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The recognition of task and relation-
ships as two important dimensions of
leader behavior has pervaded the works
of management theorists' over the
years. These two dimensions have been
variously labeled as “‘autocratic” and
‘“‘democratic”; ‘“authoritarian’’ and
‘“‘equalitarian”; ‘‘employee-oriented”
and ‘‘production-oriented”; “goal
achievement” and “group mainten-
ance”’; “task-ability” and ‘likeability”’;
“instrumental and expressive”; “effij-
ciency and effectiveness.”” The differ-
ence between these concepts and task
and relationships seems to be more se-
mantic than real.

For some time, it was believed that
task and relationships were either/or
styles of leader behavior and, there-
fore, should be depicted as a single
dimension along a continuum, moving
from very authoritarian (task) leader
behavior at one end to very democratic
(relationships) leader behavior at the
other.2

OHIO STATE
STUDIES

In more recent years, the feeling that
task and relationships were either/or
leadership styles has been dispelled. In
particular, the leadership studies initi-
ated in 1945 by the Bureau of Busi-
ness Research at Ohio State Univer-
sity® questioned whether leader behav-
ior could be depicted on a single con-
tinuum.

LEADERSHIP

In attempting to describe how a leader
carries out his activities, the Ohio State
staff identified “Initiating Structure”
(task) and ‘“‘Consideration” (relation-
ships) as the two most important di-
mensions of leadership. “Initiating
Structure” refers to ‘“‘the leader’s be-
havior in delineating the relationship
between himself and members of the
work-group and in endeavoring to
establish well-defined patterns of
organization, channels of communica-
tion, and methods of procedure.” On
the other hand, “Consideration’ refers
to “behavior indicative of friendship,
mutual trust, respect, and warmth in

the relationship between the leader and
the members of his staff.”*

In the leadership studies that followed,
the Ohio State staff found that leader-
ship styles vary considerably from
leader to leader. The behavior of some
leaders is characterized by rigidly struc-
turing activities of followers in terms
of task accomplishments, while others
concentrate on building and maintain-
ing good personal relationships be-
tween themselves and their followers.
Other leaders have styles characterized
by both task and relationships behav-
ior. There are even some individuals in
leadership positions whose behavior
tends to provide little structure or
development of interpersonal relation-
ships. No dominant style appears.
Instead, various combinations are evi-
dent. Thus, task and relationships are
not either/or leadership styles as an
authoritarian-democratic continuum
suggests. Instead, these patterns of
leader behavior are separate and dis-
tinct dimensions which can be plotted
on two separate axes, rather than a
single continuum. Thus, the Ohio State
studies resulted in the development of
four quadrants to illustrate leadership
styles in terms of Initiating Structure
(task) and Consideration (relationships)
as shown in Figure 1.

Figure 1.
The Ohio State Leadership Quadrants
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THE MANAGERIAL GRID

Robert R. Blake and Jane S. Mouton®
in their Managerial Grid have popular-
ized the task and relationships dimen-
sions of leadership and have used them
extensively in organization and man-
agement development programs.

In the Managerial Grid, five different
types of leadership based on concern
for production (task) and concern for
people (relationships) are located in
the four quadrants identified by the
Ohio State studies.

Figure 2. The Managerial Grid
Leadership Styles

4919 99
T g | (Country Club) (Team)
2
L9

6

55

@ (Middle Road)
24
2
23
Re}
c 2 | (Impoverished) (Task)
gé 1 1-1 9'1
30123 45 671789

Concern for Production (High) =

Concern for production is illustrated
on the horizontal axis. Production
becomes more important to the leader
as his rating advances on the horizontal
scale. A leader with a rating of 9 has a
maximum concern for production.

Concern for people is illustrated on the
vertical axis. People become more
important to the leader as his rating
progresses up the vertical axis. A leader
with a rating of 9 on the vertical axis
has a maximum concern for people.
The Managerial Grid, in essence, has
given popular terminology to five
points within the four quadrants iden-
tified by the Ohio State studies.

SUGGESTING A “BEST” STYLE OF
LEADERSHIP

After identifying task and relationships
as two central dimensions of any lead-

ership situation, some management
writers have suggested a “‘best” style of
leadership. Most of these writers have
supported either an integrated leader
behavior style (high task and high rela-
tionships) or a permissive, democratic,
human relations approach (high rela-
tionships).

