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Abstract. Despite the fact thal throughout the last three decades new approaches to the Leadership issue
have been introduced and examined in different industries, relatively few rescarchers have applied it to
the consteuction industry. For example, Woodward (1980) has deliberately ignored construction in her
influential study of industrial organizations.

As a result, advice to und training programs for construction practitioners are currently based on find-
ings derived from circumstances found in settings other than construction. The objective of this article,
which is hased an empirical research conducted in a construction setting, is to help those who are respon-
sible for recruitment and Training of construction staff to select *horses for courses’.

Animpartant conclusion of this article is that it raises the question of “how applicable are models and
approaches developed in settings other than construction when applied to the construction industry””. It
emphasizes the need for construction organizations to strengthen the position power and authority of site
foremen, bused on the findings of a study of Egyptian construction foremen where position power has
emerged as the most dominant teudership situational control factor,

Introduction

A problem faced by those who undertake the training of managers and supervisors
for the construction industry is: how applicable are the precepts about good practice,
to be found in text books and manuals, which are derived from experience and
research in other industries.

The topic of leadership, for examplc, has been of major interest to researchers.
Their findings havc increasingly pointed out the need to recognize the fact that there
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is no one best leadership style suited to all ciroumstances. While a number of
approaches have been developed to provide practical advice on how o select *horses
and courses’, there still remains doubt as to how far even such ‘contingency
approaches’ can be applied to the very special circumstances of the construction
mndustry, Bresnen has noted that “The naturc of the construction activity 1s often per-
ceived as diferent from technological and organizational characteristics of work
undertaken in other, more stable settings™ [1].

Contrary to the above statement, Fiedler (2, p. 26] has ctaimed that the con-
tingency model is valid regardless of culture or industry context.

Fiedler |3] has reported the findings of different studies which have successfuily
applied the contingency model and the Least Preferred Co-worker measure (LPC).
These studies were conducted within Western (USA, Canada, UK, etc.), as well as
Eastern (Iran) cultures. They have also covered a relatively wide range of occupa-
tions in industrics other than construction. This tends to support the former part of
Fiedler’s claim regarding the cross-culture validity of the model.

In a recent study of the leadership style of Egyptian construction foremen, using
the contingency theory, Abdelhaleem M.T. has thoroughly examined and strongly
guestioned Fiedler’s claim. The study has reported a high LPC scores among con-
struction foremen. Analysis of the political, social and ¢conomic cultural factors in
LCgypt have supported this conclusion. 1t was stated that “To explain the impact of
the position power as a cultural phenomencn (Eastern Islamic culture), it would
require the Egyptian context to be revealed as fostering a task-origntation leadership
style. In fact, the very opposite was found” {4, p. 143]. The study pointed out that in
regards to the construction indusiry, Fiedler's claim emerges us suspect.

The present article is based on the former study of Egyptian construction fore-
men. It suggests that although it is certainly a matter of horses for courses, the
method for selecting leaders would not follow the same guidclincs as those offered
by Fiedler when it comes to the construction industry, having accepted the validity
of the mode! in Eastern cultures for other industry groups.

Fiedler’s Advice on Leadership Effectiveness

The guidelines for leaders to increase their chance of being effective are set out
in Ficdler’s training manual ‘Improving Leadership Effectiveness: The leader
Match. In common with several other approaches to the leadership of task groups,
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Fiedler identifies two kinds of leader’s; A) those who tend to accomplish the task by
developing good inter-personal relations with the group and B) those who have as
their prime concern carrying out the task itself.

Fiedler has produced an ingenious method for identifying these two types. This
methed is based on a psychologically based bi-polar measure which is called the
Least Preterred Co-Worker (henceforth referred to as LPC). The leader is supposed
to think of a person who he doves not necessarily dislike but he can not get along with
easily. He is then asked to rate this person on the LPC bipolar scale where two sets
of tavourable/unfavourable descriptions, with descending rates, exist. High rating
identifics a ‘people-vriented’ Icadership style and low rating identifics a “task-
oriented” lcadership style. The togic is that a favourable rating of someone with
whom you do nat get on with very well implies a more tolerant, people-oriented type.
An unfavourable rating of the person you get on with least well implics a less toler-
ant, more task-oriented type. Fiedler argues that cither one of these two types could
be an effective leader, depending on the situation.

