviours may appear on 

one level to be similar, there must be at least one important 

criterion which enables a distinction to be made. For example, 

'Giving Information' often exists In the same Behaviour 

Analysis list as 'Building', but the criterion that distin- 

guishes the two behaviours is that the latter "extends or 

develops a proposal which has been made by another person" 

(Rackham and mOrganp OP-cit. P-31)v whereas this is not a 

feature of the former. 

Relationship to Outcome 

This refers to the intrinsic relevance of the particular 
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behaviour being categorised, to the ultimate outcome of the 

events being studied. As the designers of Behaviour 

Analysis put it, "The hardest, and most crucial, criterion 

for choosing categories is whether the category is important 

to the situation which is being measured" (Rackham, and Horgan 

op. cit. P. 20). 

The original instrument devised by Rackham and Morgan comprised 

eleven behaviours. However, after rigorous testing, and modification as 

a result of trial uses on many training courses, this list changed quite 

significantly. The final categories on the "current general purpose 

behaviour analysis instrument" is given in Table 6.1, pp. 119421--ý- 

There axe various forms of behaviour analysis, as indeed there axe 

various forms of behaviour (i. e. actions which differ in their nature 

and level). Rackham and Morgan suggested thatg 

"At least two types of behaviour analysis can be distinguished 
in addition to verbal behaviour (or interaction) analysis - 
content analysis and activity analysis. These types follow 
the same basic principle of breaking down the behaviour of an 
individual or group into observable units or categories which 
can then be counted. " 

(Rackham and Morgan# op. cit. p. 34). 

They go on to say that interaction analysis can be based on verbal 

categories, but may also wish to employ some categories of verbal 

behaviour which are distinguished from others by their content. For 

example, 'Giving Information' may be subdivided into categories of 

giving internal information (referring to feelings and opinions), and 

giving external information (facts, clarification, etc. ). 

Behaviour analysis can also be used as a means of categorising forms 

of non-verbal behaviour. 
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The Behaviour*Analysis approach is adaptable in that the choice of 

categories used can be varied, as appropriate. The choice of particular 

category system depends first and foremost on the situation in which the 

analysis will be made. Again, the criteria that Rackham and Morgan 

(op. cit. ) adopted to select categories, can be applied when making the 

choice of which particular system to adopt in a particular circumstance. 

The last of the criteria referred to on p. 110above (that is, the one 

referring to the relevance of the categories to-the outcome of the 

behaviours) is probably the most crucial. The authors maintained that, 

"The categories of the instrument must capture the significant 
behaviours that occur in the type of interaction being studied, 
and they must be capable of differentiating the more effective 
performers from the less effective. We term such categories 
CBDIs - crucial behavioural dimensions'. " 

(Rackham and Morgm, op-cit. P-38). 

6.6 The Behaviour Analysis Instrument 
used in the present Investigation 

For the purpose of the present investigation, which was to analyse 

behaviours in the appraisal interviewo it was judged essential to include, 

amongst the behavioural categories, those behaviours which have been found 

to be related to the outcome of an appraisal interview. The most recent 

review of characteristics of effective appraisal interviewing available 

at the time immediately preceding data collection, was that of Burke, 

Weitzel and Weir (1978). This review has already been referred to in 

relation to the choice of perceptual scale (P-104 above). Briefly 

reiterated they axe: - 

1. High levels of subordinate participation in the interview; 

2. A helpful and constructive attitude by the manager appraising; 

3. Hutual goal-setting of specific goals; 

4. Eolving problems encountered by the subordinate, which may 

be haxpering performance; 
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Amount of criticism; 

Proportion of time spoken. 

One of these characteristics was already represented, in part, in the 

behaviour analysis categories of Rackham and Morgan. The character- 

istic of A helpful and constructive attitude on the part of the 

appraiser, was also referred to by Burke et al. (op. cit., p. 904), when 

they noted the Nemeroff and Wexley (1977) category of 'Supportive 

Appraisal Behaviour'. 'Supporting' behaviour is included in the 

Behaviour Analysis list. Burke et al. also include in their description 

of this somewhat general characteristic construct what they refer to as 

"giving recognition for good performance" (p. 904). Other writers refer 

to it as "praise" (e. g. Kay, Meyer and French,, '1965; Latham, Mitchell 

and Dossett, 1978). 

Bearing in mind that the ultimate objective of the present investi- 

gation is to contribute to a body of knowledge concerning leadership 

skills training, it was considered valuable to categorise behaviours as 

precisely as possible, and to avoid describing behaviours at the level 

of style. Consequently, a new category of Positive Evaluation was added 

to the basic Behaviour Analysis list. 

It was realised. that, if appropriate, in the fina. 1 data analysis, 

measures of behaviours. from different categories could be combined into 

clusters to enable macro-level descriptions of behaviour. If this were 

the case, Burke et al. 's characteristic of helpful and supportive 

behaviour could be estimated in part, as behaviour category 'Supporting' 

plus 'Positive Evaluation'. 

The construct of 'helpfulness' would seem to rely on subjective 

interpretation, and value judgement. Since Rackham and Horgan have 
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already warned against the use of such categories,, as they threaten 

the level of-reliability of the instrument, they were consciously 

avoided in the creation of the Behaviour Analysis instrument for this 

investigation. Apart from this reason for not using evaluative 

categories of behaviour such as 'helpfulness'. this would appear to be 

an instance where a perception is being used to describe a behaviour, 

rather than an objective description of that behaviour. And this, as 

has been suggested (Chapter 2)v is one of the arguments presented by 

the present writer for measuring behaviours as objectively as possible 

when attempting to relate them to particular perceptions of behaviour. 

'Criticism't as mentioned by Burke et al., as relating to appraisal 

outcome, also already exists in part In the basic Behaviour Analysis 

list, in the category of 'Disagreeing'., However, it was felt that 

another category of Negative Evaluation should be added to the 

instrument, to enable measurement of behaviours which were more person- 

specific than just intellectual disagreement about issues. 

An even "stronger' category of 'Attacking' behaviour also existed 

in the basic Behaviour Analysis list, as part of the Defending/Attacking 

category. For the purpose of the present investigation, which was to 

identify specific behaviours of managers in appraisal interviewst which 

were either 'successful' or 'unsuccessful', IDefendin&I and 'Attacking' 

were measured as separate and distinct categories of behaviour. 

'Invitina Participation I is a category created by the writer to 

measure behaviours which includes an implicit or explicit Invitation to 

respond to a particular behaviour of the appraiser, or to contribute to 

the Interaction in some way. It represents a behaviour on the part of 

the manager to encourage what Burke et al. (op. cit. ) refer to as 
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"subordinate participation"$ which may also be measured by Io ortion 

of time spoken. However, a large proportion of time spoken is no 

indication that the manager was in fact inviting participation in the 

appraisal interview. 'Inviting Participation' is a process category 

rather than a content category, so again, since this study is primarily 

concerned with sharpening up the definitions of leadership skills at a 

micro-level of behaviour, such behaviours were also recorded according 

to their specific behavioural content, for example 'Seeking Information', 

'Proposing', 'Checking Out'. However, such behaviours cannot be presumed 

to be behaviours which invite participation. 

Whilst the present writer was training herself in the use of the 

Behaviour Analysis categories , she became very aware of the fact that 

the way in which some questions were phrased determined whether they 

were basically inviting participation in response, or whether they were 

, yAn-, t, tyle. In the latter case they would not be regarded as interrogator 

inviting participation, since this involves, voluntaxy contributions from 

the subordinate. Demands for response, irrespective of whether the 

behaviour was categorised as a 'Seekinefbehaviour or not. meant that the 

behaviour did not represent an invitation to participate. Hence categories 

such as 'Seeking Information'; 'Seeking Proposals, % Testing UnderstandjM% 

may not necessarily be categorised as 'Inviting Participation'. This 

serves as an example of the critical importance of taking tone of voice 

and manner of expression, into account---iihen,, categorising behaviours. 

The dimensions of problem solving, and setting specific goals, could 

not be translated Into specific behaviourst since they are concerned with 

the nature of the matter under discussion, rather than the specific 

behaviours used to do this. Although, again. certain behavioural 

categories which are likely to be used when setting goalst are included 



n6- 

in the basic Behaviour Analysis list, for example, 'Proposing' 

behaviour, 'Seeking Proposals', and 'Summarlsina'. But since their 

frequency does not imply that goals were being sett or problems being 

solved# the occurrence of these behaviours does not reflect a measure 

of these particular characteristics listed by Burke et al. (1978) as 

characteristics of an effective appraisal. Although, of course, the 

final data analysis might indicate that they are possibly related to a 

'successful' or 'unsuccessful' appraisal. 

Returning to the relationship between goal-setting, problem-solving 

and the successful appraisalt a second analysis of the same interviews - 

at a different level, for example the process level - could relatively 

easily identify parts of intention which were concerned with mutual goal- 

setting, and problem solving behaviours. Should this be undertaken for 

each of the groups in the sample, a comparison at the micro-level of the 

specific behaviours which constitute the processes might yield valuable 

data on the nature of the skills involved to perform these tasks 

effectively. 

Finally$ the sixth characteristic to which Burke et al,. refer 

("Time Spoken") can be obtained from the behavioural analysis categories 

by summing all of the behaviours of the particular individual. Propor- 

tion of time spoken can also be calculated by relating each individual's 

total contribution to the length of the appraisal interviewl in time. - 

For the sake of specificity, and accuracy of categorising behaviour 

in the appraisal interview, as recommended by Rackham and Morgan, some 

of the behaviours in the basic Behaviour Analysis list were subdivided 

into more precise, separate categories. The decision to increase the 

number of categories was taken on the basis of the results of a 

preliminary analysis of the interviews. Thus, 'Seeking Information', 
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was divided into three separate behaviours of, 'Seekina Information' 

(factual); 'Seeking Feelings'; and 'Seeking Pr22osals'. '_Giving 

Information" was divided into 'Giving-Information' (factual and 

clarification); 'Givinr, Information' ýinternal 
-'concerned with 

opinions, or ieelin'gs). 'ProZosing' was subdivided into 'ProposipZ 

re: Procedures of the content and course of the appraisal'; and 

'Proposing res actions to be taken outside the interview'. 

Finallyt two further categories were added to the Behaviour 

Analysis list since there was a need to fill two 'gaps' in the 

behavioural analysis which were identified as a result of pilot trials 

using the Behaviour Analysis list. It was the suspicion of the present 

writer that these particular behaviours contributed significantly to 

skills of appraisal interviewing, or at least that they might help 

build up a richer picture of the skills involved. 

Thus, 'Checking out' is a category created by the investigator. 

It refers to the behaviour of asking the subordinate whether he agrees 

with a particular statement which has just been made. The only other 

behaviour included in the Behaviour Analysis which was similar to it was 

'Seeking Feelings', yet feelings were not really the issue. The action 

seemed to be far more concerned with stopping proceedings to establish 

whether the other interactant was 'going along with a particular 

proposal, explanationt point of discussion'. In interviews in which it 

occurred with the greatest frequency, a particular impression of concern, 

respect, equality came across. This may, in fact, relate directly to 

what Burke et al. include under the somewhat illusive behavioural. 

dimension of "A helpful and constructive attitude on the part of the 

supervisor" when they noted that, 

"In general, the more the supervisor uses positive 

. motivational techniques (giving recognition for good 
performance; taking the attitude of a helper; 
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"showing respect for the appraisee as a human being 

, 
the more satisfied the employee was with the session 
and his supervisor. " 

(p. 904). 

'Checking Out' also seemed to the present writer to be connected 

strongly to the qualities of the individual described by Burke et al.. 

At the-same time the writer was attempting to locate and describe, 

objectively, behaviours. which embodied the 'cachet' of such a skilled, 

intuitive individualt since these might provide crucial links in the 

successful performance of quite similar behaviours, one of which only 

produces the desired outcome. 

'Stating Guidelines' was the other new category of behaviour added 

to the final Behaviour Analysis list for this investigation. It repres- 

ented what appeared to be an important activity which supplements the 

'Giving Information' categories already referred to, since it was not 

concerned in essence with feelings, facts or opinions, but rather with 

the expression of principles on which action Is based. It takes the 

form of explanations. for past actions or as a basis for future aims 

and objectives. It seemed to cover some very important, and specific 

elements of 'Eivina Information' which needed to be measured before more 

was understood of its respective importance, or lack of such importance. 

The final list of 20 behaviour categories, and their definitionsg 

are presented In Table 6.1, ' as follows: - 

1. The author wishes to express her thanks to Rose Evison for the 
provision of this category. 
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TAME 6.1 

BEHAVIOUR ANALYSIS CATE)GORIES 

PROCEDURAL PROPOSING (PP) - Statements which either announce the 

procedure to be followed, or attei--ipts to influence the procedural 

aspects of the interview, e. g. content areas to be discussed, 

order of material, etc.. 

PROPOSING re: JOB (PJ) - Statements which are concerned with actions 

, to be taken outside the interview situation. 

GIVING INFORMATION (internal) (GI) - Behavlours which offer opinions 

or feelings. 

GIVING INFUMATION (external) (GE) - Behaviours which offer facts or 

clarifications. 

STATING GUIDEMINM, (SG) - Behaviours which give information about the 

principles on which action is based. This may take the form of 

explanations for past actions, or Give the basis for future action, 

without moRing specific action proposals. The basis for future 

action includes-statements of alms and criteria applicable to 

decision-malking. 

POSITIVE EVALUATION (PE) - Behaviours which express a reaction to the 

appraisee in the form of a value judgement concerned with aspects 

of his performance; and includes reactions which give information 

about how the appraiser feels about the appraisee which axe not in 

a value judgement form. 

NEGATIVE EVALUATION (NE) - Behaviours which express a reaction to the 

appýraisee in the form of a va-lue judgement concerned with aspects 

-of his performince; and includes reactions which give information 

about how the manager feels about the appraisee, or his performance 

which are not in value judgement for-,,, i. 

DISAGREEMENT (DIS) -A statement which involves a direct disagreement or 

which raises objections and obstacles to another person's concepts 

or opinions. (NB: Disagreenent is about ls-su-e-s. ) 
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Table 6.1 (Cont'd) 

ATTACKING (ATT) -A behaviour. which attacks another person directly, 

and which involves negative value judgements and contains emotional 
overtones. (NB: Attacking is usually about . 2eople not issues. ) 

DEFEUDING (DEF) -A behaviour which defensively strengthens an 

. 
individual's own position, and usually contains emotional over- 
tones. (NB: Defending is usually about 2eoi2le not issues. ) 

BUILDING (BUIID) -A behaviour usually in the fora of a proposal, 
'which extends or develops a proposal made by another person. 

SUPPO, YrING (SUP) -A behaviour which makes a conscious declaration of 

agreement or support for another person or their concepts and 

opinions. 

SUMIARIZING (SUAI) -A behaviour which summarizes or otherwise restates, 
in a compact organised form, the content of previous discussion or 

considerations. 

SEEKING INFORMATION (SI) -A behaviour which seeks facts, opinions, or 

clarification from another person. 

SEEKING FEELINGS (SF) A behaviour which seeks the feelings of another 

person. 

SEEKING PROPOSALS (SP) A behaviour which seeks the suggestions or 

proposals of another person. 

B1111INGING IN (BrIn) -A behaviour which invites the other person to 

contribute views or opinions. It is not a demand for Information. 

TESTING UNDEBOTANDING (TU) -A behaviour in which an individual 

'indicates-he Is seeking to establish whether he has correctly 

understood the other person's contribution or its implications. 

CHECKINIG-OUT (ChO) -A behaviour which invites the other person to 

state whether he agrees or not with the particular point under 

discussion. 

OpEN (Op) -A behaviour containing words which expose the individual who 

makes it to risk of ridicule or loss of status. It is usually 

expressed as a taking of responsibility for mistakes or Inadequacies, 

providing thiB is done in a non-defensive manner. 
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Table 6.1 (Cont'd) 

INVITING PARTICIPATION (IP) - Behaviours which include an implicit or 

explicit invitation to respond or contribute to what has just been 

said. 

SHUTTING OUT (ShOut) -A behaviour which decreases the other 
individual's opportunity to participate in interaction, and which, 
whether deliberate or not, excludes the other from making his C> 
contribution. Interrupting is the most commonly observed foria of 
shuttincr out. 0 

- Each contribution made by an individual is at least one category unit 

and another unit is recorded when the category they are using clearly 

changes. 

- In categorising verbal behaviours, tone of voice is taken into account. 

- The categories of SEWING INFOI, IATION and GIVING IN-FOMATION are only 

used when the behaviour does not fit the criteria for any of the other 

categories. 

-A behaviour which is SHUTTING OUT or INVITING PARTICIPATION behaviour 

will also be categorised under whatever other category it belongs to 

as well. 

These categories were originally devised by Rose Evison, to whom the 

author wishes to express her thanks 
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CHAPTER 

THE NEMEROFF AND WEXLEY SCALE FOR MEASURING 

. PERCEPTIONS OF INTERVIEW CHARACTERISTICS 

7.1 Description of the Nemeroff and Wexley Scale 

The Nemeroff and Wexley scale arose out of its authors' intention 

to design an instrument which would measure two basic aspects of the 

Performance feedback interview. The first of these is managers' and 

subordinates' perceptions of particular behaviours on the part of. the 

appraiser which have been found to be significantly related to "success", 

or "lack of success", of an appraisal interview. The second is to,, provide 

feedback as to the effects of the interview on the degree of satisfaction 

and motivation felt after the encounter, by both manager and subordinate. 

In so doing, the authors intended to produce a means of investigating 

(a) differences between managers' and subordinates' perceptions of what 

the manager did in appraisal interviews; and 

(b) differences in the relationships between particular feedback 

characteristics and outcomes from the points of view of the 

subordinate and the manager. 

Nemeroff and Wexley stated that the scale concerned with Performance 

ch e2a es to the Feedback Characteristics (PFC) (shown in Table 7-2ýP--123) -1hi rt 

five major dimensions discussed in the literature as significantly 

relating to the outcome of the appraisal interview. These are supportive 

appraisal behaviour, invitation to participate, participation in goal 

setting, proportion of time spoken, and criticism. The scale, also, 

includes an item which relates closely to the sixth major dimension 

referred to by Burke, Weitzel andWbir (1978)t namely "'Solving problems 

which may be hampering'the subordinate's current job performance. " 
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Table 7-1 : The Nemeroff -; Ld Wexley Scale of Performance Feedback 

ýInterview Characteristics and Interview Outo=es 

Performance Feedback Characteristics 

1., The manager tried to be friendly during the interview. 

2e The, manager ended_the interview on a positive note. 

3- The manager arranged a follow-up meeting during the interview. 

4- The manager praised me for what I have done well. 

5- The manager gave me the opportunity to state my side of the issues. 

6. The manager asked me how I thought I was doing on the job, 

7- The manager asked me about particular problems concerning the job* 

8.1 did most of the talking. 

9. The manager criticised me for what he thought I had done wrong. 

10. Who sets the job performance goals for the next period during 

the interview? 

Criterion Measures 

11. How committed are you to attaining the behavioural goals of the 

interview? 

12.1 felt at ease during the interview. 

13- 1 think the interview helps me do a better job. 

14- 1 found the interview a satisfying experience. 

15- Relations with my manager are better because of the interview* 

16. At the end of the interview I really wanted to improve my behaviour. 

17- 1 received respect and fair treatment from my boss. 

18.1 feel satisfied with my boss. 
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The difference between the Burke et al,. and Nemeroff and Wexley 

dimensions is that the latter, refer to the particular dimension of 

"Solving problems which may be hampering the subordinate's, current job 

performance' (Burke, et al., 1978, p. 9D4) as an aspect of Inviting 

Subordinate Participation. In the Nemeroff and Wexley scale the item 

is phrased "The manager asked me about particular problems concerning 

the job. " 

Several of the Nemeroff and Wexley teri PFC items were selected 

from Greller (197.5). The-first four statements contribute to the - 
dimension of Supportive Appraisal Behaviour (SAP), Inviting the subord- 

inate to Participate in the feedback interview (ITP) constitutes another 

major dimension# which is reflected in three items, one of which relates 

to the sixth characteristic, as mentioned above,, concerning problem- 

solving. The remaining three dimensions, Participative Goal-Setting 

(PGS), Proportion of time spoken (PTS)t and Criticism (CRIT)t are each 

represented by a single item. 

Nine of'the items are scored on a 7-point I Likert-type rating scale. 

In the present study, the phraseology of the original scale was modified 

as a result of realisation from pilot trials that the words at each pole 

were confusing to the subjects. Thus, 'Describes it very well', (which 

scores 7)t was changed to 'True'; and the opposite end of the pole 

(which scores 1) and which was originally worded 'Describes it very 

poorly', was re-phrased 'Untrue'. The exception concerned the Partici- 

pative Goal-Setting item (PGS). for which there is a 5ý-point Likert-type 

rating scale$ and which is represented by the statement "Who sets the job 

performance goals for the next period during the interview? " The poles 

were left In the original forms- "The manager has complete control over 

setting the goals" (which scores 1); to "I have complete control over 

setting the goals" (which scores 5). 
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The scale measuring the dependent variables comprises items 

relating to three major dimensions of criterion measures. These aret 

Satisfaction With the Interviewo measured by four questions; 'Motivation 

to Improve, which comprised two questionsl and Satisfaction with the 

Managerl which also comprised two questions. Both managers and subord- 

inates were asked to respond to the Satisfaction With Interview items, 

but only the subordinates responded to the other two criterion dimensions. 

All questions are scored on a 7-point Liliert-type rating scale, which had 

been modified in a similar fashion to the Performance Feedback Character- 

istics scale, to range from 'True' (7 points), to, 'Untruel (1 point). 

7.2 Analysis of the Nemeroff and Wexley scale 

Nemeroff and Wexley (1977) presented data concerning the use of 

their scalet based upon perceptions of interviews held in the context 

of a mental health institution. The sample comprised 78 subordinates 

(33 male; 45 female) in the age range 18-63 years (median 46.5 yeaxs) 

and 39 managers (18 male; 21 female) in the age range 24-58 years 

(median 39.5 years).. The subordinates had been employed for between 

one and seven years, the managers had experience varying from 1 to 14 

yearsl median 7.5 years. 

The present analysis is concerned with, 

(i) replicating the findings of Nemeroff and Wexley concerning 

(a) the internal consistency of the scale, and 

(b) inter-correlations between different scale items, 

and 
(u) examining the factorial structure of the scale. 

The internal consistency of the scalewas calculated using Cronbach's 

alpha coefficient, and inter-relationships between scale iteas were 
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examined using stepwise multiple regression analysis, in both cases 

using computer programmes devised by Niet et al. (1973) and Hall and 

Nie (1980). The factorial structure was examined using principal 

factors analysist with iteration (which approximates to a 'best fit', 

rather than a first fit solution)o and principal factors with eigenvalues 

of unity or above were rotated to a varimax solution (Nie 
, et al. t 197-5) - 

7.3 Results, and discussion 
, 

Internal consistency of the 
Nemeroff and Wexl2Z scale 

Cronbach's alpha coefficients were calculated between groups 

of variablest as followss- (Appendix Table A 5) 

(1) Variables 

1 (The manager tried to be friendly during the interview), 

(The manager ended the interview on a positive note), 

(The manager arranged a follow-up during the interview)# 
and 

4 (The manager praised me for what I have done well), 

which are summed to give a measure of Supportive Appraisal 

Behaviour (SAB). The alpha coefficients were calculated as 0.48 

for subordinates, and 0.16 for managers; the corresponding 

coefficients reported by Nemeroff and Wexley were 0.83 and 0.66. 

(2) Variables 

(The manager gave me the opportunity to state my side of 

the issues)p 

6 (The manager asked me how I thought I was doing on the job) 

KaKac rke porh(Akjo4- pro6k'rks) ýQ. r- crked m-e- ck-b o 
are summed to give a measure Inviting participation kITP). The 

alpha coefficients were calculated as 0-58 for subordinates, and 

0.40 for managers; corresponding coefficients of 0.83 and 0.74 

were reported by Nemeroff and Wexley. 
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(3) Variables 1,2,3.4, '5,6v 79 8 (1 did most of the talking), 

9 (The manager criticised me for what he thought I had done 

wrong),, 
and 

10 (Who sets the job performance goals for the next period 
during the interview? ) 

i. e. all the Performance Feedback Characteristics, the alpha 

coefficients were 0.49 for subordinatest and for managers 0.39o 

Corresponding coefficients of 0.85 were reported by Nemeroff and 

Wexley for-both subordinates and managers. 

Among the Criterion Measuresp alpha coefficients were 

calculated fors- 

(1) Variables 

12 (1 felt at ease in the interview), 

13 -(1 think the interview helps me do a better job), 

14 (1 found the interview a satisfying experience) 
and 

15 (Relations with my manager are better as a result of 

the interview), 

which are summed to give a measure of Satisfaction with the 

interview (SWI). The alpha coefficients were 0.86 for subordinates, 

and 0.80 for managers; corresponding coefficients of 0.83 for 

managers# and 0.67 for subordinates were reported by Nemeroff 

and Wexley. 

(2) The inter-variable correlation between variables 11 and 16 

(both of which are concerned with Motivation), which is calculable 

only for subordinates, was r-0.59 (P 4-001) (compared with a 

coefficient of 0.83 reported by Nemeroff and Wexley); and a 

corresponding correlation of Z-0.66 (p C. 001) was calculated 
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between variable 17 and 18 (conce=ing.. relation*iwith-boss) for 

which Nemeroff - and VOXISY reýorte&,, & . coefficient of 0.84 (pC. 001). 

(3) In addition, the alpha coefficient for all eight Criterion 

Measures (Variables 11-18) used by the subordinates was found 

to be 0.91. Nemeroff and Wexley did not report a corresponding 

coefficient. Because of the low level of internal consistency 

obtained on composite scores for Supportive Appraisal Behaviour 

and Inviting Participation, single items were used throughout 

the statistical analyses. 

7.3.2. Inter-correlations between scale items 

Product-moment correlation coefficients were calculated 

between all items on the scale, i. e. between variables 1 to 18 

for the subordinates, and variables 1 to 10 and 12 to 15 for the 

managers (Appendix Tables A4 & A3 respectively). 

In order to replicate the Nemeroff and Wexley findings 

concerning multiple correlations (Nemeroff and Wexley, 1977, 

Table 3), stepwise multiple regression analyses were performed_ 

on the present data, using the programme devised by Nie, et al. 

(1975). The relevant product-moment correlation coefficients 

are presented in Table 7.2 and the results of the multiple 

regression analyses are presented in Appendix Tables A 6a-b; A7d-6'and 

Table 7-3, (P-130)-, 

7-3-2-M Eroduct-moment correlation coefficients 

Comparison of the present and Nemeroff and Wexley coeff- 

icients revealed a certain degree of overall similarity, 

though a number of specific differences were evident. 

Considering first the Satisfaction With Interview (SWI) 
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Table 7.2 

Correlations of Performance Feedback Characteristics with 

Ileasures of Interview outcomes for Manag ers and Subordinates 

(A)in the present stud y; (b)in original s tudy (Nemeroff & Ilexley , 1977) 

Performance Satisfaction with' Motivation 'Satisfactioil 
Feedback Feedback Interview with Manager 
Qharacteristics Subordinates Managers Subordinates Subordinates 

z 
, 

(a) SAB1 . 54*** . 40*** . 45*** . 62*** 

, 
11=78 SAB2' . 45*** . 34** . 47*** . 41*** 

SAB3 . 17 . 09 . 18 . 27*. 
SAB4 . 37*** . 12 . 36** . 42*** 
SABC . 55*** . 40*** . 53*** -. 63*** 

ITP1 . 39*** . 18 . 39*** . 52*** 
ITP2 008 . 05 . 10 . 17 
ITP3 . 11 . 27* . 22 . 18 
ITPC . 24*ý *23* . 30* . 37***- 

PGS . 09 . 13 . 04 . 14 

PTS . 20 . 14 . 14 . 16 
CRIT -. 12 -. 00 - . 03 -. 14 
PFCC . 51*** . 40*** - 

. 53*** . 62*** 

(b) SAB1 . 58*** . 38 . 46***' . 67*** 

SAB2 . 67*** . 41** . 53*** *60*** 

SAB3 . 
65*** . 26 . 65*** . 50*** 

SAB4 . 55*** . 12 . 38**-"- . 
63*** 

SABC . 78*** . 49*** . 64*** . 71*** 

ITP1 . 58*** . 07 . 54*** . 50*** 

ITP2 . 60*** . 49*** 59*** 

-ITP3 . 71*** o6 . 5T*** . 53*** 

ITPC . 71*** . 17 *60*** . 63*** 

PGS *35** . 01 . 21 . 22 

PTS . 31** . 17 . 28** . 25* 

CRIT . 19 . 25 018 -. 02 

PFCC . 79*** . 44** . 68*** e68*** 

1. The ý for the managers' group and f or the subordinates' group 

range from 37 to 39, and 74- to 78, respectively 

denotes P<. 05; ** denotes pý. Oj; *-K-* de notes p<. 001) 
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Table 7-3 : Standardised Beta Weights and Multiple Correlation Coefficients 

for Performance Feedback Characteristics for Subordinates and 

Managers (a) in the present investigation, and_(b) in the 

Nemeroff & Wexley-(1977) study 

Swi MOT SWB 

Subordinates Managers Subordinates Subordinates 

Var 1 SAB 1 (a) '. 33 

Var 2 SAB 2 (a) 
- 34ý'mm M" 

-32- . 
40"m 24" 

Var 3 SAB 3 (a) n. s. n. s. n. s. n. s. 

Var 4 So 4 (a) n. s. n. s. n. s. n. s. 

SAB C (b) (. 57 mmm) (. 49ý'mm) 55ý'") 

Var 5 1TP 1 (a) n. s. n. s. n. s. . 2e 

Var 6 1TP 2 (a) n. s. n. s. n. s. n. s. 

Var 7 ITP 3 (a) n. 's. n. s. n. s. 

ITP C 
(b) 2, r) n. s. ) (n. s. ) (n. s 

Var 8 PTS (a) n. s. n. s. n. s. n. s. 

(b) (n. s. ) (n. s. ) (n. s. ) (n. s. ) 

Var 9 CRIT (a) n. s. n. s. n. s. n. s. 

(b) n. s. ) (n. s. ) ((n. s. ) 

Var 10 FGS (a) n. s. n. s. n. s. ' n. s. 

(b) n. s. ) (n. s. ) P-e (n. s. ) 

R (a) 
. 64"' -'51 ý6 . 6z"' . 70", m 

(b) (. 60 mmm (. 67 mmm 

A 

V. 1here, S14I = Satisfaction With Interview; MUr = Motivation to Improve 

Performance; SWB = Satisfaction With Manager 
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(7-3-2-W) 
criterion, the results (Table 7.2) differed in that 

coefficients between SWI and variable 3 (The manager 

arranged a follow-up meeting during the interview), 

variable 6 (The manager asked me how I thought I was doing 

on the job), variable 7 (The manager asked me about partic- 

ularýproblems concerning the job), variable 8 (Amount of 

time spoken), variable 9, (Manager criticised me) and 

variable 10"(Who sets the job performance goals for the next 

period during the interview? ) failed to reach the level of 

statistical significance among the subordinates. Among the 

managers, however, the patterns of coefficients in the two 

studies were almost identical. Heret though, coefficients 

between SWI and variables 7 and 8 (1 did most of the talking) 

did reach the 5 per cent level of statistical significance. 

In the case of the Motivation criterion (calculable for 

subordinates only), coefficients involving variable 3 (Follow- 

up meeting arranged), variable 6 (Asked how doing on the job), 

variable 7 (Asked about particular problems), and variable 8 

(I did most of the talking) did not reach the level of statis- 

tical significance in the present study. 