Andrew W. Halpin,6 of the original
Ohio State staff, in a study of school
superintendents, pointed out that ac-
cording to his findings “effective or
desirable leadership behavior is char-
acterized by high ratings on both Initi-
ating Structure and Consideration.
Conversely, ineffective or undesirable
leadership behavior is marked by low
ratings on both dimensions.” Thus,
Halpin seemed to conclude that the
high Consideration and high Initiating
Structure style is theoretically the ideal
or “best” leader behavior, while the
style low on both dimensions is theor-
etically the “worst”.

Blake and Mouton in their Managerial
Grid also imply that the most desirable
leadership style is ‘“‘team management”
(maximum concern for production and
people) and the least desirable is “im-
poverished management” (minimum
concern for production and people). In
fact, they have developed training pro-
grams designed to change the behavior
of managers toward this “team” sl:yle.7

LEADERSHIP STYLE SHOULD
VARY WITH THE SITUATION

While the Ohio State and the Mana-
gerial Grid people seem to suggest
there is a “best” style of leadership,8
recent evidence from empirical studies
clearly shows that there is no single all
purpose leadership style which is uni-
versally successful.

Some of the most convincing evidence
which dispels the idea of a single
“best” style of leader behavior was
gathered and published by A. K.
Korman® in 1966. Korman attempted
to review all the studies which exam-
ined the relationship between the Ohio
State behavior dimensions of Initiating
Structure (task) and Consideration

(relationships) and various measures of
effectiveness, including group produec-
tivity, salary, performance under stress,
administrative reputation, work group
grievances, absenteeism, and turnover.
Korman reviewed over twenty-five
studies and concluded that:
Despite the fact that ‘“‘Considera-
tion” and “Initiating Structure”
have become almost bywords in
American industrial psychology,
it seems apparent that very little
is now known as to how these
variables may predict work group
performance and the conditions
which affect such predictions. At
the current time, we cannot even

say whether they have any pre-
dictive significance at all.

Thus, Korman found the use of Con-
sideration and Initiating Structure had
no significant predictive value in terms
of effectiveness as situations changed.
This suggests that since situations dif-
fer, so must leader style.

Fred E. Fiedler,10 in testing his con-
tingency model of leadership in over
fifty studies covering a span of fifteen

years (1951-1967), concluded that
both directive, tfask-oriented leaders
and non-directive, human relations-

oriented leaders are successful under

some conditions. Fiedler argues:
While one can never say that
something is impossible, and
while someone may well discover
the all-purpose leadership style or
behavior at some future time,
our own data and those which
have come out of sound research
by other investigators do not
promise such miraculous cures.

A npumber of other investigators”

besides Korman and Fiedler have also
shown that different leadership situa-
tions require different leader styles.

In summary, empirical studies tend to
show that there is no normative (best)
style of leadership; that successful
leaders are those who can adapt their
leader behavior to meet the needs of
their followers and the particular situa-
tion. Effectiveness is dependent upon
the leader, the followers, and other
situational elements. In managing for
effectiveness a leader must be able to
diagnose his own leader behavior in
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light of his environment. Some of the
variables other than his followers
which he should examine include the
organization, superiors, associates, and
job demands. This list is not all inclu-
sive, but contains interacting compon-
ents which tend to be important fo a
leader in many different organizational
settings.

ADDING AN EFFECTIVENESS
DIMENSION

To measure more accurately how well
a leader operates within a given situa-
tion, an “effectiveness dimension”
should be added to the two-dimension
Ohio State model. This is illustrated in
Figure 3.

By adding an effectiveness dimension
to the Ohio State model, a three-
dimensional model is created.'” This
Leader Effectiveness Model attempts to
integrate the concepts of leader style
with situational demands of a specific
environment. When the leader’s style is
appropriate to a given environment
measured by results, it is termed effec-
tive; when his style is inappropriate to
a given environment, it is termed
ineffective.