Situations may be characterized on the basis of three variables:

1. How much is the leader accepted and trusted by the members of the work group
{Leader-Member Relations).

ra

How clearly defined and structured is the task which the group has to perform
(Task Structure).

3. How much power and authority is the leader perceived to huve (Position
Power).

These three variables arc referred to as [eader-Member Relutions, ‘Task Struc-
ture and Position Power (henceforth referred o as LMR, TS and PP consequently).
A composition of these three variables is what Fiedler called ‘Leader Situational
Control’ (LSC). LSC is defined as “the degree to which the leadership siluation cna-
bles the leader to control and influence his group’s behavior” [3].

According to Fiedler, people-oriented leader is most effevtive when the situa-
tional Jaclurs combine to produce a situation that is moderately favourable to the
fcader. 1n other words, when the leader has moderate control aver the situation. On
the ather hand, if the three sitsational factors create a situation which is highly
favourable or mghly unfavourable to the leader, task-oriented leaders are expected
1o be more effective.
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1t follows that a leader who is dispused to adopt a particular ieadership style
should be matched with a situation in which that style would be more effective or,
alternatively he/she should work to bring the situation in line with his style. Fiedler
argucs that it is easier and more practical to adopt the former approach to the lcader/
job match concept.

Situational Contro) and Effectiveness in Construction

While this advice is all perfectly plausible, it is derived from an assumption
which Fiedler has frequently stated as a mattcr of common sense; that the three
situaitonal factors are not cqually important. In Fiedler’s model, Leadér-Member
Relations (LMRY} is twice as important as Task Structure (TS) and four times Posi-
tion Power (PP). This relative importance between the three variables has been
expressed by Nebeker, 1975, as follows:

LSC = (4) LMR + (2)'IS + (1) PP
where LSC is the Leader Situational Control

Fiedler has cstablished a consistent pattern which describes the relationship
between the situational control and the leadership effectiveness {(Fig. 1). Nine possi-
bie leadership situations (vctants) arc horizontally arrayed and set against the corre-
lation coefficicnt {Rho) between the leader’s LPC and his effectiveness per situation.
Negative correlations which appear toward the outermost of the curve (below the
zero line) indicate a task-oriented leadership style. Positive correlations which
appear toward the middle of the curve (above the zero line) indicate a people-
oriented leadership style. It is crucial to notice that this pattern depends on the
weights which Fiedler has used to determine the relative importance of the three situ-
ational factors.

The resutls of Abdelhalcem’s study of leadership effectiveness of Egyptian con-
struction foremen revealed no such pattern (Fig. 2). Spearman’s rank correlation
coefficients (Rho) between the effectiveness of the leader and the three situational
faciors, are presented in Table 1.

A Stepwise Multiple Regression procedure, using SPSSx computer package
(Statistical Packagc for Social Science) was used to determine the relative impor-
tance of the three situational factors to the leader’s effectiveness. The LMR was
excluded from the equation. The study reporte that the position power of the leader
is found to be the most determinant factor of the leader’s effectiveness, followed by
task structure,
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Fig. 1. The relationship between the situational favorability and the median correlations between the
LPC scores and the group performance. Abstracted from [3, p. 175].
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Table 1. Determinant factors of lender’s effectiveness.

Effectiveness
PP +.352a
TS + .89
LMR + .020b

a. significant at <.00
b. non significant
Source: Abstracts from Abdehaleem [4, p. 122]

As a result of the above findings, new weighting factors were given to the three
situational factors. These weighting factors are expressed in the following formula:

LSC = (4) PP+ () TS + (1) LMR

Conscquently, an equivalent curve was introduced by, a) rearranging the nine
possible octants and, b) re-calculating the new leaders' situational control scores
(Fig. 3). The new curve simply suggests a linear type of relationship between the
leadership orientation and the situational control. Peoplc-oriented leaders are likely
to be more effective when situational control is high. Task-oriented leaders perform
better in low situational control conditions.