Coefficients involving Satisfaction With Manager (SWB) 

reported in the present and the Nemeroff and Wexley study 

differed principally only in that the coefficient with 

variable 6 (Asked how doing on the job) did not reach the 

level of statistical significance. Neither also did that with 

variable 8 (1 did most of the talking) (r - 0.16 compared with 

the Nemeroff and Wexley. E of 0.25 (P C-05); and the SWB x 

variable 3 (Follow-up meeting arranged) coefficient was 

significant only at the 5 per cent level. 
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(7-3-2-W) 
There are no a Priori reasons for regarding either seV 

of. results for the subordinates as the more reliable in that 

the sample sizes were identicall but it would seem reason- 

able to suggest thatg because of the greater sample size, 

more confidence may be placed in the present findings in the 

case of the managers. However, there are possible implic- 

ations for the lack of similarity between'the present 

results and those obtained by Nemeroff and Wexley (op. cit. ). 

These are discussed fully In the next section '(PP. 150-153) 

7.3.2. (U) j1BlLiL12_Eej 

Nemeroff and Wexley (1977; Table 3) calculated multiple 

correlation coefficients between the three Criterion 

measures (Satisfaction With Interview; Motivation to Improve; 

and. Satisfaction With Manager) and-the five composite Perform- 

ance Feedback Characteristics, Supportive-Appraisal Behaviour, 

Inviting Participation,, Participation in Goal Setting,, 

Proportion of Time Spoken, and Criticism. 

-, In replicating their findings, it was decided that, in 

view of the low'levels of alpha reliability coefficients 

(referred to-above) between the Performance Feedback Charac- 

teristics that contribute to composite scores, it would not 

be valid to base multiple correlations on the composite 

scores. Accordingly, multiple regression analyses'were 

performed between Criterion measures and the ten Performance 

Feedback Characteristic variables (Appendix Tables A6a-b; A7a-eq 

and Table Me-P-130- 

In the case of Satisfaction With Interview (SWI) among 

the subordinatest the multiple correlation coefficientwith 
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(7.3. Lf (ii)) 

-only 
the significant variables in the equation wasE m-0.63 

(compared with 0.80 reported by Nemeroff and Wexley). Only 

two of the variables (variable 10 which correlated 

.EW0.54 p-c'. 01 with SWI; and variable 2t which correlated 

.E-0.45 P<. 001 with 6WI) made statistically significant 

contAbutions'to the SWI variance (F 
2,7ý - 25.48- p/-. 001). 

The beta coefficients for variables'l (The manager tried to 

be friendly during the interview) and 2 (The manager ended 

the interview on a positive note) were o. 46 and 0.34 

respectively, and the total estimate of variance accounted 

for (Em2 x 100 - 40.46 per cent). The multiple correlation 

coefficient between Motivation to Improve and the Performance 

Feedback Characteristics (which contributed significant 

variance) was. E a-0.63 
(compared with 0.67 reported by 

Nemeroff and Wexley). In'this cases three variables 

(variable 2. for which r with MOT was 0.47p p4.0011 

variable 1, for which r with NOT was 0.45, pc. 001; and 

ýpý, 05) made variable 79 for which r with NOT was 0.22, -- 

significant contributions to the'MOT variance. Beta 

coefficients were calculated as 0.40 for variable 2; 

0.33 for variable 1, and 0.20 for variable 7 (The manager 

asked me about particular problems during the interview). 

Together, variables l# 2, and 7 may be regarded as 

accounting for 37-90 per cent of the variance in MOT scores 

(F 
3P 74 - 15-05t P<. 001). 

Significant variables produced 0.70 with Satis- 

faction with the Manager (SWB) (compared with 0.71 reported 

by Nemeroff and W; xleY)- -1jain, three variables contributed 

significantly to the variancep in this case variable 1 (for 
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(7.3.2. (11)) 
which r with SWB was 0.62, p <. 001), variable 2 (for which 

r with SWB was 0.41 gp< . 001) . and variable 5 (for which r 

with SWB was 0.52, p <. 001). The beta coefficients were 

0.44 for variable 1,0.24 for variable 2, and 0.22 for 

variable 5 (The manager gave me the opportunity to state 

my side of the Issues); together they may be regarded as 

contributing to 48.71 per cent of the SWB variance. 

Among the managerst multiple correlations involving 

Criterion Measures could only be calculated in the case of 

Satisfaction With Interview (SWI). As with the subordin- 

ates, only variables 1 and 2 entered significantly into 

the equation (F 
2p 7.5 w 13-20 P 4.001). For variable 19 

X-0.40 p <. 001 and beta - 0-38 and for variable 2, 

2: -0- 34 p <. 001 and beta -0- 32 Variable 1 can be 

regarded as accounting for 16-17 per cent of SWI variance; 

addition of variable 2 to the equation accounted for a 

further 9.87 per cent. 

Considering first the subordinates, what comes across 

strongly in all three analyses is the statistical significance 

of variables 1 and 2, 'Which are concerned with friendliness 

during the interview, and with ending the interview on a 

positive note. Variable 7 (Concern with particular problems) 

variable 5 (Opportunity to state own side of issues) were 

statistically significant in relation to Motivation to 

Improve and Satisfaction with Manager, respectively. These 

findings may be interpreted as suggesting the importance of 
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(7-3.2. 
both friendliness and ending on a positive note in subord- 

inates' perceptions of all three criteria of satisfactory 

subordinate-work relations. These two aspects of personal 

relationships during the interview emerge as being of 

supreme importance, and interestingly, the two Supportive 

Appraisal Behaviour variables, 3 (The manager arranged a 

follow-up meeting during the interview); and 4 (The manager 

praised me, for what I have done well), did not appear to be 

of particular relevance to any of the criteria. A comparison 

between the Nemeroff and Wexley findings with those of the 

present study can be made from reference to Table 7.3t P-130- 

In the cases of Criterion Measures MOT and SWBI the 

for variables 1 and 2 combined are of the same order of 

magnitude as reported by Nemeroff and Wexley for the rs with 

the composite Supportive Appraisal Behaviour scores. Alsot 

variable 5, which contributes to the composite Inviting 

Participation (IPC)O was found to have a significant simple 

correlation-with Satisfaction With Interview Lr - 0.39l p C. 01)t 

as did the composite IPC scores in the Nemeroff and Wexley data, 

where r-0.27, P <-05- In the present investigation, variable 

5 was also significantly correlated with Motivation Lr - 0-39t 

p <. 001) and with Satisfaction With Manager (r - 0.52, p 4.001)t 

but it also contributed a significant degree of prediction and 

variancet whereas no corresponding coefficients involving IPC 

were reported by Neaeroff and Wexley. 

, 
Another aspect of IPC contributed significantly, to an 

outcome measure in the present investigation, when in the 

case of MT. variable 7 (Concern with particular problems) 

hý 
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(7.3.2. (11)) 
contributed significant variance. This was not evident in 

Nemeroff and Wexley's results, which also differed in that 

PGS was perceived as a significant Performance Feedback 

Characteristic, whereas it did not even correlate 

significantly with MT in the present study. 

In conclusion, it might be stated that the results of 

the Nemeroff and Wexley study and those of the present study 

showed significant differences in the pattern of which PFCOs 

related to particular Criterion Measures, and in the magnitude 

to which those relationships which were similar, differed in 

degree of correlation. The similarity would only appear to 

exist in that both studies revealed the importance of 

perceived friendliness and ending the interview on a 

positive note, to subordinates feeling satisfied with their 

manager, the interview, and motivation to improve. 

7.3-3. Comparison of mean scores for 
subordinates and managers 

The results of tests comparing mean scores for subordinates 

and managers on Individual scale items are presented in Table 

7.4. PP-137/8. Statistically significant differences were 

detected in the cases of variable 3 (Follow-up meeting arranged) 

(t - 2.759 p, <. Ol) and the composite Supportive Appraisal 

Behaviour Characteristic (SABC) (t - 2.3.1, p <. 05). In both 

cases, the mean scores for the managers were higher than for 

the subordinates. The latter is consistent with a difference 

reported by Nemeroff and Wexley. 
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Table 7.4 

Means, Standard Deviations, and t Values for Managers and 
Subordinates' Perceived Differences of Performance Feedback 
Characteristics 

Performance Feedback 

Characteristic Sample Mean SD t 

SAB1 Manager 5.91 1.10 . 47 

Subordinate 5.82 1.27 

SAB2 Manager 5.63 1.35 -. 71 
Subordinate 5.79 

SAB3 Manager 6.09 1.67 2.75** 

Subordinate 5.18 2.41 

SAB4 Manager 5.51 1.45 1.76 

Subordinate 5.01 2.05 

SABC Manager 23-14 3.00 2.11* 

Subordinate 21.81 4.69 

ITP1 Manager 5.96 1.05 . 39 

Subordinate 5.88 1.38 

ITP2 Manager 5.09 1.92 -1.25 
Subordinate 5.45 1.66 

ITP3 Manager 4.95 1.78 -1.40 
Subordinate 5.35 1.77 

ITPC Manager 16.00 3.29 -1.24 
Subordinate 16.68 3.56 

PGS Manager 2.44 . 82 . 00 

Subordinate 2.44 . 93 

PTS Manager 3.83 1.29 . 
6o 

Subordinate 3.69 1.61 

CRIT Manager 4.96 1.74 -. 46 

Subordinate 5.09 1.73 

PFCC Manager 50-37 5.71 . 64 

Subordinate 49-71 7.14 

Note: N=78 for managers 

N=78 for subordinates 
/contd. overleaf 
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Table 7.4 (contd): 

Criterion Measures Sample Mean SD t 

Satisfaction With 

Interview (SWI) 

var 12 Managers 4-32 1.66 
(feeling at-ease) Subordinates 5-04 1.66 

-var 13 Managers 5-04 1-17 
(finding interview helpful) Subordinates 4.72 1.76 

2.84** 

var 14 Managers ý4.41 1.6o 
(finding interview satisfying) Subordinates 4-56 1-76 

0-57 

vax 15 
(relations'better after interview) Managers 5.27 1.18 

0.90 
Subordinates 5.24 

SWI (subscale) Managers 19.40 4-48 
-0.21 

Subordinates 19-56, 5-57 
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(7-3-3. ) 
ýThey, reported -a further. five differences, -'. which--- 

were statistically significant, in each of which the mean 

manager scores exceeded mean scores for subordinates. ") 

There is, therefore, no evidence (except in the case of 

variable 3) to suggest that the subordinates and managers in 

the present study were using the Performance Feedback Character- 

istics dimensions in significantly different ways. The signifi- 

cant difference reported for SABC would appear largely to 

reflect the significant difference in contributory variable 3. 

Turning to the Criterion Measures, significant differences 

(in opposite directions) were detected in variable 12 (Feeling 

at ease in the interview) (t = -2-70, P-<. Ol)t and variable 13 

(Feeling that interview helps do a bette r job) (t- 2.84, p c. ol)p 

both of which contribute to Satisfaction With Interview. The 

latter reflects the tendency of the managers to over-estimate 

how helpful the interview was to the subordinates' improvement 

in performance. The former reflects a greater feeling of ease 

in the interview on the part of the subordinates. The combined 

effect of variables 12 and 13P together with vaxiables 14 and 15# 

was not such as to produce a significant difference in the 

overall Satisfaction With Interview (SWI) scores. 

That the alpha coefficients for SWI with the present sample 

were 0.86 for subordinates and 0.60 for managerst is consistent 

with the suggestion that the summed SWI scores can be regarded 

as reflecting comparable use of the overall SWI dimension by 

subordinates and managers. 

(1) Nemeroff and Wexley (1977, Table 2) used a6 per cent 
level of significance. 
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7.3.4. Factor analyses 

7.3.4(1) Manag2Esl_Perceptions 

On the basis of product-moment correlationst principal 

factor analysis with iterations was performanced on the managers' 

perceptions of the interviews and resulted in the emergence of 

six factors with eigenvalues greater than one (Appendix Table 

A8 Taking . 30 as the cut-off point for determining the 

statistical significance of loadings (e. g. Child, 1970; 

Gorsuch, 1974), a summary of significant loadings was prepared 

(Table 7.59 P-141). 

Factor I had significant loadings for all four criterion 

variables relating to satisfaction (variables 12,13,141 and 

15)p and also variables 1 (Manager friendly), 2 (Positive end) 

and variable 7 (Asked about problems), and accounted for 22.8 

per cent of the variance. Factor II, which accounted for a 

further 13.1 per cent of the variancel had significant loadings 

on five of the Performance Feedback Characteristics (variables 6 

and 7 (concerned with Inviting Participation), variable 8 (Time 

spoken)t variable 9 (Criticism), and (negatively) variable 10 

(Participative goal setting). There were significant loadings 

of variable 5 (State own case)p and (negatively) variables 8 

(Proportion of time spoken) and 12 (Felt at ease) on factor III, 

which accounted for 9.9 per cent of variance; and variables 3 

(Follow-up arranged), and (negatively) variables 5 (Stated own 

case) and 12 (Felt at ease) loaded significantly on factor IV, 

which accounted for 9.5 per cent of variance. Factors V and VI, 

which respectively accounted for 7.6 and 7.4 per cent of variance 

had significant loadings as followss 

V- (negatively) variables 1 (Maiiager friendly) 
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Table 7-5 : Factor Matrix Usin.! 7 Princinal Pactor With Iterations 

Mp-narn-rsi PerceDtual Scores 

Factor 1 Factor 2* Pactor Factor 4 Pactor 5 Factor 

var 

var 2 

var 3 

var 4 

vax 5 

var 6 

var 7 

var 8 

var 9 

var 10 

var 12 

var 13 

var 14 

var 15 

. 49 -. 44 

. 37 

. 52 

. 67 -0'34 

. 52 -e35 -. 34 

-42 . 41 

. 32 -. 47 

. 61 

-. 42 

. 63 - -. 31 -. 32 

. 71 - 

-83 - 

-. 70 - 

FACT OR EIGENVALUE of VARIA14CE CUMULATIVE % 

3.199 22.8 22.8 

2' 1-832 13.1 35.9 

3 1.385 9.9 45.8 

4 1.325 9.5 55'. 3 

5 1.062 7.6 62.9 

6 1.04 7.4 70.3 

0 
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(7-3.4(1)) 
and 6, (Asked how doing on 

. 
job) 1ý VI (negatively) 6 (Asked 

how-doing on job). 

On rotation to a varimax solution, two factors emerged 

as having eigenvalues greater than. unity. though application 

of Cattell's Iscreel test of factor interpretability (Cattell, 

1963), suggested that four factors might be worthy of inter- 

pretation (Appendix Table Ag ). Rotated factor I had 

significant loadings on all four of the Satisfaction Criterion 

Variablds 12 (Felt at ease), 13 (Helps'do better job), 14 

(Satisfying experience), 15 (Relations better) and variable 

2 (Positive end to interview), which accounted for 40.1 per 

cent of the rotated variance. There were significant loadings 

on factor II of variables 1 (Manager friendly), 13 (Helps do a 

better job) and 15 (Relations with hanager better because of 

interview); factor II accounted for 18.4 per cent of the 

rotated variance. There were significant loadings of variables 

2 (Positive end to interview) and 3 (Follow-up arranged), 

variable 7 (Asked about particular problems)p and variable 15 

(Better relations with manager) on, factor- IIIý-(13-9 per- cent of rotated 

variance); and of variables 6 and 7 (both concerned with 

Inviting participation) on rotated factor IV,, which accounted 

for 11.8 per cent of the rotated variance. 

Unrotated factor I for the managers may be interpreted as 

reflecting Satisfaction With Interview, coupled with a sense 

of friendliness. The significantl-and high loadings together 

on the same factor of variables 12,13,14 and 15 support the 

contention of Nemeroff and Wexley that these variables may be 

grouped together, and regarded as reflecting Satisfaction With 
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Interview. The presence on the same factor of variables 1.2 

and 7, concerned with friendliness#-ending on a positive notev 

and asking. -about-prpblems are,, consistent with-t-, ý 

generating a sense of satisfaction over the interview. 

Factor II appears to reflect variables relating to the 

information-processing aspects of the interview. 'Thus, two 

of the significantly loading variables were concerned with 

general or specific inquiries about subordinate activities, 

two concerned with criticism or goal setting, and one with 

proportion of time spent talking by manager-and subordinate daring 

the interview. The results support the notion of linking 

variables 5 and 6 togethert as relating to Inviting Partici- 

pationg and (more tenuously) linking all five variables as 

measures of Performance Feedback, rather than Criterion, 

measures. However, variable 5 
_(Stated 

own case) which was 

regarded by Nemeroff and Wexley as concerned with the 

general Inviting Participation characteristic, loaded on 

factor'III. That factor II does not include significant 

loadings for any of the Supportive Appraisal Behaviours 

characteristics would favour its interpretation as an Inform- 

ation-processing factor, rather than one reflecting Performance 

Feedback characteristics in general. 

Unrotated factor III, with significant loadings for 

variables 5 and (in the opposite direction) 8 and 12 is 

instructive about the nature of managers' perceptions of the 

transactions. It would appear that giving subordinates the 

opportunity to state their cases is associated not only with 

the subordinates being perceived as doing most of the talking 
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(variable 8) . but also 'with perceived discomfort on the part 

of the managers (variable 12). Unrotated factor IV appears 

more difficult to Interpret since in that factorvariables 5 

and 12 load in the same, rather than the opposite direction. 

It may be suggested that an alternative source of discomfort 

to managers is when subordinates are not given enough 

opportunity to state their casep and when a follow-up meeting 

has to be arranged. It would be valuable to discover whether 

(as would seem likely) an optimal ratio of managerisubordin- 

ate speaking can be determined. 

Unrotated factor V may be interpreted as being concerned 

with the manner in which participation is invited. There was 

only one significant loading on unrotated factor VI9, which 

was concerned with asking the subordinate how he was doing. 

Turning to the interpretation of the rotated factors, 

rotated factor I (in common 'with unrotated factor I) may be 

interpreted as Satisfaction With Interview, this time coupled 

only with the interview ending on a positive note. Rotated 

factor II linked friendliness with two aspects of satis- 

faction with the interview, variable 13 (Helps me do a better 

job) and variable 15 (Relations between manager and subordin- 

ate better). Rotated factor III was characterised by two 

Supportive Appraisal Behaviour, variables (variable 2 and 

variable 3), Positive end to interview and Follow-up arranged 

(variable 2 and variable 3 respectively),, together with Asked 

about particular problems (variable 5), and may be interpreted 

as reflecting strengthening of communications between manager 

and subordinate. Two Inviting Participation variablesp Asked 
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about progress and Asked about particular problems 

(variable 6 and variable 7), characterised rotated factor IV. 

The point should perhaps be made, that before rotation 

two distinct general factors emerged (Factors 1 and 2), one 

concerned with what might be interpreted as effective 

components of the interview (Satisfaction and friendliness)p 

and the other with information processing characteristics. 

However, only the former persisted after rotation, which 

suggests that the information processing characteristic 

mig ht be somewhat artificial. 

7-3.4. (U) ýubordinatesl Perceptions 

As with the results for the managers , -ProduCt-mOment'- 

correlation coefficients were calculatedp and principal 

factors analysis (with iteration) carried out (Appendix 

Table A 10). Factor analysis resulted in the emergence of 

six factors with eigenvalues greater than unity. Againt the 

. cut-off point for determining statistical significance of 

loadings was taken as *30p and a summary of significant 

loadiris is presented in Table 7.6-, p-146- 

The pattern of variables which loaded significantly on 

factor I for the subordinates was similar to that for the 

managers in that all the Satisfaction With Interview criterion 

variables (12,13,14 and 15) had significant loadings. as did 

two of the Supportive appraisal behavour variables (1 and 2). 

However, there were a further six significant loadings of the 

two Motivation criterion variablesp variables 11 and 16p and 

the two subordinate Satisfaction with Manager variables, 
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Table 7.6 : Yactor Matrix Using Principal Factor With Iterations- 

aabordinates' Perceptual Scores 

Factor 1, Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor Factor 6 

vex 1 . 69 -45 - 

var 2 *56 --34 -47 - 

var 3 - - -48 --33 

var 4 -48 - - -36 

var 5 -55 -35 - 

var 6 - -74 - 

var 7 . 
65 

var 8 - 

var 9 -31 -37 

vex 10 - - 

var 11 -73 .;,, 
--33 -. 32 

var 12 . 
62 - 

var 13 -71 --33 

var 14 *86 

var 15 82 

var 16 -77 

var 17 . 00 

var 18 -71 

FACTOR EIGENVALUE % of VARIOCE CUMULATM 

1 6-403 35.6 35.6 

2 1-703 9.5 45.0 

3 1-325 7.4 52-4 

4 1.250 6.9 59-3 

5 1.109 6,2 65.5 

6 1-053 5.9 71-3 
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variables 17 and 18,, none of 'which were included in the 

managers' version of the instramentg and also variables 4 

(Manager praised me for what I had done well) and 5 

(manager gave me the opportunity to state my side of the 

issues). This factor accounted for 35.6 per cent of the 

variance. Factor II for the subordinates (which accounted 

for 9.5 per cent of the variance) showed some similarity with 

the corresponding factor for managers in that there were 

significant loadings of variables-6 (Manager asked me how I 

thought the job was going)t 7 (Manager asked me about partic- 

ular problems concerning the job), and 9 (Manager criticised 

me for what I had done wrong), but not variables 8 (1 did 

most of the talking) and 10 (Who sets the job performance 

goals for the next period during the interview). This factor 

may, therefore, also be interpreted as being concerned with 

information-processing aspects of the interviewt though not 

as comprehensively as for the managers'. 

Factor III was dissimilar to that for the managers, 

sharing only one variable in co=on (variable 5- Manager, 

I gave me the opportunity to state my side of the issues)o but 

included also variable 1 (Manager tried to be friendly),, and 

(in the opposite direction) variables 2,11, and 13. Factor 

III accounted for 7.4 per cent of the variance. Factor IV 

which accounted for 6.9 per cent of the variance, also shared 

one variable in common with that of the managers, namely 

variable 3 (Manager axranged a follow-up meeting), and 

included in ýddition, a second supportive appraisal behaviour 

characteristict variable 2 (Manager ended the interview on a 
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positive note). The remaining two factors, which accounted 

respectively for 6.2 and 5.9 per cent of the variance ' were 

both dissimilar to the corresponding manager variables. 

Thusq factor IV had significant loadings on two Supportive 

Appraisal Behaviour characteristics (variables 2 and 3); 

factor V had significant loadings (in opposite directions) 

of the Supportive Appraisal Behaviour variables 3 and 4, and 

variable 9 (Manager criticised me); and factor VI had only 

one significant loading, variable 11 - How committed are 

you to the behaviour-al goals of the interview,, which was not 

present on the manager instrument. 

Application of Cattell's Iscreel test again suggested 

that three of the varimax rotated factors might warrant- 

interpretation. After rotation, factor I was relatively 

unchanged, being composed principally of the four Satisfaction 

With Interview criterion measures, the four criterion measures 

unique to the subordinate instrilm (variables 11,16,17 and 

18)9 and variable 2. The other three. variables (1,4 and 5) 

did not load significantly after rotation. This first factor 

accounted for 60-3 per cent of the rotated variance. Rotated 

factor II (which accounted for 12.4 per-cent of the rotated 

vaxiance) linked together variables 1 and 4 (both concerned 

with Supportive Appraisal Behaviour), vaxiable 5 (Stated own 

side of issues)t variable 15 (Relations with my manager are 

better as a result of the interview)g variable 16 (At the 

end of the interview I really wanted to try to improve my 

behaviour)p and variables 17 and 18 (1 received respect and 

fair treatment from my manager, and I feel satisfied with my 

manager). 
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The three Inviting Participation variables (5,6 and 7) 

all loaded significantly'on rotated factor III,, which 

accounted for 9.4 per cent of variance,, (Appendix Table All 

As with the managers' perceptionst unrotated factor I 

for the subordinates may be interpreted as reflecting 

Satisfaction with the interview, coupled with a friendliness, 

and also this time praise (variable 4) and opportunity to 

state own case (variable 5). In this case, four other 

Criterion measure variables (which were not included on the 

managers' scale) also loaded significantly on this factor. 

In view of this, the factor might most comprehensively be 

interpreted as Criterion measures plus Supportive Appraisal 

Behaviour. On rotation, the factor remained essentially 

unchanged as far as the Criterion measures were concerned, 

but the Performance Feedback Characteristics disappeared, 

with the exception of variable 2 (Ending Interview on a 

positive note). 

Unrotated factor II for subordinates may be interpreted 

as being concerned with information-processing during the 

interview, as with the managersg but less comprehensively. 

On rotation, these information-processing variables loaded 

on other factors (as they did with the managers), and the 

rotated factor II that emerged can best be described as 

Criterion measures and Performance Feedback Characteristics 

which reflect strengthening of manager-subordinate relations. 

Factor III (unrotated) is difficult to interpret in a 

clear-cut manner, but on rotation it emerges as a distinctlY 
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interpretable Inviting Participation factor. Factor IV was 
largley unchanged after rotation, and may be interpreted# 

before and after rotation as being concerned with aspects of 

manager-subordinate relations. 

From the overall similarity between the factors which 

emerged before rotation, in the cases of the managers' 

perceptions and of the subordinatest it may be concluded that 

both groups would appear to be perceiving the appraisal inter- 

views along the same principal dimensions. The dimensions 

might be interpreted as being concerned with Factor I- the 

generally friendly and supportive style of the interview; 

and Factor II - the information-processing component. 

7.4 Discussion of the results 
from the Perceptual Scale 

Similarities exist between the results of the original Nemeroff and 

Wexley (1977) study and the present investigation, in that both samples 

of subordinates perceived Supportive Appraisal Behaviour as consistently 

relating to the three outcome measures of the appraisal interviews. 

However, attention to specific perceptions relating to particular outcome 

measures for each sample suggests some interesting differences. These 

differences do not, however, point to the disparity between the perceptions 

of managers and subordinates of Performance Feedback Characteristics as 

they did in the Nemeroff and Wexley study. This might suggest possible 

cultural differences existing between the British and the American sample, 

with managers and subordinates in the former culture appearing to share 

more similar views of the appraisal interviews. However, another perhaps 

more pertinent reason might be that whereas the Nemeroff and Wexley study 

involved asking subjects about their last appraisal interview, which 
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might in fact have taken place up to a year before, the present study 

asked subjects about their perceptions of events which had taken place 

within the last 20 minutes or so. Consequently, three related factors 

might help explain the differences in the patterns of perceptions between 

the samples. One of these might be, that in the present investigation 

there was less chance of distortion of memory (cf. Clifford and Bullo 

1978), since the time lapse between the appraisal and the response to the 

perceptual scale was substantially reduced in the present study. 

A second'factort also related to the role of distortion on percep- 

tions, concerns the possibility that the present'results were less suscep- 

tible to 'exaggeration' by respondents. 

Because of the design of the appraisal intervid-Wing skills programme 

on which the data were collected, the perceptual scale was completed by 

the manager and subordinate 'who had actually shared the appraisal, and 

despite the fact that they were assured that the results would not be 

revealed to the other course participants, the fact that the appraisal 

interview was to be analysed by two other members of the course and the 

tutor (all of whom had observed the interview) might have resulted in both 

manager and subordinate being particularly keen to be as 'accurate' and 

'objective' as possible. Subjects in the Nemeroff and Wexley study* and 

in fact in most previous studies of appraisals, were asked about past 

appraisals. Usually, there are no means by which subjects could have been 

identified, and there was no check as to what 'actually' happened in that 

appraisal. Thirdly, the perceptions of the managers did not necessarily 

relate to the same appraisals being considered by the subordinates and 

vice versa. In this study,, though, the particular methodology employed 

might tend to increase 'accuracy' and 'objectivity' of responding. 
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The possible 'halo', effect, which may have affected the favour- 

ability of the managers' perceptions of their own behaviour in the 

Nemeroff and Wexley and other previous studies would probably be less 

strong-in the present investigation. Despite the fact that it was 

impressed on the managers that their perceptual scores would not be 

discussed, the presence of-observers in the present study may have 

had the effect of making them more cautioust and possibly more 

conservative in judging their own behaviour. For example Nemeroff and 

Wexley stated that the managers in their sample, 

"consistently overestimated the extent to which they invited 
subordinates to participate in the interview. At the indiv- 
idual level, the managers significantly overestimated the 
extent to which theys allowed subordinates more opportunity 
to state their side of the issues; asked subordinates how 
they think they are doing on the job; asked subordinates 
about particular problems concerning their job; and praised 
subordinates for what they had done well. " 

(Nemeroff and Wexley, 1977P P-33). 

Also, perhaps the fact that the managers in the present study were 

conducting the appraisal interviews as part of a skills development 

programme, made the managers more critical and reticent in reporting 

their own behaviour than they would otherwise have been in a normal 

situation. 

Another factor which might help explain the lack of significant 

differences between the perceptions of managers and subordinates in the 

present study, could have been that since the individuals role-playing 

the subordinate were not in fact the actual subordinates of the managers 

appraising themo as had been the case in previous studies referred to, 

they would be less vulnerable to the phenomenont that. Jago and. Vroom (1975) 

refer to as "autocratic shift". That is "the tendency for subordinates 

to describe their superiors as significantly more autocratic than the 

superiors report themselves to be" (Jago and Vroom, 1975, p. 114). 
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The significant differences in the Hemeroff and Wexley study may 

have been due, in part, to the subordinates displaying this phenomenon. 

If these are the reasons why a different pattern emerges between the 

relation of Performance Feedback Characteristics to outcome measures in 

the two studies, then this has important implications for the conclusions 

and future methodologies of similar studies. Perhaps the reason why so 

many Performance Feedback Characteristics related to outcome measures in 

the Nemeroff and Wexley study, is related to distortion of memory with 

timet and resultant 'halo' eff ect, or its converse. In this ý study the 3ack of 

significant differences between the perceptions of the subordinates and 

managers of the Perfozmiance Feedback Characteristics, apart from the lack 

of agreement as to whether'a follow-up meeting'was arranged or not, 

suggests that the managers and subordinates perceived the interviews in 

highly similar ways. Comparison of the Criterion Measuresg howeverp 

revealed that the managers felt significantly less at ease during the 

interviews than did the subordinates whom they were appraising. This 

result may initially be regarded as somewhat surprising, but since the 

interviews were conducted as part of a management development coursev 

and were being witnessed by other course participantsl and by a tutor, 

their presence might help explain why the appraiser was somewhat less at 

ease than, the subordinate. This also suggests that caution be adopted 

when extrapolating from these results to appraisals in real life in 

which it might be expected that the appraiser Is not as uneasy since he 

is unlikely to be observed and the Interview is unlikely to be analysed. 

The only other perception to reveal a significant difference between 

managers and subordinates, was concerned with the helpfulness of the 

interview. Managers tended to overestimate how helpful the interview 

was to the subordinate. Againj this may be related to their being 



154 

preoccupied with the emphasis on the training course with the need to 

develop subordinates, which in this study implies helping them to do a 
better job. However, this discrepancy in managers' and subordinates' 

perceptions of an interview's utility would appear to provide important 

feedback material for managers and subordinates who could discuss their 

differences in that particular perception. This relates to suggestions 

made by other researchers on the value of feedback in training prog-- 

rammes (e. g. Jago and Vroom, 1975; Randell, 1976; Nemeroff and 

Cosentino, 1979). Indeed, since this is the underlying objective of the 

present investigation, this finding is rqg? xded pLq particulqxly importaqte 

7.5 Relationships between Performance Feedback 
Characteristics and Criterion Measures for 

Managers 

Comparison of the correlations of Performance Feedback Character- 

istics with outcome measures for the managers in the Nemeroff and Wexley 

study with those in the present study shows one interesting difference. 