If a leader’s effectiveness is determined
by the interaction of his style and
environment (followers and other situa-

Figure 3.
Adding An Effectiveness Dimension
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tional variables), it follows that any of
the four styles depicted in the Ohio
State model may be effective or inef-
fective depending on the environment.

Thus, there is no single ideal leader
behavior style which is appropriate in
all situations. For example, the high
task and high relationships style is
appropriate only in certain situations,
but is inappropriate in others. In basic-
ally crisis-oriented organizations like
the military or the police, there is con-
siderable evidence that the most appro-
priate style would be high task, since
under combat or riot conditions suc-
cess often depends upon immediate
response to orders. Time demands do
not permit talking things over or ex-
plaining decisions. For success, behav-
ior must be automatic.

While a high task style might be effec-
tive for a combat officer, it might not
be effective in other situations even
within the military. This was pointed
out when line officers trained at West
Point were sent to command outposts
in the Dew Line, which was part of an
advanced warning system. The scien-
tific personnel involved, living in close
quarters in an Arctic region, did not
respond favorably to the task-oriented
behavior of these combat ({rained
officers. The level of education and
maturity of these people was such that
they did not need a great deal of struc-
ture in their work. In fact, they tended
to resent it.

Other studies of scientific and re-
search-oriented personnel show also
that many of these people desire, or
need, only a limited amount of socio-
emotional support. Therefore, there are
situations in which the low task and
relationships style, which has been
assumed by some authors to be theo-
retically a poor leadership style, may
be an appropriate style.

In summary, an effective leader must
be able to diagnose the demands of the
environment and then either adapt his
leader style to fit these demands, or
develop the means to change some or
all of the other variables.

ATTITUDINAL VS. BEHAVIORAL
MODELS

In examining the dimensions of the
Managerial Grid (concern for produc-
tion and concern for people), one can
see that these are attitudinal dimen-
sions. That is, concern is a feeling or
emotion toward something. On the
other hand, the dimensions of the
Ohio State Model (Initiating Structure
and Consideration) and the Leader
Effectiveness Model (task and relation-
ships) are dimensions of observed be-
havior. Thus, the "Ohio State and
Leader Effectiveness Models measure
how people behave, while the Mana-
gerial Grid measures predisposition
toward production and people. As dis-
cussed earlier, the Leader Effectiveness
Model is an outgrowth of the Ohio
State Model but is distinct from it in
that it adds an effectiveness dimension
to the two dimensions of behavior.
Although the Managerial Grid and the
Leader Effectiveness Model measure
different aspects of leadership, they are
not incompatible. A conflict develops,
however, because behavioral assump-
tions have often been drawn from
analysis of the attitudinal dimensions
of the Managerial Grid."® While high
concern for both production and
people is desirable in many organiza-
tions, managers having a high concern
for both people and production do not
always find it appropriate in all situa-
tions to initiate a high degree of struc-
ture and provide a high degree of
socio-emotional support.

For example, if a manager’s subordin-
ates are emotionally mature and can
take responsibility for themselves, his
appropriate style of leadership may be
low task and low relationships. In this
case, the manager permits these subor-
dinates to participate in the planning,
organizing and controlling of their own
operation. He plays a background role,
providing socio-emotional support only
when necessary. Consequently, it is
assumptions about behavior drawn
from the Managerial Grid and not the
Grid itself that are inconsistent with
the Leader Effectiveness Model.
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LIFE CYCLE THEORY

Korman,14 in his extensive review of

studies examining the Ohio State con-
cepts of Initiating Structure and Con-
sideration, concluded that:

What is needed ... in future con-
current (and predictive) studies is
not just recognition of this factor
of ‘‘situational determinants”
but, rather, a systematic concep-
tualization of situational variance
as it might relate to leadership
behavior (Initiating Structure and
Consideration).

In discussing this conclusion, Korman
suggests the possibility of a curvilinear
relationship rather than a simple linear
relationship between Structure and Con-
sideration and other variables. The Life
Cycle Theory of Leadership which we
have developed is based on a curvilinear
relationship between task and relation-
ships and “maturity.” This theory will
attempt to provide a leader with some
understanding of the relationship be-

tween an effective style of leadership and
the level of maturity of one’s followers.
The emphasis in the Life Cycle Theory
of Leadership will be on the followers.
As Fillmore H. Sanford has indicated,
there is some justification for regarding
the followers “‘as the most crucial fac-
tor in any leadership event”.'® Follow-
ers in any situation are vital, not only
because individually they accept or
reject the leader, but as a group they
actually determine whatever personal
power he may have.

