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PERSONALITY PREDISPGS ITION AND SATISFACTION WITH
SUPERVISORY STYLE

Since its publication in 1939, now almmst a classie
study by Lewin, Lippitt, and White has generated a great deal
of research in the area of supervisory behaviour. Their
Study was concerned with the social climate created by the
introduction of one of the three styles of leadersghip, de-
mocratic, autocratic and laissez-fairs., They found that
authoritarian leadership generated dissatisfagtion and high
quantity but low quality work. Under Laissez=faire leader-
8hip:-there was considerable dissatisfaction and intermediate
Productivity. Demoeractic leadership produced low dependency
‘on the leader, high degree of satisfaction and intermediate
quantity ‘but of high gqualitv work.

‘Later investigations, hawes in the nain, confirmed
the findings. These studies include experimental studies
¢ mparing participatory and supervisory. leaders (Selvin,
1960) as well as studies in such settings as class rooms
(Adams, 1945) and a variety of work situations (Ketz & Kahn,
1952). Most of the more recent. and better known behavioural
and empirical :studies have algo supported the findings (e.g.,
Fleishman, 19533 Kata, McCoby, & Morse, 1950; Likert, 1959).

As far as the nature and effects of participative
style are concerned what has emerged from all these studies
is a Bupervisory attitude marked with easy, open, under~
standing stylé; superwisory behaviour which is flexible,
responsive and considerate of' the needs and opinions of
subordinates. GConsideration of subordinates has been found
to be correlated with high level of satisfaction which, in
turn, is reflected in relatively low turnover, grievances,
and absenteeism. To some extent, converas may apply to
authoritative style of supervision. '

In all such studies the. bshaviour of the supervisor
has been assumed to determine the gubsequent satisfaction



of the subordinates. Though the assumption is giable there
is some evidence, meagre though it may be, to suggest that
the satisfaction of the subordinate and the supervisory
style is & not a mattsr of one to one relsationship
LHaythdﬁ11958) In cther words, satisfaction based on the
superv1sory practices is not randomly ‘aceepted by subordina~
tes but is rather medlated ‘through’ thair personality pre-
dispositions.” Lawler and Hall (1970) have suggested ‘that
péople differ as a function of their background. The degree
to which they gei involved in their jobs is a function of’
;thls dlffarence, other things remaining comnstant. In a
recent study Runyon {1973) has found that employees who were
;characterlzed by intérnal locus of coutrol preferred parti-
cipative management while those who had external locus of ™™
control experienced greater satisfaction with directive
supervisor. In other words, it is suggested that a given
superviscry style may induee  satisfaction among some but not
all subordinates. BHence the burden of this paper lies on
the personality dynamlcs of the subordinates.

41 though one can manlpulata any of the several
personality predispositions, we have concerned ourselves with
interpersconal competence of the subordinates. Interpersonal
competshce is rspresented by cne's feelings, attitudes and
‘overall willingness %o relate to others and hae been foumd: te
suggest a positive correlation with satisfaction with the
participative supervisory estyle (Argyris, 1964; Kuriloff,
1963), We have chosen satisfaction with supervisor rather
than with work because: (a) the index of satisfaction with
supervigor represents concern for establishing interperscnal
relationship with him and (b) the acuéptance of suparvisory
relationships are necessary for ad judtment of subordinates
t9.their work roles. The general hypotheses of this study

ard &qffollOws:

{1) The “supsrvisory practices that are
sharacterized by participative style
are more satisfying to employees than
those characterizsad by_directive_style

(2) High interpersonsl competsnce leads
to greater satisfaction with super-
vigsor than low eompatence.



{3) Enployees high and 1ow con interpersonal
competence will experience varying
degrees nf satisfactiom*with supervisory
styles characteriged by demoeractic-
authoritarian dimensions.

METHOD

1. Sample

The sample ecnsisted of 76 class IIT employees
randomly selected from s teaching and researeh organization
in the city of Ahmodabad. An es<entiagl consideration in
-gelecting the sample was that respondents reported to
organizationally definead supervisors. No person in .the sample
bhad more than one supsrvisor to whom he reported. The age
range of the sample was 21 to 53 years with an average age of
. 28.8 yeare. There wers 83% male angd 7% female; 58% marrisd,
rest bachelors; 60% run their own houses and in .40% of the
c28e8 the heads of the family were others than self. The
sawple had an average of 4.4 giblingas,

B Iest Instruments

The sample was tested in small groups ranging in size
from.5 to 15. It took them approximately 45 minutes to £ill
the self administersd qQuestionnaires., Three different . .
questionnaires were usad. They covered the following areas:

Supervisory Style: The questionnairs consisted of
items sslected for tha revised form of the Supsrvisory
Behaviour Descriptiocn (Fleishman, 1953}, The items were
rated on a five point scale of "always® to "nevert with
anchor ‘points changing weightage accofding to the wordings
of the items.. The split-half reliability coefficient was
found to be .78 with the setimated correlation of un-
curtailed sample as .86 (p < .01).