For both samples of managers,, the'two supportive behaviours of being 

friendly, and ending the interview on a positive note, were related to 

Satisfaction with Interview. But whereas no other Performance Feedback 

Characteristic related to this outcome for the managers in the U. S. -study, 

in the present U. K. study the aspect of inviting participation - asking 

the subordinate about particular problems concerning his job - was 

perceived as relating-significantly to a satisfactory outcome of-the 

appraisal. Why the present British sample of managers should regard this 

particular behaviour as-relating to a satisfactory appraisal interview, 

and American managers in the Nemeroff and Wexley study should not, is 

unclear, since this is the first such U. S. U. K. cross-cultural study, 

to the present author's knowledge., However, results of a multiple 

regression analysis on the U. K. sample revealed that this Performance 
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Feedback Characteristic did not contribute significant variance to the 

outcome measure of satisfaction with the appraisal. Vroom (1981) has 

found cultural differences In mean scores of Items measuring partici- 

pation in decision-making as measured by the Vroom-Yetton model for 

managers from a variety of different countries 'who have participated 

in his management development programmes. 

7.6 Relationships between Performance Feedback 
Characteristics and Criterion Measures for 

Subordinates 

The finding that the two Supportive Appraisal Behaviours of 
Ar-4 

friendlinessv, ending the interview on a positive note, 

significantly contributed to, and were predictive oft the 

three outcome measures of Satisfaction With Interview, Motivation to 

Improve performance, and Satisfaction With the Manager appraising, was 

consistent with previous research findings. Burke et al. (1978) in 

their review of characteristics of effective appraisals, refer to these 

behaviours as a "helpful and constructive attitude on the part of the 

appraiser" and describe it as "giving recognition for good performance; 

taking the attitude of a helper; showing permissiveness; treating the 

appraisee as an equal; showing respect for the appraisee as a human 

being" (op. cit., 
_ 

p. 904); and cite the studies of Wer, 19.58; Solem, 1960; 

and Meyer, Kay and French, 1965, as substantiation. 

The importance in the present'investigationt as in the Nemeroff and 

Wexley study, of a combination of supportive behaviour and at least one 

aspect of inviting participation has been stressed by previous researchers. 

Buike, 'Weitzel and'Weir (1980) found these two Performance Feedback 

Characteristics to be interrelated, and significantly related to several 

outcome measures, which weres- satisfaction with the appraisal, wanting 
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to improve performance, actual improvement in performance, overall 

value of performance reviews, greater mutual understanding between 

manager and subordinate, judging the appraisal as fair, and looking 

forward to future reviews (Burke et al., 1980, p. 690). 

Greller (1978) who found the concept of 'ownership' as the crucial 

factor In determining the success of the appraisal interview, in terms 

of "greater satisfaction and perceived usefulness" (op. cit., p. 652) 

equated it with Nemeroff and Wexley's findings. He suggested that, 

"The'dimension of appraisal behavior most closely linked with 
salutary appraisal outcomes was 'supervisor supportiveness 
in the appraisal', which among their measures is the least 
anchored by specific behaviors and the one which most closely 
approximates ownership. "' 

(Greller, 1978, P. 656-657). 

One way in which he describes the conditions in the appraisal which 

create a sense of ownership is, 

"building a relationship between the two previous unacquainted 
participants, which minimizes threat, creates a sense of 
acceptancep limits direct criticismv and conveys a sense of 
caring and consideration. In addition to providing the 
subject an opportunity for self-expressiont the high 
participation condition seems to foster the kind of relation- 
ship associated with ownership of the appraisal. " 

(Greller@ 1978, P. 657). 

The finding that subordinate participation is directly related too, 

and a significant predictor of, successful outcome measures of the 

appraisal interview is now well-established (Greller, 1975,1978; 

Burke, Weitzel and Weirt 1978,1980). Wexley, Singh and Yukl (1973) 

suggested that their results indicate that "it is desirable to allow a 

subordinate to have substantial participation in the appraisal interview 

decisions, regardless of personality structure" pointing to the beneficial 

effects that it has on subordinate motivation and satisfaction. Burke and 

Wilcox (1969) found that the perception by the subordinate "I had a good 
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opportunity to really present my feelings" (p. 296), not only related to 

satisfaction with the appraisal and motivation to improve performance, 

but also with actual improvement in performance. 

Greller (1975) in a study which attempted to sharpen the concept of 

participation, as it applies to the appraisal interview, and to invest- 

igate its relationship to'outcome measures of satisfaction with the 

appraisal, and satisfaction with the job, obtained similar results to 

those of the present investigation. These were with reference to the' 

lack of significant intercorrelations between two of the items relating 

to inviting participation, namely, item 5 (The manager gave me the 

opportunity to state my side of the issues)t and item 7 (The manager 

asked me about problems concerning my job), which he interpreted as 

representing the presence of more than one participation concept. 

Greller also reported that "the frequency with which the boss asks for 

the subordinate's opinions during the appraisal is significantly 

correlated with satisfaction" (p. 546). He interpreted the relationship 

between the particular inviting participation itemt and satisfaction with 

the appraisal, in the following ways- 

"This relationship may partly reflect the expansive nature 
of the item; the subordinate is not simply asked to provide 
more data or share feelings on an issue already identified 
by the bosst but to introduce new issues or problems in the 
discussion. " 

(Greller, 19759 p. 546). 

The results'from the present study also reflect those of Greller's 

in that the other two Items do not significantly affect the outcome of 

satisfaction with the appraisal. This is not the same pattern that emerged 

from the Nemeroff and Wexley study in which all three items of inviting 

participation related significantly to the outcome measures of satis- 

faction. There are no obvious reasons to explain why this might have 

occurred. 
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The fact that proportion of time spoken in the interview (TS) did 

not relate significantly to the outcome measures for the present 

investigation, is inconsistent with the results obtained by Nemeroff and 

Wexley, but consistent with other studies (Wexley, Singh and Yukl, 1973; 

Greller, 1975; Dipboye and de Pontbriand, 1981). However, when Nemeroff 

and Wexley performed a multiple regression analysis of Performance Feed- 

back Characteristics on the criterion measures, TS no longer emerged as 

contributing significant variance. The relationship between this variable 

and outcome measures is equivocal, since other studies have discussed its 

importance to the appraisal interview. Maier (1958) and Solem (1960) 

found that this variable related significantly to outcome measures. 

Solem's data indicated that the appraiser talking for less than 40% of 

the time was associated with (among other outcomes) greater mutual under- 

standing, greater subordinate motivation, both appraiser and appraisee 

expressing more positive feelings towards each other, and more cases in 

which the appraiser gave the appraisee a higher performance rating as a 

result of what he had learned in the Interview (cited In Burke and Wilcox, 

1969, p. 300). 

Subsequent studies (Greller, 1975,1978; Burke et al., 1978,1980) 

which have not found a significant relationship between TS and outcome 

measures have expressed much the same view as is encapsulated in this 

statement of Greller's (1975) that, 

"A clear distinction has been made between 'airtime't or the 

-proportion of time spent speaking, and the, invitation to 
participate. The actual use of 'airtime' may be a function 
of either defensive rationalization or open sharing by the 
subordinate. Thus proportion of time spent speaking suggests 
nothing of the, content of that speech. In contrast, an 
invitation by the boss that seeks subordinate input implies 
a welcome or acceptance of what he or she has to say. This 
type of supervisory behavior is associated with greater, 
satisfaction with the appraisal. " 

(Greller, 1975, p. -548). 
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Burke et al,, (1980) who supported this notiont anticipated the 

present investigation in suggesting that, 

"Future reseaxch might benefit by focusing more specifically 
on the content of the subordinate's contributions and his 
attitudes and affect as he participates in the review as 
opposed to focusing on how much he speaks. " 

(p. 692-693). 

The finding that the particular item included under Inviting 

Participation (IP) behaviours which refers to 'The manager asked me 

about particular problems concerning the job1j contributed significantly 

to the variance accounted for in the Motivation to Improve outcome 

measureq was consistent with the findings of Nemeroff and Wexley. 

Greller (1978) found that it correlated significantly with 'ownerr-hip', 

which he maintained is the crucial factor in a successful appraisal. 

Discussion of problems perceived by the subordinate in his job, is the 

principal feature of Maier's (1958) problem-solving based appraisalt in 

which emphasis is placed on giving the subordinate as much opportunity 

as possible to raise points of discussion and to suggest ways of coming 

to satisfactory solutions. Maier (1976) maintained that "essentially 

the problem-solving activity itself has interest value and is a form of 

intrinsic motivation" (P-17). To the extent that the present interviews 

were seen to invite the subordinate to discuss his perceptions of part- 

icular problems, their effects may be discussed in the light of findings 

from self-reviews. 

The study by Fletcher which compared the problem-solving to the tell 

and listen approach to appraisal interviewing led to the conclusion that, 

"the fact that the problem-solving approach ... elicited a 
favourable attitude to appraisal in a considerably greater 
number of cases than did the tell and sell approach,, suggests 
that appraisals in the problem-solving style probably arouse 
greater willingness to implement action decided upon,, and 
hence a greater probability that the action will be taken. " 

(Fletcher, 1973, P-230). 
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Although not mentioned'in the same terminology, -this conclusion might 

be seen as having implications for improving motivation. 

Although not necessarily synonymous with the Performance Feedback 

Characteristics used in the present investigation, the Performance 

Feedback Characteristics referred to by Burke and Wilcox (1969) of 

"Solving job problems which may be hampering the sýbordinatels current 

job performance" was significantly related to each of the interview 

outcomes of Satisfaction with the Interviewo Motivation, and Actual 

Performance Improvements. Burke et al. (1980) found that solving job 

problems in the appraisal interview related significantly to several 

outcome measures including, Satisfaction with the Review Processo 

Wanting to Improve Performance, and Actual Improvement of Performance. 

In view of the findings reported above of the value of a problem- 

solving approachg and those referring to the benefits of adopting a 

participative stylet it is perhaps not surprising that the item !, (The 

manager asked me about particular problems concerning my job)', which 

embodies both of these factorst relates to a successful outcome to the 

appraisal. However, why it should relate to only one of the three 

outcomes in the present investigation, and not the other two, Is not 

clear. 

Variables concerned with the setting of goals in the appraisal 

interview, have been seen to relate to outcome measures. '11exley, Singh 

and Yukl (1973) commented thatp 

"commitment to goals is more likely to result when 
subordinates, regardless of subordinate personality, 
participate in setting performance goals than if these 
goals are prescribed by the interviewer in an auto- 
cratic fashion" 

(Wexley, 8ingh and Yukl, 1973, P-58). 
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In a study aimedýat identifying more clearly the important dimensions 

of participation in the appraisal interview, Greller (1975) concluded 

that it can be broken down into at least two parts, one dealing with 

participation in the interactiont and the other with participation in 

the goal-setting process. But when correlations were calculated 

between each participation item and the outcome measures of satisfaction 

with supervision, and the feeling that the appraisal helped, the 

correlations with the degree of control over goal-setting were negligible. 

However, in a subsequent study, reported by Greller the suggestion that 

the act of setting goals would be more important than participation In 

the activity, was not supported on the basis of simple correlations. 

Intercorrelations of goal-setting with inviting participation suggested 

that, for the particular sample employed, the setting of goals was 

associated with greater participation. However, when multiple 

regressions were performed to establish which appraisal characteristic- 

was the best predictor of appraisal satisfaction, the invitation to 

participate emerged as clearly the most importantg whilst goal-setting 

represented a "marginally significant trend" (Greller, 1975, p. 548). 

Latham and Yukl (1975a) have argued that participative goal-setting 

leads to higher goals being set than if they were assigned, and that 

participation in goal-setting increases subordinate acceptance of the 

goals and motivation to achieve them. Carroll and Tosils (1970) 

challenge of these results is refuted by Latham, Mitchell and Dossett 

(1978) on the grounds that the measures employed were of doubtful 

validity since they were perceptions rather than direct objective 

measures, and they questioned whether the statistics used could lead to 

conclusions regarding causality (Lathamg Mitchell and Dossetts 1978, P-164). 

However, in a second appraisal study by the same authors which, it should 

be added, was concerned primarily with increasing subordinate performance 
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rather than development (although this is referred to as a criterion 

of "secondary interest" (p. 165)), participative goal-setting did not 

significantly affect the measure relating to Satisfaction with the 

appraisalt or its Utility. Participation in goal-setting did have a 

significant effect on higher goals being set than when individuals were 

assigned goalsv but not on the subsequent performance of these groups. 

Yet another vax1able which would appear to affect the relationship 

between goal-setting and appraisal outcomes, is the specificity of goals 

set. Locke (1968) contended that a r6gime in which individua-18 are 

instructed to 'do their best'. Is not as productive as one in which 

specific goals are set. This hypothesis has obtained substantial 

empirical support (e. g. Ronant Latham and Kinne, 1973; Latham and 

Kinne, 1974; Latham, et al., 1978; Latham and Saari, 1979). One study 

which investigated whether participative or assigned goals produced 

superiorperformances, and also the effects of different goal-setting 

procedures included the following comments in the general discussion, 

"The setting of a specific goal leads to higher performance 
than either setting a generalized goal such as do your best 
or setting no goal at all ... ... Goal specificity enables 
the worker to determine how to translate effort into 
successful performance by choosing an appropriate action 
plan" 

(Latham, et al.,, 1978, pp. 169-170). 

Burke and Wilcox (1969) stated thato 

"French, Kay and Meyer (1966) and Bassett (1965) observed 
Ahat the setting_of specific goals in the development 
interview resulted in over twice as much improvement in 
performance than did a discussion of general goals or 
criticism without reference to specific goals. " 

(P. 302). 

Burke et al. P 
(1978) obtained significant positive correlations between 

the appraisal characteristics measuringwhether "Future Objectives 
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or Targets were set" and. all of their seven appraisal outcome measures, 

including Satisfaction with the Appraisalt Motivation to Improvep Actual 

Improvement, and Greater Mutual Understanding between manager and subord- 

inate. They conclude that, 

11participation-related items and job-related items correlated 
, with satisfaction but only job-related items (solving job- 
problemsp setting goals) were correlated with performance 
improvement" 

(Burke et al., 1978, P-915). 

Despite the apparent conviction with which Burke et al. extrapolate from 

their results to appraisals in general, caution may be advisable. In 

view of the fact that several of the Performance Feedback Characteristics 

and outcome measures intercorrelate significantly, indicating that they 

share some common variance, it may be expedient to reserve judgement as 

to the extentlof the individual contribution of each Performance Feedback 

Characteristic, including participative goal-setting, on each outcome 

measure until after the results of a multiple regression analysis are 

considered. 

Greller (1978) who performed such an analysis on Performance Feedback 

Characteristics found by him to relate to outcome measures, concluded that, 

"the setting of goals is associated with greater satisfaction 
and less anxiety" 

with the appraisal and that, 

"The effects of both the setting and the use of the goals is 
correlated with satisfaction for those with long tenure but 
not for junior people and the relationship of goal-setting 
to the feeling that the appraisal was useful is reduced for 
those with less time on the job. Use of previously set goals 
in the appraisal results in greater satisfaction and less 
derogation by the experienced workers but not for the newer 
employees" 

(Greller, 1978, P. 653). 

In a second study (in an organisation concerned with Research and 

Development, rather than banking), Greller reported thate 
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"Goal setting was still associated with greater 
satisfaction ... But overall, goals played a less 
important role in the R&D sample. The difference 
may be due to goals having no special place in the 
R&D firm's personnel or management procedures" 

(Greller, 1978, P. 6,54)-. 

Latham and Yukl (1975a) observed in their review of the literature 

pertaining to the effects of goal-setting that the results are equivocal. 

In view of this, the fact that the results of the present investigation 

do not reveal a relationship between the perception of degree of part- 

icipation in goal-setting, and interview outcome measures, might not be 

surprising. It might,, therefore, be valuable to bear in mind some of 

the points which emerge to explain this event in the light of earlier 

studies. 

Firstly, in the present study the item measuring goal-setting related 

specifically to control over goal-settingg and there was no means of 

measuring whether the subordinate perceived that goals were in fact set 

or not during the appraisal. This was irrespective of whether he had 

control over the activity. In view of the fact that a low score on this 

item might relate to the event that goals had been set (but the subord! ý, 

inate had not participated) and that the same score might reflect the 

perception that no goals had been set, by either manager or subordinate, 

during the appraisal, the results might be confounded. Secondly, and 

related to the previous point, it is probably worth noting that 'goal- 

setting' is not a clear, unambiguous activity, or a clear, unambiguous 

measure among the several appraisal assessing instruments used in the 

studies discussed above. In some Instances (e. g. Greller, 1975,1978) 

it is clear as to when the item measuring goal-setting refers specif- 

ically to participation in the activity and when it refers to the degree 
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to which the manager imposed goals during the interview. However, in 

other studies it is unclear as to who set the goals (e. g. Burke and 

Wilcox, (1969) wrote "Some future goals were set"). It is unreasonable, 

thenj to make a comparison with studies in which measuzw of goal-setting, 
0 

which relate to degree of participative goal-setting, (as does the 

Nemeroff and Wexley item), with items such as Burke and Wilcox (OP-cit. ) 

which reflect degree of goal-setting in the interview, irrespective of 

who contributed to the activity. Yet another variable would seem to be 

the nature of the precise measure of goal-setting. Dipboye and 

de Pontbriand (1981) referred to two similar activities when they 

enquired, "How much have you discussed plans or objectives? " and "Were 

performance objectives set during the calendar year? " Only the latter 

refers to what they call "goal-setting", and indeed the two items have 

significantly different effects on outcome measures. The first contrib- 

uted significantly to the outcome measures with a beta coefficient of 

(P-30, p <. Ol) and the latter did not contribute significantly ( P-05, ns). 

Yet the variety of items employed to measure goal-setting are phrased 

similarly to the latter non-significant Item. For example, Burke et al. 

(1978P 1980) phrased their goal-setting itemo "Some future job performance 

objectives were sev (p. 686), and Greller (1975) used the item, "Job 

goals and objectives were discussed at some length" (p. 547). Greller 

(1978) also employs four items to obtain a goal-setting score which would 

seem to reflect both of the dimensions measured by Dipboye and 

di Pontbriand (o2. cit. ). These items weret"Specific objectives were set", 

"I obtained a better idea of what I should be doing in my job", "'The boss 

and I reviewed the goals of my Job", and "I left with a clear idea of the 

criteria of goodperformance" (p. 648). In view of the heterogeneity of 

these items, it is perhaps not surprising that Greller (1978) should quote 
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an'Anter-item, reliability for goal-setting of . 60. It is difficult to 

judge to which particular aspects of goal-setting, as measured by the 

Dipboye and de Pontbriand study, and the others cited here, these items 

relate. Greller's (1978) study revealed at least two major modulators 

(viz. length of job tenure, and type of organization) on the outcomes 

of appraisals (measured in terms of satisfaction, utilityr anxiety, and 

derogation). Those considerationst together with the nature of items 

included in different instruments, call into question the value of 

making comparisons between studies which differ greatly in (a) type 

of measures used, (b) the range of managers and subordinates studies, 

(c) the amount and length of job tenure, or (d) type of organisation, 

or combinations of two or more of those. It may be noted, parenthet- 

icallyg the range of organisational settings studies has included bankst 

the Health Service, Research and Development firms, accounting depart- 

ments, and inevitably the ubiquitous undergraduate population. Two of 

the studies cited (Burke, et al., 1978,1980) recorded demographic 

variables and noted thatt 

"one purpose of the present investigation was to replicate 
earlier studies examining particular characteristics of 
interviewing and outcome variables in a different organ- 
izationa. 1 setting" 

(Burke et al., 1980, p. 683)- 

However, reference was not made to the effect of demographic variablesq 

and the authors stated in the same study that, 

"Specific findings were consistent with previous conclusions" 

(loc. cit. ). 

The particular implications of lack of sense of job tenure and 

organisational climate for the subjects in the present investigation who 

were required to role play must be uncertain. 
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7R Conclusions 

The Performance Feedback Characteristics scale and subscales 

revealed low internal reliability when applied to the present British 

sample. This casts doubt on the validity of using the scale and sub- 

scales as wholes. However, as certain individual items appeared to 

have face validity, they were used as independent perceptual measures. 

Among the Criterion Measurest a significantly high reliability 

coefficient was obtained for the satisfaction with Interview subscaleg 

but not the remaining criterion subscalest which had lower, though 

still statistically significant, internal reliability coefficients. 

This latter feature of the Criterion Measures, coupled with the fact 

that two of the items (variable 13 and variable 16) relate to criteria 

established in the literature as valid measures of helpfulness of the 

Interview to do a better job (variable 13) and motivation to improve 

(variable 16)p as the joint criteria for use in this present study. 

The relationships between the criterion variables 13 and 16 and 

the Performance Feedback Characteristics are the subject of the next 

chapter. 
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CHAPTER 

PERFOILMANCE FEEDBACK CHARACTERISTICS ASSOCIATED 
WITH "SUCCESSFUL". "MODERATELY SUCCESSFUL". AND 

"UNSUCCESSFUL" INTEHVIEWS 

The scores obtained from the subordinates in response to item 13 

(I think the interview helps me do a better job), and item 16 (At the 

end of the interview I really wanted to try to improve my behaviour) 

were selected as the two joint criteria for a successful appraisal. 

The reason for this was because they refer to Specificland important 

outcomes associated with leadership skills as defined in this dissert- 

ation (cf. P. 46 ) and in the literature (e. g. House and Dessler, 1974; 

Oldham,, 1976; Sims, 1977). They are concerned with skills of influencing 

a subordinate to behave more effectively, and at the same time motivating 

him to perform in such a way. Neither was regarded on its own as adequately 

determining leadership skills. 

Although several other dependent variables have been included in 

Previous research studies on the skills associated with appraisal inter- 

viewing, such as satisfaction with the interview and job (Greller, 1975), 

psychological participation (Wexley, Singh and Yukl, 1973) greater mutual 

understanding between manager and subordinate (Burke et al. 1978), most 

studies draw specific attention to the objective of developing the 

subordinate by "discussion which Is supposed to motivate the man to 

improve his performance" (Meyer, et al., 1965, p. 123) and "to help them 

obtain improved performance from their subordinates" (loc. cit. ). This 

view is shared by many writers in the area (e. g. Burke and Wilcox, 1969; 

Maier, 1976; Randell, 1976). 

In order to reflect both helpfulness -. 
(VAr. 13) and motivation (yar. 16) 
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criteria, a composite (CONF) spores was calculated by summing Var. 13 and 

Var. 16, scom. Although it is believed that the degree of relative appraisal 

success is determined by the combination of score5 obtained on the two 

Criterion Measures reflected in a composite score, statistical analyses 

were performed so that any differential relationships between var-13 and Var-16 

and Ferformance Feedback Characteristics (PFC) might be assessed, 

In this section the results are describedg followed by a discussion 

of their implications for further analyses reported here. 

8.1--Resultr., -and Discussion 

The inter-relationships between the Criterion Measures variable 13 

and vaxiable 160 and their relationships, in Isolation and in combination, 

with the Performance Feedback Characteristics (variables 1 to 10) were- 

examined in three ways, involving calculation of product-moment correl- 

ation coefficients, multiple regression analysest and one-way analysis of 

variance using the statistical procedures devised by Nie, et al. (1975). 

For reasons presented in Section 8.1.1. (below) variables 13 and 16 

may not be regarded as coextensive though there are reasons for suggesting 

that a "successful"' interview is one which is characterised by high ratings 

on both variable 13 and variable 16. 

Accordingly, subordinate responses to variable 13 and 16 were 

re-classified as follows('), in order to give both individua. 1 and composite 

scores of interview successa- 

Raw scores Recoded scores 
(a) Variable 13 1 2 1 

3 5 2 
6 7 3 

(b) Variable 16 1 2 1 
3 5 2 
6 7 3 

(c) COMP 
_(Variable 

13 1 
and Variable 16) 3 5 2 

6 3 

N: 
13 
31 
34 

13 
40 
5 
8 

50 (aý%tr n 
20 

cf - Appendix Table A2 for means and standard clev5 ations of 

raw scores for variables 13,16, and C0111P. 
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One-way analyses of variance were performed, using the 

programme devised by Nie, et al,. (1975). The results are 

presented in Appendix Table A13 , Table 8.3, and Figure 8.1. 

8.1.1. Product-moment correlation coefficients 

(i) ýetween variable 13 and vaxiable 16 

The product-moment correlation between variable 13 and 

variable 16 was found to be r- . 60 (pc. 001) (Appendix 

Table A4 ). Such a coefficient may be interpreted as 

suggesting 36 per cent of shaxed variance. In other words, 

the two criteria of a successful Interview are significantly 

correlated with one anothert but by no means coextensive. 

Thus, while it may be instructive to examine factors 

associated with and/or contributing to variables 13 and 16 

in isolation, for an interview to be judged "successful", 

it should (all things being equal) be rated high on both 

criteria. 

(U) Petween_variables 12 MLL6_and variables 1 to 10 

Product-moment correlation coefficients involving variables 

13 and 16 with variables 1 to 10 are presented in Appendix 

Table A4 and Table 8.1. Considering first variable 13 (1 

think the interview helps me do a better job), among the 

subordinatest significant relationships were detected with 

variable 1 (The manager tried to be friendly during the 

interview) (r - 0.36, p e-. 01), variable 2 (The manager ended 

the interview on a positive note) (r - 0.45, p ec. 001)j 

vaxiable 4 (The manazer praised me for what I had done well) 

Lr - 0.33P p 4.01). and variable 5 (The manager gave me the 

opportunity to state my side of the issues) Lr - 0.23t P e. -05)- 
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Table s. 1 

, 
Coefficients Between Pro iict nomQnt corre3-, AtioTi 

(aWariable 13 and(vl - vi. 0); (b) Variable. 3-6 and(vl - vlO. 
(6) COMP and (vl --vl-Oý. 

(a) Vririable 1ý (I thinic the interview hel-ps me 
'do 

a better 

job) x(vl- - v1p) 

Subordim. tes 

varitable r 

var. . 36 
var. 2 . 45 

var. 4 . 33 

var. 5 . 23 

I-Tanager 

variable 
var. I 

var. 7 

(b) 

(n=78) 
Statement 

. 
(M tried to be friendly) 
(M ended interview on positive note)* 

praised me-for what I have done well) 
(M gave opportunity to state my side of 

issues) 
(n=78) 

Statement 

. 38 (1 tried to be friendly) 
36 (1 asked Sub. about particular problems 

concerning the job) 

Variable 16 (At the end of the interview I re 
improve my behaviour)jc (vl_-_vlO) 

wanted 

Subordina tes (n=78) 

variable r Statement 

var. 1 . 41 (M tried to be friendly) 

. var. 2 e38 
(m ended interview on positive note) 

var. 4 . 32 (M prais ed me for what I have done well) 

var. 5 . 42 (M*gave opportunity. to state my side of 
issues) 

(c) COMP ( Variable 13+ Variable 16) 

Subordinates (n=78) 

variable r Statement 

va. r. 1 . 43 (M tried to be friendly) 

-var. 2 . 47 (M ended interview on positive note) 
var. 4, . 36 (11 prais ed me for what I have done irel3-) 
va 50 36, (1-1 gave c (I +n opp-crtunity t state my side - o- 
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(8.1.1. (11)) 
Among the managers, there were significant relationships 

between variable 13 and variable 1 Lr -0 . 38, P< . 01), 

variable 7 Lr -0 . 36, p< 01). 

In the case of Criterion Meaare variable 16 for subordin- 

ates (At the end of the interview I really wanted to try 

to improve my behaviour)v a similar pattern of relation- 

ships emerged, with significant coefficients with variable 

1 Lr - 0.41, p<. 001)v variable 2 Lr - 0.38, P <. Ol)p- 

variable 4 (r - 0.32, p <. 01), and variable 5 (r - 0.42, 

p <. 001). 

For the COMP score, variables 2 and 1 again correlated 

significantly (r = 0.39, P <. Ol; 2: - 0-34t P <-01)- 

In other words, in the cases of variables 13 and 14 and 

COMP, significant relationships were detected with percep- 

tions of Performance Feedback Characteristics, three of 

which were concerned with supportive appraisal behaviour 

on the paxt of the manager, during the interviewq and one 

concerned with giving the subordinate an opportunity to 

state his own case. 

8.1.2. MultiRle regression analyses 

In the case of variable 13P for the subordinates' samplet 

only two variables (variables 1 and 2) accounted for a signifi- 

cant amount of the variance (F 
2' 75 " 13.92v p <. 001)(Table 8.2)j. 

(Appendix-Tables--A6a-, and A6bj', and, Appendix-Tables A7a. bggpd and e. ) 

The multiple correlati 
, 
on. 

- 
for, the two variables was r6m. 0.52. 

The beta value for varlable-2 (The-manager ended the interview 

on a positive note) was 0.39, and variable 2 accounted for 20-36 

per cent of the variance of variable 13; for variable 1, the 
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Table 8.2: Miltiple Regression Analyses of Performance Feedback 

Characteristics on (a) Variable 13, for Subordinates 

and I-1anagers; (b) Variable 16, for Subordinates; (c) 

COAP. (Variable 13+ Variable 16), for Subordinates 

(a) Variable 1 3 (1 think the interview helps me, do a better job) 

Per formance Fe edbi ack Characteristic 
. 

Sample 
I 

B 
- 

2p R 
- CAP 

Subordinates 

Variable 2 (Manager ended interview on positive . 39 20 14-47 

note) 

Variable 1 (Manager tried to be friendly) 27 o6 6.91 2,75 

Managers 

Variable 1 (1 tried to be friendly) . 36' . 15 12-71ýý'61 1,74, 

Variable 7 (1 asked subordinate about particular -33 . 11 10-93ýý4"4 -Z17S 
problems concerning job) 

(b) Variable 16 (At the end of the_interview Ireally wanted to imT)-ro e 
my behaviour) 

Subordinates 13 R2 F 

Variable 5 (Manager gave me the opportunity to . 22 -17 13-46)(RH 107(o 

state my side of. the issues) 

Variable 2 (Manager ended interview on . 26 -07 6.47-, "-* 7-, 75' 

positive note) 

Variable 1 (Manager tried to be friendly) . 23 03 3.96* 3,71t 

(c)COMP (Variable 13 + Variable 16) B R2 V 

Subordinates 

Variable 2 (Manager ended interview on positive -39 . 21 15-52m)(H 

note) 

Variable 1 (T-Tanager tried to be friendly) -34 . 10 1 79**-* 2,7! ý 

Note 

N= 78 in each sample 
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beta weight was 0-27s and the variance accounted for a further 

6.72 per cent of variance. 

Among the managerst significant contributions to variable 13 

were detected for variable 1 and variable 7 (1 asked subordinate 

about particular problems concerning the job) (F 
2" 75 22 12.910 

p 4.001). For variable 19 the beta weight was 0.36, and the 

amount of variance accounted for 14-76 per cent; for variable 7P 

the corresponding figures were 0-33P and 10.84 per cent. 

Turning to variable 16 (c'oncerned with motivation)t three 

variables contributed significantly among the subordinates 

(F 
3,74 - 9.910 p <. 001). The variables weret- 

variable 5 (The manager gave me the opportunity to state my side 

of the issues) beta weight 0.22, variance accounted for 17-44 

per cent; 

variable 2 (The manager ended the interview on a positive note) 

beta weight 0.26, additional variance accounted for 7.42 

per cent; 

and vaxiable 1 (The manager tried to be friendly during the 

interview) beta weight 0.23, additional variance accounted for 

3.81 per cent. 

Lastly, with COMP only, two variables contributed signifi- 

cantly to the variance (F 
21 75 '-- 11-79, p 4.01). 

For vaxiable 2, the beta weight was 0.39, and the variance 

accounted foregnounted to 21.00 per cent. 

and for variable 1, the beta weight was 0.34 and a further 10.00 

per cent of variance accounted for. 
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8-1-3. Analysis of Variance 

Considering first variable 13 (1 think the interview helps me 

do a better job), significant effects were detected in the cases 

of variable 1 (The manager tried to be friendly during the inter- 

view) F2,7.5 - 5.62, p <. Ol; variable 2 (The manager ended the 

interview on a positive note) F2,75 m 8.49, p <. 001; variable 4 

(The manager praised me for what I have done well) F 20 75 5.49t 

p c. 01; and variable 8 (1 did most of the talking) F 4.03t 
29 75 

P <*05* 

In the case of variable 16 (At the end of the interview I really 

wanted to try to improve my behaviour), there were significant 

effects for variable 1 (F 
2t 75 ý 6.379 P <. 01); variable 2 

(F 
2,75 " 8.01, p <. 001); variable 4 (F 

2,75 - 6.26, p --. 01); 

and variable 5 (The manager gave me the opportunity to state my 

side of the issues) (F 
29 75 Ig 7-55, P -4-001)- 

When variables 13 and 16 were combined (COMP)o the significant 

effects were for the same variables as in the case of variable 

16 alone, vizi- variables 1 (F 
2p 75 'm 5.60, pc. ol)t 

2 (F 
2t 75 m 6.69, pc. 01)t 

4 (F2 
9 75 m 7.38, p< . 001) 

and 5 (F 
2,75 w 4.11, p 4.05). 

