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Abstract

THE DIFFERENCE IN THE SOCIAL STYLES OF
CAREER AND VOLUNTEER FIRE CHIEFS

Jimmy Rumsey
Dissertation Chair: Jerry W. Gilley, Ed.D.
The University of Texas at Tyler
December 2014
The purpose of this study was to determine whedldifference exists in the

Social Style of a career fire chief (paid) and &uateer fire chief. This study evaluated
the Social Style of 211 fire chiefs in the Stat@ ekas, to determine whether a difference
existed between the Social Style of volunteerdhiefs and the Social Style of career
(paid) fire chiefs. Fire chiefs were surveyed #ralr Social Style determined by use of
Wilson Learning Corporation’s Social Style Prof8ecial Impression Survey. The
results were then cross-tabulated with the respuststatus as a career fire chief or a
volunteer fire chief. The analysis showed thatehe no statistically significant
difference in the Social Style of a career fireefl@ind a volunteer fire chief. Volunteer
fire chiefs are no more or less likely to take tiis&n their paid counterparts based upon

their Social Style.



Chapter 1

Background to the Problem
Since the first settlers arrived in the new wofilc has plagued America (Cote,
2004). The first recorded fire death happenedast@, Massachusetts, in the year 1653,
and took the lives of three children (Cote, 200%ihe first volunteer fire protection
efforts were organized by Peter Stuyvesant in Nemsi#&rdam, later renamed New York
when the English took control of the land from Dwtch (Burrows & Wallace, 1999) in
1648, and the first paid fire department was formme@incinnati, Ohio, more than 200

years later in 1853 (Cote, 2004).

The American fire service has evolved into a dymacniture consisting of full
time employees and managers, part time employaekmanagers, as well as volunteer
employees and managers (Rubin, 2013). Multiplegygnd combinations of fire
departments can be found throughout the Amerigarsérvice (Cote, 2004). The most
common, however, are career departments (paid gegsd, volunteer departments
(volunteer employees), and combination (part caaadrpart volunteer) departments

(Cote, 2004).

Leadership is a leading factor in the success afrganization (Bass, 1990).
Social Style influences an individual’s impact be brganizational leadership, team

dynamics, and overall organizational effectiven®éskenna, Shelton, & Darling, 2002).



Career fire departments traditionally hire and poterindividuals based upon established
criteria and needs of the department and commuiHigen, 2012). However, volunteer
firefighters, and subsequently volunteer manageisinteer and participate without
compensation for a variety of reasons, includirgrbed to contribute to society,

altruism, or self-gratification (Carpenter & MyegX)10).

Social Style “is a pervasive and enduring patténmterpersonal behaviors”
(Bolton & Bolton, 1984, p. 3). Social Style anchbgiors have been studied by
psychologists for years (Ulrich & Belzer, 2013)irgher and Freud both observed
behaviors of individuals and attempted to explamrelationships (Feist & Feist, 2008).
However, it was not until the theory and practi€baman resource development that
these theories grew more sophisticated, “as psggisis and sociologists became
interested in social interaction and human resodeselopment” (Merrill & Reid, 1981,

p. 40).

The Social Style analysis developed by Merrill &&id analyzes an individual’s
style by categorizing the individual’s behavior @atscale measuring the individual's
assertiveness and responsiveness (Gross, 2002)scate is divided into four quadrants,
based on the individual's score on the assertiveegsesle and the score on the
responsiveness scale. The four quadrants are #aa)\Driver, Expressive, and

Amiable (Merrill & Reid, 1981).

On April 17, 2013, in the small town of West, Texan explosion at the West
Fertilizer Company killed 14 people and injured tiigds (SFFMA, 2013). Among the

dead, were six volunteer firefighters (Weber, 201Rgports from various news outlets



indicated that the volunteer fire department wagaged in suppressing a structure fire at

the West Fertilizer Company when the explosion gecl(Weber, 2013).

Several questions are posed by this unfortunatdent, would a career fire
department have executed similar firefighting s the West Volunteer Fire
Department did? Would a career fire chief pospessonality traits that would have
caused him or her to react differently, or take lesk, than the volunteer fire chief in
West, Texas? Is there a difference in the Sodidé $f a volunteer fire chief, that is
elected or appointed by the volunteer membersefthunteer fire department,
compared to the Social Style of a career fire cthiaf is promoted based upon education,
merit, and accomplishments? Are firefighters markess safe depending on the Social

Style of the fire chief?

Statement of the Problem

While some evidence has been found to suppothtéeey and practice of Social
Style (Merrill & Reid, 1981), limited, if any, emmi¢al research has been conducted to
determine if the Social Style of fire chiefs varnith the type of fire department. Does a
career fire chief of a large metropolitan fire depeent (for instance Houston, Texas) rate
similarly on the assertive/ responsive Social S¢glale as a fire chief of a rural volunteer
fire department (for instance West, Texas)? Funtloee, little, if any, empirical research
has been located that addresses the Social Stgkeotitive managers and leaders of
successful organizations and businesses compatiedh&i Social Style of executive

managers and leaders of volunteer, non-profitiroilar organizations.



Purpose

The purpose of this study is to examine the S@&tige of chiefs of career (paid)
fire departments with the Social Style of voluntiex chiefs within the state of Texas.
The study will determine if a difference existsvoeen the chiefs of the two types of fire

departments.

Significance of the Study

An individual who possesses the ability to knowpassonality profile or Social
Style — and more importantly, the details of whyonshe acts the way they do — and the
ability to identify the Social Style of those ttre or she interacts with, may be better
enabled to build relationships and achieve bettecess than one who fails to notice why
his or her behavior affects people differently {(®at2010). The theory of Social Style
categorizes an individual’s personality type intee @f four types: driver, analytical,

amiable, or expressive (Gilley & Gilley, 2003).

The difference in Social Style affects the indiatis action and reaction
pertaining to risk taking. Pierce (2005) identfigrivers as “risk-takers and deep
thinkers”; analyticals as “risk-avoiders and de@pkers”; amiables as “risk-avoiders and
feeling-reactors”; and expressives as “risk-talrs feeling-reactors” (2005, p. 45). The
understanding of an individual’'s Social Style letmlan understanding of their
probability to take risk (Pierce, 2005). The safaftthe firefighters may be directly

linked to the aggressiveness, or the elevated patén take risk, of the fire chief.

Two of the associated behavioral opposites ideativithin the Social Style grid

are: risk-taking versus risk avoiding, and thinkiregsus feeling.... [tjhese two



behavior extremes provide an ideal approach foirutids study because they
help identify individuals who are both risk-takewsd feeler decision-makers.
Individuals with these two traits are personalitids would be most likely to
choose to hang glide off El Capitan, drive fasaypthicken with real knives or be

more accepting to higher-risk situations. (PieR@)5, p. 44).

Pierce (2005) also showed that risk-takers are til@ky to be injured on the job
or in the workplace than risk-avoiders. Thereftine, question still lingers, are
employees (fire fighters) more or less safe dependn the risk-taking/ risk-avoidance

of their fire chief on the fire ground?

This study will determine whether career fire chief the state of Texas share the
same Social Style as volunteer fire chiefs in tatesof Texas. Social Style affects
perceptions of trust and credibility of leadersd&x, 2002). Therefore, the trust an
individual has in his or her manager is influenbgdhe Social Style of the leader and
that of the subordinate. Additionally, the powaedibility, and influence of the leader
are affected by the Social Style. Social lifedas 80 chaotic as to defy prediction and

explanation.... social behavior falls into patter(Babbie, 2007, p. 43).

The implications of this research study are notovally defined. Beginning with
the research question, the reader will know ifehisra difference between the Social
Style of career fire chiefs and volunteer fire ¢hieAssuming that the hypotheses are
supported and this study finds that there is arbffice in the Social Style of the different

types of fire chiefs, the implications can be pcéstil.



From a research perspective, the concepts ofeeictre chief and that of a
volunteer fire chief can be expanded. The con@ptetting of a fire department can be
removed. The analysis can be applied to chiefugrexofficers or presidents of
businesses or organizations who receive a salasgrapensation (are paid to run the
business) and compared to executive officers cdraegtions who do not receive a salary
or compensation to run the organization. The gakresearch question in this context
could be, “Is there a difference in the Social &t career chief executive officers of
businesses or organizations and the Social Stydgetutive managers or officers of non-
profit or volunteer organizations?” This reseatoncept could be applied to a multi-
billion dollar company or a local grocery store aanpared to a local LIONS club or a

Masonic Grand Lodge.

Another potential research implication is the exgpan of the study to include
another variable. Leadership styles, in particudauld apply to the outcomes of this
study. Several leadership styles have been ideshtihcluding but not limited to
authoritarian leader, transactional leader, trams&tional leader, and Laissez-faire leader
(Politis, 2001). The potential research implicatiere is to further expand the study to
include leadership styles along with Social Styld determine if the leadership styles of
the career fire chiefs were different from the kxathip styles of the volunteer fire chiefs.
This could be expanded even further to determitigeife was a relationship between the

Social Style of the fire chief and the leadershypesof the fire chief.

The researcher could then examine the findingdatelmine if a particular
combination of leadership style and Social Styls peevalent. In other words, is there a

particular leadership style and Social Style coratiam that a career fire chief tends to

6



have? Is there a particular leadership style awabStyle combination that a volunteer
fire chief tends to have? Is there a differendgvben the leadership style and Social

Style combination of a career fire chief and tHea @olunteer fire chief?

This concept of leadership styles and Social Ssytet limited to the American
fire service. Similarly, it could be applied teethhief executive officers of businesses
and/ or organizations, and compared to the exezufificers (or managers) of non-profit

or volunteer organizations.

Similar to adding the variable of leadership styfeiture research might include
the addition of the measure of the variable ortwvagthiness of the individual in the eyes
of his or her subordinates. The potential reseangtication here would be to determine
the trustworthiness of the fire chief, and deteenifrthere was a difference between the
perceived trustworthiness of a career fire chief gne perceived trustworthiness of a
volunteer fire chief. This could also be expantieohclude combinations of Social Style
and trustworthiness. Is there a difference betwlersocial Style and trustworthiness

combination of a career fire chief and that of luateer fire chief?

Again, the concept of trustworthiness and SodgkSs not limited to the
American fire service and could be applied to bessnand organizations across many
spectrums of specialty, regardless of the typexe€etive manager or officer overseeing

the organization or entity (compensated or voluntee

Another area for expansion of the research ofgtudy would be to determine the
ability of each fire chief to flex from his or hewn Social Style into another quadrant

when conditions or circumstances required it. dhliand Belzer (2013) identified the



ability of hospital chief executives to flex. Thpstential research area could determine if
career fire chiefs had a higher or lower poterntidlex than volunteer fire chiefs.
Additionally, this concept could be studied to detime if the fire chiefs had the ability

to flex only when dealing with personnel issuesthier circumstances which would
require the interaction of others. It could alecshudied to determine if the fire chief had
the ability to flex from a risk taking style to sk averse style, thus providing an avenue

to determine if a theoretical risk taker could flato a risk averse manager.

Theory Contributions

This study is theoretically underpinned by theotlyeof Social Style. This study
does little to directly expand the Social Styleaitye The theory of Social Style has been
applied to employees and correlated the individu@bcial Style with industry injury
rates, but little, if any, research has been cotedlihat applies the theory of Social Style
to the American fire service. There is ampleagsh that applies the theory of Social
Style to management and leadership. Human cdbéaly has been posed as a
theoretical underpinning of Social Style and hoe 8ocial Style profile can be used to
increase productivity, effectiveness, efficienaydahe overall contributions of a
workforce to a business or company (Belzer & Rum26¢4). However, little, if any
research has been conducted that applies the tb&8gcial Style to the management of
volunteers or to the management by volunteers antgpared it to the management of
employees in a business or professional settings Study has bridged the theoretical
gap in the use and application of the theory ofi@&tyle to compare professionals and

volunteers.



This study will provide for additional researchtime application of Social Style to
the management of or the management by voluntéers professional business
environment, people feel the need to be therendeel to have a job and provide for
one’s family). However, with volunteers, individsaolunteer for personal reasons and
generally have a desire or want to be there. Jtuidy opens the door for the application

of the theory of Social Style to volunteers andunbéer organizations.

The fire service in the United States of Amergguite a unique and dynamic
culture (Moran & Roth, 2013). It is, nonethelesyrofessional culture which relies on
human capital. Human resources are often thedaoggital investment in which a
business has (Gilley, Eggland, & Gilley, 2002) heTpurpose of this study was to
determine if there was a difference between theaE8tyle of career fire chiefs and
volunteer fire chiefs. The chief officers of theefdepartments were the focus of this
study. The theory of Social Style was used to pi®the theoretical foundation for the
study; however, with the focus on human capitaliaggo the American fire service, a
theoretical concept for future research or develpmmight be the application of human
capital theory to provide a theoretical foundatiorthe theory of Social Style or vice

versa.