Interpersonsl competence: This measure was invarsely -
indexed in terms of five personality factors: feeling of
inadequacy, Social inhibition, hyper aggressiveness,. argu-
mentativeness, and suspidilousnens (Tainie & Field, 195%?. X
Ttems were all' structured #llowing resPondents to check
one angwer for sach item., The items have five alternative
answers ranging on a scale of Uvery often® to M"practically
never" or N"wery" to "not at a11." Split-half reliability
estimates of these five factors are shouwn in Table 1.

(Table 1 here)

For factors with items less than 10, all possible ways for
splitting the halves were used, total possibls correlations
were obtained, transformed into Frisher's 2's and then
averaged to obtain A single estimate of- the split-helf
reliability. A1l the reliability estimates were found to be
gignificant beyond .01 level of significance.

Tqble‘zrpreéents correlation matrix of the 5 factors.
(Table 2 here)

A1l factors, except social inhibition, correlate with each
other beyond conventional levels of significance. _For pur-
poses of analysis we have dropped social inhibition. The
other four have been added to get an indexX of interpersonal
- competence. ' ' S :

igtiafaction_ﬁigg_Sgpgggigg;i Satisfaction with
suparvisor was nesed as a dependent variable. Response were
peasured by an independent scazle degigned to judge the level
of satisfaction with supervisor. Phere could, of course, be
several ways of measuring ‘satisfaction with the supervisor.
In this study, however, response to the following six items

was baken ‘as an index of satisfaction.

(&) Héw'satisfied*a:e!ypu with your supervisor
in the joeb? ' ‘ o ' _



(b) How satisfied are you with his decisions
in technical matters pertaining to your
work?

(¢) How satisfied are you with”his decisions
concerning yourself as an employee ?

(d) How helpful is he on technical matters
on your work?

(e) How helpful is he about matters concern-
ing your own growth and deévelopment?’

(£) If you had a choice would yoa choose him
as your supervisor? (never - always).

These items have been rated on a 8ix- p01nt scale of low te
high unless ‘otherwise specified. There were orlglnally seven
itéms.” One "item that showed no relatlensh1p with -others ‘was
dropped. The inter-item association of the six items.is-
given in Table 3.

(Table 3 here)

It should be noted that the number of itsms in. Table 3
follow the same sequence as ‘that of items listed above. In
all their possible cdmb1nat10n= -and permutatlons these itemns
are 51gn1f1cantly related to edeh other at acceptable levels
of significance. The association betwsen items {(b) and (ec)
As positive but the:value fails to reach level of significance.
That the’ items are 1nternally consistent is sufflclent
evidence to "assume that they all come from the same unlverse
and , therefore, their ‘cumulative score has been taken as an
1ndex of the level of satigfaction with the supervisor.

3. Erogedurs

Employees first filled out the interpersonal competence
scale and .depending upon their score were assi ned “to low or
hlgh group (median was used as a cut-off point). These then
filled out questionnaires deallng with the supervisory style
and satisfaction with supervisor. ‘They were assigned to
subsequent subcategories depending on 'their evaluation &f



the style of their supervisors. Once again the ¢riterion
used was scores falling above and below the median. This led
to fourfold eclassification of the sample. Seven (8.43%)
employees were elimirmated to have equal number in each éell.

RESULIS

Table 4 presents the means and standard deviation
estimates of the four groups.

(Table 4 here)

In order to test the main and interaction effeets a
2 x 2 analysis of varianse was calculated and is reported in

{Table 5 here)

The results confirm the first two hypotheses. They suggest

that democractic supervisory style induces greater satisfaction
among subordinates compared to authoritarian supervisory

style (F = 106.95, af = 1/72, p <.01). ~ Further subordinates
characterised by high interpersonal competence were more

‘satisfied with their supervisors than those of low inter-
personal competence{ F = 4.93, df 1/72, p < .05).

As far as the third hypothesis that there will be an
interaction between supervisory style and employee®s inter- -
personal competence is concerned, it was not supported. The
supervisory style by interpsrsonal competence interactionm is
in significant (F = 3.47, df = 1/72). Individual“comparisons
nsing Neuman-~Keuls test revealed that the high competence
‘employees (X = 23.21) -as compared to low competence employees
(X = 19.00) were more satisfied with supervisors characterized
by authoritarian style. (Q = 4:M8, 4f 1/72, p < .05). No
significant difference in the satisfaction of high and low
competence employees under democractic style smerged
(Q = 048, af 1/72).