With the exception of one case (that involving variable 13 with 

variable 8)p the relationships between the independent and 

dependent variables were linear (P 4.05). However, the relation- 

ship between variable 13 (1 think theAnterview helps me do a 

better job) and variable 8 (1 did most of the talking) was 

significantly non-linear (F 
2p 75 .2 5-94, P 4.05) (see Figure 8.1). 

in other words, subordinates' perceptions of having done most of 
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Table B-3 : Anaýsis of Variance of Subordinates' Perceptions of 

the Performance Feedback Characteristics of the Managers, 

to Identify the Perceptions which Differentiated Between 

-the 'Successful't 'Moderately Successfullq an 

'Unsuccessful' Appraisal Interview Criterion Variables 

Variable 13 (1 think the interview helps me do a better job 

Performance Feedback Characteristi P 2975 z 
Variable 1 (Manager friendly) 5.62 <. 01 

Variable 2 (Ending on positive note) 8-49 <. 001 

Variable 4( Praise) 5-49 <. 01 
(1) 

Vpxiable 8 (Time spoken) 4-03 <-05 

Variable 16 (At the end of the interview I reallv wanted to trv to 

impr6ve my behaviour 

Variable 1 (Xanager friendly) 6.37 <. O1 

Variable 2 (Ending on positive note) 8.01 <1001 

Variable 4( Praise) 6.26 <. 01 

Variable 5 (Opportunity to state my 7.55 <. 001 

side of issues) 

COMP (Variable 13 + Variable 16) 

Vaxiable 1 (Manager friendly) 5.6o <. 01 

Variable 2 (Ending on positive note) 6.69 <. 01 

Variable 4 (Praise) 7-38 <. 001 

Variable 5 (Opportunity to state my 4.11 <-05 

side of issues) 

(1) Non-linear relationship 
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Pigure 8.1 
1: 

Relationship Bet-teen variable 13 (1 think- the interview 

helps me do a better job) and variable 8 (1 did most 

of the talking), 

Rating on 
variable 8 

, 'i. 

4 

df P-ratio P 
Test-of linearity (unique) 0-42 ns 

Test of linearity (step) 1 2.12 ns 

Deviation from linear 5-94 <. 02 

Within groups 75 

Difference between 

'Successful' and 'Moderately 10 t 0.65 ns 
Successful' Groups 

Difference between 

'Successful' and . 10 t= -0-51 ns 
'Unsuccessful' Groups 

'Successful' 'Moderately Successful' 'Unsuccessful' 
Group I Group Group 

Variable 13 
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(8-1-3. ) the talking during the interview were associated both with 

interviews judged "successful" and interviews judged 

"unsuccessful" with reference to helping the subordinate do a 

better job. A perceived lower proportion of time spent with 

the subordinate speaking was associated with moderately 

"successful" interviews. 

8.2 Discussion of the relationship between 
performance feedback characteristics and 
criterion measures of a successful 
appraisal 

The relationship between performance feedback characteristics and 

the criterion measures were examined for the composite score of relative 

success of the appraisals (COMP) and also for each separate item contri- 

buting to the final score (item 13 -I think the interview helps me do 

a better job) and (item 16 - At the end of the interview I really wanted 

to improve my behaviour). 

In the case of the subordinates' perceptionst the same performance 

feedback characteristics significantly related to the COMP score and 

those of item 13 and item 16. In other wordst perceiving the manager as 

supportive (variables 1 and 2) and praising the subordinate for what he 

had done well (variable 4)t and perceiving the manager as inviting the 

subordinate to participate in the interview by giving him an opportunity 

to state his side of the case (variable 5) were all significantly 

positively correlated with interviews that were judged helpful 

(variable 13), motivating (variable 16). and as successful, as defined 

in this study. These findings relate closely to those obtained in 

previous studies described in Chapter 4 (cf. Burke, et. al., 1978,1980). 

Multiple requestion analyses of the results suggested that in the 
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case of each criterion used, variable 2 (The manager ended the interview 

on a positive note) was the single best predictor and that variable 1 

(The manager tried to be friendly) was the second best predictor of a 

successful appraisal interview. Only in the case of single criterion 

measure, variable 16 (Motivation) did variable 3 (The manager gave me 

the opportunity to state my side of the issues) Contribute significantly 

to the prediction of a successful appraisal interview. 

'Why -the perception of an interview ending on a positive note should 

be the best single predictor of an appraisal's success remains a matter 

for speculation. Perhaps it acts as a reflection of the general tone of 

the interviewer (cf. 'Halo' effect). However, the low internal consist- 

ency of t4N +W scales separate performance feedback characteristics 

which would suggest evidence to the contrary. Alternatively, of coursep 

the last few minutes of the interview may have dominated the perceptions 

of the overall impression of the interview (cf. Luchins' (1948) evidence 

of recency effect in impression-formation)t particularly when the impres- 

sions are called for immediately following the termination of the 

appraisal interview. Possibly it is due to a combination of both 'halo' 

and Irecency' effects. Inspection of the other perceptions found to 

relate to a successful outcome are not particularly instructive either, 

if the objective of the study is to identify aecific, trainable 

behaviours of managers in order to increase their leadership skills. 

Of some instructive valuer howeverg is the finding of a significant 

non-linear relationship between variable 13 (helpful) and variable 8 

(time spoken), where the perception by the subordinate that he was doing 

most of the talking was associated with both interviews judged successful 

and those judged unsuccessful# with reference to helping the subordinate 

fl) "Nemeroff and Wexley (1977) 
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do a better job. Here, a perceived lower proportion of time spent 

talking was associated with an average appraisal. This might well 

relate to Greller's suggestion regarding the relative importance of 

the simple measure of "air time". He noted that,, 

"The actual use of "air time" may be a function of either 
defensive rationalization or open sharing by the subord- 
inate. This proportion of time spent speaking suggests 
nothing of the content of that speech. " 

(Greller, 1975, p. 548), 

and also to the contradictory findings regarding the significance of 

time spoken measure to outýcome-'6fan intirview'(cf. "pp, 158-159)- 

What does appear to emerge clearly from these results is the need for 

much richer and more s ecific data on what is contributing to an 

appraiBal's successo or indeed, failure. Since all the information that 

can be gained from the present results point to the manager being-friendlY 

and supportive, and inviting participation, it says nothing about how to 

proportion one's specific behaviours and how in fact to perform these 

general styles. 

Finally, turning to the perceptions of the appraisers, and how they 

appear to relate to a particular degree of success. Interestingly, 

though perhaps not particularly enlightening, variable 1 (Manager tried 

to be friendly), friendliness was also seen by the appraisers as relating 

to, and significantly contributing to, a successful appraisal - although 

only one criterion measure, variable 13 (helpfulness) is responded to by 

the managers. Apart from friendliness, only one other performance 

feedback characteristic was perceived by the managers as relating 

significantly to the appraisal's helpfulness - this was variable 7 (1 

asked the subordinate about problems concerning his job). This result 

is interesting in that it suggests that managers percelVe a different 
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aspect of what Nemeroff and Wexley (1977) refer to as inviting partici- 

pation. Whereas the subordinates considered being given the opportunity 

to state their side of the issues as an important aspect of an appraisal 

that was motivatingo the managers considered the invitation of a subord- 

inate to participate by talking about Job-centred problems as important. 

This might suggest that the managers consider inviting participation in 

relation to task factorso whereas subordinates consider manager-subord- 

inate dimensions as more vital (Grellerg 1978). 

Alternatively, the importance of having the opportunity to state 

one's side of the issues might possibly reflect a sense of threat on 

the part of the subordinate. Howevert if this were the case, bearing 

in mind the study of Kay et al. (1966) in which perceived threat 

increased with greater amounts of criticism, one would expect subordinates 

in the unsuccessful Interviews to obtain higher scores on this measure, 

but the relationship is direct and positively related to success. 

The differences in the results of the analyses performed on the 

perceptual scores of subordinates and managers in the different. appraisal 

groups, i. e. the successful, moderately successful and unsuccessful, 

raise a potentially valuable point for those interested in management 

training. Although managers and subordinates would appear to perceive 

the whole sample of appraisals in much the same way (cf. Section 7.4 

once the appraisals are sub-divided on the basis of their relative 

success, some Interesting differences emerge. Managers do not Perceive 

praise as Important# whereas. subordinates do. Also ending the interview 

on a positive note does not appear important to managers, whereas it is 

for subordinates. Although it has been proposed that the primary - 

recency effect might be confounding these results. Thirdly subordinates 

perceive being given the opportunity to state their side of the issues as 

important. 
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Managers , on the other hand, do not see this activity as important. 

Managers would appear to be more concerned about the discussion of 

problems encountered by subordinates than Inviting them to raise 

general issues or points of view. These findings, despite their 

limitations, might be considered in greater detail in subsequent 

studies, but in so fax as they help identify differences in perspect- 

ives, they could provide valuable information for a training programme. 

8.3 Conclusions from the Perceptual Scale 
which may be drawn for describing microskills 
of leadership in the appraisal interview 

The consistent conclusions which may be drawn from the analysis of 

the present investigation are that subordinates' perceptions of an 

appraiser's supportiveness, and disposition to invite participation, 

are associated with a successful outcome to the appraisal interview. 

In other words, success corresponds to the subordinate feeling that the 

appraisal helps him do a better job,, and feeling motivated to improve his 

performance. In terms of the specific behaviours, associated with this 

general 'style', they would appear to be friendliness, ending the inter- 

view on a positive note, praising the subordinate for what he has done 

well, and giving the subordinate the opportunity to state his side of the 

issues. The value to those interested in increasing managers' inter- 

personal skills, of knowing that these behaviours axe associated with a 

successful appraisal is undoubtedly limited, since clearly they do not, 

in fact, identify in great enough detail the elements of behaviour which 

may up the hundred or so behaviours which constitute the patterns of 

social interaction in the appraisal interview. And far more has also to 

be done in terms of communicating information other than merely offering 

praise, and ending the interview on a positive note, for a subordinate 
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to have a clearer idea of what he need to do in his job in the next few 

months. Furthermore, these #clues' as to which particular behaviours 

contribute to effective appraisal interviewing behaviour are further 

diminished - halved in fact - when calculations are made as to which 

perceptions contribute significantly to the successful outcome. Then 

one is only left with two behaviours - the manager being friendly, and 

the manager ending the interview on a positive note. And an analysis 

of variance established only one perception as differentiating between 

the three groups - that was# praising the subordinate for what the 

manager thinks he has done well. 

For several reasons, then, these results axe somewhat unhelpful, or 

unsatisfactory. Firstly, the construct of friendliness is so amorphous 

that in many ways it may be regarded as confounding rather than partic- 

ularly constructive. This view was expressed similarly by Greller (1978) 

in conclusion to a study which attempted to come to grips with the very 

important construct of participation in the appraisal interview, that, 

"The most striking finding is that those measures of appraisal 
behaviour which are most specific and most closely match the 
actions prescribed for mar ers have the least effect. Specific 
behaviours, are so closelýjPAAtort each other that they neither 
produce an independent factor nor load on factors with other 
descriptions of the appraisal interview. As a consequence, it 
seems unlikely that simplistic changes of manager behavior in 
the interview would help. " 

(Greller, 1978, p. 655). 

This is where the present author would challenge Greller, if only 

because of what seems obvious to someone who has been an observer and 

tutor on several appraisal interviewing programmes, that there are 

certain important behaviours which are being performed, and which can be 

identified with a substantial degree of objectivity and specificity. 

And that different appraisers use these different behaviours, or use the 
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same behaviours in different ways, or with a greater or less frequency, 

variety, and so on. This writer would, therefore, challenge Greller on 

the grounds that he has pot identified the tool sensitive enough or 

suitable for the levels and types of behaviour he was hoping to measure. 

Perceptions are, typically of a general level of behaviour, and highly 

subjective and selective, by their very nature, since they are attempts 

to inteE2ret, eventsg make meaning out of themp and essentially to 

provide a sense of consistency and order out of our environment (Roth, 

1976). Consequently, they lack specificity and high degrees of object- 

ivity. Yet this is precisely the nature of information required for a 

management skills training programme. The identification of s2ecific 

behaviours which can be practised, adapted by the individual to fit his 

particular style, and a range from 'which he can select which is most 

appropriate at different stages in the interview, is presumed to be an 

important and appropriate objective for research into the study of 

effective appraisal interviewing characteristics. As Burke et al. (1978) 

state, 

"only a knowledge of the more specific behaviors and skills 
will allow us to upgrade the ralit of the appraisal 

p interview through training" P-9ZP 
t 

citing other proponents of this point of view. Yet Greller (1978) states 

that the construct of 'ownership' that he identified as crucial of an 

appraisal's success, was found to be most closely linked to the manager's 

overall style (Greller, op. cit.,, p. 646). 

The present writer suggested in an earlier chapter of this thesis 

(Chapter 3) the. limitations and problems of talking about behaviour in 

terms of Istyle'r since it is so amorphous and idiosyncratic. There 

would seem to be a need to observe and identify behaviour at a microlevels 

at the level of discrete, and essentially teachable, behaviours. 
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Another shortcoming of the results from the perceptual scale 

revealed by the multiple regression is that the two behaviours which 

contribute significantly to the successful outcome measures, only 

account for 31% of the variance. In other words, they fail to account 

for the vast majority of variance attributable to the behaviours. 

However, it is stated that formally Hypothesis 1 was upheld in the 

cases of four variables of the Nemeroff and Wexley perceptual scale 

In summarising the above points, there would seem to be a need to 

measure directly, * and as objectively as possible, the behaviours of 

both the managers and the subordinates in the appraisal interactions. 

Such a measure should be as free as possible from subjective bias, and 

should measure units of behaviour which are both meaningful and suscep- 

tible to training. For reasons explained in Chapter 6, Behaviour 

Analysis (BA) was adopted for this purpose. The next chapter discusses 

the results obtained from the use of the Behaviour Analysis instrument. 

EUothesir- ls That there would be significant differences in the 

subordinates' perceptions of the Performance Feedback Characteristics# 

as measured by the Nemeroff and Wexley scale (1977), of the 'successful' 

and *unsuccessful' appraisal interviews. 



106 

CHAPTER 9. 

BEHAVIOUR ANALYSIS CATEGORIES ASSOCIATED WITH 
'SUCCESSFUL't 'MODERATELY SUCCESSFUL' AND, 

'UNSUCCESSFUL' APPRAISAL INTERVIEWS 

Introduction 

Analysis of the results presented in Chapter 8 led to the conclusion 

that, whilst it was meaningful to distinguish between 'successful% 

'moderately successful' and 'unsuccessful' appraisal interviews in terms of 

subordinates' perceptions, these perceptions did not afford information 

about the Precise nature of the behaviour involved. Thus, though the 

perception of the manager being friendly and ending the interview on a 

positive note consistently separated successful from unsuccessful 

appraisals, it is not clear what constituted friendly behaviourl or 

ending the interview on a positive note. 

Furthermore, it is perhaps surprising that these two perceptions 

(coupled with praising the subordinate and giving him the opportunity to 

state his side of theAssues) should be the only observable distinguishing 

features of the two types of appraisal interview. It would seem reasonable 

to suspect rather$ that other distinguishing features might be detected, 

were a different, particularly sensitive instrument of analysis employed. 

Apart from presenting information in a more 'objective' form, a 1)rima 

facie case could be made for suggesting that for its many more relevant, 

and discretet categories, of behaviour, Behaviour Analysis might be used 

to achieve more sensitivity and thereby yield richer descriptions of the 

interactions. For convenience, the behaviour analysis categories adopted 

in this investigation and their definitions are presented again in 

summary form in Table 9.1. 
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TABLE 9.1 

BEHAVIOUR ANALYSIS CATBGORIES 

PROCEDURAL PROPOSING (PP) - Statements which either announce the 

procedure to be followed, or attej-, Lpts to influence the procedural 

aspects of the interview, e. g. content areas to be discussed, 

order of material, etc.. 

PROPOSING re: JOB (PJ) - Statements which are concerned with actions 
to be taken outside the interview situation. 

GIVING INFOMATION (internal) (GI) Behaviours which offer opinions 

or feelings. 

GIVING INFOMMATION (external) (GE) B'ehaviours which offer facts or 

clarifications. 

STATING GUIDELINES (SG) - Behaviours which give information about the 

principles on which action is based. This may take the foria of 

explanations for past actions, or give the basis for future action, 

without making specific action proposals. The basis for future 

action includes statements of aims and criteria applicable to 

decision-making. 

IWITIVE LVALUATION (PE) - Behaviours which express a reaction to the 

-appraisee in the form of a value judgement concerned with aspects 

of his performance; and includes reactions which give information 

about how the appraiser feels about the appraisee which axe not in 

a value judgement form. 

NEGATIVE EVALUATION (NE) - Behaviours which express a reaction to the 

appralsee in the form of a value judgement concerned with aspects 

of his performince; and includes reactions which give information 

about how the manager feels about the appraisee, or his performance 

which are not in value judgement form. 

DISAGREE= (DIS) -A statement which involves a direct disagreement or 

which raises objections and obstacles to another person's concepts 

or opinions.. (N3: Disagreement Is about issues. ) 
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Table 2.1 (Cont'd) 

ATTACKING (ATT) -A behaviour which attacks another person directly, 
and which-involves negative value Judgements and contains emotional 
overtones. (NB: Attacking is usually about -people not issues. ) 

DEFEMING, (DEF) -A behaviour which defensively strengthens an 
individual's own position, and usually contains emotional over- 
tones. (NBs Defending is usually about peo2le not issues. ) 

BUILDING (BUILD) -A behaviour usually in the form of a proposals, 
which extends or develops a proposal made by another person. 

SUPPOMENG (SUP) -A behaviour which makes a conscious declaration of 
agreement or support for another person or their concepts and 
opinions. 

SUMMARIZING (SUM) -A behaviour which summarizes or otherwise restatesp 
in a compact organised formo the content of previous discussion or 
considerations. 

SEEKING INFDR14ATION (SI) -A behaviour which seeks facts, opinionst or 
clarification from another person. 

SEEKING FEELINGS (SF) -A behaviour which seeks the feelings of another 
person, 

SEEKING PROPOSALS (SP) -A behaviour which seeks the suggestions or 
proposals of, another person. 

BRINGING IN (BrIn) -A behaviour which invites the other person to 

contribute views or opinions. It is not a demand for Information. 

TESTING UNDERSTANDING (TU) -A behaviour in which an Individual 
indicates, he is seeking to establish whether he has correctly 
understood the other person's contribution or its implications. 

CHECKING OUT (ChO) -A behaviour which invites the other person to 

state whether he agrees or not with the particular point under 
discussion. 

OPEN (0p) -A behaviour containing words which expose the individual who 

makes it to risk of ridicule or loss of status. It is usually 

expressed as a taking of responsibility for mistakes or Inadequacies# 

providing this is done In a non-defensive manner. 
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Table 
-9.1 

(Cont'd) 

INVITING PARTICIPATION (IP) - Behaviours which include an implicit or 
explicit invitation-to respond or contribute to what has just been 
said. 

SHUTTING OUT (ShOut) -A behaviour which decreases the other 
individual's opportunity to participate in interaction, and which, 
whether deliberate or not, excludes the other from making his 

contribution. Interrupting is the most commonly observed form of 
shutting out. 

- Each contribution made by an individual is at least one category unit 
and another unit is recorded when the category they are using clearly 
changes. 

- In categorising verbal behaviours, tone of voice is taken into account. 

- The categories of SEEKING INFOR14ATION and GIVING INMFOATION are only 
used when theýbehaviour does not fit the criteria for any of the other 
categories. 

-A behaviour which is SHUTTING OUT or INVITING PARTICIPATION behaviour 

will also be categorised under whatever other category it belongs to 

as well. 
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In view of the in-depth nature of the analysis of the data in terms 

of behavioural categories (described in Chapter 5, PP-87-93 ) it was 

decided to limit such analyses to eighteen out of the original seventy- 

eight interviews recorded. Accordingly, a sample of six of the appraisal 

interviews categoiised as Isuccessful't six of the 'moderately successful, 

interviews and six of the *unsuccessful' interviews, were chosen at 

random. In order to test that the subsamples were representative of the 

populations from which they were drawn 2x3 analyses of variance were 

conducted for each of the perceptual and criterion variable categories. 

In no case did the F value reach the 5 per cent level of significance. 

For each of the categories of behaviour means and standard deviations 

were calculated for each of the criterion sub-groups, in terms oft- 

a) a percentage of the manager's or subordinate's total time 

spent behaving in a particular way; 

b) a percentage of the manager's or subordinate's total number 

of behaviours spent behaving in a particular way; 

c) As an average time spent behaving in that particular way 

by the particular individual. 

Cumulative scores were also calculated by combining subsets of 

related behaviours, for example the behaviour of giving information in 

general (GInfo) was calculated by combination of the giving internal 

information (GI) and giving external information (GE). The formulae for 

these behavoural groups is given in Table 9.2, p. 191. 

In each caset the significance was determined between mean scores 

using one-way analysis of variance and t-tests (Tables 9.3,9.4, and 

9.6). The behaviou3zof the manager and subordinates in each of the 

criterion groups were defined with reference to the subordinates' ratings 

of the outcomes of the interviews in terms of the criterion measure COMP 

(variable 13 and variable 16) on the Nemeroff and Wexley perceptual sciLle. 
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Table 9,2 : Formulae for Calculating G=ulative Behavioural 

_Analysis 
Measures 

GInfo = Giving Infonnation: Internal (GI) + Giving Information: External (GE) 

SGI = Giving Information: Internal (GI) + Giving Information: External (GE) 

+ Stating Guidelines (SG) 

5Info = Seeking Information (SI) + Seeking Feelings (SF) + 

Seeking Proposals (SP) 

PROP = Procedural Proposing (PP) + Proposing re: Job (PJ) 

CRIT = Disagreeing (DIS) + Attacking (ATT) 

SUPPORT = Building (BUILD) + Supporting (SUP) 

PEG = Negative Evaluation (NE) + Attacking (ATT) 

VNEG = Negative Evaluation (NE) + Disagreeing (DIS) + Attacking (ATT) 

DIR = Proposing re: Job (PJ) + Stating Guiddlines (SG) 
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Where the one-way analysis of variance revealed a significant 

non-linear relationship between the BA category and COMP, a graph 

is drawn to describe the relationship (Figures 9.5a, 9.5b, 9.5c 

and 9.5d). 

Reliability for_Behavioural-AnalYsis 

The reliability of the BA was ensured in two ways: 

1. The transcripts of the interviews were analysed Iblindt in each 

instance so as to eliminate bias in scorinC;. 

2. Zle author's reliability in the use of the behaviour analysis 

categories was tested b. -,, analysis of a. sample of the same data 

by a behaviour analysis trainer. Calculations of Cohen's Kappa 

measure of agreement Chi-Square Test for the interviews1cubjected 

to the. analysis, were as follows: _ K= 0-76; p<. 001 and 

K=0.88, p<. Ool . 
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Table 9-3, : FL-ans and Standard Deviations (in parentheses), and P vales 

for the Behaviour, ýLl Measures of the Managers in the 'Successful.. 

'Moderatel y Successful', and 'Unsuccessful' Appraisal Interviews$ 

qxpressed as (a)_a Percentag e of the Time Behaving, (b) Percentage 

of the Number of Behavioursp and (c) Average Time per Unit of 

Behaviour : Summary of Significant Differences 

1EHAVIOURAL UNIT 'SUCCESSFUL' 'MODERATELY 'UNSUCCESSFUL' T- 
SUCCESSFUL' VALUE 

, Giving', Information: (a) 0.26 (0.42) 0.53 (0.89) 1.40 (0.85) 3.86H 
Internal (GI) (b) 0.39 (0.61) 0.65 (l. o6) 2.. 01 (0.784) 6. viýK 

G iv ing '- Inf ormat ion: (a) 22.23 (7.69) 38-94 (9-17) 31-14 (8-72) 5-74" 

External (GE) (b) 19.04 (5-15) 31-74 (7-59) 25-36 (5-55) 6.31" 

Positive Evaluation (a) 8.23 (2-71) 4.82 (2-58) 1.41 (1.14) 13.7eN 
(b) 7.64 (2.47) 6.10 (3-96) 

. 
1.84 (1-58) 6-71" 

Negative Evaluation (a) 2.76 (2.22) 3.25 (2.47) 9.97 (7-17) 4.6e 
(NE) (b) 2.79 (2.20) 2.99 (2-15) 8.85 (5-20) 5-&ý" 

Disagreeing (a) 0.27 (o. 66) o. 4o (0-75) 5.28 (3.25) 12.60' 
(DIS) (b) 0.41 (1.01) 0.98 (2.00) 8.33 (5-43) 10-16" 

(C) 1.17 (2.86) 2.00 (3-16) 7.10 (3-85) 5.4. ý' 

Attacking (a) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 9.12 (8.68) 6.63 mm 

VTO (b) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0-00) 7.52 (7-28) 6.40" 

(C) 0.00 (0-00) 0.00 (0-00) 10-91 (8-76) 9.32y-'4 

Supportive 
(SUP) 

Testing Under-ý 
standing (TU) 

Summarlsing 
(STX4) 

Checking Out 
(Ch Out) 

0 
Inviting 
Participation (IP) 

(a) 3.73 (1.48) 2.09 (1.69) 0.98 (0-51) 6.56" 
(b) 11.19 (4.04) 6.67 (4-77) 3.95 (2-27) 5-W, 

(a) 5.45 (3-66) 1-7Z (1. ZO) 2.09 (1-34) 

(b) 2.10 (0.49) o. 66 (0-72) 1.26 (0-36) 

(a) 0.55 (0.41) 0.29 (0.47) 0.00 (0-00) 
(b) 1.99 (1-34) 1.14 (1.86) 0.00 (0.00) 

(a) 2-6.1o (4.43) 10.22 (10.22) 8.92 (3-89) 
(b) 35-02 (5.41) 17.49 (10-39) 19.65 (3-77) 

8.08" 

3.49(l) 
3.43(l) 

36.4ý' 
10-87... 

/contd. overleaf 
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Table 9.3. (contd): 

Shutting Out 
(Sh Out) 

(b) 0.00 (0-00) 0.86 (0-72) 1.26 (0-36) oem 

CUMULATIVE MEASUREO 

G Inf o 
(- GI + GE) 

SGI 
GI + GE + SG) 

CRIT 

DIS + ATT) 

S Inf o 
(- SI + SF + SP) 

M, G 
(= Ni!, + 

V IIE G 
(= M+ DIS + ATo 

22.48 (7,74) 39.. 49 (8,62) 32-55 (9 33) 5 9. ý' 

(a) 48.12 (8.54) 63 85 (9 67) 45-99 (10 79) 5 97 )e 

0 27 (o 66) 0 40 (o 75) 14.4o (11.1z) 9 5ý" 

(a) 12,94 (6 07) 6.4o (3-o6) 7.08 (2 53) 4 43m 

2.76 (2-22) 3 25 (?.. 47) ig. pg (6 78) 27.2LM 

3.03 (2-72. ) 3.65 (2-19) 24-37 (8.26) 33 00ý'N 

Where, denotes p< . 05 

denotes p< . 01 

danotes p< 06 n. s. 
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Table 9.4 : Means and Standard Deviations (in parentheses), and F values - 
for the Behavioural Measures for the Subordinates in the 

'Successful', 'Moderately_Successful and 'Unsuccessful' 

Appraisal Interviews, expressed (a) a Percent2ae of the 

Total Time, (b) as Percentage of the Number of Behaviour of 

the Subordinate, and (c) as the Average Time per Unit of 

Behaviour : Summaxy of Significant Differences 

13EHAVIOURAL UNTr 

Stating guidelines 
(SG) 

'SUCCESSFULO TOIE RATELY 'UNSUCCESSFUL' F- 
SUCCESSFUL" VALUE 

(b) 15-11 (7-83) 7.29 (7-85) 4.31 (5-04) 3.77x 

Disagreeing (a) o. 96 (1.30) 1.29 (1.69) 8.00 (5.25) 8.8ý" 
(DIS) (b) 1.69 (2-17) 1.78 (2.4o) 9.46 (5.62) 8.51ým 

(C) 3.79 (4-51) 2-7ý (3-65) 13-87 (10-70) 4.5? ýN 

Defending (a) 0.00 (0-00) 0.39 (0.95) 20.18 (12. o6) 16-39" 
(DEF) (b) 0.00 (0.00) 0.76 (1-85) 17.42 (9-25) 19.59ý"' 

(C) 0.00 (0.00) 1.00 (2.45) 15.62 (6-71) 27-01ý" 

Supportive (b) 14-79 (5-17) 12.11 (7-07) 5.30 (1.69) 5.43. ý 

(SUP) 

CMULATIVE MEASURES 

SG I 
(- GI + GE -ý SG) 85-12 (4.14) 83-03 (5-36) 60 53 (14.55) 12-9ý" 
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Pigure 9-5a Relationship Between Percentage of Time Spent Giving 

Information: External, (GE), by Managers in 'Successful', 

'Moderately Successful', and 'Unsuccessful' Appraisal 

Interviews 

40 

/a of 
Managers' Time 

Spent in 30 

Giving 

Information: 

external 
(GE) -20 

10 

'Successful' 'Moderately Successflýlt 'Unsuccessful' 

Anal ysis of Variemce df F-ratio 

Between groups 2 5-74'' 

Test of linearity 3.26 

Deviation from linear 8.22 

Within groups 15* 

t-test df 

Successfuý vs Unsuccessful 10, - -1183 
Successful vs Moderately Successful 10. -3-42 
Unsuccessful vs I'Loderately Successful 10 -1.51 
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Figaxe 9-5b : Relationship Between Percentage of Time Spent I)i_sapTe . eing 
(DIS), by Managers in 'Successfull, 'Moderately Successful', 

and 'Unsuccessfull Appraisal Interviews 

5.0 

of' 
Ilanagers' 

Time 4-0 

Spent 

Disagreeing 
(DIS) ý. o 

2.0 

1.0. 
11 

'Successful' 'Moderately Successful' 'Unsuccessfull 

Analysis of Variance df F-ratio. 

Between groups 2 12.68 <. 006 - 
Test of linearity 19-49 < . 0005 
Deviation from linear 5.86 <-03 
Within groups 15 

t-test df. - t. 

Successful vs Unsuccessful 10 -3-70 < . 01 
Successful vs Moderately Successful 10 -0-31 ns- 
Unsuccessful vs Moderately Successful 

. 
10 3.58 <. 01 
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Figure 9-5c : Relationship Bet-teen Percentage of Time Spent Usin 

An Invitiný- Particination Style, by ManaMrs in 

'Successful's 'Moderately Successful', and 'Unsuccessful' 

Appraisal Interviews 

30 

., a of 

-11aziagers' 

-Time Spent 

-Inviting 20 

Participation 

(IP) 

10 

'Successful' 'Moderately Successful' 'Unsuccessful' 

Analysis of Variance df F-ratio, 

Between groups 2 36-44 4.0000 

Test of linearity 1 58-77 <. 0000 

Deviation from-linear. 14-12 <. 902 
Within groups 15 

t-test- df t 

Successful vs Unsuccessful 10 -7.67- <. 001 
Successful vs Moderately Successful 10 6.6o <. 001. 