Practical Contributions

The practical contributions of this study can ppled directly to the American
fire service, but also to industry in general. pkaviously stated, the theory of Social
Style has been applied to industry injury ratesl, iawas proven that theoretical risk
takers, according to the theory of Social Style,raore prone to be injured on the job or

in the workplace (Pierce, 2005). However, the gtwes limited to employees and their
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predisposition to take risks. The study did natrads the risks taken by management
when it comes to personnel or employee safety.eDaipg on the outcomes of this
study, it may be proven that career fire chiefsraoee risk averse than volunteer fire
chiefs, thereby indicating that career fire chieil take fewer, or less severe risks on the
fire ground, thus promoting firefighter, or empleysafety by the means of their
personality alone. Conversely, if the study shdves volunteer fire chiefs are more apt
to take risks than career fire chiefs, then it ddug argued that volunteer fire fighters are
more likely to be placed in precarious or dangeigtions on the fire ground due to

the personality of the fire chief.

The practical findings of this study, much like thotential for additional
research, can be expanded beyond the Americasdivéce. The United States
Department of Labor publishes injury and illnestadategorized by industry type
(United States Department of Labor, Bureau of L&ktatistics, 2011). The same
practical findings of this study as they relatéhte theoretical risk takers in the fire

service can be applied to any industry and to titergial safety of any employee.

This study also has practical applications tomess. The theory of Social Style
can be used to identify the theoretical risk talkersording to their respective Social
Style. The previous statements have articulatatt#king risk may be interpreted
negatively when the subject is personnel safatythé corporate world, however, the
concept of taking risk is viewed differently. “Timaportance of risk to decision making
is attested by its position in decision theoryjtbystanding in managerial ideology, and
by the burgeoning interest in risk assessment amthgement” (March & Shapira, 1987,

p. 1404). Risk is generally recognized as a peaisocentive to achieve a goal or an
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objective, rather than an organizational approddanagers often view risk taking as an
essential component of running a successful busiaed draw a distinct difference

between taking risk and gambling (March & Shapli@g7).

Using the theory of Social Style to identify tieoretical risk takers, could prove
beneficial to corporate boards or executives wieamching for attributes or qualities to
apply to a job search for an executive officer @niager. Additionally, as shown herein,
the concept applies to volunteer organizations vagsdecting an executive officer as
well. The bottom line is that the organization tmsletermine whether or not risk taking

is an attribute.

This brief review of the potential contributionftbis study is dependent upon the
outcomes of the study, which are currently unknowhe potential for additional
research included combining Social Style with leslip style, trustworthiness, and the
ability to flex. These are but a few of the possibs that could be combined with Social

Style.

The theoretical contributions are limited by thepse of the study. While
underpinned by established theory, this study do¢sattempt to refine an existing theory

or to offer a new theory to the field.

The practical applications are applied to the dieevice, particularly to the safety
of the firefighters. These applications, howewan be applied to blue-collar industries,
corporations, or volunteer organizations. Eacltyentll have a different perspective on

risk taking. Social Style has been shown to idemisk takers (Gilley & Gilley, 2003).
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This study directly applies to risk taking persatied on a fire ground, but can be applied

across a broad spectrum of business and industry.

Scope
This study will be limited to chief executive ofics (fire chiefs) of fire

departments in the state of Texas.

Definitions
A common, yet definitive understanding of termessential for all readers and
researchers to be able to draw the necessary cimsu(Rumsey, 2013). For the

purpose of this study, the following definitionsivapply:

Amiable(s) — Amiable style is perceived as ask-ds®¢ emote responsive.
Amiables are people oriented, friendly, acceptoapperative, and like to be liked.
Amiables are motivated to help others in a teamreGilley & Gilley, 2003, p.

127).

Analytical(s) — Analytical style is perceived ak-assertive/ control-responsive.
Analyticals are task oriented, precise, and thonouggnalyticals like to deal in facts,
work methodically, and use standard operating mhoes (Gilley & Gilley, 2003, p.

126).

Ask (Assertive) — an individual who scores low be aissertive scale on the Social

Style Analysis.
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Career Fire Chief — the executive manager of aecdi® department who receives

compensation and is a full time employee of theeafire department of which he or

she is the executive manager.

Career Fire Department — those fire departmentséhamostly or entirely on career

fire fighters (Cote, 2004, p. 41).

Control (Responsive) — an individual who score$lag the responsiveness scale on

the Social Style Analysis.

Driver(s) — Driver style is perceived as tell-asisef control-responsive. Drivers are
goal oriented, disciplined, determined bottom-liniekers who push for results and

accomplishments. Drivers like control (Gilley &l8y, 2003, p. 127).

Emote (Responsive) — an individual who scores lavthe responsiveness scale on

the Social Style Analysis.

Expressive(s) — Expressive style is perceivedlaagsertive/ emote responsive.
Expressives are idea oriented, vigorous, enthusjastd spontaneous. They like to
initiate relationships and motivate others towandlg (Gilley & Gilley, 2003, p.

127).

Fire Chief — The senior management official in nfostdepartments. The fire chief
usually reports to a city manager, mayor, or aigpecstrict board of directors. This
position has ultimate responsibility for the managat of the fire department and in

that role supervises whatever management officqergglace (Cote, 2004, p. 421).
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Social Style — A person’s level of assertiveneskrasponsiveness. A person’s
Social Style is measured by the Social Style Analy$he analysis divides people

into four major categories (driver, amiable, expies, and analytical) (Gross, 2002,

p. 6).

Tell (Assertive) — an individual who scores hightba assertiveness scale on the

Social Style Analysis.

Volunteer Fire Chief — the executive manager oblanteer fire department who

does not receive a salary and is not a full timplegee of the volunteer fire

department of which he or she is the executive gana

Volunteer Fire Departmenrtthose fire departments that rely on volunteer @i pa

call fire fighters (Cote, 2004, p. 433).

Research Question and Hypothesis

Research Question.

The purpose of this study will be to examine whethe Social Style of career

fire chiefs differs from the Social Style of voleset fire chiefs.

Hypotheses:

Hypothesis 0 (null): There will be no relationshigtween a fire chief’s status as

a career fire chief or a volunteer fire chief ahd Social Style of the fire chief.

Hypothesis 1: There will be a relationship betwadire chief’s status as a career

fire chief or a volunteer fire chief and the So&4yle of the fire chief.
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Hypothesis 2: Using the Social Style Analysidumteer fire chiefs will score

higher in the responsive category (emote) thanecdine chiefs.

Hypothesis 3: Using the Social Style Analysigréhwill be no relationship
between the fire chief's status as a career firefdr a volunteer fire chief and the

ratings on the assertive axis of the Social Stydes
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Chapter 2

Review of Literature

The American fire service is a dynamic culture ieatomposed of both volunteer
and career fire departments (Cote, 2004). Theutkecmanagers of these fire
departments, fire chiefs, assume a unique mangeliea Some fire chiefs manage rural
fire departments composed of individuals (somaé&diand some not trained) who
volunteer their time and energy without compensatizhile some fire chiefs manage
urban fire departments composed of professionglidginters. Each fire chief shares the
same responsibilities to their respective commesitiut the different fire chiefs vary
considerably in their respective expertise, anthéresources available to them. The
ability of the fire chief to have the trust of luisher subordinates and the ability to
engage in effective communication is a trait shamgdoth the volunteer fire chief and
the career fire chief. Therefore, it is importemtunderstand if the Social Style of the fire

chief varies with the fire chief's status as a va&er fire chief or a career fire chief.

Chapter 1 of this study presented the backgroundeofesearch problem, the
purpose and significance of the study, and idetithe hypotheses to be tested. Chapter
2 will present the review of the related literatuféhis review of related literature is
divided into four sections. The first section vatldress the American fire service and

the dynamics associated with it including histdrmarspectives and types of fire
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departments. The second section will address wedmsm and discuss why people
volunteer. The third section will discuss leadgrsind team building and will touch on
the relationships with Social Style. The fourtltgen will address the concepts and
theory of Social Style. No empirical evidence wasovered while researching this
topic to indicate any empirical research into thl@tronships of a fire chief's status as a
career fire chief or a volunteer fire chief anditi@ocial Style. Therefore, a gap in the

literature has been discovered that this studyfillill

The American Fire Service

The fire service in America formally began priorthe Declaration of American
Independence. The first fire service organizatias begun in Boston, Massachusetts, in
1648, when Peter Stuyvesant organized a volunireewétch in New Amsterdam (Cote,
2004). Since then, the fire service has expanal@dare than 30,000 fire departments,
virtually one in every community (Cote, 2004), witB percent of them being volunteer
fire departments (Stocker, 2004). With so many fiepartments, how does a community
choose whether to have a volunteer fire departimeatcareer fire department? Brunet,
DeBoer, and McNamara (2001) identified the varialtkeat would have to be considered
by a community (taxpayers and voters) when decidihgt type of fire department to

employ.

Communities need protection from fire. Many d@tand communities in America
are protected by “one of the oldest voluntary tastons in America, volunteer fire
departments” (Brunet, DeBoer, & McNamara, 2002§). Community leaders have to
make decisions for their respective communitiese Of these decisions is to employ a

professional (career) fire department or rely solainteer force. “Apart from staffing,
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each of these types of departments is a uniquenimag#on in terms of cost, quality of
service, and other characteristics” (Brunet, DeB&dvicNamara, 2001, p. 26). The
community leaders are driven to make decisionscasdhe needs and desires of the tax
payers and the local voters. “Public managerdnelytadminister public law and
distinguish between rules, laws, and actual belmagtaraway Ill. & Kunselman, 2006,

p. 2). Volunteer fire departments are often embddd their local communities, much
like local churches. The volunteers are commhigted are a “cultural resource which
contributes to community integration” (Brunet, DeBo& McNamara, 2001, p. 27).
However, the face of America is changing and whed wnce a rural community is now

transforming into an urban interface.

As local incomes rise and higher income people nioyvihe demand for fire
protection increases. New residents may demane firerprotection services as
well as quicker response times and a broader afragnergency services. ...
Greater population density often means taller lngs placed closer together.
Traffic becomes more congested. Industrial devalag also brings larger
buildings and may introduce hazardous materialsititeease the danger of
fighting fires. ... All of these trends imply thatluoteer departments must
provide more protection with fewer volunteers papita. ... Switching from the
use of a volunteer fire department to a professitmeadepartment is a
phenomenon that does not occur overnight but over. (Brunet, DeBoer, &

McNamara, 2001, p. 27)

The above trends aside, what causes some rurahaoities to employ career

fire departments while some continue to utilizewdéers? The answer, according to
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Brunet, DeBoer, and McNamara (2001) comes dowms$t. cOnce a community has
decided on the level of fire protection it wantseeds, it will “choose the lowest cost
means of providing it” (Brunet, DeBoer, & McNamag®01, p. 29). Fire departments
are community funded, and thereby are oftentimeddd by local taxes. “The tax price
of the supply of volunteer fire protection is assahto be relatively low for lower levels
of protection .... The tax price of professional paiton is relatively high at low levels
of protection” (Brunet, DeBoer, & McNamara, 20013@). The cost difference is
attributed to a variety of variables including bt limited to salary, administrative cost,
training, and equipment. Additionally, career fitepartments deal with the costs
associated with recruitment and retention. In rarahs and small towns “where longer
response times, fewer emergency services, and losg@rance ratings are acceptable ...
volunteer fire departments are likely to cost lss) professional departments” (Brunet,

DeBoer, & McNamara, 2001, p. 47).

Perkins (1990) reinforces the notions of BruneiBDer, and McNamara (2001)
regarding the community ties to rural, small towe departments. Volunteer fire
departments are part of Americana. Many fire diepamts date back hundreds of years.
There is a high degree of cooperation and admird@ovolunteer firemen in small
towns where the fire department is “grassrootgigim, small, decentralized, and
fraternal in nature. Organizational culture isfdad on commitment” (Perkins, 1990, p.

363).

