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earch into leader traits and now leader behaviors (i.e., initiating structure
and consideration) failed to reveal strong relationships with indicators of leader
ffectiveness. Frustration with this failure prompted an examination of the role
l_ayed by the context (i.e., the situation) in which leader behavior was embed-
ded. Also playing a significant role prompting an examination of situational
rences was Stogdill’s (1948) suggestion that the context creates a unique set of
p needs, which then calls for a different approach to leadership.’

e probe the issue of situational differences in this chapter. More specifically,
we explore these three questions:

= Does the situation in which the leader and follower are embedded make a
- difference?

» What leader behaviors work and when?

'e What is the process through which the situation produces its effects?

" The importance of the situation has already been alluded to on numerous occa-
sions through the first several chapters. Murphy (1941), for example, notes that
Situations in which people find themselves create needs, and it is the nature of
ose needs that defines the type of leadership that best serves the group.” Accord-
oly, Murphy sees leadership as a function (interaction) of (a) what it is that an
" individual has to offer and (b) the nature of the demands placed on followers by the
situation in which they are embedded. In a similar fashion, Stogdill (1948) suggests
" that leadership is a working relationship—one in which different contexts create
"2 unique set of group needs, and a group’s emerging and effective leader is that
individual who is capable of making meaningful contributions to the group.”
Leaders, according to Smircich and Morgan (1982), are those individuals who
are capable of taking an ambiguous situation and framing it in a meaningful and
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acceptable way for the followers.* Smircich and Morgan also define leaders '
a product of an interaction between the situation, the leader, and the follow:
In Salancik and Pfeffer’s (1977) strategic contingencies model of leade

change, their leader may change because of his or her access to critical and S
resources. Thus, Salancik and Pfeffer’s work also serves to highlight the in
tance of the situation in defining leadership and the leadership process.
Chapter 7’s overview of the leader behavior literature highlighted the fact tl
there are inconsistent relationships between the behaviors that leaders engage
and the effects of those behaviors on member attitudes, behavior, and group
tiveness. While these inconsistent observations (e.g., the relationship betw
initiating structure and performance is sometimes positive, while at other tin
there is no significant relationship, or the relationship is even negative in na
can be frustrating, they underscore two very important facts. First, these b'é h
iors (e.g., initiating structure and consideration) are tmportant as witness
their occasionally significant relationship with follower attitudes and be 1
Second, the observation that these behaviors do not always produce significa
and positive effects suggests that something else is transpiring, such that
situation the particular leader behavior produces significant effects, in ang
situation that behavior is relatively unimportant, while at times this initiation
structure is seen as unnecessary and overly close supervision resulting in negati
effects (e.g., dissatisfaction). The question that these observations raise is, Wh
effects do situational differences produce in the leader—follower relationshi
Many decades ago Ralph Stogdill (1948) stated that “the qualities, chara
tics, and skills required in a leader are determined to a large extent by the de
of the situation in which he [she] is to function as a leader” (p. 63).5 Chapter.
vides an understanding of situational differences in the leadership process
focus on some of the more popular contingency theories of leadership. 3
The simple theme of this chapter might well be “different strokes for diffe
folks” or “different strokes for the same folks at different points in time.” Put
directly, as conditions change, so do the leadership needs that are created an
leader behaviors that will prove effective. If team members know, for e
exactly what needs to be done, when, how, and why, it is unlikely that
ing structure will prove to be needed or to be effective if used. In contrast,
team members are operating under conditions of high levels of uncertainty:
knowing what the task is nor when or how to execute the task—a leader
capable of initiating some structure should make a meaningful contribution
Influenced by Stogdill's (1948, 1974) reviews of the leader behavior li
ture and the emerging recognition of the importance of the leadership ¢
Steven Kerr, Chester A. Schriesheim, Charles JJ. Murphy, and Ralph M. S
(1974), advance a number of situational propositions linking leader initiation
structure and consideration to leader effectiveness.” They note that accum
evidence suggests that leader effectiveness is not always associated with
who behave in a highly considerate and structuring manner. Among some
situational factors that influence the effectiveness of leader consideratio!
initiating structure behavior are, for example, time urgency, amount of phy:
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\danger, presence of external stress, degree of autonomy, degree of job scope, and
importance and meaningfulness of work.