,, Unsuccessful vs Noderately Successful 10 -0.63 ns 
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FigLxre 9-5d : Relationship Between Percentage of Number of 

Behaviours Spent Summarising by Managers in 

'Successful". 1-Moderately Successful', and 

3.0 

C/ 
, (a Of 

'11-anagers' 

Behaviours 

Spent 2.0 

Dimmarising 
(ST,, I) 

1.0 

'Successfull 'Moderately Successful' 'Unsuccessfall 

Analysis of Variance df P-ratio 

-Be-h-teen groups 2 8.08 

Test of linearity .1 
7-18 

, 
Deviation from-linear 8.98 

Within groups 15 

t-test df t 

Successful vs Unsuccessful 10 3-40 
Successful vs Moderately Successful 10 3-48ý 
Unsuccessful vs Moderately successful 10 1.20 
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9.1 Comparison of Scores for 'Successful't 
'Moderately Successful' and 'Unsuccessful't 
Criterion Group Managers and Subordinates - 

Results 

'Successful', 'Moderately Successful' 
and 'Unsuccessful' Managers 

Means and standard deviations of scores for managers in 

the 'successful', 'moderately successful' and 'unsuccessful' 

criterion groups are presented in Appendix Table A13 (Pf3-S6 7 

and results of the t-test statistic are presented in summary 

in Tables 9.6.1,9.6.2,9.6.3; and Figures 9.1a, 9-lb-and 

9. le. 

Significant differences were detected between 'successful' 

and 'unsuccessful' criterion groups' managers in terms of one 

or more of the calculations of proportions of time devoted to 
(1) 

each of the following behaviour categories 

1. Behaviours in which Isuccessfull managers scored lower 

than unsuccessful managers: 

(GI) Giving Information: internal (A behaviour which offers 

opinions or feelings to the other individual); 

(a) (b) (c). 

These letters refer to the calculations (a) (b) (c) as- 
described on p. 190. 
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Table 9.6.1 : Summary of T-values of SiMificant Differences Between 

Mean Behavioural Analysis Measures of Managers in the 

'Successful' and 'Unsuccessful' Appraisal Interviews, 

expressed (a) as Percentape of Time Behaving, (b) as 

Percentage of the Number of the Managers' Behavioursp 

and (c) as the Average Time per Unit of Behaviour 

Behavioural Unit T-value df R 

(a) GI -2.98 10 4-05 

PE 5-59 10 <. 001 

IRE -2-35 10 <-05 

DIS -3970 10 <. Ol 

ATT -2-57 10 <-05 

SUP 4-31 10 <. 01 

ChOut 3,. 27 10 < . 01 

IP 7.67 10 <-. ooi 
GI -3.82 10 <. Ol 

FE 4-85 10 <. 001 

VE -2.63 10 <-05 

DIS -3-51 10 <. Ol 

ATT -2-53 10 <-05 

SUP 3.82 10 <, Oj 

sum 3-40 10 <. Ol 
ChOut 3.64 10 <. Ol 
ShOUt -3-38 10 <. Ol 

IP 5-71 10 <. ooi 
(C) GI. -2-51 10 <-05 

DIS -2.98 10 ý-05 

ATT -3-05 10 /, -05 

ChOut 4.65 10 <. 001 
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Table 9.6.2 : Summary of T-values of Significant Differences Between 

Mean Behavioural Analysis Measures of Managers in the 

'Successful' and 'Moderately Successful' Appraisal 

Interviewspexpressed as (a) Percentage of Time Behaving$ 

(b) Percentage of Number of Behavioursq and (c) the 

Average Time per Unit of Behaviour. 

Behavioural Unit T-value df 

GE -3-42 10 

PE 2.23 10 

TU 2.26 10 

Share of Time -2-31 10 

IP 6.60 10 

(b) GE -3-39 10 

sum 3-48 10 

IP 3.67 10 

TU 2-38 10 

2 

ý. Ol 

<. 05 

< . 05 

ý-05 

<. ool 

<. Ol 

<. ol 

<. Ol 

< . 05 

0 
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Table 9.6-. 3 : Sumary of T-values of Si pnificant Differences Between 

Mean Behavioural Analysis Measures of Managers in the 

'Unsuccessful' and 'Moderately Successful' App raisal 

Interviews, expressed as (a) Percentage of Tim e Behaving, 

_(b) 
Percentage of Number of Behaviours, and (c ) the 

Average Time per Unit of Behaviour 

Behavioural Unit T-value df 

(a) PE -2.96 10 
, ý-05 

DIS 3-58 10 ý. 01 

ATT 2-57 10 <-05 

(b) GI 2-45 10 -05 
FE -2-45 10 <-05 

NE 2-55 10 <-05 

DIS 3-11 10 <-05 

ATT 2-53 10ý <-05 

ShOut 2.99 -6 1 '<-05 

(c) DIS 2-46 10 <-05 

ATT 3-05ý 10 /, -05 
IP -2.28 10 ý-05 
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Fig=e 9.1 

(a) Profile of mean Behaviour Analysis scores for Managers in 

"successful". "moderately successful", and "unsuccessful" 

interviews expressed as a Percentage of Time Speht in Each 

0 Behaviour - page 205 

(b) Profile of mean Behaviour Analysis scores for ManaMrs in 

"successful"!, "moderately successful". and "unsuccessful" 

interviews expressed as a Percentage of Number of'Manake i 

Behaviours - page 206 

(C) Profile of mean Behaviour Analysis scores for Managers in 

"successfullIq "moderately successful", and "unsuccessful" 

interviews, expressed as Averagn Time per Behavioural 

Unit - page 207 

I 

0 
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(9.1.1. )l. 
(HE) Negative Evaluation (Behaviour which expresses a 

reaction to the subordinate in the form of a value 

judgement concerned with aspects of his performance; 

and includes reactions which give Information about 

how the manager feels about the subordinate or his 

performance which are not in value judgement form); 

(a)(b) 

(DIS) Disagreeing (Behaviour which states a direct disagree- 

ment or which raises objections and obstacles to 

another person's concepts or opinions (N. B. s Disagreeing 

is usually about issues)); (a)(b)(c) 

(ATT) Attack (Behaviour which attacks another person 

directly, and which usually involves negative value 

judgements and often contains emotional overtones 

(N. B. s attacking is usually about people not issues)); 

(a) (b) (c) 

(Sh/Out) Shutting Out (Behaviour which excludes the other person 

or reduces their opportunity to contribute (Interrupting 

is the most common form)); (b) 

Cumulative Scores (only calculated as a% of the Manager's time) 

NEG 

VNEG 

CRIT 



zog 

2. Behaviours in which 'successful' managers scored highe 

than 'unsuccessful' managerss 

(PE) Positive Evaluation (Behaviour which expresses a reaction 

to the subordiuate in the form of a value judgement 

concerned with aspects of his performance; and includes 

reactions which give information about how the manager feels 

about the subordinate or his performance which are not in 

value judgement form); (a) (b) 

(SUP) Support (Behaviour which involves an explicit or direct 

declaration of support or agreement with another person or 

their concepts and opinions); (a) (b) 

(SMI) Summarizing (Behaviour which summarises or otherwise restates, 

in a compact organised form, the content ofirevious discussion 

or considerations); (b) 

(Ch. Out) Checking Out (Behaviour which invites the other person to 

state whether he agrees or not with particular point under 

discussion); (a) (b) (c) 

(IP) Inviting ParticiRation (Behaviours which include an explicit 

or implicit invitation to respond to what has just been 

said); (a) (b) 

Cumulative Scores 

SUP (Sup + Build) 

DIR (PJ + SG) 

Turning to the significant differences between 'successful' 

and 'moderately successful' managers, the following differences 

were detected%- 
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(9.1.1. ) 
3. Behaviours in which 'successful' managers scored lower 

than 'moderately successful' managerst 

(GE) Givin& Information external (A behaviour which offers 

facts or clarification to another individual); (a) (b) 

Cumulative Scores 

- GInfo 

- SGI 

4. Behaviours in which "successful' managers scored hi&be 

than 'moderately successful' managerst 

(PE) Positive Evaluation (Behaviour which expresses a reaction 

to the subordinate in the form of a value judgement concerned 

with aspects of his performance; and includes reactions 

which give information about how the manager feels about 

the subordinate or his performance which are not In value 

judgement form); (a) 

(SUM) Summarizing (Behaviour which summarises or otherwise res- 

tatest in a compact organised formt the content of previous 

discussion or considerations); (b) 

(IP) Inviting Participation (Behaviours which include an explicit 

or implicit invitation to respond to what has just been said); 

(a) (b) 

(TU),. Testing Understanding (Behaviour in which an individual 

indicates he is seeking to establish whether he has correctly 

understood another individual's contribution or its Implic- 

ations) (a)(c) 

cumulative Score 

- GInfo 
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Referring to the significant differences between 'unsuccessful' 

and 'moderately successful' managers, the following differences were 
found: - 

5- Behaviours in which 'unsuccessful' managers scored lower than 
#moderately successful' managers: 

(PE) Positive Evaluation (Behaviour which expresses a reaction to 

. the subordinate in the form of a value judgement concerned with 
aspects of his performance; and includes reactions which give 
information about how the manager feels about the subordinate 

or his performance which are not in value Judgement form); 
(a) (b) 

(IP) Invitin& Partici]ýation (Behaviours which include an explicit 

or implicit invitation to respond to what has just been said); 
(a) (b) 

Cumulative Scores 

- SGI 

Behaviours in which 'unsuccessful' managers scored highe than 

@moderately successful' managerss' 

(GI) Giving Information internal (A behaviour which offers opinions 

or feelings to the other individual); (b) 

(NE) Negative Evaluation (Behaviour which expresses a reaction to 

the subordinate in the-form of a value judgement conce . rned with 

aspects of his performance; and includes reactions which give 

information about how the manager feels about the subordinate 

or his performance which are not in value judgement form); (b) 

(DIS) Dis2aeeing (Behaviour which states a direct disagreement or 

which raises objections and obstacles to another personts 

concepts or opinions (N. B. 1 Disagreeing is usually about 
issues)); (a) (b) (c) 

(Att) Attack-'(Behaviour which attacks another person directly, and 

which. usually involves negative value judgements and often 

contains emotional overtones (N. B. s attacking is usually about 

people not lssUes))I'(a) (b) (c) 
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jSh/ Shutting Out, (Behaviour which excludes the other person 
out) 

or reduces their opportunity to contribute (Interrupting 

is the most common form)); (b) 

Cumulative scoress In each of the following categories 

'unsuccessful' managers obtained significantly highe scoress 

cHr 

NEG 

VNBG 

9.1.2 'Successful', 'ModeratelZ Successful' 
and lUnsuccessful' Subordinates 

Heans and standard deviations of scores for subordinates in 

the"successful't 'moderately successful' and 'unsuccessful* 

criterion groups are presented in Appendix Table A14 . Results 

of the t-test statistic are presented in summaryin_Tables., 9.6.4, 

-9ý. 
6.5,9.6.6,,,,, and, pigures 9.2a, -_9.2b - 

and 9.2c, (pp. 213-219)- 

Significant differences were detected between 'successful' 

and 'unsuccessful* criterion group subordinates in terms of one or 

more of the calculations of proportions of time devoted to each of 

the following behaviour categoriess- I 

1. Behaviours in which 'successful' criterion group subordinates 

scored lower than 'unsuccessful' criterion group subordinatess 

(Def) Defending (Behaviour which defensively strengthens an 

individual's own position, and usually contains emotional 

overtones (N. B. s Defending is usually about People not issues)), 

(a) (b) (c) 

(Dis) Disaaeeing (Behaviour which states a direct'disagreement or 

which raises objections and obstacles to another person's 

concepts or opinions (N. B. t Disagreeing is usually about 
issues)); (a) (b) 
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Table 9.6.4 : 
_Sunmary 

of T-values of Significant Differences Between 

Mean Behavioural Analysis Measures of Subordinates in 

the 'Successful' and 'Unsuccessful' Appraisal Interviews 

expressed (a) as Percentage of Time Behaving, (b) as 

Percentage of Number of Subordinates' Behavioursq 

and_(c) as the Average Time per Unit of Behaviour 

Behavioural Unit T-value df R 

(a) SG 2-76 10 605 

DIS -3-19 10 "Ol 

DEP -4-10 10 ý. Ol 

SUP 2.62 10 <-05 

(b) SG 2-84 10 ý -05 

DIS -3.16 10 <. Ol 

DEF -4.61 10 <. 001 

SUP 4.28 10 <. Ol 

TU -2.27 10 < -05 

(C) IDEF -5-71 10 Z. 001 
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Table 9.6-5 of T-values of Significant Differences Between 

Mean Behavioural Analysis Measures of Subordinates in the 

'Successful' and 'Moderately Successful' Appraisal 

Interviewsp expressed as (a) Percentage of Time Behaving, 

(b) Percentage of Number of Behaviours, and (c) the 

Average Time per Unit of Behaviour 

Behavioural Unit T-value df 

(a) Share of Time 2-47 10 <-05 

(b) si -2-74 10 , (. 05 

(C) None 
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Table 9.6.6 : S-L=ary of Significant Differences Between Mean 

Behavioural Analysis Measures of Subordinates in 

the 'Unsuccessful' and 'Moderately Successful' 

Appraisal Interviews, expressed as (a) Percenta 

of Time Behavingg (b) Percantage of Number of 

Pehavioursq and (c) Average Time per Unit of Behaviour 

Behavioural Unit T-value df 2 

DIS 2.98 10 4-05 
DEF 4-01 10 ý. Oj 

(b) DIS 3.08 10 <. 05 

DEP 4.32 10 ý. Ol 

SUP -2.29 10 ý-05', 

DIS 2-40 10 <. 05 

DEP 5.02 10 ý. Ool 

si -2.66 10 ý-05 
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Figure 9.2 

(a) Profile of mean Behaviour Analysis scores for Subordinates 

in "successful", "moderately successful", and "unsuccessful" 

interviews expressed as a Percentage of Time Spent in Each 

Behaviour - page 217 

Profile of mean Behaviour Analysis scores for Subordinates 

in "successful". "moderately successful", and "unsuccessful" 

interviews expressed as a Percentage of Number of 

Subordinate Behavicnrs - page 218 

(c) Profile of mean Behaviour Analysis scores for Subordinates 

in "successfull't I'moderatelv successful", and "unsuccessful" 

interviews expressed as Average Time per Behavioural Unit 

- page 219 

c 
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(9.1.2. )1. 

(TU) Testing UnderstandipZ (Behaviour in which an individual 

indicates he is seeking to establish whether he has correctly 

understood another individual"s contribution or its impli- 

cations) (b) 

Cumulative Scores 

NONE. 

2. Behaviours, in which 'successful' group subordinates scored 

himher than 'unsuccessful' group subordinatess 

(SG) Stating Guidelines (Giving information about the principles 

on which action is based. This may take the form of explan- 

ations for past actions, or give the bases for future action 

without making specific action suggestions); (a). (b) 

(Sup) Support (Behaviour which Involves an explicit or direct 

declaration of support or agreement with another person or 

their concepts and opinions); (a) (b) 

Cumulative Scores 

SGI 

- DIR 

3. Behaviours in'which 'successful' group subordinates scored 

lower than 'moderately successful' group-subordinates. 

(SI) Seeking Information (A behaviour which seeks facts, opinions, 

or clarification from another person); (b) 

Behaviours, in which 'successful' group subordinates scored 

highe than 'moderately. successfull group subordinates. 

(Sh. T. ) Share of Time (In this case-t it refers to the percentage of 

the total time that the subordinate spent speaking in the 
interview. 
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(9.1.2. )4. 

- Cumulative Scores 

NONE. 

Turning to the significant differences between 'unsuccessful' 

and 'moderately successful' criterion group subordinates, the 

following differences were observed: - 

5. Behaviour in which 'unsuccessful' group subordinates scored 

lower than 'Moderately successful' group subordinatess 

There were two significant differences - 

(SUP) (A behaviour which makes a conscious declaration of 

agreement or support for another person or their concepts 

and opinions); (b) 

(SI) Seeking Information (A behaviour which seeks facts, opinions 

or clarification from another person); (a) (b) 

Cumulative Score 

- SGI 

6. Behaviour in which ounsuccessful' group subordinates scored' 

hi&her than 'Moderately successful@ group subordinatess 

(DE F) Defendin& (Behaviour which defensively strengthens an 

individual's own position$ and usually contains emotional 

overtones (N. B.: Defending is usually about people not 

issues)); (a) (b) (c)'. 

(DIS) Disagreeinr, (Behaviour which states a direct disagreement 

or which raises objections and obstacles to another person's 

concepts or opinions (N. B. s Disagreeing is usually about 

issues)); (a) (b) (c). 

Cumulative Scores 

NONE. 
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9.2 Comparison of Managers with Subordinates in 
(i) 'Successful', (ii) 'Moderately Successful', 
and (iii) 'Unsuccessful' Group - 

Results 

Results of the t-test statistic comparing the means and standard 

deviations of managers and subordinates in the 'successful', 

$moderately successful' and 'unsuccessful' criterion groups are 

presented in summary in Tables 9.6-7,9.6.8 and 9.6.9 (pp. 223-225). 

Profiles of the scores are given in Figures 9.3a, 9.3b, 9.3c (pp. 227-229). ' 
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Table 9.6-7 : Summary of T-values of_Significant Differences Between 

Mean Behavioural Analysis Measures of Managers and 

Subordinates in the 'Successful' Appraisal Interviews 

@xpressed (a) as Percentage of Time Behaving, (b) as 

Percentage of the Number of Behaviours 9 and (c) as 

the_Average Time per Unit of Behaviour 

Behavioural Unit T-value 

(a) pp 3-94 
GI -2.68 

GE -4-52 
si 4-07 

TU 2-79 

(b) pp 3.29 

GI -3. o6 

GE -7-37 

SI 5.26 

TU 2-78 

Share of Time 4-94 

(C) GI -3-95 
TU 2.50 

df R 

10 4.01 

10 ,'- 05 

10 
, /. 001 

10 <. Ol 

10 <. 05 

10 /. Ol 
10 <-05 

10 <. 001 

10 <. ooi 

10 /, -05 
10 < . 001 

10 < . 01 

10 < -05 
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Table 9.6.8 : Summarv of T-values of Significant Differences Between 

ýIean Behavioural Analy sis Pleasures for Managers and 

Subordinates in the 'Unsuccessful' Appraisal Interviews 

Vxpressed as (a) Percentage of Time BehavinaL b 

Percentage of Number of Behavioursq and as (c) the 

Average Time per Unit of Behaviour 

Behavioural Unit T-value df 

(a) pp 3.66 10 4.01 

GI -2-41 . 
10 Z-05 

-4-03 10 <. 01 

Si 2-58 10. ,, /-05 

Share of Time 2-76 10 ý-05 

(b) pp 3-01 . 10 4-05 

GI -2.62 10 -05 

GE -2-34 10 <-05 

DEF -4-45 10 - 4.001 

3-51 10 

Share of Time 3-52 10ý 1.01 

(C) pp 3-36 10 ý. Oi. 

Pi 2-31 10 . -4*05 
DD- P. -4.22 10 

3-09 101, <-05_ 
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Table g. 6.. g -summary of T-values*of Significant Differences BeUreen 

Mean Behavioural Anal ysis Measures of Manapers and 

Subordinates in 'Moderately Successful' Appraisal 

Interviews$ express ed as (a) Percentage of Time Behavin 

(b) Percentage of the Number of Behaviours, and (c) the 

Average Time per Unit of Behaviour 

Behavioural Unit T-value df 

(a) pp 3-74 10 <. 01 
GE -3-38, 10 ý. Oi 

Share of Time 5.53 10 <. 001 

(b) pp 3-48 10 e. 01 
GI -2-815 10 < -05 
GD- -2.81 1.0- <-05 
Share of Time 3-89 10 

pp 5-30 10 <. 001 
SG 2-59ý-- -, 05 
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Figure 9-3 

(a) Profile of mean Behaviour Analysis scores for Managers 

and Subordinates in "successful" interviews expressed as 

a Percentage of Time Spent in Each Behaviour - page 227. 

Profile of mean Behaviour Analysis scores for Managers 

and Subordinates in "successful" interviews expressed as 

a PercentaM, of Number of Behaviours of Each - page. Z2-5. 

(C) Profile of mean Behaviour Analysis scores for Managers 

and Subordinates in "successful" interviews expressed as 

Average Time per Behavioural Unit - page 7.. Z'q, 

a 
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9.2 
(1) Considering first interviews categorised as 'successful#t 

significant differences were detected between scores for managers and 

subordinates, as follows (cf. Figures 9-3a, 9-3b, and 9-3c, pp. 227-229). 

1. Behaviours In which the managers scored lower than the 

subordinatest 

(GI) Giving Information internal (A behaviour which offers 

opinions or feelings to the other individual); (a) (b) (c) 

(GE) Giving Information external (A behaviour which offers facts 

or clarification to another individual); (a) (b) 

Cumulative Scores 

NONE. 

2. Behaviours in which the manager scored higher than the 

subordinates: 

(PROP) Proposing: Procedural (Statements which either announce the 

procedure to be followed, or attempts to influence the 

procedural aspects of the interview); (a) (b) 

(SI) Seeking Info=ation (A behaviour which seeks facts, opinions, 

or clarification from another person); (a) (b) 

(TU) Testing Understanding (Behaviour in which an individual 

indicates he is seeking to establish whether he has correctly 

understood another individual's contribution or its impli- 

cations); (a) (b) (c) 

(Sh. T) Share of Time (The percentage of the total number of- 

behaviours. performed in the interview); (b) 
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(9.2. (1))2. 

Cumulative Scores 

- GInfo 

- SGI 

- SInfo 

- PROP 

- Share of Time 

(U) Considering the interviews categorised as 'moderately successful' 

criterion group , the following significant differences In behaviour 

between the managers and subordinates were detected, (cf. Figures 9.4a, b, c, 
pp-233-235) 

3. Behaviours in which the manager scored lower than the 

subordinates 

(GE) Giving Information external (A behaviour which offers facts or 

clarification to another individual); (a) (b) 

(GI) Giving Information internal (A behaviour which offers opinions 

or feelings to the other individual); (b) 

Cumulative Scores 

- GInfo 

- SGI 

Behaviours in which the manager scored highe than the 

subordinates 

'(PROP) Prop2sings procedural (Statements which either announce the 

procedure to be followed, or attempts to influence the 

procedural aspects of the interview); (a) (b) (c) 

(SG) Stating Guidelinesl(Giving information about the principles on 

which action is based. This may take the form of explanations 

for past actions$ or give the bases for future action without 

making, specific action suggestions); 
_(c) 
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Figure 9-4 

(a) Profile of mean Behaviour Analysis scores for Managers 

and Subordinates in I'moderatelv successful" interviews 

expressed as a Percentage of Time Spent in Each Behaviour 

- page 233. 

(b) Profile of mean Behaviour Analysis scores for Manaaers 

and Subordinates in "moderately successful" interviews 

ex-nressed as a Percentage of Number of Behaviours of 

Each - page 2 34. 

(c) Profile of mean Behaviour Analysis scores for Managers 

and Subordinates in "moderately successful" interviews 

expressed as Average Time per Behavioural Unit - page Z3S. 
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(9.2. (U))4. 
(Sh*T. ) Share of Time (The percentage of the total number of 

behaviours performed in the interview); (b) 

Cumulative Scores 

- PROP 

(m) Turning to the interviews in the 'unsuccessful' groupt the 

following significant differences between manager and subordinate were 

obtained (cf. Figures 9.5a, 9-5b, 9.5c, pp. 238-240). 

Behaviour in which the manager scored lower than the 

subordinates 

(DEF) Defending (Behaviour which defensively strengthens an 

individual's own position# and usually contains emotional 

overtones (N. B. s Defending is usuaUy about people not issues); 

(a) (b) (c) 

(GI) Giving Information internal, (A behaviour which offers opinions 

or feelings to the other individual); (a) (b) 

(GE) Giving Information external (A behaviour which offers facts or 

clarification to another individual); (b) 

Cumulative Score 

- GInfo 

Behaviours in which the manager scored higher than the 

subordinates 

(PROP) Pro-posings 'Procedurall (statements which either announce the 

procedure to be followed, or attempts to influence the 

procedural aspects of the interview); (a) (b) (c) 

(SI) SeekiM Information (A behaviour which seeks facts, opinions, 

or clarification from another person); (a), (b) (c) 

(Sh. T) Share of Time (The percentage of total time and total number 

of behaviours performed. in the interview); (a) (b) 
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Figure 9-5 
(a) Profile of mean Behaviour Analysis scores for Managers 

and Subordinates in "unsuccessful" interviews expressed 

as a Percentam of Time Spent in Each Behaviour - page 238 

(b) Profile of mean Behaviour Analysis scores for Manapners 

and Subordinates in "unsuccessful" interviews expressed 

as a Percentam, of Number of Behaviours of Each - page 239 

(c) Profile of mean Behaviour Analysis scores for Managers 

and Subordinates in "unsuccessful" interviews expressed 

as Average Time per Behavioural Unit - page 240 
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(9.2. (M)6. 

(PJ) ProposingsJob (Suggestions which are concerned with actions 

to be taken outside the interview situation); (c) 

Cumulative Scores 

- NEG 

- Sinfo 

- PROP 

- Share of Time 

9.3 Discussion 

The range of behaviours which differentiated the performances of 

the managers in the 'successful's 'moderately successful' and 'unsucc- 

essful appraisal interviews is quite extensive. Perhaps the most out- 

standing differences exist in the area of behaviours concerned with 

inviting participationj where the average score for the managers in the 

#successful' group considerably exceeded the average score for the 

managers in the other two groups. This finding is consistent with 

earlier results in the present study concerning perceptions, and with 

previous studies which measured perceptions of subordinates as reflecting 

effective managerial behaviour in, the appraisal interview, (e. g. Maier, 

1958; Wexley, Singh. and Yukl, 1973; Greller. 1975,1978; Nemeroff and 

Wexley, ' 1977). The scoreson the perceptual scales do not . account 

precisely for the way in which time was. spent in such interactions, but 

describe a particular style and suggest a general disposition towards the 

appraisee. However, in this part of the study the behavioural. content 

was also categorised. How then, apart from adopting a significantly more 

participative stylep did the managers in the successful, appraisal behave 

differently from the managers in the other two groups? 
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9-3.1. Behaviours wh5ch characterised 
#successful' managers 

Two major differences emerge when comparisons are made between 

managers In the successful group and those in the moderately 

successful group. The former spent significantly less time in 

giving external information (GE), that is, less time in giving facts 

and clarifying issues, but spent a significantly greater proportion 

of their time than the managers in the moderately successful appraisal 

interview, in giving positive evaluation (PE) of aspects of subordinate 

performance, or about the appraisee in general. The finding that 

praise (PE) differentiated between the b ehaviours of the managers in 

the three groups of appraisals$ supports the results of the analysis 

of variance of the perceptions of the subordinates where it was also 

seen to differentiate between the three groups. 

The pattern provided by the measures of these three beha: viours, 

that is, high (IP), high (PE) and low (GE) would appear to relate to 

what Burke, Weitzel and Weir (1978) described in their literature 

review of characteristics of effective appraisals as 

"A helpful and constructive attitude on thepart of the 
supervisor ... called supportive appraisal behaviour" 

(Burke, Weitzel and Weir, 1978, P-914)- 

They went on to note that, 

"In general, the more a supervisor uses positive 
motivational techniques (giving recognition for good 
performance; taking the attitude of a helper; 
showing permissivenessg treating the appraisee as an 
equal; showing respect for the appraisee as a human 
being) the more satisfied the employee was with the 
session and his supervisor" 

(Loc. cit. ) 

These behaviours might also be critical contributors to Greller's 

finding that, 
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@ownership' was the factor most strongly related to 
. subordinatest reaction to the appraisal; it was also 
found to be the factor most closely linked to overall 
management style" 

(Greller, 1978, p. 646). 

Of this, Greller noted that, 

"'It may not be far removed from what others have 
labelled 'ps ch logical participation' (e. g. Wexley 
et al., 1973 , for ownership involves being welcomed 
and feeling that what needed to be done was done" 

(LOC. cit. ) 
The results of the one way analysis of variance for each 

sub group of seeking information behaviours, that is, reeking 

proposals (SP), seeking feelings (SF) and seeking facts, opinions, 

or clarification (SI), does not quite reach the level of signifi- 

cance. However, the addition of all these similar behaviours 

into a composite score of seeking information in general (SInfo) 

does obtain a significant F value and therefore serves to differ- 

entiate between the three groups. The greatest difference 

existing between the mean scores for the managers in the success- 

ful, as compared to the mean scores of the managers in the moder- 

ately successful appraisals (t = 2.36, p <. 05). In particularg 

the behaviour of testing understanding (TU) would appear to be 

used more frequently by managers in the successful group. This 

information would appear instructive in that it indicates the 

tendency for managers in the successful group to spend a greater 

proportion of their time seeking information generally, and 

checking that they have understood what the subordinate has said,, 

than do managers. in the moderately successful appraisal interviews. 

The fact that proportion of time speaking did not emerge from 

an analysis of variance of the three scores of the groups as diff- 

erentlating between them, might be seen as support for the point 

I- 
.I 

of view already expressed in this thesis, and which is reflected 
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in Burke et al. 's conclusion as a result of reviewing the 

literature, and from their own resultss- 

"All of this suggests that proportion of time spoken 
, obviously operates differently depending on a number 
of situational characteristics. A consideration of 
'what' is said and the manner in which particular 
things axe said, is more predictably related to 
outcome measures than proportion of time talked. " 

(Burke, Weitzel and Weir, 1978P P-915). 

The analysis of variance calculations revealed summarizing 

behaviour (SUM) as differentiating between the three groups 
-of 

managers. A comparison of the respective behaviours, of the 

manager in the successful group with that of the manager in the 

moderately successful group revealed that the former spent 

considerably greater frequency of behaviours in this activity. 

Whether this behaviour is related to the perception which served 

to differentiate the groups, of the manager ending the interview 

on a positive note is unclear since the content of the summaries 

were not analysed. However, bearing in mind-the, overall pattern 

of supportive, inviting participation behaviours of the managers 

in the successful appraisals, there seems no need to'suspect that 

their general style of summarizing was inconsistent with that of 

the rest of the appraisal. Since the perception of ending the 

interview on a positive note emerges consistently from each 

statistical analysis as being associated with and significantly 

contributing to a successful appraisal, these results would appear 

to suggest that more attention needs to be paid to the process and 

content of summarizing in the appraisal interview. Yet studies 

which have been discussed in relation to other investigations of 

characteristics of effective appraisal interviews-have not referred 

to the. Importance of the activity. Whether this is because this 
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activity has not been included amongst the variables under 

considerationg or whether this finding is a function of the 

sample used in the present investigation is unclear. However, 

the importance of ending the interview on a positive note is 

entirely consistent with the other perceptions found to be 

important for a successful appraisa. 1, in particular being 

friendly and praising the subordinate. Another contributory 

factor might be concerned with recency effect (Luchins, 1948). 

This pertains to the phenomenon of remembering the last event of 

a chain of events. 

Also, since one of the criteria for success in the appraisal 

interviews in the present study, was that it helped the subord- 

inate do a better job, one might expect summarizing the points 

agreed, established or discussed in the appraisal, to clarify what 

the subordinate needs to do next. Together, with the potentially 

motivating activity of ending the interview on a positive note, 

one might not be surprised that, this activity characterises the 

behaviour of the managers in the successful appraisals. 