According to Life Cycle Theory, as the
level of maturity of one’s followers
continues to increase, appropriate
leader behavior not only requires less
and less structure (task) but also less
and less socio-emotional support (rela-
tionships). This cycle can be illustrated
in the four quadrants of the basic
styles portion of the Leader Effective-
ness Model as shown in Figure 4.

Figure 4.

Life Cycle Theory of Leadership
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and achievement-motivation17 of an

individual or group. These components
of maturity are often influenced by
level of education and amount of ex-
perience. While age is a factor, it is not
directly related to maturity as used in
the Life Cycle. Our concern is for
psychological age, not chronological
age. Beginning with structured task
behavior which is appropriate for
working with immature people, Life
Cycle Theory suggests that leader
behavior should move from: (1) high
task - low relationships behavior to (2)
high task - high relationships and (3)
high relationships - low task behavior
to (4: low task - low relationships
behavior, if one’s followers progress
from immaturity to maturity.

PARENT-CHILD EXAMPLE

An illustration of this Life Cycle
Theory familiar to everyone is the par-
ent-child relationship. As a child begins
to mature, it is appropriate for the
parent to provide more socio-emotional
support and less structure. Experience
shows us that if the parent provides
too much relationships before a child
is somewhat mature, this behavior is
often misinterpreted by the child as
permissiveness. Thus it is appropriate
to increase one’s relationships behavior
as the child is able to increase his
maturity or capacity to take responsi-
bility.

A child when first born is unable to
control much of his own environment.
Consequently, his parents must initiate
almost all structure, i.e., dress the
child, feed the child, bathe the child,
turn the child over, etc. While it is
appropriate for a parent to show love
and affection toward a child, this is
different than the mutual trust and
respect which characterizes relation-
ships behavior. Consequently, the most
appropriate style for a parent to use
with his children during the early pre-
school years may be high task - low
relationships (quadrant 1).

Even when the child begins to attend
school, the parent must provide a great
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deal of structure. The child is still not
mature enough to accept much respon-

sibility on his own. It may become,

appropriate at this state, as the child
matures, for the parent to increase his
relationships behavior by showing more
trust and respect for his child. At this
point, the parent’s behavior could be
characterized as high task - high rela-
tionships (quadrant 2).

Gradually as the child moves into high
school and/or college, he begins to
seek and accept more and more re-
sponsibility for his own behavior. If is
during this time that a parent should
begin to engage in less structured be-
havior and provide more socio-emo-
tional support (quadrant 3). This does
not mean that the child’s life will have
less structure, but it will now be in-
ternally imposed by the “young man”
rather than externally by the parent.
When this happens the cycle as de-
picted on the Leader Effectiveness
Model begins to become a backward
bending curve. The child is not only
able to structure many of the activities
in which he engages, but is also able to
provide self-control over his inter-
personal and emotional needs.

As the child begins to make his own
living, start his own family, and take
full responsibility for his actions, a
decrease in structure and socio-emo-
tional support by the parents becomes
appropriate. In reality, the umbilical
cord has been severed and the child is
now ‘“‘on his own.” At this stage of the
parent-child relationship, a low task -
low relationships style seems to be
most appropriate (quadrant 4).

Although the Life Cycle suggests a
basic style for different levels of ma-
turity in meeting specific contingen-
cies, it may be necessary to vary one’s
style anywhere within the four quad-
rants to deal appropriately with this
event. For example, even when a
young man is away at college and his
parents are using a high relationships
style with him, it might be appropriate
for them to initiate some structure
with their son if they discover that he

is not behaving in as mature a way as
expected (he has become a discipline
problem). A change in parental behav-
ior might even be necessary later in life
after a son (or daughter) has had a
family of his own for a number of
years, If this son, for example, sud-
denly begins to experience marital
difficulties and his family begins to dis-
integrate, it might be appropriate for
his parents temporarily to increase
their socio-emotional support.