Whereas Brunet, DeBoer, and McNamara (2001) cosadacal volunteer fire
departments to local churches, and Perkins (19@&)éd them to fraternal

organizations, Goetz (1997) compares career fipardeents to government run welfare.
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He agrees that fire departments, whether careeslonteer, have the general welfare of
its citizens as its primary concern, and statesg“@fepartments are called upon to step in
and restore order to our world when emergenciesrpand firefighters are idolized in

the collective conscience as heroic and selfleggdss, exalted in urban culture” (Goetz,
1997, p. 38). He continues, however, by statittga large degree, fire departments are
also symbolic of the myth of the benevolent st§@detz, 1997, p. 38). Goetz explains
that regardless of all the smoke alarms, fire pngwa strategies, and paid firefighters in
urban areas, fires happen, and are “disproporgédydistributed among poor and
working class urban neighborhoods” (Goetz, 19938). The argument that urban fire

departments are an extension of government weaeinforced:

Like other welfare state agencies, the fire depantns most vital to the
preservation of life, liberty and property. Likther aspects of the welfare state,
fire departments have potentially contradictorylgodVhile they provide
benevolent state functions, they also socializeapei costs, underwrite
investment, and protect property. ... As a resitiesorganized fire control
around extinguishment (suppression), with scaen#tin paid to prevention or

fire causation. (Goetz, 1997, p. 40)

Like other extensions of the government, the sessfae departments are called
upon to provide, and the disproportionately distidal incidents in low income areas
have transformed the fire service in urban areas the once traditional and heroic life
savers, to a government run welfare system foritmome, inner-city residents, and has

become reactive instead of proactive in the redlfir@prevention (Goetz, 1997).
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Similar to Goetz (1997), Stocker places blamehengovernment, but not for
transforming the fire service into a welfare staltestead Stocker (2004) blames the
government, specifically government regulation,tfe decline of volunteer fire
departments. In 1983, three years after the fédexernment issued safety mandates
for the fire service, the number of volunteer figeters reached an all-time high. Since
then, there has been a steady decline (11%) inuhwer of volunteer firefighters in
America. “The biggest factor contributing to thectine is increased time demands on
the volunteer. This results from increased trajrours to comply with more rigorous
training requirements, and increased fund raisemgahds to purchase mandated

equipment” (Stocker, 2004, p. 13).

Donahue (2004) also discusses the reduced nurhBelumteer firefighters, but
unlike Stocker (2004), she argues that the tratalifire service managerial model is an
authoritarian management structure that is unabladcommodate the needs of the
contemporary volunteer workforce, a workforce tmaist be gratified by its contribution
to the community, else it will allocate its scatersure time to other activities”
(Donahue, 2004, p. 89). The traditional manageniadlel worked well when the fire
departments suppressed fires. However, with ttreased diversity of the services
rendered by modern fire departments and the dyneotes they play in the communities,
the paramilitary culture of the fire service neealbe modernized in order to attract and

retain volunteers (Donahue, 2004).

Lee and Olshfski (2002) take a look at the fineviee through the eyes of a
firefighter. Their research identified four varieb of organizational commitment among

employees. The four variables are commitmentecstipervisor, the group, the
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organization, and the job. They then conducteexgeriment on public sector and
private sector employees. The firefighters stogidas having an overwhelming score in
commitment to job. “We found that commitment tb je a distinctive motivational basis
for firefighters and is a major factor for determiptheir extraordinary efforts” (Lee &
Olshfski, 2002, p. 112). This research indicalted tegardless of the politics or
management styles prevalent in the fire servieefitefighters are driven by a

commitment to the job.

Fire Chief.

The final portion of this section of the literagueview will discuss the position of
fire chief. In the United States of America, &fdepartment responds to a fire alarm
every 22 seconds (Fleming, 2010). “A primary deieant of a fire department’s
capabilities to effectively, efficiently, and safederve the community is the availability
of highly trained and motivated personnel. ... Thie @hief plays an instrumental role in
determining the department’s success” (Fleming0201134). Professional
organizations experience change and uncertaintyciB2006). Since the unprecedented
events of September 11, 2001, the culture of theran fire service has changed, and
with it, the roles that fire departments play im cammunities as well as the
responsibilities of the fire department (Flemin@1@). In the wake of the events of
September 11, 2001, “an increasing number of #@adtments have utilized strategic
planning processes to ensure that a realistic ppobpriate organizational mission has
been formulated, approved, and communicated tauaddrstood by all of the

department’s relevant stakeholders” (Fleming, 2@1@35). This maturation of the fire
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service has placed a new set of challenges onrthehfief. The position of fire chief is

that of chief executive, or senior management iatfiof a fire department.

The position is often both administrative and operal in nature, requiring the
fire chief to be a chief executive officer andr@ fyround commander. Fleming (2010)
identified ten managerial roles of the fire chidhe fire chief is the symbolic figurehead
of the fire department in the eyes of the commututit also has to assume the
interpersonal role of figurehead in the eyes offttegighters and officers. There are two
additional interpersonal roles the fire chief hmaa$sume; leader and that of liaison.
He/she has to lead the firefighters and officersuoa off the fire ground. Additionally,
the fire chief has to be the liaison between theedepartment and other entities,
including but not limited to other fire departmeregmergency service agencies, the

media, and the public.

In addition to the interpersonal roles, Flemingl(@pidentified three
informational roles of the fire chief; the infornial roles of monitor, disseminator, and
spokesperson. The chief has to monitor the aveniuesormation into, out of, and
within the fire department. He/she is respondibte¢he dissemination of information
from outside the department to the individuals wiih Finally, the fire chief is the
official spokesperson for the fire department (infation from the fire department to the

community).

Four additional managerial roles were identifiedAbgming (2010) that round out
the ten managerial roles; that of entrepreneumtiegr, resource allocator, and

disturbance handler. The fire chief should runfifeedepartment like a business. This is
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particularly true in volunteer departments whosenele is not generated by tax dollars,
but rely on community contributions and fund rass@ote, 2004). The role of

negotiator is closely tied to the role of entrenen as the chief has to negotiate business
decisions. The role is also closely associatel thié interpersonal roles previously
identified when negotiating with personnel. Thkeraf resource allocator is simply that.
The fire chief is the chief executive officer oethire department and is responsible for
the allocation of necessary resources to the dinédirs to effectively execute their
respective jobs. Finally, the fire chief assuniesrhanagerial role of disturbance
handler. He/she is responsible for handling amitirsge disturbances on the fire ground

as well as interpersonal disturbances among peesonn

Along with these managerial roles, Fleming (20H@nitified two conflicting sets
of roles as they relate to fire service personndlthe public. The fire chief must be
constantly aware of his roles within the fire depent as well as his perceived roles

outside the department.

In addition to serving as the executive officed digurehead of the fire
department, the fire chief “has the crucial resgality of ensuring that at all times the
fire department is in a state of readiness to éffely, efficiently, and safely respond to
the call for emergency assistance regardless afdahee of the incident” (Fleming &
Zhu, 2009, p. 57). Fire departments are now asgurasponsibility for the response
and mitigation of an array of calls that once Bediyond that scope of the fire service.
These include emergency medical services, hazardaterials responses, technical
rescue operations, acts of terrorism (domestictednational) and just about any other

incident that could happen in America. America'sfighters have become first
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responders to all hazards and incidents. Thehiref must be able to provide these

services to the public (Fleming & Zhu, 2009).

The public must have trust in the fire chief tafpem the duties of his or her
office with dignity, ethics, and effectiveness (§e2007). Likewise, the fire chief must
also have the trust of both his employer (Ewen82@md his employees (Perry, 2004).
The fire department, its officers, and employeestrtiust the fire chief to perform his

duties with dignity, ethics, and effectiveness (2,e2004).

Volunteerism

As previously discussed, volunteer firefighterkemap 73% of the American fire
service (Stocker, 2004). Individuals volunteerdorariety of reasons and motivators.
Before we can truly understand the fire servicemust have an understanding of why

individuals volunteer (Handy & Hustinx, 2009).

McLennan and Birch (2008) conducted a survey tdmeer firefighters in
Australia to determine why people decided to vaentheir time to the fire service.
They found, “those who volunteer do so becausemixsof community-safety,
community-contribution, and self-oriented motivaisd (McLennan & Birch, 2008, p. 7).
Their study also found that age was a contribuf@ogor in volunteering for self-oriented
motivations, as younger individuals were more kel indicate self-serving motivators
than older individuals. However, age was not arouting factor in volunteers who

identified community-safety or community-contribarti
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Additionally, McLennan and Birch (2008) identifiadist of attributes and
commitments that are required of volunteer firdafegs that are not necessarily required

for volunteers in general. These include:

A high degree of altruism; compliance with the g8nes of emergency
command and control and requirements of standagtatipg procedures imposed
by the organization; willingness to face danger tnsustain personal trauma and
injury, and sometimes death; toleration of appglivorking conditions including,
for example physical exertion; extreme heat, dedtyain and thirst, smoke,
uncertainty, and etc.; the requirements of extensngoing training and
assessment and maintenance of skills and particatapetencies, with the
occasional requirement to make significant decswithout adequate
information; the carrying of a range of direct soassociated with service
delivery on behalf of the agency; exposure to isle of litigation over allegations
of negligence; preparedness to be on call 24 heodisy, especially during
summer months with unpredictable disruption to fgrand personal life.

(McLennan & Birch, 2008, p. 8)

Their study found no difference in the willingnéss/olunteer between men and women

(McLennan & Birch, 2008).

Bussell and Forbs (2002) set out to discover thatywhere, who, and why of
volunteering. Their study identified each of theategories. For the purpose of this
review, the why category will be examined. Whyiwnduals volunteer is defined by the

individual’s motivation. Bussell and Forbs (200@ntified several motivators that
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influence individuals to volunteer. These motivatmclude: altruism, the sense of
helping, “a sense of belonging, the need for atiitin, gaining prestige or self-esteem, or
a way of making friends,” and “the need to feelfuker productive” (Bussell & Forbes,
2002, p. 249), along with the benefits associatil the volunteering process, including

friend and family involvement and the perceived gmaf volunteering.

Corporate volunteering motivators include bengfierceived and actual) to the
organization, the potential for increased profiibor improved productivity, improved
employee morale, networking opportunities, peragisgcial responsibility and ethical
responsibilities. Community benefit motivatorslude maintaining a community
service. Affiliation motivators include the neewt Social contact, shared values, and an
activity to occupy spare time. Skills developmerativators to volunteering include
confidence building, employment opportunities aieeat advancement, the ability to
obtain academic credits, and travel opportunitieestige motivators include the
possibility to meet a celebrity, or other perceibehefits. Other motivators include
religious beliefs, altruism, and the perceived igte the volunteer entity or

organization (Bussell & Forbes, 2002).

Murray (2013) identifies ten reasons why peopleutth@olunteer. “Although
there are many reasons to volunteer, it's impotimmiote that our best leaders are
motivated by an altruistic desire to help out” (vay, 2013, p. 19). The ten reasons to
volunteer include to learn a new skill or to teathers. Networking and resume building
are also among the ten reasons to volunteer. Sohaeteer to rise above the crowd, to

gain work experience, or to give back to the comityuriThe desire to build something
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bigger than yourself, strengthening your healthl, laawving fun round out the ten reasons

to volunteer (Murray, 2013).

The final aspect of this section of the literatteeiew will address the desire of
individuals to volunteer in the wake of a natunsldter or traumatic event. Chamlee-
Wright and Storr (2011), while researching socaital in post-disaster community
recovery in the wake of Hurricane Katrina, foundtttf community members believe
themselves to be powerless, their circumstancbks trim and their prospects to be
hopeless then community recovery is likely to danged” (Chamlee-Wright & Storr,
2011, p. 267). However, “if community members &edi themselves to be resilient, their
circumstances to be difficult but manageable, &ed prospects to be hopeful then
community recovery is likely to progress” (Chami&eight & Storr, 2011, p. 267).
Community members in areas of the community thpeagnced high social capital,
were more likely to volunteer with community orgaations to aid in the post-disaster
recovery. In areas that experienced low socialkalaphe community members were less

likely to volunteer.

Major disasters give us a sense of cohesiveness)se of wanting to help.
Disasters, whether man-made or natural, “almosaygdvlead to an influx of people into
the affected area. This phenomenon, referred toagergence, brings to the disaster
scene individuals ranging from professional tecaiiesponders to untrained, albeit
well-meaning volunteers” (Barsky, Trainor, Torr&sAguirre, 2007, p. 495). Volunteer
activity not only increases in the wake of the glisg but also remains high throughout

the recovery period (Barsky, Trainor, Torres, & &Age, 2007).
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Leadership and Team Building

A single individual operating alone or in the atxse of others may be the only
scenario where an individual’s Social Style wouddddé no bearing. This is rarely the
case. The fire service is composed of teams @figinters that live and work together at
the firehouse (Cote, 2004). Teams are smarteritttividuals are, and often accomplish
tasks in a more effective and efficient manner @¢gm1999). This section will examine

the relationships of Social Style on teams, groapsd,leadership.

The theory of Social Style describes how a grdypeople perceives the
behaviors and interactions of another. “The thdémy been used in a variety of skill
training programs related to communication, saes, team dynamics” (May &

Gueldenzoph, 2006, p. 7).