As might also be expected, there were a considerable number of 

behaviours which differentiated between the managers in the succ- 

essful appraisal and those in the unsuccessful appraisals. The 

managers in the successful appraisais spent significantly more 

time inviting participation, in supportive, behaviour (SUP) and in 

giving positive evaluations. Although the one way analysis of 

variance did not reveal that checking out (ChOut) significantly 

differentiated between the three groups, it almost reached an 

acceptable significant F 'value-(F,, 157 3.49, p_. e..,. 06)', and might' 

be considered instructive in that it-suggests a tendency for- 



246 

managers in a 'successful' appraisal to use more checking out 

behaviour than managers in the 'unsuccessful' appraisal 

(t - 3.27, P-C-03). In fact, none of the managers in the 

unsuccessful appraisals used the behaviour. As far as checking 

out might be considered as a behaviour which increases the 

opportunity for a subordinate to state his disagreement, or 

agreement with the point under discussion, it would seem to be 

related to behaviours that Greller (1978) associated with a 

sense of ownership of the appraisal, and what Burke. et al,. (1978) 

would consider as "treating the appralsee as an equal". Although 

a relatively brief behaviour, it might serve to reinforce or 'tie 

together' other supportive, inviting participation behavioursq 

into a consistent overall 'helpful and constructive style' which 

is a conspicuous feature of the successful appraisal (Burke et al., 

1978). 

Finally, although the composite measure of directing action 

(DIR) did not emerge from the analysis of variance as differen- 

tiating between the behaviours of the three groups of managers 

(F 
2t15 ý 2.90 p . 4.09), a t-test comparing the mean scores of the 

extreme criterion groups of managers revealed that the former spent 

significantly more time in this way (t - 2-32; p /,. 0.5). This might 

suggest that successful managers spent more time initiating struc- 

ture (perhaps by goal setting), in the interviews than did unsucc- 

essful managers, in the form of suggesting specific future actions 

to be taken, and in stating guidelines or principles on which 

actions or future decisions may be, based. Since successful managers 

were also characterised by their participative style, these mana - gers 

might be'seen as employing a participative decision making style of' 

leadership which has been found to. be particularly effective in 
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increasing performance and job satisfaction (Wexley, et al., 

1973) and productivity (Vroom, 1964). Explanations for the 

success of such a style have included that it enables the 

employee to perceive a clearer effort-performance relationship 

(Mitchell, 1973); and increases the employee's level of ident- 

ihcation with, and commitment to, the goals jointly established 

(Tannenbaum, 1966; French et al., 1966; Portert Lawler and 

Hackman, 1975). Schuler and Kim (1976) also noted that, 

"There were significant interaction effects between 
participation and goal setting with employee 
satisfaction with job, with peers, and with super- 
visor" (P-117). 

However, the present data would require furthers closer scrutiny 

to analyse the behaviours, relating to (DIR), to check whether 

they were in fact participative In style, which, in view of the 

overall style, would presumably be so. And also to check whether 

the behaviours referred explicitly to goal setting activities. 

9.3.2. Behaviours which characterised 
@unsuccessful' managers 

Turning now to the behaviours which characterised themanagers 

in the unsuccessful appraisals, the results of the behaviour 

analysis suggest that managers in the 'unsuccessful' group 

differed significantly from those of the "successful', group by 

virtue of their spending significantly more of their time express- 

ing opinions and feelings (GI), in disagreeing (DIS), attacking 

(ATT), and in giving negative evaluations (NE), of the subordinate 

and of his performance. The behaviours which significantly diff- 

erentiated the managers in the unsuccessful appraisal from those 

in the 'moderately successful' group were mainly concerned with 
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behaviour involved in evaluating the appralsee, and his opinions 

and performance, since the average score for the managers in the 

funsuccessfull group was significantly higher than that of the 

average group for disagreeing (DIS), and significantly lower for 

positive evaluation (PE). Cumulative scores of criticism (DIS + 

ATT) and negative evaluation (NE + ATT) obtained by managers in 

the unsuccessful group were significantly higher than those for 

either of the other groups (Unsuccessful vs. Moderately success- 

ful t=3.081 p 4-05; t= 5-38P p 4.01, respectively) (Unsucc- 

essful vs. Successful t-3.11, P 4.05; t- 5-61P P-c-001t 

respectively). 

In each case in which behaviours have been identified as 

differentiating between the groups of managers, the measures of 

behaviour are in terms both of a percentage of the total time 

the managers spent in that behaviour, and also in terms of the 

percentage of their frequency with respect to the total number 

of behaviours. That Is, the differences between the behaviours 

of managers relate to the length of their time they spent behaving 

in that way, and the number of their behaviours they spent. in that 

particular behaviour. That is with the exception of shutting out 

behaviours which is only calculated as a frequency. 

Shutting Out behaviour-(ShOut), the frequency of which served 

. _per 
to differentiate between the three groups, occupied over 10 

cent of the number of different behaviours, practised by th; 

managers in the unsuccessful appraisals, which was significantly 

more than the average score for the managers in the average 

appraisals, who in turn performed it significantly more times 

than the managers in the successful group, who'did not exhibit 

the behaviour. 
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Hardly surprisingly perhapso the managers in the 

unsuccessful appraisals were less participative in their 

general overall style of appraising (Ip) (t - 2.28, p <. 05). 

This profile of being unusually critical# combined with a 

significantly lower proportion of inviting participation 

behaviour would appear highly similar to Solem's description of 

the unsuccessful manager's style which Is characterised by 

"failure to let the subordinate have his sayt 
blaming, lecturing, giving advice, assuming a 
paternalistic attitude" 

(Solem (1960) quoted in 
Burke and Wilcox, 1969, p. 301). 

9.3-3. Behaviours which characterized subordinates 
in the 'successful' and 'unsuccessful' Gt-erviews' 

The results of the one way analysis of variance for the 

subordinates in each of the three appraisal interviews revealed 

only two behaviours which differentiated between the groupse 

These were behaviours of Defending (DEF) and Disagreeing (DIS). 

The behaviour of the subordinates in the 'unsuccessful* 

appraisals differed significantly from those In-the average 

appraisals in both of these behaviours. They spent significantly 

more of their time disagreeing with the'. manager 'appraising them 

(DIS), and in defending themselves (DEF)-,. but they spent signifi- 

cantly less of their time seeking information, by way of facts, 

or general clarification (SI) from the appraiser, than did 

subordinates in the moderately successful appraisal group, and 

they supported fewer proposals (SUP) than did subordinates in the 

moderately successful appraisals* Finally, comparison of the 

behaviours, of subordinates in the 'successful' appraisals with 
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in the unsuccessful appraisals revealed that the former 

group spent significantly more of their time stating guidelines 

for past or future actions (SG), and in supporting their appraiser 

(SUP). and significantly less of their time testing understanding 

(TU), or in disagreeing with the appraiser and defending themselves. 

These findings illustrate Greller's (1975) point, mentioned 

earlier, which refers to the relative irrelevance of who speaks 

more in the interview since "use of 'airtime' may be a function of 

either defensive rationalization or open sharing by the subordinate". 

(Greller, axit. p. 548). In fact the results of this investigation 

support Greller's point, since, as can be seen from the comparison 

of the subordinates' behaviour analysis (FiEp. 9.2a 
. b_, c)(l), although the 

differences are not always significant, the subordinates who spoke 

for the greatest proportion of time were those In the successful 

group, followed by those in the unsuccessful group, who in turn 

spoke more than those in the moderately successful interviews. 

What is not so important, then, In determining success of an 

appraisal interview is proportion of time spoken, since this did 

not emerge from the analysis of variance. Rather it is whatlis 

said, which strengthens the view expressed by several writers 

(Burke and Wilcox, 1969; Burke, Weitzel and Weirt 1978,1980; 

Greller, 1975,1978; Dipboye and de Pontbriand, 1981). The 

finding that managers in the unsuccessful group exhibited signifi- 

cantly more negative verbal behaviour towards the subordinate (NE)- 

(Att)(DIS)o together with the finding that subordinates in the 

unsuccessful group spent a significantly greater proportion of 

their time and a significantly greater number of their behaviours, 

either defending themselves or disagreeing, reflects the findings 

, 
(l) see pp. 217-219) 
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of Kay, Meyer and French (1965). In the study referred to, it 

was found that "As threat increased, defensiveness also 

increased" (Kay, Meyer and French, 1965, P-313). It should be 

noted that whereas the Kay et al. Cop. cit. ) study defined threat 

as I'statements of a critical nature made by the manager about 

the subordinate which seemed to represent threats to self-esteem" 

(P-312), in the present study, the distinction was made between 

behaviours which are concerned with aspects of the subordinate' 

performance (NE) and those which are directed at the subordinate 

personally (Att). 

Burke and Wilcox (1969) include reference to other studies 

which have produced similar resultst- 

"The following hypothesis has been supported by 
experimental research (Kay, Heyer and French, 
1965; Maier, 1958; Solem, 1960). The greater 
the threat to the subject's self esteem, the 
greater will be his defensiveness, the less favour- 
able his attitudes towards the appraisal system, 
and the fewer the number of subsequent improvements 
on job performance" 

(Burke and Wilcox, 1969, P-300-301). 

Burke, Weitzel and Weir (1978) in a more recent study obtained 

negative correlations between perceived threat in last appraisal 

and the perception that the subordinate was given the opportunity 

to present his ideas and feelings, ' and that the supervisor was 

helpful and constructive. Perception of threat also obtained a 

significant negative correlation with the outcome measure of 

motivation to improve performance. However as its correlation 

with other outcome measures did not reach significance, and its 

beta weight was-not recorded, conclusions regarding its likely 

effect on appraisal interview outcomes based. on these results, 

must be extremely tentative. This is borne out by the fact that 



252 

(9-3-3. ) 
in what appears to be a highly similar study presented by Burke 

et al. (1980), the relationship between perceived threat and 

other perceptions of the interview process, and its outcome, 

appear to change. Perceived threat no longer correlated signif- 

icantly with perceptions of having the opportunity to present 

onews ideas and feelings, nor with the perception that the 

supervisor was helpful and constructive - or in fact with any 

other perception of an aspect of the appraisal process. Further- 

more, whereas in the previous study perceived threat was only 

associated with negative motivation as an outcome measure, in 

this second study it was seen to correlate significantly# and 

negatively only with the outcome measure of satisfaction with the 

appraisal interview. Again no beta weights were given, so that 

Its relative predictive value cannot be surmised. 

Why perceived threat should relate to quite different percep- 

tions and outcome measures in two highly similar studies can only 

be guessed. The authors, who admit that the results were "Contrary, 

to our expectations" (Burke et al., (op. cit., p. 692) explained the 

results and the apparent dissonance between them and past findings 

with the following statementst- 

"The results also do not support two widely espoused 
statements on the dangers of the subordinate's 
experiencing feelings of threat in the interview 
and discussing the personality of the job i ncum- 
bent. Not that these two activities are desirable, 
but they did not have the expected adverse impact 
on the outcome variables examined here. Although 
not destructive, it should be noted that these 
behaviours were not productive either. It may be 
thato historically, -subordinates in work, settings 
have felt threatened and had their personalities- 

-and mannerisms discussed in appraisals so that they, 
have learned to tune out such remarks without undue 

reaction on their parts" 

(Burke, , Weitzel and Weirt'-1980t p. 693). -, 
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The findings cited above which suggest that threats to self 

esteem are typically associated with at least one unsatisfactory 

outcome are not supported unequivocally throughout the other 

similar studies of appraisal interviews. The present writer 

suggests that the methodology and results of the present invest- 

igation might contribute to an explanation for this apparent lack 

of consistency. Greller (1978) who stated that criticism was not 

simply the opposite of praise, found in one of his studies that 

although it showed a negative relationship with satisfaction with 

the appraisa2, it related positively to a sense of utility of the 

appraisal interview obtaining significant beta weights to emphasise 

its importance. This finding that criticism is perceived as use- 

ful by the subordinate is borne out by other studies of the 

appraisal. Fletcher (1973) in a study comparing a problem solving 

and a tell and sell approach to interviewing in relation to their 

respective effectiveness in giving performance feedback concluded 

that, 

"Perhaps the most striking feature-in this study-of the 
Andividual's performance is the fact that not only. did 
discussion-of the weaker areas of the individual's 
performance seem essential to the full effectiveness of, 
the appraisal, in giving accurate performance feedback 
and generating. actiont but it also appears to be an 
acceptable, even desirable, element of the procedure 
from the interviewee's standpoint. " 

(Fletcher, 1973,. p. 229). 

And in a later study, -Fletcher and Williams (1976) compared the' 

efficacy of different. types of-feedback,. including giving only' 

positive feedback, giving only-negative feedback, giving positive- 

plus negative feedback, or none at all. Among the dependent 

measures were the effect on subsequent performance, motivationt 

appralsee's overall feelings about the appraisal. The results 
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showed that the interviews which were perceived as including a 

balanced discussion of both strengths and weaknesses in perform- 

ance obtained the best positive effects overall. Fletcher and 

Williams (op. cit. ) stress three important, possibly crucial, 

factors in their conclusion that, 

"in this study many of the circumstances were favourable 
Including fairly thorough training given to all 
interviewers, with emphasis on not discussing more 
than two weaknesses in any one interviewq and on 
adopting a participative, problem-solving approach. 
Failure to take account of these ... variables ... 
may well have contributed to the confusion as to 
what does or does not make for effective appraisal 
Interviews. " 

(Fletcher and Williams, 1976, p. 82). 

The finding from the present investigation that the combination 

of a certain proportion of criticism, in the form of negative 

evaluation of past performance (NE), and a certain amount of 

invited participation, was associated with success, also supports 

the results of Dipboye and de Pontbriand (1981) who found that 

"employees were more receptive of feedback they perceived to be 

negative if they perceive that (a) they are allowed to participate 

in the feedback sessionj (b) plans and objectives are discussed, 

and (c) they are evaluated on factors relevant to their work. " 

(Dipboye and de Pontbriand, 1981, p . 251). 

The investigation by Landyp Barnes and Murphy (1981) into 

factors affecting the perception'of fairness and accuracy In 

performance-evaluation appraisals obtained similar findings to 

those reflected by the present behavioural analysis. The process 

va, riable that they found contributing most predictability to the 

Outcome of-perceived fairness and accuracy of evaluation, which 

of itself involved criticism of performance, was the perceived 

opportunity to express one's feelings. 
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Apart from the studies cited which have illustrated the 

value of criticism balanced with praise when the appraiser is 

skilled in using the participative approach, other writers have 

offered other suggestions for increasing the value of criticism. 

Beveridge (1974) reported that criticism can be helpful provided 

that it is concerned with aspects of performance and not directed 

at the subordinate himself. As can be seen from Figures-9--la and 9-1bt 

the behaviour analysis of the managers' average score for each 

group, both successful and moderately successful managers employed 

some degree of criticism of performance (NE) which might reflect 

the valuable use of criticism (Fletcher, 1973; Fletcher and 

Williams, 1976; Greller, 1978)v which is employed less frequently 

than positive evaluation (PE). Since these groups of managers did 

not adopt the form of criticism which personally attacks the sub- 

ordinate (Att), ' these findings might be seen to support Beveridge's 

(1974) point of view. Unsuccessful managers, in total contrast, 

were seen to be significantly more critical of both the subordin- 

ate's performance (NE) and also of the subordinate himself (Att). 

Although the results of the behaviour analYsis might be 

regarded as instructive in separating out the different aspects 

of what has been discussed in global terms in the literature as 

'criticism', Into at least three components (NE) (DIS) (Att)q it 

does not provide evidence for another undoubtedly ýaluable 

connection which has been made by French, Kay and Heyer (1966). 

They stated that the formulations of. criticisms into specific 

-goals 
had a substantial effect on performance improvement. 

Managers in the unsuccessful interviews spent on average, a 

quarter of their time either disagreeingt criticising (NE), or 



256 

(9-3-3. ) 
personally attacking the subordinate whom they were appraising. 

It is hardly surprising then, that the subordinates in these 

appraisal interviews spent between a quarter and half of their 

time disagreeing or defending themselves. Since it is evident 

that a considerable amount of collective time was spent. with 

manager and subordinate in conflict in the unsuccessful appraisal 

interviews, the unsatisfactory outcome measures axe almost 

predictable. Interviews that achieved successful outcome 

measures are characterised by subordinates actually communicating 

far more information than the manager appraising them, who, as 

can be seen from Figure 9-3 which shows the profile of behaviours 

for managers and subordinates in the successful group, spends 

more time talking in terms of guidelines, or principles of action 

(SG) than he does in giving facts and clarification. 

The Share of Time score Sh. T) reflects the fact that the 

manager In the 'successful' appraisals performed significantly 

more behaviours than the subordinate. Reference to the behaviours 

which distinguished him from the subordinate draws attention to 

the fact that these were predominantly in the form of seeking 

Information (SI) and testing understanding (TU). This would 

reinforce the notion that such a manager was characterised by 

inviting the subordinate to contribute to the appraisal, not 

only, in a general 'style' of invi" participation but also in 

the simple techniques of asking questions. 
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9.4 Conclusions 

The intention of the behaviour analysis was to identify objectively, 

and at a microlevel, behaviours, of both manager and subordinate in 

appraisal interviews which, by their outcomes, were judged 'successful', 

Imoderately successful' or 'unsuccessful'. It was hoped that statistical 

techniques could then help to identify those specific behaviours which 

distinguished between the appraisal interviews so as to provide the basis 

of a skills training programme for managers. 

As Evison (1980) observed, 

"Any form of interactive skills training is dependent on making 
people aware of key behaviours which influence the outcomes 
that they want, both positively and negatively. " 

(Evison, 1980,. p. 8). 

A wide range of behaviours emerged as differentiating between the 

groups of managers and several significant differences existed between 

the behaviours of managers in pairs of groups. 

The findings support the results of previous studies in which'perc- 

eptions, of subordinates were used as a means of identifying characteristics 

of effective appraisal interviewing skills, particularly with reference to 

the importance of inviting the subordinate's participation in the general 

discussion, and in illustrating the dangers of using an extraordinary 

proportion of time in behaviours of negative evaluation and attacking. 

It might be that a particular proportion of the interview should be devoted 

to giving critical feedback of performance. Indeed, it would be difficult 

to provide a learning experience without in some way discussing the mistakes 

of past performance, but it is precisely the'lphrase "in some way" which 

would seem to determine the effect of a-particular behaviour. Behaviour 

analysis takes into account not only the content of what is said, but also 
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the manner of expression. An example of the value of such an exercise 

might be illustrated in connection with the equivocal findings, already 

discussed, regarding the effects of 'criticism'. Whereas several 

researchers found its use dysfunctional, or at least unproductive 

(Maiert 1958; Solem, 1960; Kay, Meyer and French, 1965; Burke and 

Wilcox, 1969)t others have discussed its utility (Fletcher, 1973; 

Fletcher and Williams, 1976; Greller, 1978). 

What has been referred to in the literature as 'criticism' is 

represented In the behaviour analysis instrument used in this study in 

three different behaviours (NE) (ATT) DIS). The results of behaviour 

analysis would appear to confirm the value of defining operationally, and 

as precisely as possible, the different aspects of criticism, since the 

relationship between (NE) (ATT) (DIS) and the other behaviours of the 

managers and subordinates would seem to reflect the pattern of eventual 

outcomes of the appraisal interviews. 

As the greatest proportion of a manager's time is spent in conveying 

Information to the subordinate# the results of. behaviour analysis are 

potentially helpful in suggesting the best combination. In this study, 

the successful managers spent proportionately less of their time giving 

information in the form of factst opinions and feelings, but spent propor- 

tionately more of their time stating the principles for action or decision- 

making. Since, discussing the information in terms of principles allows 

possibly greater understanding of the facts and has potentially more 

general value than giving specific W ormation all the time, one might be 

inclined to see the value of using such a behaviour in an appraisal inter- 

view. Not only might it help, clarify the present situationt and events of 

the past, it might also be viewed as instructive of how to make the best 

decisions in relation to future needs. Combined with specific proposals 

4 
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for future action, and communicated in a predominantly participative 

style, it might provide an effective means of joint goal setting, the 

results of which have been seen to meet both organisational objectives 

of increasing productivity, and individuals' objectives of job satis- 

faction and improvement in social relations at work. 

The identification of the possible value of balancing, information- 

giving, in term of specific Information (GI) + (GE) with the stating of 

general guidelines (SG) suggests the value of behaviour analysis in 

describing not only discrete contents of the successful appraisal or of 

the unsuccessful appraisal, but also the underlying 'Process of the 

Interaction. 

The importance of a high proportion. of inviting participation 

behaviours has already been mentioned, as has the avoidance of criticism 

directed at the person, andthe last point was the recommendation of a 

balanced proportion of stating guidelines. 

Three other conclusions would also seem apparent from the results. 

The first is the apparent necessity for at least a certain amount of 

supportive behaviour (SUP) and for praise'(PE). The importance of these 

behaviours is reflected in the finding that the perception of friendliness 

is one of the most consistent findings of the results from the perceptual 

scale. The second conclusion is the need to listen and not interrupt the 

subordinate, evidenced by the significant difference in (Sh. Out) scores. 

And perhaps the third conclusion regarding the process of the successful 

appraisal would appear to concern the importance of summarizing the. 

content of the discussion in the appraisal. 

A fourth point which does not necessarily emerge from the results of* 

the behavioural analysis Is concerned with the style of, seeking Information- 
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(ST + SF + SP). The proportion of time spent in seeking information 

(SInfo) differentiated between the three groups. However consideration of 

the means of the managers' scores of each group (FýJgs. q. la, b, c) shows that, 

as might be expected, the managers in the successful appraisals performed 

the greatest proportion of these behaviours, but the unsuccessful were 

seen to perform a greater proportion of these behaviours than the managers 

in the moderately successful appraisals. The essential difference between 

the nature of this behaviour as performed by the managers in the successful 

appraisals, as compared with those in the unsuccessful appraisals is that 

the latter tended to seek information in an interrogatory style as opposed 

to the non-inquisitorial style of the managers in the successful group. 

This observation might provide support for Greller's (1975) description of 

the aspect of participation which relates to satisfaction with the apprai- 

sal ass- 

"the subordinate is not simply asked to provide more data or 
share feelings on an issue already identified by the boss, 
but to introduce new issues or problems in the discussion" 

(Greller, 1975, p. 546). 

This last point perhaps draws attention to the fact that the instances in 

which an analysis of vaxiance reveals that there is a significantly non- 

linear relationship between the performance. of particular behaviours and 

the different levels of success (e. g. for (GE) (SGI) and (SInfo)), that 

merit far more attention. It suggests also a fundamental-limitation of 

the BA instrument used in this investigationg since it would suggest that 

although the categorisation of beh aviours is based on both content and 

mannert there axe some situations in whic h the-choice of which is most 

salient has to be made, which in turn-limits the accuracy of the instru- 

ment. Of course, the behavioural category-could_be sub-divided again 

so that for example (SI) seeking information is sub-divided into seeking 
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information in an interrogatory fashion, and seeking information in an 

open, empathic fashion. However, balance must finally be struck between 

relative accuracy in categorising behaviourg and the problems contingent 

on using a much greater vaxiety of categories. One immediate, and 

important loss is the simple clarity_ of results, which if 
-one 

bears in mind the objective of a management skills development course, is 

extremely important. 

An alternative solution is to categorise behaviours, in two ways, by 

content, and (in another analysis) by style, or process, and then summ- 

ar: ise the results. 

It might be noted that the specific behaviours identified as distin 

guishing the successful from the moderately successful# and unsuccessful 

managers could help illuminate the hitherto elusive dimensions traditionally 

associated with leadership behaviourt such as 'consideration' and 'initi- 

ating structure'. Indeed this might suggest another way of analysing the 

data In future research. 

Finally, the results of this study, in as far as one can extrapolate 

from such a small sample to a wider population, show that there is a wide 

range of managers' behaviours, which have been seen to differentiate between 

successful, moderately successful and unsuccessful appraisal interviews. 

Since they are defined operationally, and since among the criteria on 

which they are selected for inclusion on the behaviour analysis instrument 

aret- that they are behaviours which can be changed by training; that 

they are meaningful to both observer and manager; and that their perform- 

ance relates directly to the outcome, they can provide Immediate information 

for a management skills training programme. 
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In conclusion then, it can be stated that formally hypothesis 2 

was upheld in the cases of behavioural categories. Furthermore, to 

the extent that more meaningful BA categories emerged than items on 

the Nemeroff and Wexley perceptual scale, as distinguishing between 

#successful', 'moderately successful' and 'unsuccessful' appraisal inter- 

vjews9 hypothesis 3 may also be regarded formally as being upheld. 

&pothesis 2t That there would be significant differences in the 

behaviours of the managers, analysed at a microskill levelt between 

$successful* and 'unsuccessful' appraisal interviews. 

Mnothpsis 3s That more psychologically meaningful, and in terms of 

trabdngr potentially more valuable distinctions) can be made between 

@successful' and 'unsuccessful' appraisal interviews at a microskill 

level than at a macroskill level. 
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CHAPTER 10, 

DISCUSSION and CONCLUSIONS 

10.1 'Macrolevell approaches and the need for 
@microlevel' and objective analyses 

In spite of the fact that research into leadership in management has 

been the object of serious investigation for the last 70 yearsý, and has 

generated a vast number of studies during that time, current commentators 

are expressing increasing frustration that this activity has not contrib- 

uted significantly to our ability to explain or predict managerial 

effectiveness (Kerr and Schriesheim, 1974; McCall, 1976; Argyris, 1979). 

Since academics in the field are expressing their disappointment with 

this state of affairs, it is hardly surprising that practitioners in the 

field of management development are equally depressed (e*g* Moses, 1979). 

An extensive range of explanations has been suggested in the literature, 

including comments regarding the inappropriateness of research models 

(ArgYris, 1979)9 objectives (McCall, 1978). and, instruments (Sims# 1979), 

lack of attention to the interface between research and practical 

application to industry (Sashkin and Garland, 1979),, and many more. 

The present writer has expressed her frustration with the lack of 

rigour in definitions of leadership, believing that-one possibly crucial 

reason for the confusion and lack of clarity and consistency In the 

literature, Is the fact that the distinction is not made clearly in 

leadership research as to whether it is concerned with the study of 

leaders, i. e. those who occupy particular positions In an orgaxdsation, 

or whether it is concerned with the examination of the phenomena of 

skills' of leadership. - 
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The object of the present research was to follow a different path 

from that pursued by the majority of American leadership researchers. 

These researchers appear, at least in the past, to have been preoccupied 

with the creation of 'macrolevel' models and 'macrolevel' analyses of 

the processes of leadership. Presumably they believed that such 

endeavours would help the intrepid follower find his way through the 

jungle of heterogeneous, and often contradictory research findings. 

Valuable as such a noble intention indubitably is, the present writer 

has become dissatisfied by 'the distant view of the landscape' and 

would rather 'go among the natives' to observe what it is that distin- 

guishes a successful one from a less or entirely unsuccessful one in 

performing one important activity.. 

There have, of course, been important exceptions to the foregoing 

generalisation. That is, researchers who have concentrated their 

attention on'the central issue of attempting to produce results from 

which immediately practicable models-can be extrapolated. The Vroom- 

Yetton model has been cited as one such model which suggests which 

particular decision making styles might be most efficacious in a partic- 

ular'situation. However, the present. writer felt thatgdespite the 

importance and value of such a model in providing an important frame"of 

reference from which to select a paxticular style of leadership, this did 

not necessarily secure a skilful performance. 'She therefore attempted to 

bridge the gap between macrolevel models (which provide managers with a 

cognitive framework for'leadership development) and the implementation of 

effective styles, by being made awaxe of particular behaviours whose 

practice would possibly increase the performance of a particular style. 

It was considered that. both levels of 'model': - that is the macrolevel and 

the microlevell, possess ultimately the same objective of increasing a managerIf 
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effectiveness in his organisational role. In the case of the research 

discussed in this thesis, the microlevel model of leadership skills of 

interacting with a subordinate effectively, had the specific objective 

of helping the subordinate know how to improve his performance; and of 

equal importance, to motivate him to do so. This of course necessarily 

implies the Inherent limitations of this microlevel approach, since it 

was focussed on only one dimension of the leader-subordinate relationship, 

and in particulax on those styles which embody a crucial element of sub- 

ordinate participation. The Vroom-Yetton model has far wider currency, 

since it relates leaders' decision making to a much wider range of leader 

activities. Nonetheless, there we a variety of models of leadership which 

imply skills of leader-subordinate interaction to which the microlevel 

approach might be regarded as enhancing. Examples of such models have 

been discussed in previous chapters of this thesis (Cf. Oldham, oj2. cit.; 

Slms,. op. cit.; House and Dessler, op. cit. ). 

The managerial skills chosen for study in this investigation were 

those relating to a successful appraisal Interview since its objectives 

rely on the performance of skills which relate directly to those of 

leadership. That is, they are concerned with subordinate development by 

increasing motivation and performance. Past studies of the character- 

istics of managers' effectiveness in the appraisal interview have relied 

on measures of subordinates' perceptions to identify the behaviour of 

effective managers. 

In this dissertation it has been argued that not only are perceptions 

of an event which has occurred some days, or even months, in the past a 

source of distortion,., but also perceptual measures-cannot be regarded as 

accurates or even appropriate, means of measuring actual leader behaviour. 

It was also argued that the variables that perceptual, scales identify as 
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relating to the nature of managerial effectiveness are of limited value 

to a leadership skills development programme since they are typically 

imprecise and deal at the macrolevel of behaviour. The need to identify 

specific behaviours. at microlevel for training purposesl has been referred 

to throughout this thesis (e. g. Burke, et al., 1979,1980; latham, 

Wexley and Pursell, 1975). ArgYrIs (1979) referred to the limitations 

of the information provided by questionnaire measures of leadership style 

when he statedv 

"But what would happen if a supervisor, for example, wished 
to alter his behavior? Could he utilize the questionnaire 
to help him change? What is the relatively directly 
observablet action context information that he can obtain 
if he is to alter his behaviox-7 For the supervisor to be 
told that he is high or low on "Consideration" and/or 
"Initiation of Structure" is to give him feedback that is 
not based on observable behavior. Even when the question- 
naire is filled in by subordinates or others who have 
observed the supervisor as opposed to completion by the 
supervisor himself, it is made up of statements that are 
inferences-from behavior. For example, the items with 
the highest loadings on "Consideration"ýares 

1. He expresses appreciation when one of us does 

-a good job. 
2. He is easy to understand. 
3. He stresses the importance of high morale among 

those under him. 
4. He makes those under him feel at ease when talking 

-- with him. - 
5- He is friendly and can be easily approached. 

(Blum & Naylor, 1968, p. 422) 

These items do not give cues-regarding the actual behavior 
involved in "expresses appreciation", "Is easy to understand"t 
"makes those under him feel at ease". The variance of 
behavior that could be perceived to accomplish these may be 
very great. " 

(pp. 54-55). 

Although the use of perceptual scales to identify specific skills 

in the appraisal Interview has been crit icised by the present writer, 

she has at the same time advocated their appropriate use as criteria 

(dependent variables) to identify which interactions between'manager and 
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subordinate are, by virtue of their outcome, successful. To the 

extent that appraisal interviewing skills reflect leadership skills in 

general, such behaviours, may be seen as supporting the view expressed 

by the practitioners in the field of leadership skills training, e. g. 

Moses' 'commandment', 

"Thou shalt study leaders who are first accurately identified 
as leaders before attempting to build theories of leadership 
behavior" 

(Moses, 1979, P-32) 
and which he clarifies with the comment, 

"rarely, however, are the subjects of intensive analysis 
evaluated to determine if they have the skills we are 
trying to study" 

(loc. cit. 

The frustration experienced by leadership researchers who have 

relied on perceptual measures to identify characteristics of effective 

managers, is perhaps best summed up by Greller (1978) (already cited in 

Chapter 4PP77- 78)). who, like the present writer, was attempting to 

-identify leadership skills in the appraisal interview* He wrote that, 

"The most striking finding is that those measures of appraisal 
behaviour which are most specific and most closely match the 
actions prescribed for managers have the least effect. 
Specific behaviours are so loosely linked to each other-that 
they neither produce an independent factor norIoad on factors 
with other descriptions of the appraisal interview. - As a 
consequence it seems unlikely that simplistio'changes of 
manager, behaviour in the interview would help". 