OTHER ASPECTS OF THE LIFE
CYCLE

The parent-child relationship is only
one example of the Life Cycle. This
cycle is also discernible in other organi-
zations in the interaction between
superiors and subordinates. An interest-
ing example is found in Research and
Development work. In working with
highly trained and educated Research
and Development personnel, the most
effective leader behavior style might be
low task - low relationships. However,
during the early stages of a particular
project, the director must impose a
certain amount of structure as the
requirements and limitations of the
project are established. Once these
limitations are understood, the R & D
director moves rapidly through the
“project cycle” back to the mature
low task - low relationships style.

In a college setting, the Life Cycle
Theory has been validated in studying
the teacher-student relationship. Effec-
tive teaching of lower division students
(freshmen and sophomores) has been
characterized by structured behavior
on the part of the teacher as he rein-
forces appropriate patterns in attend-
ance and study habits, while more rela-
tionships behavior seems to be appro-
priate for working with upper division
undergraduates and Master’s students.
And finally the cycle seems to be com-
pleted as a teacher begins to work with
mature Ph.D. candidates, who need
very little guidance or socio-emotional
support.

We realize that most groups in our
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society do not reach the backward
bending aspect of the cycle. But there
is some evidence that as the level of
education and experience of a group
increases, appropriate movement in this
direction will take place. However, the
demands of the job may often be a
limiting factor on the development of
maturity in workers. For example, an
assembly line operation in an auto-
mobile plant is so highly structured
that it offers little opportunity for the
maturing process to occur. With such
monotonous tasks, workers are given
minimal control over their environment
and are often encouraged to be passive,
dependent, and subordinate.

LIFE CYCLE AND SPAN OF
CONTROL

For years it has been argued by many
management writers that one man can
supervise only a relatively few people;
therefore, all managers should have a
limited span of control. For example,
Harold Koontz and Cyril O’Donnell’ 8
state that:
In every organization it must be
decided how many subordinates
a superior can manage. Students
of management have found that
this number is usually four to
eight subordinates at the upper
levels of organization and eight
to fifteen or more at the lower
levels.
While the suggested number of subor-
dinates which one can supervise varies
anywhere from three to thirty, the
principle usually states that the num-
ber should decrease as one moves
higher in the organization. Top man-
agement should have fewer subordin-
ates to supervise than lower level man-
agers. Yet the Life Cycle Theory of
Leadership suggests that span of con-
trol may not depend on the level of
the management hierarchy but should
be a function of the maturity of the
individuals being supervised. The more
independent, able to take responsi-
bility, and achievement-motivated one’s
subordinates are, the more people a
manager can supervise. It is theoreti-
cally possible to supervise an infinite
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number of subordinates if everyone is
completely mature and able to be re-
sponsible for his own job. This does
not mean there is less control, but
these subordinates are self-controlled
rather than externally controlled by
their superior. Since people occupying
higher level jobs in an organization
tend to be more “mature” and there-
fore need less close supervision than
people occupying lower level jobs, it
seems reasonable to assume that top
managers should be able to supervise
more subordinates than their counter-
parts at lower levels.'®

CONCLUSIONS

Rensis Likert2? found in his research
that supervisors with the best records

of performance were employee-
centered (high relationships), while
job-centered (high task) supervisors

were found more often to have low-
producing sections. While this relation-
ship seemed to exist, Likert raised the
question of which variable was the
causal factor. Is the style of the super-
visor causing the level of production or
is the level of production encouraging
the style of the managers? As Likert
suggests, it may very well be that
high-producing sections allow for
general supervision rather than close
supervision and relationship behavior
rather than task behavior. The super-
visor soon learns that his subordinates
are mature enough to structure their
own environment, thus leaving him
time for other kinds of activities. At
the same time a low-producing section
may leave the supervisor with no
choice but to be job-centered. If he
attempted to use a relationships style
this may be misunderstood and inter-
preted as reinforcement for their low
level of performance. The point is, the
supervisor must change appropriately.