“Concerning team dynamics, Social Style theoryfisn used to help facilitate
conflicts because team members with opposite S8¢ydés tend to have behavior
patterns that are annoying to the opposite sty & Gueldenzoph, 2006, p. 7). May
(2006) continues and explains that opposite S&tides are diagonally related on the
Cartesian coordinate system. Quadrants | anddlbpposites, and Quadrants Il and IV
are opposites. Therefore, a driver may find tHealver patterns of an amiable annoying
and vice versa. Likewise, an analytical may fine behavior patterns of an expressive
annoying and vice versa. Therefore, when workimg ieam setting, it would prove
beneficial to understand both your own Social Sayld the Social Style of the other

team members in order to maintain the dynamic eft¢am.
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Darling and Heller (2012) discuss the assertivepoasive scale as described by
Merrill and Reid, but call it “the framework of theadership styles paradigm” (Darling
& Heller, 2012, p. 54). Instead of the quadrames/usly identified, Driver, Analytical,
Amiable, and Expressive, they substitute the follmyvAchiever, Analyzer, Relater, and

Creator.

The Analyzer leadership style is low assertiverzggklow responsiveness.

Analyzer types tend to take precise, deliberatesgstematic approaches to their
leadership responsibilities, and usually gathereraluate a great deal of data
before taking action. Analyzers are generally stdaus, objective and well
organized, particularly in team-building endeavary] are self-controlled and
generally cautious leaders who prefer analysis exwwtion (Darling & Heller,

2012, p. 60).

The Achiever leadership style is high assertivea@sslow responsiveness.

Such leaders tend to be task-oriented, know whmenewant the organization to
go and what they personally want to achieve imptlogess. They express
themselves succinctly, and get to the point quigklshe communication milieu.
Achievers are typically pragmatic, results-oriend@d objective, usually quite
independent, willing to take risks, and are valt@dheir ability to get things

done (Darling & Heller, 2012, p. 60).

The Creator leadership style is high assertiveaadshigh responsiveness.
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Creator types tend to look at the big picture,otike fresh, novel and innovative
approaches to leadership issues, and are willingki® risks in order to seize
opportunities, particularly in interactive leadapskituations. A Creator’s ability
to charm, persuade, excite and inspire people wisibns of the future can be a

strong motivating force (Darling & Heller, 2012, 0).

The Relater leadership style is low assertivenedshégh responsiveness.

Leaders reflecting this style tend to be sympathetihe needs of others and are
quite sensitive to what lies below someone’s serfa@havior. Of the various
leadership styles, Relater types are the mosylikelise empathy and
understanding in leadership problem-solving sitreti In addition, the Relater’s
trust in others often brings out the best in tieelleagues (Darling & Heller,

2012, p. 61).

Gilley, Morris, Waite, Coates, and Veliguette (2Ddiscuss temperament theory
as it applies to team building, and state “Seversarchers believed temperament
theories require extensive analysis to determireetemperament (personal) type, which
significantly limits their practical application dusefulness in building effective teams”
(p- 15). They continue, “People may communicassdhe emotions, manage stress, and
deal with conflicting opinions differently .... theddferences can lead to negative
interpersonal interactions, which can be sourceooflict during any team activity”

(2010, p. 15).
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Gilley, Morris, Waite, Coates, and Veliquette (BD&pecifically discuss Social
Styles as they relate to teams. Having an undeiistg of Social Style allows team

members to understand each other in a relativadst slmount of time.

The Concepts and Theory of Social Style

Typologies of behavior have been an interest oabiginal scientists since Carl
Jung began to classify personalities identified~bgud (Pierce, 2005), and formulated a
“psychic scale” (Brooks, 2011, p. 502). Freud’'skvimcused on the development of
personalities in childhood. Jung’s work of ideyitilg and typing personalities based on
genetics, experiences (developmental and post@awelntal), and the unconscious mind
allowed an individual to be viewed in a broadereasphan was previously understood
(Adamski, 2011). Behavior typologies include Jengérsonality theory, Kolb’s learning
styles, Rowe’s and Mason’s decision making stydesl, Social Styles (Bokoros,

Goldstein, & Sweeney, 1992).

Identifying differences in people is as old as madk Aristotle (384-322 BC)
wrote about the different kinds of people who atmhthe Olympic Games....
Nicolo Machiavelli (1469-1527) also dissected didigt personalities, dividing
people by the way they thought. Arthur Schopenhélié88-1860) explored the

metaphysical aspects of personality. (Pierce, 20052)

The theory of Social Style was introduced by Méeaild Reid (1981). The
concept of Social Style is that an individual’'sgmerality can be identified based upon
observable characteristics (Peterson & Short, 200hg concept of observable

characteristics as opposed to psychological traitdentify personality is also
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attributable to Jung’s work. Jung concluded “tinat psyche was first of all and most of
the time a place of images, and that vision wasrtbst crucial of the senses” (Hogenson,
2009, p. 326). Observation is the most natural @fegeeing and understanding
(Hogenson, 2009). Stockton (2012), however, opptseidea of observation and
opines that a discontinuity exists between theaser{observable traits) and the
unconscious. He argues that rational thoughtadetel of consciousness exhibited by
individuals to create impressions, as is witnessédcience, politics, commerce, history,

philosophy, conversation and in so many areas’c{@bom, 2012, p. 34).

The Social Style profile is developed by examirtimg observable characteristics
of an individual’'s assertiveness and responsiven€ls compiled Social Style profile
can be plotted within a Cartesian coordinate systéhe X-axis indicates the
individual's assertiveness, while the Y-axis indésathe individual’s responsiveness.
The origin is neutral. A positive X value indicatieigh assertiveness, while a negative X
value indicates low assertiveness. A positive Mi@andicates low responsiveness while
a negative Y value indicates high responsiven&s higher the X value the more
assertive the individual. An individual with higissertiveness is more likely to tell
someone to perform a task than is an individuah atv assertiveness, which is more
likely to ask an individual to perform a task. Hewer, the lower the Y value the more
responsive the individual. An individual with higlsponsiveness is more likely to be
influenced by emotion, while an individual with laesponsiveness is more likely to

control their responsiveness (Merrill & Reid, 1981)
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Cuadrant Il Quadrant |
Analytical Driver

Cuadrant [l Quadrant IV
Amiable Expressive

Cartesian Plane Identifying Social Style Quadrants

The Cartesian coordinate system is divided into émual quadrants. The
guadrants are identified as | (+,+), Il (-,%), H}-), and IV (+,-). Quadrant | is identified

as Driver. Quadrant Il is identified as Analytic&guadrant Il is identified as Amiable.

Figure 2.1

Quadrant IV is identified as Expressive (Gilley 816y, 2003).
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Quadrant Il
Low Assertiveness (Ask Assertive)
Low Responsiveness (Control Response)

Analytical

Quadrant |
High Assertiveness (Tell Assertive)
Low Responsiveness (Control Response)

Driver

Quadrant Il
Low Assertiveness (Ask Assertive)
High Responsiveness (Emote Response)

Amiable

Quadrant IV
High Assertiveness (Tell Assertive)
High Responsiveness (Emote Response)

Expressive

Y Axis: Responsiveness Scale

Figure 2.2

X Axis: Assertiveness Scale

Cartesian Plane Indicating Assertiveness and Resipeness

The Driver style is identified as Quadrant I. A\2r “is perceived as tell-

35

assertive/ control-responsive. Drivers are go@nded, disciplined, determined bottom-
line thinkers who push for results and accomplisiisie Drivers like control” (Gilley &

Gilley, 2003, p. 127). Their “motivation is powelrivers like to know they are in
charge. They need information that allows themméke decisions quickly and get

tangible results. Their specialty is control” @yl & Gilley, 2003, p. 131).



The Analytical style is identified as Quadrant An Analytical “is perceived as
ask-assertive/ control-responsive. Analyticalstas& oriented, precise, and thorough.
Analyticals like to deal in facts, work methodigaland use standard operating
procedures” (Gilley & Gilley, 2003, p. 126). “Andicals are motivated by a need for
respect. They value hard work and attention taibdeThings for them must be logical

and carefully worked out. Their specialty is teicafi (Gilley & Gilley, 2003, p. 128).

The Amiable style is identified as Quadrant Ilin Amiable “is perceived as ask-
assertive/ emote responsive. Amiables are peojgated, friendly, accepting,
cooperative, and like to be liked. Amiables ardiwvaded to help others in a team effort”
(Gilley & Gilley, 2003, p. 127). “The payoff formiables is approval. Amiables deal in
building personal relationships. They want warnatinderstanding, friendship, and trust

in their communications. Their specialty is supipe’ (Gilley & Gilley, 2003, p. 130).

The Expressive style is identified as Quadrant Ah Expressive “is perceived as
tell-assertive/ emote responsive. Expressivegdageoriented, vigorous, enthusiastic,
and spontaneous. They like to initiate relatiopstand motivate others toward goals”
(Gilley & Gilley, 2003, p. 127). “Expressives thei on recognition. They need to know
you are with them in spirit. They appreciate imfiation that allows them to move,

create, or take action. Their specialty is sodi@llley & Gilley, 2003, p. 131).

Regarding Social Style of individuals and theirfubeess, Merrill and Reid

(1981) stated:

People are uniquely different, each person meedgaonds individually to the

behaviors of others.... Everyone has had the expegief saying or doing
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something that was perfectly acceptable to a frmncbworker and then being
surprised when the same behavior irritated sometsge But aside from
admitting that this happens, most of us are un@btEaw meaningful conclusions
from these experiences to help us perform more®ffdy with people in the

future” (p. 1).

However, had we an understanding of the SociakStithe individual with whom we
were speaking, we would be better equipped to catestatements and actions to their

style.

Merrill and Reid continue:

All people exhibit patterns of behavior that candentified and responded to,
and if we can describe and adjust to these belgwia can achieve more
satisfactory relationships. We can, in fact, iaseour chances of success in any
area of endeavor where the ‘people factor’ is imgdlwithout needing a deep

understanding of people’s inner selves (MerrilR&id, 1981, p. 2).

An individual who has the ability to recognize hisher own behavior as well as
the behavior patterns of those in which he or shexacts could benefit by achieving a

“more satisfactory relationship” (Merrill & Reid981, p. 2).

The theory of Social Style identifies certain atvable behaviors that an
individual possesses and categorizes the individyaheir behavior (Peterson & Short,
2001). The Meyers Briggs Type Indicator is a samihodel. However, when applying
the theory to leadership qualities and traits,aswnconclusive whether certain factors (or

the lack thereof) were indicative of a good leader.
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[1]t doesn’t make sense ... to look at a person’déeship style in a vacuum and
not consider the circumstances of leadership heetivironment... we cannot
talk about ‘good’ or ‘bad’ leadership styles. Atker who is effective in one
situation may or may not be effective in a diffd@rsiuation... both relationship —
oriented leadership styles and task — oriente@stybuld be successful (Merrill &

Reid, 1981, p. 42).

Therefore, any of the Social Styles identified bgrill and Reid have the potential to be

successful.

Social Style can be used in a variety of circumsta including personal
relationships pertaining to parenting and marri@gdton & Bolton, 1984). Recalling
the discussions in this chapter regarding the ratekduties of the fire chief,
relationships have been addressed between andodii8 Social Style and trust (Baum

& James, 1984). Gross (2002) cites Snavely & €iattck (1980) and states:

William Snavely and Glen Clatterbuck (1980) alsadacted a study that
examined trust and Social Style. This particuladg looked at the impact of
Social Style on personal perceptions. His hypahdisat differences in Social
Style would result in different perceptions of \aditity, trust, power and

credibility were all supported by his research.q€a, 2002, p. 31)

Sigler, Burnett, and Child (2008) argue that @sgaress, as a measure of an
individual’'s Social Style is not an accurate assesd. They make the argument that
assertiveness is regionally defined, not persomfined. An individual from particular

geographic regions have different levels of asgemiss (Sigler, Burnett, & Child, 2008).
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Darling and Cuff (1987) discuss Social Style ameldbility of an individual to
flex into another quadrant, as a “way to be accodating without compromising
integrity or naturalness of expression” (DarlingZ8uff, 1987, p. 354). Flexing is not
only flexing toward or into the style of the oneshawvhom you are interacting, but also a
way of flexing away from your normal style. Flegirs accomplished by increasing or
decreasing assertiveness or by increasing or daogegesponsiveness. “At its best style
flex involves sensing others’ preferred ways oétielg, getting in congruence with some
of them, monitoring the interaction and respondméeedback one receives from others’

behavior” (Darling & Cluff, 1987, p. 355).

This review of the literature has discussed the Aeaa fire service, the roles and
responsibilities of the fire chief, volunteerisatlership and teams, and the theory of
Social Style. No empirical evidence was discovehed indicates that any research has
been conducted that compares a fire chief's s&dwsvolunteer or career fire chief and

the Social Style of the chief.
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Chapter 3

Method

Chapter 1 of this study presented the researcHgmroand the historic
background to the problem. The purpose and thefgignce of the study as well as the
theoretical and practical contributions were alsgspnted along with the hypotheses to
be tested. Chapter 2 presented a review of reldedture including the American fire
service, the role and responsibilities of the ¢ingef, volunteers and volunteerism,
leadership and teams, and the concept and the@ygmél Style. Chapter 2
demonstrated that there has been no empiricalnd@sezgarding whether the Social
Style of career fire chiefs differ from the Soctyle of volunteer fire chiefs, thus
identifying the research gap this study will addre€hapter 3 presents the design of the
study, characterizes the population and the safoplbe study, identifies the study’s
limitations, and outlines the methods for the azilen and analysis of the data associated

with the study to test the hypotheses.