(Greller, 1978, P-ý55)- 

However, the present writer challenges-this conclusion on the 

grounds that the above research and perhaps the majority of leadership 

research has employed perceptual measures as a means ofcollecting the 

crucial data. Such, instruments, have beenseen to possess at least two 

major deficienciest quite apart from the contentious issue of their 

respective reliability and validity. These are,, that-the information 
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which emerges from them is (a) extremely limited and (b) is 

typically imprecise. The example of the results obtained in the 

present study (Chapter 7) bear out these conclusions. Perceptual 

measures in this study were used to determine the outcome of a manager's 

interactive verbal behaviour with a subordinate. The score from the 

perceptual scale reflects the resultant impression, or the subordinate's 

reaction to the manager's behaviour. To this extent, certain scale 

items can be used as criterion measures of leader effectiveness. Such 

impressions cannot also be used as measures of determinants of the 

perceptions. Also# for another equally Important reason, it has been 

suggested in this thesis that in order to construct a skills training 

programme for managers one must attempt to identify specific behaviours 

which would appear to relate directly to particular outcome measures. 

Perceptions of 'participation', 'criticism', 'friendliness'. etc., do 

not in themselves describe the behaviours they reflect. Hence it is 

argued in this thesis that an objective, Imicrolevell analysis of skills 

of leadership would be appropriate and that behaviour analysis provides 

a valuable means of identifying aspects of them. It is also appropriate to 

attempt to relate particular behaviours identified by the behavioural 

analysis to 'successful', 'moderately successful' and'unsuccessful' 

appraisals and with the perceptual measures. This should enable the 

identification of which particular behaviours require training, for 

example, in an intervention programme. 

/10.2 
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10.2 Relationship between Imacrolevel' and 
Imicrolevel' analyses 

In contrast to results obtained-fromýperceptual scales, 

the data yielded in-the present study from, the use of 

behavioural analysis, might be seen as suggesting the potentially richer 

sources of information on which to base a model of managerial effective- 

ness. It must be added, however, that as the sample used in the present 

research was relatively small, caution should be adopted in extrapolating 

from the results. But as far as these results might be accepted as 

instructive. the identification of such a range of specific behaviours is 

suggested as supporting the notion that such an objective tool can be 

employed profitably to identify and measure, with far greater precision, 

elements of leadership skills, in this case those involved in appraisal 

interviewing. 

As has been suggested by the author, certain perceptual scales can 

be judged as both appropriate and valuable means of obtaining feedback as 

to the effect of the manager's behaviour on the subordinate9s impressions 

of the appraisal (i. e. as criterion measures). Behavioural, analysis was 

used here to identify those behaviours which might be related to these 

impressions. It ist howeverg inappropriate to dismiss the managers' and 

subordinates' impressions of interviews as valueless. They may not be 

specific enough to lead to the construction of remedial programnesp but 

they do correspond to the way the 'microlevel' activities were perceived 

by the participants. The particular value of those iMPressions lies in 

their potentially integrating effect. It is appropriate, therefore, to 

attempt to determine which relatively objectlvely-deterainýed specific 

behaviours relate to which subjective'impressions. This'perspective is 

consistent with the view expressed by Sims (1979) when he wrote that, 
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94perceptual measures of leader behavior need substantially 
more attention devoted to issues of external validity. 
Perceptual measures will always be a reflection of the 
individual follower, but to make valid prescriptive 
inferences, we must have greater confidence that these 
inferred measures of subjective reality are indeed firmly 
based on objective reality. In order to accomplish this 
end, we must institute leadership investigations that 
concurrently focus on both subjective and objective measures 
of leader behavior. The use of observational methods to 
measure leader behavior holds some potential in the pursuit 
of this objective. 

If these trends are followed, then the use of questionnaire 
methodology in leadership has the potential to re-emerge as 
a viable tool leading to further insight about leader/ 
follower interaction. If these trends are ignored, then 
questionnaire methodology will continue to produce results 
of marginal utility for gaining new knowledge" 

(P. 221) 

Conceptual analysis of the Nemeroff and Wexley variables 1 to 10 and 

the behaviour analysis categories. led to the integrative classification 

presented in Figure 10.1 (p. 271). Figure 10.1 then, shows a model of the 

possible relationships between perceptions of the subordinates which 

differentiated the 'successful' froz the 'moderately successful' and 

$unsuccessful' appraisalst and the behaviours of the managers which also 

differentiated between the groups. This model is seen also as a response- 

to Campbell's (1977) request for "sharpeners"o referred to earlier in- 

this thesis (cf. Chapter 3, p. 44 ). 

10-3 Proposed Modelfor Linking Perceptual 
and Behaviour Afialýsis, Measures 

The left-hand side of the model lists the ten Perforance Feedback 

Characteristics represented by the Nemeroff and Wexley scale. The four 

variables, marked, with an asterisk were those subordinate perceptions of 

the managers' behaviour which emerged from a oný-way analysis of, -variance, 
', 

as significantly differentiating between the three criterion groups-of 

-appraisal'interviews. 
Only one item (variable, 4) which was concerned 

with perceived praise obtained a significant t-value between pairs of,. 
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Figure 10.1 : Proposed Model for Linking Perceptual and Behaviour Analysis 

Measures 

PERCEPTUAL MEASURES: lEi HAVIOUR ANALYSIS DIFFERENCES 
14EASURES: 

Var 1: The manager tried to be Checking Out (ChOat) S vs. U 
friendly during the interview 

Supportive Behaviour(SUP)S vs. U 

ýar 2: The manager ended the Summarising (SU14) S vs. M 
interview on a positive note 

Var 3: The manager axranged a 
follow-up meeting during the 
interview 

Var 4: The manager prasied me Posi tive Evaluation (PE) S VS. U 
for what I have done well S vs. M 

H vs. U 

Var 5: The manager gave me the -Inviting 
Participation S vs. U 

opportunity to state my side of . (IP) S vs. M 
the issue 

G iv ing Inf ormat ion: S vs. U 
Internal (GI) 

Giving Information: S vs. M 
External 

. 
(GE) 

I 

var 6: The manager asked me how 
I thought I was doing in the job 

Var 7: The manager asked me 
about particular problemsý 
concerning the job 

Seeking Information: S vs. M 
Cumix1&tAye-- (Seeking 
Information + Seeking 
Proposals + Seeking 
Feelings) (SInfo) 

Testing Understanding S vs. 1.1 
(Tu) S vs. U 

Var 8: I did most of the talkingý Sh, -xe of Time (ShTime S. vs., H 

Var 9: The manager criticised me Disagreeing S vs. U 
for what he thought I had done 

(DIS) 
M vs. U 

wrong Negative Evaluation (VE) S vs. U 

Attacking (ATT)' 
-S vs. U 

var 10 .: 14ho sets the job 
performance goals for the next 
period during the interview? 

Directive: Cumulative 
(Proposal regarding ,, job +'stating guide- 

II 
li nes) (DIR) 

I- S vs. U, 

Where, S= successful; M= moderately successful; U unsuccessful manacers 

4- 
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criterion groups, namely, between the successful and unsuccessful groups. 

On the right-hand side of the model are listed the 14 Behavioural 

Analysis measures which emerged as significantly differentiating 

between managers in the three criterion groups. 

The model attempts to link the behavioural analysis measures to 

the subordinates' perceptions. Although some of the connections are 

seemingly clear, and would be considered clearly quite legitimate, 

others rely strongly on the perceptions of the author, who took into 

consideration paralinguistic, as well as linguistic, features of the 

interactions and are therefore less evident when presented in abbrev- 

iated form. Examples where the connection is manifest include those 

between Supportive behaviour (SUP) and Manager friendliness (variable 1); 

Positive Evaluation (PE) and praise (variable 4); Seeking Information 

(SInfo) and inviting participation (variables' 5,, 6 and 7); Share of 

Time (Sh. Time) and time spoken (variable 8); and_modes of criticism 

(DISt NEO ATT) and perceiving criticism (variable 9). The less obvious 

connections appear to exist betwe'en behaviour such as checking out 

(Ch. Out) and perceived friendliness - (variable 1); and directive behaviour, 

which may include proposals (]? J) and'stating guidelines (SG) and-perceived 

participative goal, -setting 
(variable-10). 

Two conclusions might be drawn from the realisation of the limit- 

ations of the model. The first appears to-the, author to highlight the 

Inadequacies of present perceptual scales, and which reinforces remarks 

made earlier In this thesis. -This is to do with the lack'of precision 

ificity of the items included-in perceptual scales. This is and spec 

undoubtedly. related tothe general nature of perceptions, with their. 

tendency-to reflect overall-impressions rather than accurately measure 

single, '_discrete items of behaviour. One can of, course attempt to 



273 

improve the quality of information they provide by increasing the 

specificity and range of items used. However, since their inherent 

validity rests on the subjectivity of these measures, they reflect the 

essential intervening processes of making sense out of the multitude of 

simultaneous and associated stimuli perceived by the individual, and 

consequently embody the need to construct order and structure. All of 

this, with attendant distortion, suggests the need to stress the point 

made repeatedly in the literature and discussed at length in this thesis 

(Chapter 4), namely, the need to employ an objective measure of the 

independent variables under research. Those which not only provide some 

means of assessing the validity of the perceptual measures, but also 

provide constructive means for devising programmes of change. 

The second conclusion drawn from the model, relates to the need to 

improve or develop the level and nature of the categories of behavioural 

measurement adopted. One reason why the link between summarising (SUM) 

and the interview ending positively, for exanple, cannot be made more 

strongly, is that the behaviours require closer scrutin-y'* and further 

analysis according to content. This would not appear to pose an 

insurmountable problem, but does require more time spent in analysis. 

Certainly, in this instance, it would appear that the findings from 

Previous research using perceptual scales indicates particularly 

important ways of analysing behaviour (e. g. importance of goal-setting). 

In conclusion, it would appear that connections can be-made 

between two important sources of information, that"is, perceptual 

scales and behavioural analysis measures, which help provide insight 

into the nature of interpersonal skills, in this instance between 

managers and subordinates, 'and which are referred to here as leadership. 
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The proposal is made, not that perceptual scales are regarded 

as necessarilylinvalid, but rather that another kind of information 

is required if the intention is to understand what it is that 'caused' 

the particular perceptions, and consequently suggestedmmeans by which 

a change in the 'cause' might be effected. 

J10.4 
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10.4 Limitations of 'microlevell approaches 

The objective of this investigation, then, has been to increase 

understanding of leadership skills in the appraisal interview. However, 

since a skill is far more than the performance of a sequence of actions, 

the skills of appraisal interviewing are far more complex than merely 

performing those particular behaviours which differentiate between the 

Isuccessful't 'moderately successful' and 'unsuccessful' interviewt more 

effectively. Skills in social interaction are considerably more complex 

than those required 
-- 

solely for motor behaviour. Figure 10.2 represents 

a model of psychological processes in social interaction (Alban Metcalfe, 

1981). As can be seen, motor behaviour, in this case verbal behaviour, 

is only one aspect of the skill, there are several othexs-besides. 

As Randell observed, 

"The timinag, adaptiveness, precision and purpose of the sequence 
of actions making up human skills are often extremely im. ressive 
It is only in recent texts on skills (e. g. Welford, 19763 that 
interpersonal skills have been given their place amongst the 
traditional areas of study of high-level human performance and 
such activities as interviewing are now being seen as very 
advanced areas of sensorimotor control. " 

(Randell, 1978, pp 174-175). 

Although the present author has made a strong case for analysing 

leadership skills as accurately and objectively as possible, she is well 

aware of the fact that, however scrupulous the examination of the small 

constituent parts, they will never finally explain the particular 'cachet' 

of the truly skilful performance. As Argyris noted,. 

"Skillful behavior is that behavior that, iS performed 
Indeed, effortlessly and with little conscious thought. 

one can inhibit skill by requiring People to focus on 
their behavior explicitly (Reason, 1977). Skillful behavior 
is tacit (Polanyi, 1966). -If skillful behavior is tacit, 
then the actors are not aware aboutwhat makes them skillful. ". 

(ArgYris, 1979, p. 50). 



276 
< N. tn (1) 0 

C: -C L- c 
6o CT th 0 

Ln S4 U) 

.sc0 

:s 31 
; cc 

IC -C 
02\u 

ap . cn / U) .0U U. Z o c< C-1 75 (n - -0 ýNl a) LL < Z -0.6 ý '- 0- -2.0 ý5 0 LLJ --9a 

LL Z 1= CA 0 LZ 01 z CLP W 16 - in- 
- 

C. S. 0 < 

0u 

cr- uo0 

(n 
0z 

cz 0-6--A . (D 0 s- 7) E CE 0w U) >. 'f' Eu>0 w C! C) c C: -0 0cQCM ý= 0 (a.. 
2 *ý->: 

= I-- Z) c : ýX: < 
LL- 0 7S 
LLI = LL) V) c0o u0 CX o Q: I1 01, Ec 0Zo 

cw<%R; LTC >b / 
CL W Ix uw 

ý(L 

c <0 U) 0 0L 
C) 

LLJ 
< 
CD 

FD7 

u- 
(1) Cc: cl LLJ 

L7, 
ýu .0 ()LEO 

LLJ 
0- 

Lij 
U- 

U) L- > L- o .-- J3 ,, 
0> 

C 
.. LL :: ) -0 

>o (1) 
C: 0 0. 

- 
1 c 

. JZ Ln 
U) :: ) I 

c 



2.77 

An example of the limitations of describing a skill by identifying 

separate parts of a complex behaviour, and in so doing missing perhaps 

the essential ingredient, can be seen with reference to the construct 

of 'inviting participation'. In the majority of studies reviewed for 

the present investigation, its benefits were extolled. However, 

describing the phenomenon in behavioural categories for behavioural 

analysis was extremely difficult, and the result was far from perfect. 

It would be nlive to presume that merely increasing seeking information 

behaviours would result in the subordinate experiencing being invited 

to participate. And in fact, as can be seen from the mean scores of the 

behaviour analysis of the managers in the successful appraisal, twice as 

much time was spent inviting participation than can be accounted for by 

the addition of all three seeking information b6haviours. One of the 

initial realisations of the present writer when she was categorising the 

transcripts of the appraisalso using also the paralinguistic features of 

the verbal behaviour, was that certain managers sought information in a 

predominantly interrogative style. Although theoretically speaking this 

was inviting the subordinate's participation to respond to, the question, 

it was spoken in such a threatening, or critical manner, that it in fact 

appeared to produce the opposite effect, thus inhibiting any response* 

This is precisely the sort of instance in which one is tempted to, 

talk of a skill in terms of Istyle% to-suggest a 'considerate style', 

or a 'friendly style'. But the result is exactly what this present 

writer condemned as . imprecise earlier-in the, thesis, on the grounds 

that informing a manager who has never practised a 'friendly or 

'considerate' style would be no nearer. understanding-what precisely he 

should-do differently.. - 
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The problem for those concerned with leadership skills training 

is in some way embodied in a 'Catch 22' situation, since skills 

training requires feedback and training of the small series of behaviours 

which are identified from a careful analysis of a skilled performer. Yet 

the crucial manner in which the behaviour is performed is to do with what 

.0 we refer to in the general, amorphous term of 'style', and to describe an 

individual's style implies the use of subjective, evaluative, description - 

i. e. perceptions - by an observer with all its contingent threats to the 

validity and reliability of the measure. 

Perhaps one way of avoiding the use of such a measure is to use the 

perceptions of the subordinate with whom the manager is interacting, to 

offer feedback of how he perceived the manager's behaviour. Mention has 

been made of intervention. programmes which have used employees, percep, - 

tions in this way (Jago and Vroomv 1975; Nemeroff and Cosentino, 1979) 

and which have referred to the many benefits of such a design. The 

combination of information gained from the impression of the subordinate 

who has just been interviewed by the manager, with the profile of his 

behavioural analysis might provide the useful basis for future goal- 

setting to improve the leadership skills. This combination of feedback 

plus goal-setting has produced very favourable results. Nemeroff and 

Cosentino (1979) who have reviewed the studies In the field and conducted 

their own study into the use of feedback and goal-setting to increase 

appraisal interviewing skills, concluded that it related significantly 

tosuccess of interview and subordinates' satisfaction with-the interview, 

motivation and led to a marked decrease in rate of absenteeism. However, 

their-study used the perceptions of subordinates as feedback rather than 

an objective analysis of the manager's and the subordinate's verbal 

behaviour during the interview, which would presumably be subject to the 

criticisms already referred to In this thesis (Chapter 4). 
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A valuable point that was noted from the Nemeroff and Cosentino 

study, was that the authors analysed interviews on the basis of their 

general processes. For examplet 

"When my manager and I disagree about my job responsibility, 
my manager tries to clarify the disagreement" 

(Nemeroff and Cosentino, 22.. Sit. 0 P-570). 

Or 
"the manager helps me establish priorities for the coming 
period". Cloc. cit. ) 

Whereas the behavioural analysis In the present investigation was for the 

most part, based on the content, of individual behaviours, the study by 

_Nemeroff 
and Cosentino offers an interesting suggestion for future 

research, using behavioural analysis, by analyzing processes associated 

with successful appraising. At the same time there could be a parallel 

analysis of the content of the behaviours used, as this might provide 

valuable information as to the tools to use in implementing process 

changes. 

A point to be borne in mind when considering the relative value of 

the findings from the present study, apart from the small size of the 

sample, is the fact that the present findings axe from a U. K. sample. 

There is some evidence of differences in the relationships between 

performance feedback characteristics and outcome measures for subordin- 

ates, which might, suggest the existence of cultural differences between 

the British sample and that of the original U. S., sample (Nemeroff and 

Wexley, 1977) with which it has been compared. 
IThe 

finding that, for 

the British managers, an asp'e-ct of invitingparticipation was considered- 

important to the outcome of the appraisal#- whereas it did-not appear 

significant for the American managers$* is also a point worthy of further 

investigation. 
- 

-ItImay possibly relate to Vroom's (1981) observation that 

the mean scores for participation In decision-making style appearsto vI ary 
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depending on the nationality or cultural background of the managers 

attending his management development programmes. Since the differences 

which have been obtained between samples in the studies cited here 

might also relate to other environmental factors, there is clearly a 

need to investigate further, not only the differences among managers in 

different cultures, but also managers in different organisations, and at 

different levels and in different functional units of the same organ- 

isation. 

In summaryt then, presence and absence of leadership skills was 

determined by use of perceptual rcaleB 
P 
and the behaviours of both manager 

and subordinate were analysed. Measures of several behaviours of managers 

were seen to differentiate between the successfulg moderately successful 

and unsuccessful appraisals. A relationship between certain perceptions 

found to be important in determining evidence of leadership skills was 

suggested. Specific behaviours were identified which could be used in a 

managerial skills development programme. 

The results of this behaviour analysis would appear to suggest the 

va. lue_of defining operationally and as precisely as possible the different 

aspects of leadership behaviour, evidenced by perceptual measurest but 

analysed independently, using an objective tool. 

10.5 Relationship between leadership skills in 
the appraisal Interview to the widerrange 

of leadership behaviours 

If one were to use the word 'style* not only to ref er- to the findings 

of perceptual measures used in past-- studies of appraisal skills , but also 

to describe the general profile of behaviour of the managers In the succ- 

essful appraisals in this Investigation# one might reasonably conclude 

that the 'Participative' style is almost without exception the*most 
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successful. It has been found to relate to a variety of outcomes, 

ranging from subordinate satisfaction and motivation to greater mutual 

understanding between appraiser and subordinate. This finding is 

entirely consistent with the vast majority of studies conducted to 

assess the effects of participative leadership skills in a much wider 

context of leadership research. Mitchell (1973) describes several ways 

in which a 'participative' leadership style can affect subordinates, 

attitudes and performance. These include the fact that a participative 

climate leads to greater claxity of seeing the paths to various goals 

(cf. House and Dessler, 1974). Secondly, related to this, since it 

enables the subordinates to select goals of personal value, ýarticipative' 

style increases commitment to goal attainment. Thirdly, participation 

increases the amount of control the subordinates have over their jobs. 

Ift as a consequence of the first two factors, subordinate motivation is 

higher, then increased autonomy and improved ability to carry out their 

Intentions is most likely to lead to increased effort and performance. 

Maier (1970) and Vroom and Yetton (1973) have argued that subordin- 

ate participation can improve the quality of information on which 

decisions are based. Also, where decisions require subordinate agree- 

ment for thbir implementation, participation will increase the chance of, 

and effect of, agreement. House and Baetz (1979) 1 summarized these- 

findings when they note that, 

"Thus, according to these theoretical perspectives, 
participation is predicted to, increase productivity, 
quality, emotional orientation of subordinates-toward 
their work setting (the job, -the decision makers, and 
the organization), and the subordinates' acceptance of 
decisions. " 

(Housie and Baetz, 1979, P-364-365). 

7-' ( 



282 

By providing training in participative management skills in the 

appraisal interview, it might reasonably be presumed that one is at 

the same time increasing a manager's skills of participative leaderý 

ship in his daily contact with subordinates. Certainly writers have 

referred to the relation of skills In the appraisal Interviewing to 

those required in daily management activities. Burke and Wilcox (1969) 

maintained that, 

"Skills resulting in effective day-to-day superior- 
subordinate relationships were consistent with those 
resulting in successful employee development inter- 
views. In the broader context, these skills might 
include open two-way communicationg mutual trust and 
supportiveness, joint participation in goal-setting 
and decision making, and a helpful attitude on the 
part of the superior among others. " 

(p. 302). 

Also, in a recent study of managers' appraisal interviewing skills, 

Burke, et all. would appear to be supporting the view expressed by the 

present writer, when they concluded that, 

"The specific behaviors examined here were also related 
to the ways in which managers deal with the day-to-day 
job performance of their subordinates. Perhaps what 
is most important is that the behaviors are teachable. 
A logical next step would be a systematic program of 
research on the development of these attitudes and 
competences in managers and an assessment of the 
impact such training has on subordinates' perceptions 
and performance. " 

(Burke, Weitzel, and Weir, 1980, P. 694). 

As is implicit in. the above proposalt the research referred to remains 

to be conducted. As is reflected in this thesis, previous studies of 

managerO skills in appraisal interviewing have tended to concentrate 

: -either on trying to identify which behaviours of the manager were 

perceived to-relate to a successful outcome, or to look at the effects 

of, the appralsal. on the subordinate4s subsequent satisfaction, 

motivation, performance, etc. There has been little attention paid to 
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the effect that increasing a manager's appraisal skills has on his 

other leadership activities. However, a study'by Dulewicz, Fletcher 

and Walker (1976) which investigated whether the introduction of a new 

appraisal scheme in the Civil Service had resulted, three years later, 

in improvements in manager-subordinate communications, reported signifi- 

cant improvements in the frequency, quality, and degree of satisfaction 

of the manager-subordinate communications. They concluded from their 

results that the introduction of the new appraisal scheme, 

"should have acted as a spur to supervisors to take a greater interest ing and to find out more aboutt the work, just in 
case problem areas were communicated by subordinates directly 
to their managers. Furthermoret many problems not dealt with 

. 
by the supervisor in. normal work contact would be dealt with 
in the (appraisals), fed back to him, and would contribute to 
the basis of greater communication. Unresolved problems 
could well have inhibited discussions in the past. " 

(Dulewicz, jet al., 1976v P-139-141). 
Another finding in this investigation was that subordinates would 

appear to gain increasingly more accurate self assessments with each of 

the intervening appraisals in the three year study. An important factor 

affecting the efficacy of these appraisals, and to which the authors 

direct specific attention in-their conclusion, is the quality of the 

initial training. They observed that, ' 

"The results of the ... evaluations must not be generalized 
too far, and it should be kept in mind that these two 
departments introduced their (appraisal) schemes with great 
thoroughness and excellent training and with the full 
support of their 

, 
departmental Staff-Sides. Departments 

where the senior management is less involved in the scheme, 
where inadequate attention is paid to the following-u 
action recommendations'arising out of the, (appraisals 

, or 
where the training given to appraisers is lessAmpressive 
in quality or quantity can expect to derive much less 
benefit from the interviews done. " 

. 
(Dul. 

-ewicz, 
1976, p. 143). 

ý 
The present writer is not suggesting that by increasing a manager's 

-, interpersonal skills in the appraisal interview, that one can immediately 
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transform an ineffective manager into a one with leadership qualities. 

Several researchers have stressed the fact that relatively little is 

achieved in the appraisal interview when existing communications between 

the manager and subordinate is poor (Fletcher, 1978; Greller, 1975, 

1978; French, Kay and Meyer, 1966). Another major factor is the view 

that the interpersonal skills between manager and subordinate reflects 

only oneg of the possibly many, roles required of managers to be all- 

round effective leaders (e. g. McCa. 11 and Segrist, 1930). Leadership 

researchers have produced lists of a wide range of activities which 

comprise the manager's job (e. g. Stewaxt, 1967; Mintzberg, 1973; 

Dahl and Lewis, 1975). As has been stated repeatedly in the literature, 

there is no such thing as the "typical" manager (e. g. Carlson, 1951) 

since Managerial work is a function of a constellation of factorsq 

including cultural, individual, organisational and temporal. Despite 

this variety, a recent, and extraordinarily extensive, review of diary 

and observational studies of the characteristics and content of manager- 

ial work (McCall, Morrison and Hannan, 1978) made the following observ- 

ation, 

"The verbal nature of managerial work at all levels is the 
best documented characteristic of the job:... At low to 
middle levels of management, ýresearchers have generally 
found that well over half the time was spent in verbal 
communications, with a range of-27. percent to 82 percent 
Managers at higher levels spent up to 90 percent of their 
time in oral communication, with 65 perc'ent to 73 percent 
being most typical Most verbal interactions are face-, 
to-face. 11- 

(McCall, et al., 1978p pp. 3.1-12). 

One major variable determining the. ultimate success of the appraisal 

, interview, then, is undoubtedly', ', 
the interpersonal, skills of the manager 

appraising And since, as was argued earlier in this thesis, these 

skills'are-essentially leadership skillst relatiýg both theoretically 
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and empirically to leadership research, it would seem indisputable that 

training in the skills, in part identified by the research presented in 

this study, will provide a valid basis for leadership skills development. 

The apparent paradox may be resolved by recourse to the notion of 

thresholds. For training in leadership skills to be effective, a 

certain minimum level of interpersonal competence is necessary. 

Caution must undoubtedly be adopted when extrapolating from these 

results to a wider population, since the sample here was so small and 

the interviews were role played. Also, since there were substantial 

differences between the results of the perceptual scale used on the 

present British sample, and those of the original study using the same 

scale on an American sampleg there appears to exist the possibility of 

cultural differences. Other writers have cautioned against extra- 

polating from one sample to another because of the evidence of differences 

in inter- and intra- organisational norms and values affecting the result- 

ant data and making comparisons somewhat less valid and reliable (e. g. 

Greller, 1978). 

10.6 Possible extensions of the Imicrolevell approach 
I 

The fact that attention is drawn to the limitations of. the present 

study, and to other factors which may well be providing an important 

source of variation between the results collected from different 

samplest suggests a direction for future research in terms-of the use 

of much wider sampling designs. Another suggestion for future research- 

which might provide valuable data for skills training concerns the 

application of a variety of different behavioural analyses. The use of 

content and some process analyses was included in the present study, but 

other bases for analysis might include non-verbal (Duncan and Fiske, 1977) 
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and sequential analysis (e. g. Gottman and Bakeman, 1979). Implicit in 

this latter suggestion of sequential analysis is the possibility of 

analysing causal links between manager and subordinate behaviour in 

appraisal interviews. This offers the potential of relating findings of 

behaviour in the appraisal interview with wider conceptual models of 

leader behaviour. 

The author supports the criticism that not enough research has been 

directed to the role of the subordinate in causing leader behaviour 

(e. g. Greene, 1975; Campbell, 1977; Herold, 1977). 

Herold makes the point quite simply that, 

"Partners in a dyad, whether in the role of leaders or 
subordinates, will through their own behaviour, affect 
their partner's behavior and/or attitudes. " 

(1977, p. 235). 

Certainly there are suggestions in the literature that leadership 

effectiveness might be'more accurately described as the phenomenon of 

'shared leadership', where at times, not only the manager,, but also the 

subordinates initiate structure or support management suggestions and 

offers (Greene, 1975). The finding in the present study that subord- 

inates in the successful appraisals used more supporting 

behaviours might provide some support for this hypothesis, however, 

although an investigation was made of differences between managers and 

subordinates, and groups of-subordinates, the sequence of the behaviours 

was not studied. Such an examination might provide information which 

could illuminate this phenomenon of 'shared leadership' and would appear 

to be consistent with Herold's conclusion that, 

"Having demonstrated the-existence of this two-way influence 
process, present and future findings have to be evaluated in 
terms of their ability to identify variables and relationships 
which operate to affect the magnitude and direction of these 
influences. " 

(1977v P-235). 
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As suggested here, the use of follow-up data from subordinate performance 

and longitudinal studies of perceptions in the manager-subordinate 

relationship and subordinate-organisation relationship could provide 

rich, and increasingly valid data for leadership research. This of 

course presupposes the use of data from real-life interactions, and 

could therefore include a range of demographic variables which were 

unobtainable from the present investigation. 

Finally, it must be noted that the major limitation of using the 

behavioural analysis technique, as was used in the present investigation, 

is the extraordinary amount of time required for the process of analysing 

the 'wealth of data available in appraisal interviews. Timing in units of 

100 ths 
of a minute also requires close concentration and attentiont some- 

times to minute detail. However, whilst clearly advocating a microlevel 

analysis of leadership skills the present author is fully aware of the 

problems inherent in trying to understand leadership skills by attempting 

to identify and measure its 'constituent' parts. They are exactly the 

same in nature as those encountered when attempting to analyse the 

chemicals which produce the bouquet of a Pichon-Longueville 

comt; ets. se- Lalande, rather than a Pichon-Longueville - Baron of the 

same vintage; or the actions which result in a performance of a 

Paganini violin concerto by the virtuoso Pinchas Zuckerman. The essence 

of what ýnakes the object of perception so special, the @cachet',, will 

always remain essentially elusive'*' This does not mean though, that we 

should not in leadership research strive to understand'more about the.. 

nature'of everyday, or even unusual leadership skills by performing a 

rigorous postmortem on the events in question.. 

Behaviour analysis, for example, would appear to produce richer 

descriptions of leadership behaviour than the scores from perceptual 
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scales. But although the present writer advocates the use of such an 

objective, direct microlevel analysis, she fears that it may be used 

to prescribe what should be done, and when. Since the leadership 

skills investigated in the present study were concerned with social 

interaction, the process requires far richer skills than merely being 

able to perform a particular verbal behaviour at a particular time. 

Having a thorough knowledge of the specific behaviours will by no 

means provide the answers to leadership research. In isolations they 

make little or no sense, and can certainly not be extrapolated to the 

vast, heterogeneWS range of leadership activities. They must, 

undoubtedly, be related to a much broader view of leadershipt which 

encompasses a range of organizational, situational and individual 

variables. This would seem to bring the discussion back to the realm 

of macrotheory, and grand models of leadership. The proposed coexistence 

of macro- and microlevel research into leadershipp in no way diminishes 

the importance of macrolevel theories; indeed, one would appear to 

enrich the other since managers, about whoia they are essentially 

concerned, require first of all knowledge oft and the facility for, 

training in the behaviourally-based skills of leadership. They also 

require some form of cognitive framework so that can be determined in 

which situations, and under which contraintsg managers. -need-to vary 

their behýaviour- As clear as-the present results would appear to be, in 

promoting participative and supportive interaction between managers and 

subordinates during appraisal interviews, this is only one of a multitude 

of situations with which'a manager is faced in any one day. The pres'ent 

writer would not present a case for the immediate and indiscriminate 
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#conversion' of all managers in every situation to comply with this 

'successful' managers' profile. Thus, while firmly maintaining an 

appreciation of the macrolevel models referred to in previous chapters, 

the results of the behaviour analysis presented in this study would 

appear to have isolated specific and potentially trainable behaviours, 

which are likely to directly affect the managers' performance in 

appraisal interviews, and by extrapolation, leadership behaviour in 

general. 