~  In recognition of the powerful role played by situational forces, several contin-
gency theories have appeared in the leadership literature. Several of these theo-
ries have gained widespread visibility. Among them is the Contingency Theory
of Leadership (Fiedler, 1957), Path-Goal Theory of Leadership (House, 1971),
Sltuanonal Theory of Leadership (Hersey & Blanchard, 1982) also known as the
Life Cycle Theory, Multiple-Linkage Model (Yukl, 1989), Decision Process Theory
((Vroom & Yetton, 1973) also known as the Normative and Descriptive Model of
‘Leadership and Decision Making (Vroom & Jago, 2007), and Cognitive Resource
‘Theory (Fiedler, 1995).5

~ Robert J. House (1971) contends that leader effectiveness is most appropri-
ately examined in terms of the leader’s impact on the performance of his or her
followers.® In the first reading in this chapter (Reading 19), House and Terence
‘R. Mitchell (1974) assert that a leader’s behavior will be motivational and subse-
quently have an impact on the attitudes and performance behavior of the follower
to the extent that it makes the satisfaction of a subordinate’s needs contingent
“upon his or her performance.!? The strategic functions of a leader, according to
- House and Mitchell, consist of

(1) recognizing and/or arousing subordinates’ needs for outcomes over which the
leader has some control, (2) increasing personal payoffs to subordinates for work-
goal attainment, (3) making the path to those payoffs easier to travel by coaching
and direction, (4) helping subordinates clarify expectancies, (5) reducing frustrating
barriers, and () increasing the opportunities for personal satisfaction contingent on
effective performance. (p. 229)

Characteristics of the follower (e.g., locus of control) and the situation (e.g., task
structure) in which the leader and follower are embedded tend to alter the nature
of the leader—follower relationship. Thus, the effectiveness of a leader’s behavior
is a function of the influence that the leader exercises over the follower in inter-
action with attributes of the work environment.
According to House and Mitchell, there are four important dimensions to leader
behavior—supportive (consideration), directive (initiating structure), participa-
tive, and achievement-oriented leadership—that are important under different
situational (i.e., task-based) conditions. Their path-goal model addresses the
leader’s unique need to provide for follower satisfaction, motivation, and perfor-
mance under four different task conditions: boring, ambiguous, unstructured, and
lack of challenge. Role ambiguity, for example, calls for directive leadership to clarify
the path to performance. The reduction of role ambiguity enables followers to see
their way more clearly toward performance accomplishment. This role clarifica-
tion, coupled with directive leadership, should prove to be motivating and satisfy-
ing for the followers, ultimately producing positive performance consequences.
Indvik’s (1986) meta-analysis of the research conducted on the theory is
largely supportive of its key propositions.!! Yet the current evidence is somewhat
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(Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall, 1989); V. H. Vroom & P. H. Yetton, Leadership and Decision Making
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mixed. Reviews of this research have led some to contend that the theory has yet
to be adequately tested. This is in part due to the complexity of the theory, and
therefore the difficulty of designing and executing an adequate test.'”

The second reading in this chapter (Reading 20) presents Fred E. erdlers
(1972) contingency theory of leadership.’® Fiedler argues that situations vary in
the degree to which they are favorable to the leader. Some situations are simply
more favorable for a leader than other situations. Three factors that have a major
influence on situation favorability are leader—-memaber relations (i.e., the quality
of the relationship between the leader and followers, as might be reflected by the
degree to which the group accepts the leader and member loyalty to the leader);
task structure (i.e., the degree of structure of the task to be performed, as might
be reflected by the presence of a clear and unambiguous goal and a well-defined
procedure that details how to proceed); and position power (i.e., the leader’s abil-
ity to influence the followers, as might be achieved through the exercise of legiti-
mate, reward, coercive, expert, or referent power). ]