Hypotheses
Hypothesis 0 (null): There will be no relationshigtween a fire chief’s status as

a career fire chief or a volunteer fire chief ahd Social Style of the fire chief.

Hypothesis 1: There will be a relationship betwadine chief's status as a career

fire chief or a volunteer fire chief and the So&4&yle of the fire chief.
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Hypothesis 2: Using the Social Style Analysidumteer fire chiefs will score

higher in the responsive category (emote) thanecdine chiefs.

Hypothesis 3: Using the Social Style Analysigréhwill be no relationship
between the fire chief's status as a career firefdr a volunteer fire chief and the

ratings on the assertive axis of the Social Stydes

Design of the Study

This study has collected data from fire chiefs frlooth career fire departments
and volunteer fire departments in the state of $@saidentified in the sample. The data
that was collected identifies the respective Sdstgle of the fire chiefs, as well as the

fire chief's status as a career fire chief or aumtder fire chief.

The strategy for this study is a quantitative aeske strategy. The quantitative
strategy is the most appropriate strategy forghugly because it “emphasizes
guantification in the collection and analysis o thata that: entails a deductive approach
to the relationship between theory and researchd eambodies a view of social reality
as an external, objective reality” (Bryman & B&(11, p. 26). In other words, the study
has scientifically collected and analyzed dataetednine if a relationship exists between
the independent and dependent variables usingtstatimethods. This study has
determined the Social Styles of a sample of firefshand has made generalizations
about fire chief Social Styles throughout the fgvice. Quantitative methods are
appropriate for studying groups of people and gy generalizations about a larger

group than the selected sample (Holton & Burné&9s).
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Sample

The population for this study is fire chiefs offidepartments in the American fire
service. The United States Fire Administratiomitfees more than 30,000 fire
departments in the United States (USFA, 2013),maack than 1,400 fire departments in
the state of Texas (or approximately 5%) (USFA,301t is, however, unrealistic to
conduct a Social Style analysis on every fire cmehe United States of America. “One
of the real advantages of quantitative methodses tbility to use smaller groups of
people to make inferences about larger groups’t@as. Burnett, 2005, p. 33). For the

purpose of this study, the scope will be limitedite chiefs in Texas.

According to the United States Fire Administratiohthe more than 30,000 fire
departments in the United States of America, 718walunteer fire departments and 8%
are career fire departments. The remaining 21%@réination fire departments
(USFA, 2013). In Texas, of the more than 1,408 diepartments located in the state of
Texas, approximately 71% are volunteer fire depantisiand approximately 9% are
career fire departments. The remaining 20% arebawation career/volunteer fire
departments (USFA, 2013). The appearance ishiatdtional trend in the ratio of

career fire departments to volunteer fire departmexreflected in Texas.

The state government of Texas regulates the fimacgein the state. The Texas
Commission on Fire Protection is the regulatingtewf fire service in the state of Texas
(TCFP, 2013). The Texas Commission on Fire Priatecssues firefighter certifications,
licenses, and fire department certifications. Hesvethe Texas Commission on Fire
Protection only has the authority (by statue) gutate government funded (state or local

county or city government) fire departments aneenfire departments. Texas state law
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does not authorize the Texas Commission on FireeBtion to regulate volunteer fire
departments, but does allow for volunteer fire diepants to submit to the regulation of

the Texas Commission on Fire Protection (TCFP, 2013

The State Firemen’s and Fire Marshals’ Associatibfiexas is the oldest and
largest fire service association in the state ofabgSFFMA, 2014). The State Firemen’s
and Fire Marshals’ Association of Texas issuesnaler firefighter certifications and
licenses as well as volunteer fire departmentfteations. However, there is no law in
Texas that requires a volunteer fire departmebetoertified by any certifying entity or
subject to any regulation. Nor does the law priblalzareer fire department or other fire
service agency from joining the State Firemen’s lainel Marshals’ Association of Texas.
Therefore, to choose the sample for this studyd#dtabases of both the Texas
Commission on Fire Protection and the State Firésreamd Fire Marshals’ Association

of Texas were utilized.

The Texas Commission on Fire Protection publismeisowebsite a listing of all
fire departments in the state of Texas that aristergd with the Texas Commission on
Fire Protection. The database contains over fé@&partments and fire service
agencies. This number includes career fire deartsrand volunteer fire departments,
as well as fire service investigative agenciese Thxas Commission on Fire
Protection’s web site, in addition to the list wéfservice agencies, includes the fire
chief’s name and contact information — includingo#onic mail address (TCFP, 2014).
The sample of career fire chiefs for this study seigcted from the fire departments

listed on the Texas Commission on Fire Protectionline database.
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The more than 700 fire service agencies listetiénTiexas Commission on Fire
Protection’s online directory was reviewed. Afkfinvestigation agencies, law
enforcement agencies, emergency management agespeesal fire agencies, industrial
or private fire brigades, military and governmearg tlepartments, volunteer fire
departments, and combination fire departments wsteieken from the list. The list was
shortened from over 700 fire service agencies tbf2é departments. All 264 career fire

departments were selected for the sample.

The State Firemen’s and Fire Marshals’ Associatibhexas publishes the Fire
Department Directory of the State of Texas on gbsite (SFFMA, 2014). The Fire
Department Directory lists more than 1900 fire s@nagencies and entities within the
state of Texas (both career fire departments ahdtteer departments who are members
of the State Firemen’s and Fire Marshals’ Assooratf Texas), and categorizes them by
volunteer, paid, and combination fire departmeftse database also includes contact
information for the fire chief, including name, adss, telephone number, and electronic
mail address. The sample of volunteer fire chiefghis study was selected from the

State Firemen’s and Fire Marshals’ Association @ds’ online database.

In order for generalizations to be made from thaa that adequately reflect the
population, the sample should be selected randoRandom samples yield greater
confidence as the findings are representativeepthpulation as a whole, and not
attributed to a particular characteristic or cirstamce (Holton & Burnett, 2005).
Additionally, random sampling enhances the repraseness of the sample, and also
enhances the external validity of the researchrigsl(Bryman & Bell, 2011). The

sample of volunteer fire chiefs for this study wasdomly selected from the volunteer
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fire departments listed on the State Firemen’sErelMarshals’ Association of Texas

online database.

The more than 1900 fire service agencies listeaarState Firemen’s and Fire
Marshals’ Association of Texas online directory waxsewed. All fire investigation
agencies, law enforcement agencies, emergency msuesg agencies, special fire
agencies, industrial or private fire brigades, talf and government fire departments,
career fire departments, and combination fire depamts were stricken from the list.
Additionally, to avoid confusion, agencies that e/ésted as volunteer, but whose name
did not reflect their volunteer nature were stritkénly volunteer fire departments
whose name included the following: Volunteer Firgp@rtment, Volunteer F. D.,
Volunteer Fire Dept., Vol. Fire Department, Volré-Dept. Vol. F. D., or V.F.D., were
included. Fire departments that failed to pubtishtact information for the chief were
also excluded. The list of fire departments angl $ervice agencies was shortened from
more than 1900 fire service agencies to 877 voarrftee departments. A random

sample of 300 volunteer fire chiefs was selected.

The statistical method that was used to test hygseth 2 and 3 is logistic
regression. Hart and Clark (1999) showed that $&asipe (n) for logistic regression
analyses involving one independent variable, stedisinference “only appeared in very
small samples (n<30)” (Hart & Clark, 1999, p. @daecommend for scholastic research
that a sample of 30-50 is sufficient. AdditionaNsittinghoff and McCulloch (2006) also
found that logistic regression analyses with a darsjge of less than 30 were biased, and

that bias increased as the sample size decreaked 3@
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Limitations
The sample of this study is fire chiefs and volentiére chiefs in the state of
Texas. While the trends in Texas are similar eortational fire trends (USFA, 2013), the

scope of the study was limited by the sample.

The Social Style instrument measures and categopizdiles into one of four
guadrants (Leimbach, 2014). However, the focusisfstudy was not the quadrant of
the fire chief's profile, but the measures of tesponsiveness scale of the profile and the
assertiveness scale of the profile individualhheTFesults are limited to high or low

assertiveness and responsiveness, not plotteceddattesian Plane.

While potential applications of the results ostetudy may be found to be

applicable to other volunteer entities, this studg limited to volunteer fire departments.

Common method bias is a potential limitation a$ ttudy, particularly
consistency motif. The respondents may have bieedtudy by inadvertently looking
for similarities or patterns in the questions. atulress this potential issue, the electronic

survey instrument did not allow the respondenttoaw previously answered questions.

Data Collection

The sample for this study (career fire chiefsh@a state of Texas, and volunteer
fire chiefs of volunteer fire departments selectatlomly from the online database
maintained by The State Firemen’s and Fire MarsAaisociation of Texas) were
emailed an invitation to participate in the studyhe email included a cover statement
that articulated the purpose and that the studybeasy conducted as a dissertation study

of a doctoral candidate at The University of Teaa$yler's College of Business and
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Technology, and that the study had received appfowva the Institutional Review
Board of The University of Texas at Tyler. Additally, the cover statement included
contact information for both the student researetmer the faculty advisor. Regarding

consent, the cover statement included the following

The purpose of this study is to examine the S@&tiges of chiefs of career (paid)
fire departments with the Social Styles of volunti@e chiefs in the state of
Texas. The study will determine if a differencesexbetween the chiefs of the
two types of fire departments. Your participatiscompletely voluntary, and all
responses are completely anonymous. If you begiticgpation and choose to

not complete it, you are free to not continue withany adverse consequences.

We know of no known risks to this study, other ti@eoming a little tired of
answering questions, or you may even become a $ittessed or distressed when
answering some of the questions. If this happgmsare free to take a break and
return to the survey to finish it, or, you can distnue participation without any

problems.

Additionally, for those who chose to participatdhe study and followed the link
embedded within the invitational electronic mailss&ge and opened the Qualtrics
survey, the issue of consent was again addresskdheifirst question of the survey,

which stated:

You have been invited to participate in this studied, The Difference in the
Social Style of Career and Volunteer Fire Chieffie purpose of this study is to

examine the Social Style of chiefs of career fepaltments and the Social Style

a7



of volunteer fire chiefs in the state of Texas.e Btudy will determine if a
difference exists between the chiefs of the twasypf fire departments. Your
participation is completely voluntarily, and if ydnegin participation and choose

not to complete it, you are free to not continuthauit any adverse consequences.

The respondents had to choose to participate istthey or choose not to participate in
the study. Those who chose to participate weecthd to the survey. Those who chose

not to participate were thanked for their time.

Survey research, as defined by Bartlett (2003 des:

a method for gathering information from a sampléndfviduals ... method used
to gather ... descriptive information about the attés, behaviors, or other
characteristics of some population ... and relatigststematic, standardized
approaches to the collection of information ... tlglothe questioning of

systematically identified samples of individua(2005, p. 98)

Surveys may be used for descriptive, exploratany, éxplanatory purposes. “Survey
research is probably the best method availablleesocial researcher who is interested
in collecting original data for describing a pogida too large to observe directly”

(Babbie, 2007, p. 244).

This study utilized the survey method of data atiten to capture relevant data
from the sample. The purpose of the survey wasllect data from the sample in order
to adequately describe the fire chief's statusgeafire chief or volunteer fire chief, and

then to identify the fire chief's Social Style.
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The data collected from the electronic survey idellithe data collected from the
instrument to determine the Social Style of the@aras well as the individual’s status
as a volunteer fire chief or a career fire chiefthe case where an individual may be
employed as a career fire chief in a municipal diepartment, but may reside in a rural
community and also serve as the volunteer firefcthie individual will be omitted from
this study. In addition to the chief status of ith@ividual, the survey collected
descriptive demographic information from the resgents including gender, race, age
range, marital status, and education. No persdeatifying information was collected
from the participants in the sample. The sampieaieed anonymous and no personal
identifying information (including that which wasléected from the online database
maintained by The State Firemen’s’ and Fire Marshadsociation of Texas) will be

published.

Those fire chiefs identified in the sample whacedd to participate in the study
received a link, via electronic malil, to an elentoosurvey instrument. The survey
instrument was used to measure the individual’'sgb&tyle by a variety of factors,
including but not limited to the individual’'s asBeeness, the individual's
responsiveness, and the individual's versatilisynell as personal perceptions and self-
describing objectives of the individual. The syrveas administered through Qualtrics

Online Survey Solutions, and was titled Fire Cldetial Style Profile.