10.7 Summary 

The analyses presented here lead to certain conclusions concerning 

future directions appropriate to leadership research; the use of 

perceptual scales as measures of dependent and independent variables; 

and alternative, relatively objective measures of leadership behaviour 

based on behaviour analysis and the view of leadership as a skill-based 

phenomenon. 

The conclusions that emerge from the present research may be 

sui-amaxised as follows: - 

that. perceptual scales which ask subordinates how they perceive 

leader behaviour are often seriously lacking in acceptable 

levels of construct validity; 

and attitudes, (2) that they often measure respondents' behaviour- 

but not leader behaviour; 

that they 
_Cannot 

be used, simultaneously as a measure both 

of Independent and dependent variables; but 

that such scales can -provide a valuable source of feedback 

to managers of the Impressions created by their behaviour, 

and, 'as such, may. , 
be used as 'criterion' measures of 

leadership behaviour; and 
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that they should be used in combination with objective-based 

instruments. 

The investigations were involved, in part, with identifying skills 

of leadership in the appraisal interview. This situation was studied 

because its success depends on the manager displaying skills of leader- 

ship as defined by several contemporary leadership theorists. Specif- 

ically, it was judged that skills of leadership displayed in the 

appraisal interview can be related directly to a wide range of leader- 

ship activities, and that microlevel analysis of leadership skills 

provides a means of filling the 'gap' between the cognitive framework 

of macrolevel models of leadership behaviourp and any programme aimed 

at developing such skills in managers. 

With reference to the Nemeroff and Wexley scale, it was concluded, 

that the individual Performance Feedback Characteristics 

scale items of the Nemeroff and Wexley scale reflect 

adequately dimensions identified in the literature as 

relevant, to successful appraisal interviewa, and that. 

the Criterion, lieasures scale adequately represents 

relevant criterion dimensions; and 

that the internal reliability of the Performance Feedback 

Characteristics scale and subscales based on the present 

British data were considerably lower on 

(a) Supportive Appraisal Behaviourt 

(bj Inviting Participationt and' 

(c) the Performance-Feedback Characteristics scale 

as a whole 

than those reported by Nemeroff and Wexley for their North 

American sample, both In the cases oi subordinates and 

managers; 
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(8) that, in the cases of the Criterion Measures, whereas 

comparable reliability coefficients were found here 

and by Nemeroff and Wexley, in the case of Satisfaction 

With Interview, lower coefficients were reported here for 

Motivation and Satisfaction With Manager; 

(9) that, in view of the relatively low internal reliabilities 

for the Performance Feedback Characteristics scale and 

subscales among the present sample,, each of the 10 scale 

items should be used independently; 

(10) that the manager and subordinates in the present sample were 

both perceiving the appraisal interview using the same 

dimensions. 

With reference to managers' and subordinates' ratings of the 

appraisal interviews in the present study, it was concluded, 

(11) that, in contrast to the American study, the managers and 

subordinates appeared to rate the same interviews similarly; - 
(12) that the managers and subordinates did appear, however, to be 

placing different emphases on the relevance of the different. 

dimensions in-relation to the outcomes of appraisal interviews; 

and it was found, 

(13) that, 'using the Performance Feedback Characteristics to 

distinguish between 'successful'p, Omoderately successful' 

and 'unsuccessful' interviews, only 4 items were apparently 

relevant; 

(14)- that each of these four items-had linear relationships with 

the criteria used_; and 

(15) that, An addition, a significantly non-linear (U-shaped) 

relationship existed between amount-of time spoken and 

helpfulness of the interview. 
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The analyses and findings led to the further conclusions, 
(16) that perception scale items are examples of macrolevel units 

of analysis; and 

(17) that microlevel analyses are necessary if rich sources of 

information are to be available. 

Following intensive microlevel analysis of a subsample of 18 

interviewsl it was found, 

(18) that a total of 10 discrete behaviours on the part of the managers 

could be used to distinguish between 'successful', 'moderately 

successful', and 'unsuccessful' interviews, and that a further 

behaviour could be used to distinguish between extreme types 

of interview; 

(19) that, in addition, similar discriminations could be made using 

composite scores derived from the discrete behaviours; 

(20) that 8 of the discrete, and 3 of the composite, scores were 

linearly related to the criterion variables; and 

(21) that corresponding non-linear relationships were detected in 

the cases of 3 discrete, and 2 composite, scores. 

Of wider significance to appraisal interviewing in particular, and 

leadership behaviour in general# it was shownt 

(22) that the microlevel behaviours could in most cases 

be related directly to macrolevel 

dimensions identified using the Nemeroff and Wexley scale; 

(23) that the specific behaviours identified at microlevel of analysis 

as distinguishing leadership skills in the appraisal interview 

can be related also to current macrolevel models of leadership 

behaviour; and 

(24) that the findings have immediate and direct implications for 

management skills training. 
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Appendix Table Al : Pleans and Standard Deviations of Mana, -, crs I Raw 

Scores on the IMemeroff -ýind Idexley Scale 

'i A F. I t"i ELE 

VI 
V2 
V3 
V4 
vs 
VS 
V7 
va 
VIP 
vio 
Vil 
V12 
V13 
V14 
V15 
SWI 
SABC 
-ITPC 
PFCC 

HEAN 

5. ? 103 

6#0897 
50!; 1-4 a 

. 
5,9615 
5.02,97 
4* ? 437 
3.6333 
4* 9615 
2.4359 

0 
4,, 3205 
5 -9 74 
4.4103 

2 5269 
1 : 5974 

23.1410 
-16 * 0000 
50,37111 

STAINDARD 

loO953 
1.3494 

'i. 
L635 

1.4,182 
1.0500 
169150 
1.7794 
1#2935 
1.7391 

*8153 
10 

1*6631 
I, 161-50 
1.5990 
1,1807 
4,4760 
3oOO10 

-3.2871 
5,7051 

A5ES 

78 
78 

. 
78 
7B 
79 
78 
78 
78 

70 

, 78' 

. 78 
7U 

. 76 
70' 
70 
7 IS 78 
70 
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Appendix Table A2 : Means and Standard Deviations of. gubordinateSs 

Raw Scores on the Nemeroff and Wexley Scale 

VARIABLE fiLAIi STANDARD DEV CASES 

VL 5. d j! ý) 5 1.2tot4 78 
V2 5.7'); 7 1,5738 78 
V3 5.1745 2.43i3 73 
V4 5.0128 2.3544 78 
V5 5 .8 346, 1.3768 73- 
V6 . 5*4, tP, 7 1.55b5 78 
V7. . 5-3452 1*7715 73 
vi 3.6323 1.6061 78 
V9 500,377 1.1247 71 
Vlo 2*4359 *: ) 3 li 1 713 

3.5000 1.0288 7 8. 
viz 5.0385 1.5627 78 
VL3. 4.7179 1.7547 7 El 
V14 4.5641 1.7551 7d 
V15 5,2 -ý 36 1,4251 8 
Vib ý. 5255 1.5d32 78 
v 17 5.7 it 3 6. 1.2836 73 
V13 4. a452 1.6363- 78 
sA -3 C, 21. dD77 4.5951 78 
ITPC 16,5 T-) 5 3.5 51t 7 78 
PFC" 49.7U51 7.1371 7d 
511-41 19.5541 5. '5726 7 t3 

13.5397 2.5550 73 

CODIP 9.2436 3.0925 78 
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AD-pendix 
-Table 

A5 

Reliability Coefficients for the Nemeroff and Wexley Scales 

based on data collected (a) in the present study ; and 

W in the original stud y-b 

Nemeroff and Wexley(197 7). 

Performance Feedback Characteristics 

Subo rdinates Hanagers 

(a) (b) (a) (b) 

n=78 n=78 n=78 n=39 

Supportive Appraisal 

Behaviour (SAB. C) 0.48 0.83 0.16 0.66 

Inviting Participation 
(ITPC) 0.58 '0. *83 0.40 0.74 

Performance Feedback 

Characteristics (PFCC) 0.49 0.85 0.39 0.85 

'6riterion, Me-as*u'ýre`s'ý, 

. Satisfaction with the 

Interview. (SWI) 0.86 0.83 0.80, 0.67 

'14o. tivation (MOT) 0.59 0-83- 

-Sýtisfaction with the 

. 'Manager (S1111) 0.66 0.84 

, IýAýl-Criterion'Measures 
0.91 N/A 
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Appendix Table AG : Principal Factor wit,, Iterations Before Rotation 

of the Managers' Raw Scores on the Nemeroff and 

Vlexley Scale 

F, 4 CT OR FAC T-CR EFACTOR 3 PACTOR it FACTOR_ 5 FACTOR 6 
ý1- ., ý9032 - . 176S6. -16802 . 02.095 lt35(; 4 23925 z . 37244 -. 04796 -. 1OZ73 . 19,485 -. 2111B -00669 V3 . 169,39 23512 -. 06517 . 52917 . 14 6 li'-j -17207 V 

.. 
14623 2 Z039 -- DZ-3 45 0 17 10 -. 04372 --15117 v . 27613 -. 075-19 -67 162' 343-) ý3 -16213 62a v5 . 12179 . 51991 -Z 13 31 -. 03713 -- 3466f) 3 4*3 05 

Iv 7 .4 17 ZI . 407,56 *254 41 Z - 259 12 . 12)317 
V8 . 09034, .3 L989 -. 47134 -. 20661) 

-25636 V-) . 04417 . 61301 -. 055$0 -, 19667 . 20496 20363 
-v 10 . 11896 -. 141557 . 054619 oZO134 . 14017 13 8 96 
-411 163L62 -. 14392 -. 31391 -. 31719 . 07342 
v13 . 71414 . 113U7 - 113'$4 . 01, (382 -. offlab 0 ?-96 li V Lit .8 32 66 

. 
-. 12Zý17 iza? 1 .. -. 21303 - 164Z9 11965 

V15 -. 10507 12059 2 OtI5 -. 20158 t 7796 

AC TtG;, ' EIG, E N'/ A LUE PCT DF VAR Culm PCT 

1 3.19697 2 2.8 . 22 . i3 
2 1.83202 . 13.1 35 .9 3 1.38511 9.9 
4 1.32470 9.5 55.3 
5 1.06237 7.6 62.9 
6 1.04063 7.4 70.3 
7 . 87744 6.3 
8 . 75041 5.1, 31.9 
9 . 67035 4,3 86.7 

10 . 51925 3.7, 90.4 
. 422ZO 3.0 91.5 

12 . 3441tB Z. 5 95.9 
13 . 33941 2*4 98.3 
14 . 23262 1.7 100.0. 
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Appendix Table A, Principal EactOr Matrix After Rotatio of t ALUtation 
Raw 3cores manag'ers On the Nemeroff for the 

and exley Scale 

FACTOR 1 f7ACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 FACTOR 4 FACTOR 5 FAC TO R6 
vi . 14052 . 70769 -. 01283 -. 06631 V2 -. 11695 . 06378 . 3,3878 -. 07311 - L)07bo Y3 -. 06106 . 07580 . 62410 

. 05587 . 
-. 10it-41i V4 LO732 -. 00346 . 04913 . 27175 . 08390 -903452 V! ) . 08040 . 13713 -. 06363 -. 0L67lt -, Oý338 . 84ý3b' V6 -. 08999 oodOlu -. 01121j2 1- . 73749 o'10678 . 019ýý V7 . 1') 2" d . ou 1.69 509 55 . 431? 5 -. 00022 . 23266' v6 . 1563b 07 11 ý -00120.4 -. U-ýo ? ý(, . 60312 22987 V9 . 012: )z 19395 . Id', J9 . lez, )3 . 60506 17'7 8 (1 v 1(3 

' 
. ibi35 1 0 Iri5l I() d ') ?a idooe -. 45311i -. 01031 

V 12 . 79 2 1) 7 
* 

. 12786 -. 099 36 0ý d'q 14 *0ý6U8 --0ý037 V 13 it 5 t 7,3 .3 669Z . z75LZ 2b 450 00 i'l 5 I'4's 22 V 14 434650 . 21131 
.L0 ýt 4ý 0.3 395 0 17 ý1 160hi) V15 0 10 4) . 61675 
. 3ZZ19 . 01750 -, 02a92 -. 06310 

FACTJA C IGENVALUE pc. T UF VA. k CUM PCT 

1 2. t31791 ýJ. 1 40.1 
2 1.29003 18. £t 58.5 
3 .97 78-'t 13 A 72. -4 
ý4 . 82561 11.5 Si.. 2 
12 . 59it 8.6 92.. 7 
ti 7.3 10000 
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Appendix Table Alo :p I 

2L. the SSubordLi: nates' Raw Scores on the-Nemeraff 

CT 11.0,1 

vI, 6tst332 
V-2 6 5,5 3 ý4 7 
V3 ozý') )l 
li 4 04812, 
,/ t) .55072 
Vb . 111622 
V7L 89 53 
vsZ22 10 
vq 

VU 

VL2 . 61660 
V 13 . 71366 
V14ý. -36130 
vl.. -) dL277 
v16,. 76397 
V 17, dO 430 
v1d; 7 1-11ý 

and We_xlev Scale 

FACTJ?. 2 ACT OK 3 F AC Tok FACT Ok 5 

. 0i 311) -. 3ýtfi5 6 It 77 10 . 2510ti 
a ilb t, 6 

-. 11,129 
'vV'13ý -. 33252 

ll)i93 . 23001 olq 11 . 35428 
. 17357 . 35127 *Uldq7 -06ý71 
. 14 16, ý 0 11296 . 0. )ý') 1 -0,3191 
. 65111 

-. 2 13 1 ýo 
-. 00731, 3b /a 4 

- 14t631 1) 4 3! ) 013 70 001> 12 
-. UýtýZ3 -. 33?? b 001, i(i ots46 2 

.32d 18 
0260n .2 20)3 -. 2 3t) 30 

-. 0703ts -. 01) ý0ý0 . 102U9 
. 1OU28 -. 1 1ý414, -. 114,01 
. 0110a 0,24Z53 LjUill 
" obýbl 

. 095, im 0 OIJ390 

F AC 10k I 

-. Ldý70 
. 00012 

OA 80 
1917.? 
29'ic: 3 

. 06562 

-. 0 li 5 10 

. 199tib 
337 

0525 .2 51) It? 
() 2! ) ý3 -. 066211 

-. IBuq7 . 1767 It' 
60; 7ý5 .I Iýt, q 
. Iýt)3u . 03005 

-. 02160 0021. )25 

FL I Gi. NVALUE PCT OF VA'R CUM PCT 

holtUbO' 35., 6 

1.325U9 52.4 
4 1.2ý981 59-3 

1.10d I)d 
6 1.0533L 71.3 
7 

-'Pý25 3 
I ?b. i 

o4oo? ') 4. , h0 
6') ? 11 j 1. ) 9's. 

10 3o ! J'l .7 11 WI i ?. '. ) u. 't 12 ? 57 z. 3 92. 13 3 b')') 1 2.1 9'f . 1 26103 1.5 Jt, .2 15 
. 203d5 L. L 

16 
020016 1. L -j d . ', 17 . 15359 9 )ý;. 3 

12 ?0j 7 100.0 

. . ýUoilý 

-. 01) eiý50 
i 
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Appendix Table All : 

Raw Scores fojý 4., he Subordinates oý . the NemeroLf 

and Wqxley Soale 

FACT OR 1 FAC TOK 2F AC Tf)`ý 3 ýACTOR 4 FACTOR, 5 F'ACTOR- 

vl-: . 27030 
ý-. 

72678 000i'll . 135713 . 37288' Ob239 
'V2 . 3b550 . 2-9 It 10 -,. looljl . 60473 -, 35ý91 
V. 3 063741 0 () 10 3u 06 12 4 . 01480 

b3 15 1 16563 000165 V4 .2 3090 a6 Id 1ý 1ý U 79d3 -, 09722 *03713 'V5 .Id553a br5 19 4 3121.31,115til 
. ()t, 2 11 . 12525 V6 01966 s04839 . 75ull U8398 -. 20093ý -. 02778 V7 

ý 
13711 -0012 . 5933*7 -003159 04879' -',. 46349' va, 

'. 
12 d93 . 062ý0 - 13616 It)931 188,15 *06230, V. 9 -, Otl,? 6 091 L9 s 1719 7 05,411 ý845 1 

! -. 06056 
,, VIO 

_*03JbZ 
080ý0 -. 0ý380 008lt5 *0,47051ý . '2b 1 213 

, 
Vll, 

-o68770 . 27896 -00,00d 29617 09 60 0.3 07 21' V12: ', 60411 22962' 0722 It 15 23332299 
-V13ýý, '. 802ý7' 191D3 

. -. 
01969 -05850 '-. 0019ý 

V141"'. 6713'3 20295,..; 
. ý.. 569221 48QJ6 

I 'ý. ' .' ""'j'*. -93 07 36', ý 
,", "" 'P? a91 L-' . 14 

e. . 4' , I, ( ,J 'ý -.., 'ý-19657, o ,I, I *I 'o 9903 a09 
-V 3 27 125 o .1 T8 01 4LI51 

3 

FACTOR EIGENVALUE PCT'OF VAR CUM PCT 

1 6-06003 60*3 '60.3, 2 1*2551? 1 12.4 72.8 
3 

*9458L 9.4 82,1 
-7.6290 '1 .6 89.7 

5 . 57756 5.7 
6 *ý6052 ý. b 10040 
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Appendix Table A12 : 14eans, Standard Deviations_, and F-values for Subordinates, 

Raw Scores on the Nemeroff and Wexley Scale, With C014P 

as Criterion Measure 

Performance Feedback 'Successful' 'Hoderately Successful' 'Unsuccessful' P 
2975 

Characteristic 

Variable 1 6-30(0.66) 5.82(1-04) 4.63(2-5 6) 5.60** 

Variable 2 6-70(0-47) 5.62(1-54) 4.63(2-45) ý. 69** 

Variable 3 5-55(1-93) 5.12(2-50) 4.63(3.02) 0-46 ns 

Variable 4 5-800.82) 5.06(1-93) 2-75(1-91) 7-38** 

Variable 5 6.60(0-75) 5.68(1-38) 5-38(1-99) 4-, 11* 

Variable 6 5-900.68) 5.28(1.69) 5-38(1-30) '. 1-01 na 

Variable 7 5-900.62) ý5.22(1-73)- 4-75(2.25). 1-58 ns 

Var iable 8 '4-15(. 1-73) 3-40(1-44) 2-45 ns 

Variable ,g 5.20(1-58) 4-94(1-78) 5-75(1-83). 0.81 ns 

Variable 10 -2-50(1-00) 2940(o. 86), 2-50(1-31)' 0.10 ns 
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Appendix Table A13 

Means. Standard Deviat. ions. and F Values for the Behavioural 

14easures* of the Managers in the 'Successfid ', 'Moderately Successful'. 

_and 
'Unsuccessful' ApOralsal Intervievs. for (a) % of total time spent 

behaving: (b)jf, af total number of behaviours-, and (c) avera--e of total 

time spent behaving for the particular individual. 

Behavioural-Unit Successful Moderately Successful Unsuccessful F 2,15 

PP (a) 3.78(2.17) 3.23(l. 65) 5.78(3.72) 1. -52 ns 
(b) 5. ý3 (3.84) 5.80(2-97) 7.21(5.48) 0.23 ns 
(C) 8.20(7-15) 7.60(2-37) : L2.11(7-15) 1.00 ns 

I? j (-a) 5.30(4.54) 6.08(4-72) 4.23(2.69) -0-30 ns 
(b) 3.81+(2-70)' 7.13(5.26) MO(2.04) L 85 ns 
(C) 11.68(8.18) 12-78(5-91) 3.3.43 (8.69) 0.81 ns 

GI (a) o. 2,6(o. 42) 0.550-80 1.40(o. 85) 3-ý6 
(b) 0.39(o. 61) 0.65 (1.06) 2.01(o. 84) 6. lLp 
(C) 2.17(3-71) 4. '42(7.47) . 9.60(6.22) 2.42 ns 

GE (a) 2Z. 23(7.69) 38.94(g. 17) 31-14(8-72) 5.74 
(b) 19-04(5-15) 31-74(7-59) 25-36(5-55) 

ý6-31 
(C) 13.48(8.17) 17.06(3-87) 17.19(6.66) o. 63 ns 

SG (a) 25.64(8.87) 24-36(12-54) 13.44(3-1.45) 2.20 ns 
(b) 16.66(6.99) 15. lz(g. 65)' 

. 
8-52(6-83) 1-78 ns 

19,68(6.63) 23-15(2-. 69). ? -1.42(9.44) 0.39,, ns 
FE (a) 8.23(2.71) 4.82(2.58) 1.41(1.14) . 13.7 

(b) 7.64(2.47) 6.10(3-96) : L. 84 (1.. 58) 6.71 
(C) 13-45(3-28)' 13.38(8.97) 8.70(7-04) 0.92 ns 

ws (a) 2.76(2.22) 3-25(2-47) 9.97(7-17). 4.68 

(b) 2.79(2.21) 2.99(2-15) 8.85(5-2-0) 5.84 

io. 64(7-82)' 12.67(8-34) ý2- 58(8-53) 0.12. ns 

DIS - (a) 0.2-7(o. 66) . 
.-0.40(0.75) 

11 
.-5.28(3-2-5). 

12.68 *4 
(b) 0.41(1.01) 0.98(2.00) 8.33 (5.43) ' 10.18 
(C) 1.17(2-86) 2.00(3.16) 7.01(3-85)" - 5-45 

DEF, (a) 0.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00) 0.31(0.53) 2.06 'ns 

(b) 0.00(0.00) 
. 
0.00(o. 00) 0.54(0.83) '2.48 ns 

(C) O. o'o(o. oo) . 0.00(0.00) 2.17. (4.02) 1.74 ns 
ATT (a) 0.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00) 9.12(8.68) 6.23 

(b) 0.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00) 7.52(7-28)' 6.40 

(C) 0.00(0.00) '., 0.00(0.00) - lo. 91(8.76) 1 9.32 *-ý 
/contd. overle af 
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Appendix Table A13 (contd. )/ 

Behavioural Unit Successful Moderately Successful Unsuccessful F 2,15 

BUIM (a). 0.13(0.31) 1-12(2-25) 0.30(0.73) 0.90 ns 
(b) o. 14(0.34) 1.24(2.07) 0.23(0.55) 1.44 ns 
(C) 1.67(4.08) 4. o4(7.36) 3.50(8.57) 0.19 ns 

SUP (a) 3.73(1.48) ? -. og(l. 69) 0.98(0.51) 6.50 
(b) 11.19(4.04) 6.67(4-77) 3-95(2ý-27) 5.44 
(C) 4.. 56(2.67) 3-44(1-92) 4.10(3-93) 0,21 ns 

Sum (a) 6.82(2-33) 5.12(4.48) 6.86(4.67)' 0.38 ns 
(b) 2.10(0.49) 0.87(0.72) 1.26(0.36) 8.06 

(C) 4-057 (2-76) 5.32 (4.23) 6-97 (4-87) 0-55 ns 
Si (a) 10-92(5-10) 

. 
5.90(2-78) 6.86(2.64) 3J4 ns 

(b) 14.28(3-70) 10-58(5-70) 15-72(3-78) -2.09 
ns 

(C) 9.90(5.68) 7.49(4-37) 5.84(2.09) 1.35 ns 
SF (a) o. 57(o. 86) o. 18(0.28) 0.21(0.41) 0.84 ns 

(b) 0.96(1.13) o. 45(0.70) o. 63(i. 2o) 0.38 ns 
(C) 2.89(3-93) 1.83(2.99) 1.33(2.07) 0.40 ns 

SP (a) 1.46(2-31). 0.32(0'52) 0-00(0-00) 1.89 ns 
(b) 1.72(2.55) 0.59(0.67) 0-00(0-00) 1.96 ns 
(C) 4.27(5.64) 3.33(4.84) 0.00(0.00) 1.64 ns 

BrIn (a) 1.61(1.74) 0.79(0.70) 0.24(0.38) 2.33 ns 
(b) 2.67(2-57. ) i. 41(l. 33) 0.36(0.24) 2.75 ns 

'(C) 6.28(6-34) 5.50(4.43) 3.33(5-16) 0.49 - ns 
TU (a) 5-45(3-86) 1.7i(l. 20) 2.09(l. 34): 4.19., 

(b) 
. 7-96(5.28) 4.07(1-94) 3.53(2-39) 2.61' ns 

(C) 8.2*8(2.62) 5.56(o. 98) 11.42(13.29). 0.84 ns 
ChOut (a) O.. 55(o. 41) 0.29(0.47) '0.00(0.00) 3.49 ns 

(b) 
-1-99(l. 34) 1.14(1.86) 0-00(0-00) 3.43 ns 

(C) 2-33(1-23) 1.50(2.81) P-OO(O-00) '2.67 ns 
open (a) 0-30(0.47) 0.84 (1 

0'16)' 
---". 0-37(0.63) 0.77 ns 

(b) o. 49(0.77) 1.65(2.02) o. 65(0.77) 1.35 ns 
(C) 

. 2-08(3-23) 3.50(4.22) 4.67(7-42) 0.36 ns 
Sh/Tm (a) 52-18(6.41) 61.47(7.49) 57.09(8.88), 2.21 ns 

ý(b) 
56.28(4.4l) 61.00(4.97) 56.49(6-39) 

-1-51 ns 

-ShOut. (b) 0.00(0.00) 0.82(2.01) 10.01(7.25) 9.80 
IP (a) 26.10(4.43) 10.22(3-89) 8.92(3-24) 36.44 

(b) 35-02(5.41) '17.49(10.39)- 19-65(3-77) 10. '87 

(C) 9.90. (5-16) . 8.15(2-31) 5.87(6.83)' 2.23 ns 
TT (a) 20-56(25-89) 11.23(3-10) 

(b) 81-33(26-76) 85.67(27-19) 

de notes P<. 05; denotes p<-01; denotes P<. 001)- 
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Appendix Table A14 

-0 

Means and Standard Deviations (in p2Zentheses). in F values for 
the Behavioural Measures of the Subordinates in the 'Successful' 
'Moderately Successful*, and 'Unsuccessful* Aaraisal Interviews, 

expressed as (a) a Percentage"of the Time Behaving. (b) Percentage 

of Number of Behaviours, and (c) Avenae Time per Unit of Behaviour 

BEHAVIOURAL 
UNITS 'SUCCESSFUL' 

"MODERATELY 
SUCCESSFUL' 'UNSUCCESSFUL* 2t 15 

PF a 
b 
0 

pJ a 
b 
c 

GI a 
b 

GE a 
b 
c 

SG a 

DIS 

DEF a 
b 
c 

ATT a 
b 
c 

BUIIJ) ýa 
b 
c 

SUP M 

0.23, (0.42) 
0.47 ý0-73)- 
2.00 (3-35) 

1.89 1.55) 
1. -774 1.31) 

13-00 11.88) 

14-27 (12.82) 
11-53 8 89 
16.94 

ý 
8: 39ý 

49-58 (12.66) 
44-13 6 1 

- 16.07 
ý : ý 
2 95 

21-27 02 
15-11 

;: 
83 

21.91 8.63 

0.96 1.29 
1.69 2.17 
3.79 4.51 

0.00 (0.00) 
0.00 (0.00) 
0.00 (0.00) 

0.00 0 00 
0.00 0: 00 
0.00 0 . 00 

2.78 3-91ý 
2.18 3.22 

ii. o6 12*86) 

3.38- 1 8 5 
14-79 5: 1 7 
3-11ý 1.07 

0 36 0. , 0.13, ns 
0: 78 0. 39 0: 95 0.15 na 
0.83 . 04 1.33 3.27 0.24 na 

2 19 2.02 1.35 2 75 0.23 na 
2: 79 2.25 1.40 : 2 48 0.75 na 6.78 6.55 3.63 5.76 1.88 na 
8.74 9.10) 13.26 (12.02) 0.40 na 6.17 4.62) 10.41 7 80 

, 0.89 na 
14-93 11-05) 13.31 

ý : ý 
9 41 0.21 na 

61 ' 99 13.99 40.38 20i14) 2.78 na 
48.90 

ý 
12 ' 86 36.27 9.97) 2.38 na 

17.24 4.47) 15.7ý 11.25) 0.07 na 

12 29 4 ) 13 6.90 01 9 "2 na . 77 
7: 29 ý 5ý 7.5 » 4.31 5: 04 3.77#p . 05 

11.73 10.44) 13.25 7.97 
. 
2.20 na 

1 23 1 69 8. oo 5.25 ý 8.85. P o1' 
1: 7 : 2 40 9.46 5.62 80519p 001 2.78 3.65 13.87 , 10.70) ý4.57op . 05 

0 39 0 95 (12.06) 16.39#P . 001 
0: 76 : 1 85 

-17.42 9 25ý-ý 19.59ep . 0001 
1.00 2.45 15.62 

ý : 6 71 27. Olvp'. 0001 

149 3 65 4.11 9 07 . -81 -na --0 
1: 52 3: 71 3.09 : 6 96 - 0.69 na 
1.92 4.69 4.88 - 8.28 1.20 na 

0. &ý 1 57ý - -" 0 . 00 00 
- 

2.14 na 
0.40 0: 97 -' -- 0.00 » 

: 00 ý 0 
-'2.16 na 

4ý50 11.02) 0.00 0.00 1.95 na 
3.89 (3-62j' i. 34 (0.49 1� 96 na, 

12 11 ý7 07ý 5.30 ý1.69 5.419p . 05 

. 
5: 52 : 5 e7 3.34 1.41 0.97 na 

ontld. - overleaf 
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Appendix Table A14 (Cont9d) 

BEHflIOURAL 'MODERATELY F 
UNITS 'SUCC ESSFUL' SUCCESSFUL* 'UNSU CCESS 2s, 15 

SI 1.72 2 14 3.84 2 10 2 15 3 61 1.03 ns 
b 2.98 : 3 75 8.22 2: 80 : 5 18 : 6 30 2,02 ns 
c 6.17 7-55J+ 6.83 3.56 2.68 1.38 1.25 ns 

SF a 0.28 o 69 ý 0.00 0 00 0 00 0 00 -1.00 ns 
b 0.42 : 1 02 0.00 0: 00 : 0 00 0: 00 1.00 ns 
c 1.42 3.47) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 . 00 1.00 ns 

SP a o. o6 . 14 0.00 00 0 00 00 1.00 ns 
b 0.22 0 0.00 0: Oo 0: 00 0: 00 1.00 ns 
c o. 67 3 0.00 0 . 00 0.00 0 . 00 1.00 ns 

a 0.84 1 21 1.27 65 i 1 0 1 55 09 ns 1 
b 1.66 

ý 
: 1 67 3.51 :3 2 5 : 1 6 416 4 2: 12 0: 85 ns 0.85 ns 

c 3.81 (3-51 4.39 4.62 4.02 3.26 0.04 ns 

ChOUT a 0.00 00 0.00 0.00 0 00 00 
b 0.00 0: 00 0.00 0 00 0: 00 : 0 00 

0.90 0 . 00 0.00 0 : 00 0.00 0 go - 

OPEN 1.73 2 66 1.63 2.40 1 07 2 10 0.13 ns 
b 3.09 : 3 22 3.04 4 . 02 : 2 14 : 341 0.14 ne 
c 8.71 7.67 4.91 4.51 2.39 3.77 1,95 ns 

ShTH aý 47.82 (6.41) 38.19 (7-08) 42.91 8 88J 2.45 ns ý 
b 43-72 (4.4)ý 33-09 (16-87) 43.51 

ý : 6 39 1.93 ns 

ShOUT (b) 0.21 (0-51) 2.24 (5.48) 4.47 (5-33i 1.39 ns , 

Tr 8.81 2.03) 16-73 25 E4 N 30 4 1.68) 0.60 ns 
b 63.5 20-38) 45-33 26: : 7 67 27-28) 1.36 ns 
c 14-75 3-92). 12.81-- 1-25). 13-36 7.10), 0.27 ns 
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