An important part of the leadership process, according to Fiedler, is the inter-
action of the leader’s orientation toward others and the favorability of the leader-
ship situation. Some leaders have a strong interpersonal orientation. These -
individuals need to develop and maintain close interpersonal relationships.
Task accomplishment is of secondary importance and becomes important only
after their relationship needs have been reasonably well satisfied. Other leaders
have a strong task orientation. Their first motivational concern centers on task
accomplishment, with the development of good interpersonal relationships being
a secondary interest. According to the contingency theory of leadership, leaders’
motivational orientation toward others can be captured by the attitudes they
express about their least preferred co-worker (LPC). (The first self-assessment
presented at the end of this chapter opener enables you to profile yourself accord-
ing to your own least preferred co-worker.)

Leaders with a high LPC score tend to see their least preferred co-workers in.
fairly favorable terms. These leaders tend to be relationship-oriented, and they
are most effective as leaders in situations of intermediate favorability. Leade
with a low LPC score are more task-oriented, and they tend to evaluate their
least preferred co-worker fairly negatively. These individuals and their directive
leadership styles tend to be associated with effective group performance unde
highly favorable and unfavorable situations.

Reviews of the major studies that have tested Fiedler’s theory are generally
supportive of the theory. While the theory has undergone very little modifica-
tion since it was first introduced, some confusion remains as to exactly what it is
that LPC is measuring. Yukl (2002,) citing the work of Ashour (1973) states that
“The model is not really a theory, since it doesn’t explain how [emphasis added }
a leader’s LPC score affects group performance.'* In recent years Fiedler has
collapsed the eight cells of the original model into three—reflecting low, medium,
and high control situations.'” The low LPC (i.e., task-oriented) leader is -._'
as performing best under low and high control situations (previously referred
to as low and high favorable situations), while the high LPC (i.e., relatmnsh: :
oriented) leader performs best in moderate control situations.
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- Paul Hersey and Kenneth Blanchard’s (1988) situational leadership model
received a high level of visibility among management practitioners.'® Their
reory has also been referred to as the life cycle theory. House and Aditya (1997)
write that the theory’s emphasis on four evolving leadership styles (i.e., tell-
ing, selling, participating, and delegating) is “analogous to a parent—child rela-
ship where the parent gradually relinquishes control as the child matures”
423).17
Hersey (1988) tends to see both the situation facing the leader and follower,
the follower, as significant components of the context facing the leader
d his or her choice as to the appropriate style of leadership.!® According to
situational theory of leadership, appropriate leader behavior is defined by
situational demands for direction (task behavior) and for socioemotional
pport (relationship behavior) and (b) the level of maturity of the follower or
oup relative to the task or objective that the leader is attempting to accomplish
through the follower’s efforts. Attempts to test and validate the theory have been
Jimited and somewhat disappointing.'?
[t should be noted that there are inconsistent views as to whether or not there
s “one best style” of leadership. Bass (1997) notes that there is very little empiri-
evidence that supports Hersey and Blanchard’s (1969) model of situational
ership based on follower maturity.®® In addition, Bass (1997) notes that,
r several hundred investigations, controversy still surrounds Fiedler’s (1983)
icontingency theory.?! Contingencies do, however, provide important insight into
leadership. Bass (1997) contends that evidence supports the notion that “better
eaders integrate a task-oriented and a relations-oriented approach” (p. 132). In
addition, effective leaders also “demonstrate the ability to clarify the path to the
‘goals” (p. 132).2% Blake and Mouton (1981) advocate (in their managerial grid)
t the “ideal” is a leader who exhibits high levels of task- and relationship-
oriented behavior.?* The work of many leadership scholars (e.g., House & Mitchell,
1974; Fiedler, 1972) suggest that any one of a number of different styles of leader-
ship is effective, so long as it is appropriately matched with the task (situation)