The instrument that was utilized for the collectadrthe data associated with this
research project was Wilson Learning Research awiDpment Corporation’s Social
Style Profile. “The Social Style Profile is desgghto provide an assessment of an

individual’'s social or interactive style” (Leimback014, p. 1).
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Social Styles were first identified and correlatgth behavior by Merrill and
Reid. Through the work of two primary sources, Tin@com Group and Wilson
Learning Corporation, an extensive amount of vailharesearch on Social
Styles has been accomplished over the past 20 yeatgh of it focused on the
practical business applications. This scientiBt lyusiness focused approach
provides a personality typing approach that egmlyses the “so what” test
because personality is tied to behavior and detisiaking patterns.
Additionally, several sources have developed higlaldated tests that will
determine both the primary and secondary SociaéStf individuals with great

accuracy. (Pierce, 2005, p. 44)

Wilson Learning Research and Development CorfmratSocial Style Profile
has undergone a validation process to determinedidity of the instrument to ensure
that the instrument has construct validity (Salkid@d11). The Buros Center for Testing
at the University of Nebraska published test regiemhich include validation studies of
evaluation instruments. The Social Style Profds been reviewed by the Buros Center

for Testing and the reviews published.

The Social Style Profile Social Impression Sun®e$4 questions in which the
participant answered about his or her own behavitre answers to each question are
scaled from one to seven. Of the 34 questionsi aig specifically designed to
determine the level of assertiveness of the ind@igeight are specifically designed to
determine the level of responsiveness of the idd@&i; four are specifically designed to
determine the versatility of the individual; whiteur are designed to determine if the

individual possesses specific versatility skillgifbbach, 2014).
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The eight questions specifically designed to aetee the level of assertiveness
of the individual are scored from one to sevenhwite being low assertiveness and
seven being high assertiveness. Once the surveygavapleted and each of the
guestions had been answered, then the scores wareexl. The possible outcomes on
the assertiveness questions are 8 to 56, withrgjlibe least assertive score and 56 being
the most assertive score (Leimbach, 2014). Thakolevn for scoring the level of

assertiveness is noted in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1

Assertiveness Scoring

Low Moderate-Low Moderate-High High

Assertiveness 8-33.8 33.85-38 38.05-42.2 42.25-56

The eight questions specifically designed to aetee the level of responsiveness
of the individual are scored from one to sevenhwite being low responsiveness and
seven being high responsiveness. Once the surasx@mpleted and each of the
guestions had been answered, then the scores wareexl. The possible outcomes on
the responsiveness questions are 8 to 56, withing) lee least responsive score and 56
being the most responsive score (Leimbach, 20Th® breakdown for scoring the level

of responsiveness is noted in Table 3.2.

Table 3.2

Responsiveness Scoring

Low Moderate-Low Moderate-High High

Responsiveness 8-38 38.05-42.2 42.25-45.5 45.55-56
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The four questions specifically designed to deieenthe level of versatility of the
individual are scored from one to seven, with oem@ low versatility and seven being
high versatility. Once the survey was completed @ach of the questions had been
answered, then the scores were summed. The poesisiemes on the versatility
guestions are 4 to 28, with 4 being the least Wgsscore and 28 being the most
versatile score (Leimbach, 2014). The breakdowrsd¢oring the level of versatility is

noted in Table 3.3.

Table 3.3
Versatility Scoring from the Social Style Profileci&l Impression Survey
Low Moderate-Low Moderate-High High
Versatility 4-18.8 18.85-20.5 20.55-22 22.02-28

The four questions designed to determine if tldevidual possesses a specific
versatility skill are scored from one to five, withe being the lowest scaled value and
five being the highest scaled value. These shiisindividualized skills and are
calculated by a linear conversion from the onewve Yalues to a scale of 0 to 100. The
mean is then taken to generate a participant valliese values are individual scores
only and were included in the survey, but wereaadtulated for the purpose of this

research project.

Once the dimensions of assertiveness and resgoesis had been scored, the
individual Social Style was calculated. The dimens of versatility and the versatility
skills are not utilized to determine the Sociall&wyf the individual. “An individual’s
Social Style is based upon the assertiveness apdnsiveness classifications. Primary

styles are Analytical, Amiable, Driver, and Expieses (Leimbach, 2014, p. 3). Table
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3.4 shows how the four primary styles (Analyticamiable, Driver, and Expressive) are

identified by the assertiveness and responsivestesss.

Table 3.4
Social Style Profiles

Analytical Amiable Driver Expressive
Assertiveness Low Low High High

Moderate-Low Moderate-Low Moderate-High Moderate-High

Responsiveness Low High Low High
Moderate-Low Moderate-High Moderate-Low Moderate-High

Analysis

The intent of this study is to describe and to pare the variables. The
descriptive nature of the study was to identifyfine chief's status as a career or
volunteer fire chief, as well as relevant descvptiemographic data. Therefore, by
definition, this study, like most surveys, can laetially classified as a descriptive study
(Holton & Burnett, 2005). However descriptive stady appears, the purpose was to
identify the Social Styles of the sample and coraphem between the two categories

described — career fire chief and volunteer firefch

The quantitative data collected from the surveyg @waalyzed using SPSS
software. To test Hypothesis 1 (There will belatrenship between a fire chief's status
as a career fire chief or a volunteer fire chied #re Social Style of the fire chief), the
status of the fire chief (either career fire cliefolunteer fire chief) is the independent
variable for this study. The variable is categalrend dichotomous and the value will be

either career fire chief or volunteer fire chidte fire chief's Social Style is the

53



dependent variable. The variable will also be gaieal and the value will be either

driver, expressive, amiable, or expressive.

The categorical variables Fire Chief Status &adial Style were analyzed and
compared using the t-test to determine if a sigaift relationship exists between the two.
The t-test is an appropriate statistical methodet@rmine the statistical significance of a
relationship between two categorical variables @wplCohen, West, & Aiken, 2003).
The t-test statistically determined whether thera difference in the Social Styles of
career fire chiefs compared with the Social Stgtegolunteer fire chiefs. Furthermore,
the t-test determined the significance of the déifce and whether the difference (if any)
is a real difference (Holton & Burnett, 2005). tlns study, each of the variables is

categorical. Therefore, Hypothesis 1 was testetjube t-test.

Should a statistically significant relationshipstbetween the fire chief’s status
as a career fire chief or a volunteer fire chiad #me Social Style of the fire chief,
Hypothesis 1 will be supported. Should a statdifcsignificant relationship not exist
between the fire chief's status as a career firefdr a volunteer fire chief and the Social
Style of the fire chief, then the null hypothesiti¢re will be no relationship between a
fire chief's status as a career fire chief or ammteer fire chief and the Social Style of the

fire chief) will be supported.

To test Hypothesis 2 (Using the Social Style Asmyvolunteer fire chiefs will
score higher in the responsive category (emote) theeer fire chiefs), the categorical
dichotomous variable Fire Chief (career or volunteethe independent variable. The

dependent variable is a dichotomous categoric@big of Control or Emote, and was
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determined by the Social Style Analysis. The ddpenvariable was determined by the
Social Style of the fire chief, and how it rankstbe responsiveness scale. Those fire
chiefs that scored high on the responsiveness s&ake categorized as Emote, and those
fire chiefs who scored low on the responsiveneakesgere categorized as Control (See
Table 3.4). Analyticals and drivers were labelsedCantrol, while amiables and

expressives were labeled as Emote.

Hypothesis 2 was also analyzed using SPSS softwidre categorical
independent variable was compared with the categladichotomous dependent variable
using logistic regression to test whether the raspeness is Emote or Control. The
logistic regression was used to determine the skesvof the data along the

responsiveness axis (Y axis).

“Logistic regression is used in the study of byndependent variables and can be
used with independent variables that are continuananal, dichotomous, or some
combination thereof” (Bates, 2005, p. 128). Tolw®Hypothesis 2, the independent
variable is dichotomous and categorical, and sbdaglependent variable. Logistic
regression is used to predict the probability eftblationship between the independent
and dependent variables (Cohen et al., 2003). stiogegression is “specifically
designed to predict and explain dichotomous dependeiables” (Bates, 2005, p. 124)

and the increased or decreased probability of anteaccurring (Bates, 2005).

To test Hypothesis 3 (Using the Social Style Asmythere will be no
relationship between the fire chief's status aaraer fire chief or a volunteer fire chief

and the ratings on the assertive axis of the S&tidé scale), the categorical
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dichotomous variable Fire Chief (career fire cluefolunteer fire chief) is the
independent variable. The dependent variablalisleotomous categorical variable of
Ask or Tell. The dependent variable was determimethe Social Style of the fire chief,
and how it ranks on the assertiveness scale. Tiresghiefs that scored high on the
assertiveness scale were categorized as Tellhasd fire chiefs who scored low on the
assertiveness scale were categorized as Ask (3¢e 34). Analyticals and amiables

were labeled as Ask, while drivers and expressivae labeled as Tell.

Hypothesis 3 was also analyzed using SPSS softv@&milar to the analyses of
Hypothesis 2, the categorical independent variatale compared with the categorical
dichotomous dependent variable using logistic regjom to test whether the
assertiveness is Ask or Tell. The logistic regmsdetermined the skewness of the data

along the assertiveness axis (X axis).

The premise of common method bias, or method negiawas addressed.
“Measurement error threatens the validity of theatesions about the relationships
between measures” (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, &Rkaff, 2003, p. 879) . Simply
said, method variance is a measurement error theneespondent’s (person taking the
survey or participating in the study) responseshased (often unintentionally) because
of the nature or make of up of the instrument.th@ftypes of method bias identified by
Podsakoff et al. (2003), two have been identifteat tould have impacted the responses

of the respondents of this study: consistencyfiranid social desirability.

Consistency motif suggests that people “try tontan consistency in their

cognitions and attitudes” (Podsakoff et al., 20®3381). Therefore, a respondent to a
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survey may inadvertently look for similarities atferns in the questions and attempt to
answer them consistently rather than objectivdllyis effect is “particularly problematic
in those situations in which respondents are ask@dovide retrospective accounts of

their attitudes, perceptions, and/or behaviorstd@aoff et al., 2003, p. 881).

Social desirability “refers to the need for so@pproval and acceptance and the
belief that it can be attained by means of cultyratceptable and appropriate behavior”
(Podsakoff et al., 2003, p. 881). Thereforeesppondent may want to appear favorable
or acceptable regardless of his or her true belistance on an issue or topic. For the
purpose of this study, a respondent may have aarstahding or may have researched
the theory of Social Style before taking the agsesd and decided that it is socially

acceptable to be in one particular quadrant, tbezdfiasing the research.

Harmon'’s single factor analysis is “one of the meislely used techniques ... to
address the issue of common method variance” (Rotfszt al., 2003, p. 889). This
technique uses exploratory factor analysis to ilemariance among the variables
associated with method variance. The exploratacior analysis was used on the data to

identify potential variance that could attributent@thod bias.
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Chapter 4

Results
Fire has plagued mankind throughout recorded tyistbhe ancient Greeks,
Romans, Egyptian, Babylonians, and Persians useddia weapon against their enemies
(Cote, 2004). History has been lost to fire, analestrated in the burning of Rome
during the time of Nero and the burning of the gtibmary at Alexandria, Egypt (Cote,
2004). Untold human lives have been lost to furgd, as noted in Chapter 1, The United

States of America is not immune.

Chapter 1 of this study outlined the research ptojdentified and presented the
purpose and the significance of the study, thearebeproblem and the historic
background to the problem. The theoretical andtfa contributions were also
presented along with the hypotheses to be testdadpter 2 supported the research
project, identified the research gap, and demaotestridnat no empirical research had been
published to answer the research question thapvesented in Chapter 1; whether the
Social Style of career fire chiefs differs from tBecial Style of volunteer fire chiefs. A
review of related literature was presented, whiddtuded the American fire service, the
role and responsibilities of the fire chief, voleats and volunteerism, leadership and
teams, and the concept and theory of Social S@lapter 3 presented the design of the

study, characterized the population and identifiledsample for the study, identified the
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study’s limitations, and outlined the methods fue tollection and analysis of the data
associated with the study to test the hypothe€émpter 4 presents the results of the data
collection process, the analyses of the collectdd,desponses to the tested hypotheses,
and answers to the research question; whetheratial Style of career fire chiefs differs

from the Social Style of volunteer fire chiefs.

As discussed in Chapter 3, the identified popatator this study was fire chiefs
of the American fire service. The sample of thpylation was divided into two
categories; career fire chiefs (those fire chigf®weceive a salary or compensation and
are full-time employees of a career fire departthant volunteer fire chiefs (those fire
chiefs who do not receive a salary or compensatwhare not full-time members of a
career fire department but who volunteer their tand are the chief of a volunteer fire
department). The sample for the career fire chigfs selected from the published online
directory of the Texas Commission on Fire Protecti&ach of the 264 fire chiefs was
emailed an invitation to participate in the studyhe sample for the volunteer fire chiefs
was randomly selected from the published onlineadary of the State Firemen’s and
Fire Marshal’'s Association of Texas. A random st of 300 was chosen, and each of
the 300 volunteer fire chiefs who were selectethftbe random sample was emailed an

invitation to participate in the study.