CHANGING STYLE

The problem with the conclusions of
Likert and other behavioral scientists
comes in implementation. Practitioners
read that employee-centered super-
visors tend to have higher-producing

sections than job-centered supervisors.
Wanting to implement these findings
overnight, they encourage all super-
visors to become more employee-
oriented. Consequently, a foreman who
has been operating as a task-oriented,
authoritarian leader for many years
may be encouraged to change his
style — “get in step with the times.”
Upon returning from a “human rela-
tions” training program, the foreman
will probably try to utilize some of the
new relationships techniques he has
recently been taught. The problem is
that his personality is not compatible
with the new concepts, but he tries to
use them anyway. As long as things are
running smoothly, there is no diffi-
culty. However, the minute an im-
portant issue or crisis develops he
tends to revert to his old basic style
and becomes inconsistent, vacillating
between the new relationships style he
has been taught, and his old task style
which has the force of habit behind it.

This idea was supported in a study
conducted by the General Electric
Company at one of its turbine and
generator plants. In this study, the
leadership styles of about 90 foremen
were analyzed and rated as ‘“‘demo-
cratic,” “authoritarian’ or “mixed.” In
discussing the findings, Saul W. Geller-
man?’ reported that:

The lowest morale in the plant
was found among those men
whose foremen were rated be-
tween  the democratic and
authoritarian extremes. The GE
research team felt that these
foremen might have varied incon-
sistently in their tactics, permis-
sive at one moment and hard-
fisted the next, in a way that left
their men frustrated and unable
to anticipate how they would be
treated. The naturally autocratic
supervisor who is exposed to
human relations training may
behave in exactly such a man-
ner . . .a pattern which will prob-
ably make him even harder to
work for than he was before
being “‘enlightened.”

Thus, changing the style of managers is
a difficult process, and one that takes
considerable time to accomplish. Ex-
pecting miracles overnight will only
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lead to frustration and uneasiness for
both managers and their subordinates.
Yet industry invests many millions of
dollars annually for training and de-
velopment programs which concentrate
on effecting change in the style of
managers. As Fiedler??2 suggests:

A person’s leadership style . . . re-
flects the individual’s basic moti-
vational and need structure. At
best it takes one, two, or three
years of intensive psychotherapy
to effect changes in personality
structure. It is difficult to see
how we can change in more than
a few cases an equally important
set of core values in a few hours
of lectures and role playing or
even in the course of a more
intensive training program of one
or two weeks.

Fiedler’s point is well-taken. It is
indeed difficult to effect changes in
the styles of managers overnight. How-

ever, it is not completely hopeless.
But, at best, it is a slow and expensive
process which requires creative plan-
ning and patience. In fact, LikertZ3
found that it takes from three to seven
years, depending on the size and com-
plexity of the organization, to effec-
tively implement a new management
theory.

Haste is self-defeating because of
the anxieties and stresses it cre-
ates. There is no substitute for
ample time to enable the mem-
bers of an organization to reach
the level of skillful and easy,
habitual use of the new leader-
ship . ..

CHANGING PERFORMANCE
Not only is it difficult to effect
changes in the styles of managers over-

night, but the question that we raise is
whether it is even appropriate. It is

questionable whether a work group
whose performance has been continu-
ally low would suddenly leap to high
productivity with the introduction of
an employee-centered supervisor. In
fact, they might take advantage of him
and view him as a “soft-touch.” These
workers lack maturity and are not
ready for more responsibility. Thus the
supervisor must bring them along
slowly, becoming more employee-
centered and less job-centered as they
mature. When an individual’s perform-
ance is low, one cannot expect drastic
changes overnight, regardless of
changes in expectations or other incen-
tives. The key is often reinforcing posi-
tively “‘successive approximations.” By
successive approximations we mean
behavior which comes closer and closer
to the supervisor’s expectations of
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good performance. Similar to the child
learning some new behavior, a manager
should not expect high levels of per-
formance at the outset. As a parent or
teacher, we would use positive rein-
forcement as the child’s behavior
approaches the desired level of per-
formance. Therefore, the manager must
be aware of any progress of his sub-
ordinates so that he is in a position to
reinforce appropriately improved per-
formance.

Change through the cycle from quad-
rant 1 to quadrant 2, 3 and then 4
must be gradual. This process by its
very nature cannot be revolutionary
but must be evolutionary — gradual
developmental changes, a result of
planned growth and the creation of
mutual trust and respect.
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