Haorses for Courses in Construction Projects

Undoubtedly, one study does hardly form a sufficient basis to claim that Fie-
dler’s model needs to be modified when applied to the construction industry. How-
ever, if the pattern which was found does prove to be typical, then some points of dif-
ferences would arise in the kind of advice that is appropriate to construction, Some
circumstantial reasons for such difference are suggested below.

In common with Fiedler, it would first be important to establish a leader’s oricn-
tation. It is believed that Fiedler's LPC measure does that satisfactorily.

When a foreman is identified as a people-oriented lcader, the advice would then
be to increase his situational control. Assuming that a peaple-oriented foreman is
maore likely to develop good leader-member relations, he would also benefit from
having a more structured and well-defined task environment and greater position

power.
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Clearly, task structuring is precisely what the construction industry has difficulty
in affecting. This might be attributed to the interdependence and uncertainty of con-
struction activities. Many construction tasks, due to their own nature, rely on prac-
titioners being guided by trade and industry conventions rather than on detailed and
formal instructions. In such circumstances, one would expect the effect of increasing
the foreman’s position power to be even more significant on his over all effective-
ness. Perhaps, even more importantly, greater position power would increase his
capacity to secure the necessary materials, drawings, specifications and the general
cooperation of other individuuls and work groups on whom any given activity in con-
struction is dependent for its performance.

On the other hand, when a situation is of low situational control, and it is hard
to make it otherwise, a task- oriented leader is likely to be more efficient than a
peopie-oriented counterpart. This situation might be found where work group has
recently been assembied, and tasks are irremediably difficult. Now, the interesting
thing is that such situations are likely to be seen as the norm in construction hence the
received wisdom is that only tough, no nonsense, task-oriented foremen are
expected to bring about the best results out of the work group. Consequently, much
of the training literature which emphasize the benefits of a pcople- oriented leader-
ship style is likely to be treated with scepticism since the conditions in which would
be effective are invariably missing. Foremen who are intrinsically disposed to be
people- oriented find that they have to assume a task-oriented style, probably not
very successfully und certainly to their own discomfort. This is not because their pre-
fered style is at fault but because they have little control over the situation.

Finally, and on this point the author differs most from Fiedler, though the task-
orientcd leader is likely to be effective in low situational control conditions, he will
be ineffective in conditions of high situational control. This point is evident from the
curve which was suggested in the construction foremen study (Fig. 3). It follows thut
if a task-oriented leader is placed in a situation where, for example, a quality man-
agement scheme is in effective operation, that is where that the situation will proba-
bly be highly favorable to him, he may prove ineffective. It is also proabubly that the
foreman’s effectiveness will be deemed to merit greater support and cooperation on
the part of superiors to the cxtent that the grounds for his effectiveness are reduced.
On the other hand, those who would become effective, given greater situational con-
trol, are rejected. Such wastage of human resources may have yet more serious impli-
cations when it comes to development and promotion to higher management levels,
People-cricnted leaders who never progress beyond foreman level and remain rela-
tively inefficient at that, may well have proved successful as middle and senior man-
agers if a correct diagnosis is made.



172 M.T. Abdelhakeem and D. Scymour

Conclusion

The purpose of this article has been (o raise the yuestion of how applicable are
models and approaches developed in settings other than construction when applied
to the construction industry,

As has been already acknowledged, leadership in the special circumstances of
construction needs to be explored further before firmer conclusions can be drawn.
However, efforts to locate construction under general explanatory models,
developed on the basis of research in other industries, have exposed the inadequen-
cies of these models. More to the point, the advice offered by management training
textbooks should be dealt with carefully when applied to construction. The basis on
which the industry selects and employs its personnel and supervisors, in such a chang-
ing world, should be more systematically researched to insure its applicability to con-
struction.

Construction has always been known as a rough and steady industry. Effective-
ness has been synonymous with task-oriented leadership, It is likely to remain an
industry of high risk and uncertainty, with continual formation and dissolution of
work teams, with temporary coalitions of divergent economic interests. But insofar
as it does become more regulated and subject 1o more sophisticated management
procedures, care must be taken to ensure that the appropriate leadership styles will
be cultivated.
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