: \acmg the group.**

" Robert Hooijberg (1996) notes that the significant changes that have come
‘about in organizations during the past couple of decades have given birth to a
number of new roles (e.g., leading cross-functional teams).?® Hooijberg suggests
that accompanying these changes is an increasing pressure on the leader to
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have a wide range of behaviors on which to call as needs arise. He proposes that
leaders with behavioral complexity will be more effective than those managers
who are behaviorally restricted to a limited number of leadership functions. Hooi-
jberg’s work parallels the implicit call for a leader to possess the ability to shift
between supportive, directive, participative, and achievement-oriented leader-
ship, as outlined in House and Mitchell’s path-goal theory of leadership. In addi-
tion, Hooijberg’s behavioral complexity construct runs counter to the assumption’
in Fiedler’s work, which suggests that it may be easier to match the leader with
the situation or reengineer the situation—since changing a person’s leadership
orientation is extremely difficult.
When Hersey and Blanchard talk about the follower’s readiness (i.e., job
readiness—the ability to perform the task at hand—and psychological readiness—
the motivation and commitment to accomplish the task at hand), they hint at
the notion of the follower’s need for leadership. This concept was addressed by
Reinout E. de Vries, Robert A. Roe, and Tharsi C. B. Taillieu when they suggest
that the follower and his or her need for leadership play a critical role influenc-
_ing the leader-outcome relationship. The need for leadership is defined in terms:
of the “extent to which an [individual] wishes the leader to facilitate the paths
toward individual, group, and/or organizational goals” (p. 122).%6 A follower will
be open to a person’s attempt at leadership when it is perceived as instrumental
to the achievement of the goals important to the follower. When this leadership
attempt is experienced as an unwanted intervention, it is unlikely to be favorably
received. The second self-assessment in this chapter provides you with an oppor-
tunity to profile your need for leadership. !
Vroom and Yetton (1973) offered yet another contingency model of leadership.
The focus of their theory is limited to the role of the leader and his/her followers
in decision-making situations.?” Building upon the work of Tannenbaum and
Schmidt’s (1958) model which depicts varying degrees of influence exercised by
the leader and the amount of freedom experienced by the follower they identi-
fied five distinct styles of leadership and follower involvement in the decision-
making process ranging from autocratic to group.?® Simultaneously, their model
identified a set of situational forces (e.g., need for commitment, goal alignment,
information availability and location, potential for conflict) that should dictate
which leadership style would, from a normative perspective, be most appropriate
(effective). Building upon the work of Vroom and Yetton (1973), Vroom and Jago
(2007) defined leadership as “the process of motivating people to work together
collaboratively to accomplish great things” (p. 18).?° Elaborating upon their defi-
nition they call to our attention the notion that leadership is a process and not
a property of a person, incentives (intrinsic and extrinsic) are not a part of
definition, the consequence of the leader’s influence is collaboration in pursui
a common goal, and reference to “great things” is in the minds of the leader and
his/her followers and not necessarily from the perspective of others. In additi_'__'

context. This mediational model suggests that (1) situational forces often shape
leader behaviors, (2) leader behaviors influence team effectiveness, while (3) team

/U R_E. de Vries, R A. Roe, & T. C. B. Tailieu, “Need for Leadership as a Moderator of the Relationships
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llenge,
cture, Self-efficacy
biguity, Authoritarianism
fask enjoyment, Outcomes (e.g.;
gecision significance job satisfaction,
; leader accep-
tance, effort,

performance)

iveness is also shaped by situational forces that are not under the control of

eader (pp. 22-23).
Tn sum, the work of Vroom and his colleagues highlights the fact that neither
utocratic nor participative nor delegated style of leadership is universally
nost appropriate. Beyond that, their normative model provides, via a deci-
1 tree model, leaders with a framework that details the type of leader behavior
d the amount of follower participation that should be employed in different
types of decision-making situations.

‘According to House and Aditya (1997), nine studies have empirically tested
the work of Vroom and his colleagues.* While there are limitations to the field
and laboratory tests that have been conducted, there appears to be reasonable
pport for the model that stems from the field tests conducted to date.
gure 8.1 highlights several important components that now contribute to
eadership mosaic. Situational conditions (i.e., attributes of the task being
ormed) and follower attributes (e.g., task frustration, experienced ambiguity,
rtise, ability to exercise self-direction and self-control) interact with the
er, shaping what might be effective leadership behavior.

50 House & Aditya, “The Social Scientific Study of Leadership, " 409-473.