Survey Responses

There were 564 survey invitations sent to the samppulation via electronic
mail. Of the 564 invitations, 211 respondents cleteg the survey. Overall, the
response rate was 36.69%. Of the 264 invitatiens ® career fire chiefs, 119

respondents completed the survey. The respornsefratreer fire chiefs was 45.08%.
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Of the 300 invitations sent to volunteer fire ckie92 respondents completed the survey.
The response rate of volunteer fire chiefs was?®.6 Of the 211 respondents who
completed the survey, 119 (56%) indicated that thexe career fire chiefs, while 92

(44%) indicated that they were volunteer fire chieTable 4.1 shows the response rates.

Table 4.1

Sample Responses

Invitations Surveys Response  Percent of
Fire Chief Sent Completed Rate Total
Career 264 119 45.08% 56%
Volunteer 300 92 30.67% 44%
Total 564 211 36.69% 100%

Descriptive Demographics.

The survey collected descriptive demographic ttata each of the participants.
The descriptive demographic data that was colleicteldded gender, age, race, marital
status, and education. Of the 211 respondentscaimpleted the survey, 210 indicated
that their gender was male, while one indicated tkagender was female. The
responses were then cross-tabulated by the respishd&atus as a career fire chief or a
volunteer fire chief. Regarding the 210 responsi@rito reported their gender to be
male, 119 of them indicated that they were careerchiefs, while 91 of them indicated
that they were volunteer fire chiefs. The singlspondent who indicated that her gender
was female reported that she was a volunteer filef.c Tables 4.2 and 4.3 show the

descriptive demographic data that was collecteatirg) to gender.
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Table 4.2

Gender (Responses)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total
Male 119 91 210
Female 0 1 1
Total 119 92 210

Table 4.3

Gender (Response

Percentages)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total
Male 56.4% 43.13% 99.53%
Female 0.0% 0.47% 0.47%
Total 56.4% 43.6% 100%

The next set of descriptive demographic datawlzat collected from the
respondents on the survey was that of age. Eattteotspondents was asked to select
the age range that most accurately described Heraage. The options that were
presented to the respondents were less than 25, @&aB5 years, 36-45 years, 46-55
years, 56-65 years, or greater than 65 years. Nbthe respondents indicated an age
range of less than 25 years. Seven respondentgied that their age was between 25
years and 35 years. Forty-seven respondents teditiaat their age was between 36
years and 45 years. Ninety-two respondents inglictitat their age was between 46
years and 55 years. Fifty-one respondents indidhtt their age was between 56 years

and 65 years. Fourteen respondents indicatedhbmtage was greater than 65 years.

The responses were then cross-tabulated by therréspts’ status as a career fire

chief or a volunteer fire chief. The age rangd®fyears to 55 years was the most
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selected age range by both the respondents whofidenheir status as career fire chiefs
and those respondents who identified their stasushinteer fire chiefs. Respondents
who identified their status as a volunteer firee€lmutnumbered the respondents who
identified their status as a career fire chiefathithe youngest age range identified by a
respondent (25 years to 35 years) and the oldestaaqge (greater than 65 years). Only
two individuals who indicated that their age ramges between 25 years and 35 years
identified themselves as career fire chiefs. Tabldsand 4.5 show the descriptive

demographic data that was collected regarding age.
Table 4.4

Age (Responses)

Career Fire Chief  Volunteer Fire Chief Total

< 25 Years 0 0 0

25-35 Years 2 5 7

36-45 Years 21 26 47
46-55 Years 57 35 92
56-65 Years 34 17 51
> 65 Years 5 9 14
Total 119 92 211

Table 4.5

Age (Response Percentages)

Career Fire Chief  Volunteer Fire Chief Total

< 25 Years 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

25-35 Years 0.95% 2.37% 3.32%

36-45 Years 9.95% 12.32% 22.27%
46-55 Years 27.01% 16.59% 43.6%
56-65 Years 16.11% 8.06% 24.17%
> 65 Years 2.37% 4.27% 6.64%

Total 56.39% 43.61% 100%
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Race was the next set of descriptive demograte tthat was collected by the
survey. Each of the respondents was asked tat skétavhich most accurately described
their race. The options that were presented togbgondents were White, Non-
Hispanic; Black, African American; Hispanic; AsidPacific Islander; Native American;
Other. Three of the 211 respondents elected rextsaver the descriptive demographic
guestion pertaining to race. One hundred ninegyafrthe respondents indicated that
their race was White, Non-Hispanic. Three of tagpondents indicated that their race
was Black, African American. Ten of the respondentlicated that their race was
Hispanic. None of the respondents indicated theit tace was Asian, Pacific Islander.
Three of the respondents indicated that their veae® Native American. One respondent

indicated that his race was Other.

The responses were then cross-tabulated witregppondents’ status as a career
fire chief or a volunteer fire chief. One hundsexl of the 191 respondents who indicated
that their race was White, Non-Hispanic indicateat they were career fire chiefs, while
the remaining 85 indicated that they were volunteerchiefs. The single respondent
who indicated that his race was Other indicatetlliravas a volunteer fire chief. Tables

4.6 and 4.7 show the descriptive demographic tattavtas collected regarding race.
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Table 4.6

Race (Responses)

Career Fire  Volunteer Fire Chief Total
Chief

White, Non-Hispanic 106 85 191
Black', African 1 5 3
American
Hispanic 7 3 10
Asian, Pacific Islander 0 0 0
Native American 2 1 3
Other 0 1 1
Preferred Not to Answer 3 0 3
Total 119 92 211
Table 4.7

Race (Response Percentages)

Career Fire  Volunteer Fire Chief Total
Chief

White, Non-Hispanic 50.24% 40.28% 90.52%
Black, African 0.47% 0.95% 1.42%
American
Hispanic 3.32% 1.42% 4.74%
Asian, Pacific Islander 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Native American 0.95% 0.47% 1.42%
Other 0.00% 0.47% 0.47%
Preferred Not to Answer 1.42% 0.00% 1.42%
Total 56.4% 43.59 99.99%

The next set of descriptive demographic datawrat collected from the
respondents in the survey was marital status. Batite respondents was asked to select
that which most accurately described their mastalus. The options that were
presented to the respondents were Married, Divoi@eparated, Single (Never Married),
Widowed, Other. One of the 211 respondents elaud¢tb answer the question

pertaining to marital status. One hundred eighted of the respondents indicated that
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their marital status was Married. Twenty-two of tlespondents indicated that their
marital status was Divorced. Two of the responslerdicated that their marital status
was Separated. Three of the respondents inditdadtdheir marital status was Single
(Never Married). None of the respondents indicalbed their marital status was

Widowed or Other.

The responses were then cross-tabulated witregppondents’ status as a career
fire chief or a volunteer fire chief. One hundeddven of the 183 individuals who
indicated that their marital status was Marriedaated that they were career fire chiefs,
while the remaining 72 indicated that they wereuntder fire chiefs. The two
respondents who indicated that their marital statas Separated both indicated that they
were volunteer fire chiefs. Tables 4.8 and 4.9stiee descriptive demographic data that

was collected regarding marital status.

Table 4.8

Marital Status (Responses)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total
Married 111 72 183
Divorced 6 16 22
Separated 0 2 2
Single (Never 1 2 3
Married)
Widowed 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0
Preferred Not to 1 0 1
Answer
Total 119 92 211
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Table 4.9

Marital Status (Response Percentages)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total

Married 52.61% 34.12% 86.73%
Divorced 2.84% 7.58% 10.42%
Separated 0.00% 0.95% 0.95%
Single (Never Married) 0.47% 0.95% 1.42%
Widowed 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Other 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Preferred Not to 0.47% 0.00% 0.47%
Answer

Total 56.39% 43.6% 99.99%

The final set of descriptive demographic data tieas collected by the survey was
the highest level education achieved by the respaisd Each of the respondents was
asked to select that which most accurately desttitie highest level of education that
they had received. The options that were presdntdte respondents were Did Not
Finish High School, GED, High School Diploma, Assie Degree, Bachelor Degree,
Master Degree, Doctorate Degree, and Other. Otteed?11 respondents elected not to
answer the descriptive demographic question penaio education level. Five of the
respondents indicated that their education leval i@ Not Finish High School. Two of
the respondents indicated that their educationl lwas GED. Fifty-four of the
respondents indicated that their education leval Migh School Diploma. Sixty-four of
the respondents indicated that their educationl lwas Associate Degree. Fifty-six of
the respondents indicated that their educatior leas Bachelor Degree. Twenty-three
of the respondents indicated that their educateellwas Master Degree. Two of the
respondents indicated that their education leval Bactorate Degree. Four of the

respondents indicated that their education level @thoer.
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The responses were then cross-tabulated witregppondents’ status as a career
fire chief or a volunteer fire chief. The respontewho identified their status as a career
fire chief selected the education level Associaggiee more frequently than any other
category, while those respondents who identifigir thtatus as a volunteer fire chief
selected the education level High School Diplomatmfiiequently. All five of the
respondents who indicated that their educationl las Did Not Finish High School
indicated that they were volunteer fire chiefs.tlBof the respondents who indicated that
their education level was GED indicated that theyewolunteer fire chiefs. Table 4.10
and 4.11 show the descriptive demographic datanhatcollected regarding education

level.

Table 4.10

Education Level (Numbers)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total
Did Not Finish School 0 5 5
GED 0 2 2
High School Diploma 15 39 54
Associate Degree 44 20 64
Bachelor Degree 39 17 56
Master Degree 17 6 23
Doctorate Degree 1 1 2
Other 2 2 4
Preferred Not to 1 0 1
Answer
Total 119 92 211
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Table 4.11

Education Level (Percentages)

Career Fire Chief  Volunteer Fire Total
Chief

Did Not Finish School 0.00% 2.37% 2.37%
GED 0.00% 0.95% 0.95%
High School Diploma 7.11% 18.48% 25.59%
Associate Degree 20.85% 9.52% 30.37%
Bachelor Degree 18.48% 8.05% 26.53%
Master Degree 8.05% 2.84% 10.89%
Doctorate Degree 0.47% 0.47% 0.94%
Other 0.95% 0.95% 1.90%
Preferred Not to 0.47% 0.00% 0.47%
Answer
Total 56.38% 43.63% 100.01%

Assertiveness Responses.

Each of the respondents who consented to parcipahe study by taking the
survey was presented with an electronic versiadh®fSocial Style Profile Social
Impression Survey. The Social Style Profile Sokigiression Survey was composed of
thirty-four (34) questions. The survey questiasdiscussed in Chapter 3, measured the
respondents’ assertiveness, responsiveness, asatilrgr. Eight of the questions target
the respondents’ assertiveness. Eight of the mumsstarget the respondents’
responsiveness. Four of the questions targeedmondents’ versatility. Four of the
guestions target specific versatility skills of tiespondents. The remaining ten questions
are not scored to determine the Social Style oféepondents. The Qualtrics Survey
Software utilized for disseminating and administigthe survey was set to require an
answer to each question before the respondentieaged to proceed to the next
guestion, and prohibited the respondent from rewigyreviously answered questions.

Each of the questions that were used to captureepondents’ assertiveness required
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the respondents to rate themselves using a sewenljcert scale; with one being the
lowest score and seven being the highest score.rédpondents were reminded that

there were no absolutes, right answers, or wrosg/ars.

The first question that was used to score theoredgnts’ assertiveness asked the
respondents to rate themselves on their desirerttval. One of the respondents rated his
desire for control as a 1 (low). Thirteen of teegondents rated their desire for control
as a 2. Thirty-two of the respondents rated ttiesire for control as a 3. Fifty-two of
the respondents rated their desire for control4s Rifty-nine of the respondents rated
their desire for control as a 5. Thirty-four oétrespondents rated their desire for control
as a 6. Twenty of the respondents rated theirelési control as a 7 (high). The mean

score of this question was 4.60.

The responses were then cross-tabulated witregppondents’ status as a career
fire chief or a volunteer fire chief. The respontewho identified their status as a career
fire chief rated their desire for control as a Srenfsequently than any other rating. The
respondents who identified their status as a vekmfire chief, however, rated their
desire for control as a 4 and 6 (20 responses ¢aemost frequently. The one
respondent who rated his desire for control asnalitated that he was a volunteer fire
chief. Seven of the 20 respondents who rated tiesire for control as a 7 indicated that
they were career fire chiefs, while the remainiBgridicated that they were volunteer
fire chiefs. Tables 4.12 and 4.13 show the respoisthe question pertaining to the

respondents’ desire for control.
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Table 4.12

Desire for Control (Responses)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total
1-Low 0 1 1
2 9 4 13
3 17 15 32
4 32 20 52
5 40 19 59
6 14 20 34
7 — High 7 13 20
Total 119 92 211
Table 4.13
Desire for Control (Response
Percentages)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total

1-Low 0.00% 0.47% 0.47%
2 4.27% 1.90% 6.17%
3 8.06% 7.10% 15.16%
4 15.17% 9.48% 24.65%
5 18.96% 9.00% 27.96%
6 6.64% 9.48% 16.12%
7 — High 3.32% 6.16% 9.48%
Total 56.42% 43.59% 100.01%

The second question used to determine the resptsidessertiveness asked the

respondents to rate their need to compete. Sixeofespondents rated their need to

compete as a 1 (low). Twenty of the respondenésirdeir need to compete as a 2.