DISCUSSION

The results further support the existing literature
an the supervisory style and satisfaction of the employees.
A4 style characterized by flexible, responsive and considerate
of the needs of subordinates induces greater satisfaction
compared to the one which is production oriented, rigid,
and inconsiderate of the feelings of employees.

We selected four personality factors to test their
cumulative effect on the satisfaection with supervisor. We
found, as predicted, an inverse relationship. That is, an
employee prefiisposed to be argumentative, hyperaggresslve,
susplclous, ‘and socially inadequate experienced dlfflculty

in establishing meaningful relationship with the supervisor.
The presence of any one of these (any one, bécause they are
internally consistent) probably blocks the capacity to reason
and to see pros and cons ef the situation. As.& result one
tends to become rigid in one's interaction and outlook.
Suggestions .and comments from the supervisor may sese as
threats gnabling him to see the advantages of such suggestions.
Although:we canaot lay down from this data that the absence
of these personality factors would help create better under-
standing and meangingful relationghip, we can venture %o
speculate that their presence in greater degree blocks
satisfactory relationship with supervisor.

Toe most exciting finding has to do with the partial
interaction effect between supervisory style and competence.
The results show that though it does not matter whether one
is low or high in competence as long as the supervisory
style remains democractic, it does make a difference under
authoritarian supervision. Employees high in interpersonal
competence feel more satisfied with their autocractic super-
vigors thaan those low in interpersonal competence (p < 05)
Even though autocractic supervisory style is lsss rewardi..g
than democractic it still can be more satisfying to those
who ars predisposed to establish mean’ngful relationships.
This suggests that satisfaction based on superviscry style
is not randomly accepted by employees but is mediated through
their personality predispositions. The eviience warranis
the speculation that personality variables of subordinates



a8 against supervisory style probably are, if not more may be
aqually, erucial for the overall effecitiveness of the
organizations. PFor example, a recent study by Ruayon (1973
has demonstrated the importance of I-E persanalisy dimension
in determining the differential rpesponsivencsesi.to varylng
managerial styles.

The area of potential contribution of personality.
predispositions in orgenizations is relatively unexplored,
in fact neglected, though it has wide and varied implications.
An understanding of the relationship between the personality
of the subordinate and the supervisory style will be = -
positive input in organizational functioniag both in terms of
making efifective work teams and increasing morgle and satis-
faction asiong employees. In this respect, it has meanings
for such personnel function as selection, placement and
training. For example, training of the superviscr, a geing
‘goncern,’ is an expensive affair. On ths other hand, nct
much is “known about the effectiveness of such tralnlng
programmes. I% is not the purpose to suggest that such
programmes should be discontinued, rather efforts should be
made to ineluvde personality measures .in the selection process
itself. In terms of econczy of scale .the return will pay
many bimes over. the cost of using. personality measures in.
the selection process.



Table 1: Spilis-half Reliability Estimates
(Personality Factors) '

— - _-_-___.__--__________________..,_.—_—_-—_ e e — T — P o oy ey

Factors No.of Split-half Reliability Esti-

items Reliability mates base on

Egtimates Spearman-Brown
Formula
Feeling of Inadequacy 23 .769 .816
Sgcial Inhibition 11 . 761 : . 277
Hyperaggfessiveness 10 644 - .783
Argumentativeness 6 . 597 W48
Suspiciousness . FA . 548 .708

. . ——— T i T s s T R ety T T e S LS ek S S S S g mm TS e S e 5SS

Pactors Soccial Social  Hyper- strgument~ Suspicious-
Inade- Inhi- aggres—  ativeness ness
quacy bition  sivensess :

(4) (B) (c) (D) (€)

A - .221% CL306%% L 337PEs YA S
B ‘ - .068 44 015
¢ - L37er F336%%
D - .218#
E

* P< .05

*» P < .01

Table 3: Inter-item Association
(satisfaction Data)

O gy Ty g P T S T g g v SR S S ok Ty T T v W T e S A v Sy S e S

& b __&__ d e £

a - L587H  HTgE ) 5oW .66 2F . 566%
b - - L, 535%%  Sggnw LE1Z2%% WAVALY
¢ - .137- .66 5RR .36 1TmE
a - oot . 298*
e - LR0%*%
£ -

* P g .85
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Tabls 4: Means and Standard Deviation
Estimates
(8atisfaction Data)..

Supervisory Style

. Democratic Autoeratic
X 311.95 23.21
High : .

_ $.D 1.82 5.35
Interpersonal. - ,
Compe tence: - o e

T X 31.58 19.00
Low
S.D 1.87 3443
Table 5: Analysis of'vériancém
: (Satisfaction Data)
Source ' 35 BTt M3 ~F
Supervisory :

Style 2158,31 2158,31  106.95%*
Compe Hence 39.59 1 99.59 4. 93*
Interactian ore.01 70,01 3,47
Error 1452.74 72 20.18 .

Total 3780.65 :
P < 01
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