Thirty-two of the respondents rated their needaimpgete as a 3. Fifty-six of the

respondents rated their need to compete as ady dfdhe respondents rated their need

to compete as a 5. Forty of the respondents th®dneed to compete as a 6. Seventeen
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of the respondents rated their need to competeZgbigh). The mean score of this

guestion was 4.38.

The responses were then cross-tabulated witregppondents’ status as a career
fire chief or a volunteer fire chief. The needcctmpete rating of 4 was the most
frequently selected rating among both the respassdeho identified their status as a
career fire chief and those respondents who idedttheir status as a volunteer fire
chief. Three of the six respondents who rated theed to compete as a 1 indicated that
they were career fire chiefs, while the remainimgé¢ indicated that they were volunteer
fire chiefs. Ten of the 17 respondents who rated heed to compete as a 7 indicated
that they were career fire chiefs, while the renmgrseven indicated that they were
volunteer fire chiefs. Tables 4.14 and 4.15 shmsvwresponses to the questions pertaining

to the respondents’ need to compete.

Table 4.14

Need to Compete (Responses)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total
1-Low 3 3 6
2 13 7 20
3 14 18 32
4 32 24 56
5 27 13 40
6 20 20 40
7 — High 10 7 17
Total 119 92 211
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Table 4.15

Need to Compete (Response Percentages)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Total
Fire Chief
1-Low 1.42% 1.42% 2.84%
2 6.16% 3.32% 9.48%
3 6.64% 8.53% 15.17%
4 15.17% 11.37% 26.54%
5 12.78% 6.16% 18.94%
6 9.48% 9.48% 18.96%
7 — High 4.74% 3.32% 8.06%
Total 56.39% 43.6% 99.99%

The next question that was used to determineetfigondents’ assertiveness rated
the respondents’ risk taking, or being a risk takBnree of the respondents rated their
risk taking as a 1 (low). Thirteen of the respartdeated their risk taking as a 2.
Twenty of the respondents rated their risk takis@&. Fifty-one of the respondents
rated their risk taking as a 4. Forty-six of thepondents rated their risk taking as a 5.
Fifty-nine of the respondents rated their risk hgkas a 6. Nineteen of the respondents

rated their risk taking as a 7 (high). The meaneof this question was 4.79.

The responses were then cross-tabulated witregppondents’ status as a career
fire chief or a volunteer fire chief. The respontdewho identified their status as a career
fire chief rated their risk taking as a 5 more freqtly than any other rating. The
respondents who identified their status as a vekmifire chief, however, rated their risk
taking as a 6 most frequently. One of the threpaadents who rated his risk taking as a
1 indicated that he was a career fire chief, wiikeeremaining two indicated that they
were volunteer fire chiefs. Fourteen of the 19oeslents who rated their risk taking as a
7 indicated that they were career fire chiefs, a/thile remaining five indicated that they
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were volunteer fire chiefs. Tables 4.16 and 4HaWsthe responses to the question

pertaining to the respondent being a risk taker.

Table 4.16

Risk Taker (Responses)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total
1-Low 1 2 3
2 1 12 13
3 9 11 20
4 29 22 51
5 36 10 46
6 29 30 59
7 — High 14 5 19
Total 119 92 211

Table 4.17

Risk Taker (Response Percentages)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total
1 - Low 0.47% 0.95% 1.42%
2 0.47% 5.69% 6.16%
3 4.27% 5.21% 9.48%
4 13.74% 10.43% 24.17%
5 17.06% 4.74% 21.8%
6 13.74% 14.22% 27.96%
7 — High 6.64% 2.37% 9.01%
Total 56.39% 43.61% 100%

The fourth of the eight survey questions that used to determine the
respondents’ assertiveness asked the respondextétitheir aggressiveness. Two
respondents rated their aggressiveness as a 1 (Beventeen respondents rated their
aggressiveness as a 2. Thirty of the respondatad their aggressiveness as a 3. Thirty-

nine of the respondents rated their aggressivaaweast. Fifty-three of the respondents
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rated their aggressiveness as a 5. Forty-eigtieofespondents rated their
aggressiveness as a 6. Twenty-two of the respismdatied their aggressiveness as a 7

(high). The mean score of this question was 4.69.

The responses were then cross-tabulated witregppondents’ status as a career
fire chief or a volunteer fire chief. The respontsewho identified their status as a career
fire chief rated their aggressiveness as a 5 merpiéntly than any other rating. The
respondents who identified their status as a vekmifire chief, however, rated their
aggressiveness as a 4 and as a 6 (20 responsgsneatirequently. One of the two
respondents who rated their aggressiveness asdchted that he was a career fire chief,
while the remaining one indicated that he was ameler fire chief. Eleven of the 22
respondents who rated their aggressiveness asdcated that they were career fire
chiefs, while the remaining 11 indicated that theyre volunteer fire chiefs. Tables 4.18

and 4.19 show the responses to the question pedamaggressiveness.
Table 4.18

Aggressiveness (Responses)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total
1-Low 1 1 2
2 6 11 17
3 16 14 30
4 19 20 39
5 38 15 53
6 28 20 48
7 — High 11 11 22
Total 119 92 211
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Table 4.19

Aggressiveness (Response Percentages)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total
1 - Low 0.47% 0.47% 0.95%
2 2.84% 5.21% 8.05%
3 7.58% 6.64% 14.22%
4 9.01% 9.48% 18.49%
5 18.01% 7.11% 25.12%
6 13.27% 9.48% 22.75%
7 — High 5.21% 5.21% 10.42%
Total 56.38% 43.6% 100%

The next question that was used to determinedbertiveness of the respondents
determined how the respondents rate themselvegnasnic, or their dynamism. Two of
the respondents rated their dynamism as a 1 (Idlne of the respondents rated their
dynamism as a 2. Twenty-four of the respondert&sirdneir dynamism as a 3. Forty-
five of the respondents rated their dynamism as Bifty-seven of the respondents rated
their dynamism as a 5. Fifty-six of the respondeated their dynamism as a 6.
Eighteen of the respondents rated their dynamisen/aghigh). The mean score of the

guestion was 4.83.

The responses were then cross-tabulated witregpondents’ status as a career
fire chief or a volunteer fire chief. The respontewho identified their status as a career
fire chief rated their dynamism as a 6 more fredqiyehan any other rating. The
respondents who identified their status as a vekmtfire chief, however, rated their
dynamism as a 4 most frequently. The two respasdeho rated their dynamism as a 1
both indicated that they were volunteer fire chiessx of the 18 respondents who rated

their dynamism as a 7 indicated that they wereetdnee chiefs, while the remaining 12
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indicated that they were volunteer fire chiefs.bl€a 4.20 and 4.21 show the responses to

the question pertaining to dynamism.

Table 4.20

Dynamism (Responses)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total

1-Low 0 2 2

2 3 6 9

3 9 15 24

4 15 30 45

5 42 15 57

6 44 12 56

7 — High 6 12 18
Total 119 92 211

Table 4.21

Dynamism (Response Percentages)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total
1 - Low 0.00% 0.94% 0.94%
2 1.42% 2.84% 4.26%
3 4.27% 7.11% 11.38%
4 7.11% 14.22% 21.33%
5 19.91% 7.11% 27.02%
6 20.85% 5.69% 26.54%
7 — High 2.84% 5.69% 8.53%
Total 56.4% 43.6% 100%

The next question of the survey that was usecetterthine the respondents’
assertiveness asked the respondent to rate thigly abhd willingness to take charge.
None of the respondents rated their ability andinghess to take charge as a 1 (low).
Five of the respondents rated their ability andimghess to take charge as a 2. Seven of

the respondents rated their ability and willingnestake charge as a 3. Twenty-three of
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the respondents rated their ability and willingniestake charge as a 4. Forty of the
respondents rated their ability and willingnessate charge as a 5. Sixty-seven of the
respondents rated their ability and willingnestatee charge as a 6. Sixty-nine of the
respondents rated their ability and willingnessate charge as a 7 (high). The mean

score of this question was 5.73.

The responses were then cross-tabulated witregppondents’ status as a career
fire chief or a volunteer fire chief. The respontdewho identified their status as a career
fire chief rated their ability and willingness take charge as a 6 more frequently than any
other rating. The respondents who identified te&tus as a volunteer fire chief,
however, rated their ability and willingness todaiharge as a 7 most frequently. All
five of the respondents who rated their ability anlingness to take charge as a 2
indicated that they were volunteer fire chiefs.lyOome of the seven respondents who
rated their ability and willingness to take chaagea 3 indicated that he was a career fire
chief, while the remaining six indicated that tivegre volunteer fire chiefs. Thirty-four
of the 69 respondents who rated their ability aflingness to take charge asa 7
indicated that they were career fire chiefs, wthie remaining 35 indicated that they
were volunteer fire chiefs. Tables 4.22 and 4t&8asthe responses to the question

regarding taking charge.
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Table 4.22

Take Charge (Responses)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total

1 - Low 0 0 0

2 0 5 5

3 1 6 7

4 8 15 23

5 23 17 40

6 53 14 67

7 — High 34 35 69
Total 119 92 211

Table 4.23

Take Charge (Response Percentages)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total
1-Low 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
2 0.00% 2.37% 2.37%
3 0.47% 2.84% 3.31%
4 3.79% 7.11% 10.9%
5 10.9% 8.06% 18.96%
6 25.12% 6.64% 31.76%
7 — High 16.11% 16.59% 32.7%
Total 56.39% 43.61% 100%

The next question on the survey that was useeétermine the respondents’
assertiveness asked the respondents to rate $iseitiseness. One of the respondents
rated his assertiveness as a 1 (low). Three afsmondents rated their assertiveness as
a 2. Sixteen of the respondents rated their agseéss as a 3. Thirty-two of the
respondents rated their assertiveness as a 4y-t@iatof the respondents rated their
assertiveness as a 5. Sixty-five of the resposdated their assertiveness as a 6. Thirty-
two respondents rated their assertiveness asigly).(hfThe mean score of this question

was 5.25.
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The responses were then cross-tabulated witregppondents’ status as a career
fire chief or a volunteer fire chief. The respontewho identified their status as a career
fire chief rated their assertiveness as a 6 meguintly than any other rating. The
respondents who identified their status as a vekmfire chief, however, rated their
assertiveness as a 5 most frequently. The onemdspt who rated his assertiveness as a
1 indicated that he was a volunteer fire chiefl tAdee of the respondents who rated their
assertiveness as a 2 indicated that they were tedufire chiefs. Fourteen of the 32
respondents who rated their assertiveness asdicaied that they were career fire
chiefs, while the remaining 18 indicated that theyre volunteer fire chiefs. Tables 4.24

and 4.25 show the results of the question pertgitorassertiveness.

Table 4.24

Assertiveness (Responses)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total

1-Low 0 1 1

2 0 3 3

3 3 13 16

4 16 16 32

5 41 21 62

6 45 20 65

7 — High 14 18 32
Total 119 92 211
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Table 4.25

Assertiveness (Response Percentages)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total
1-Low 0.00 0.47 0.47
2 0.00 1.42 1.42
3 1.42 6.16 7.58
4 7.58 7.58 15.16
5 19.43 9.95 29.38
6 21.33 9.48 30.81
7 — High 6.64 8.53 15.17
Total 56.4 43.59 99.99

The final question on the survey that was usedbtermine the assertiveness of
the respondents rated the respondents’ tough mieded Two of the respondents rated
their tough mindedness as a 1 (low). Fifteen efréspondents rated their tough
mindedness as a 2. Thirty-two of the respondext&irtheir tough mindedness as a 3.
Thirty-nine of the respondents rated their toughdedness as a 4. Sixty of the
respondents rated their tough mindedness as afby-féur of the respondents rated their
tough mindedness as a 6. Nineteen of the resptsdird their tough mindedness as a

7 (high). The mean score of this question was.4.65

The responses were then cross-tabulated witregppondents’ status as a career
fire chief or a volunteer fire chief. The respontewho identified their status as a career
fire chief rated their tough mindedness as a 5 rfrecpiently than any other rating. The
respondents who identified their status as a vekmtfire chief, however, rated their
tough mindedness as a 6 most frequently. The éspandents who rated their tough
mindedness as a 1 both indicated that they wertentegr fire chiefs. Nine of the 19

respondents who rated their tough mindedness asdicated that they were career fire
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chiefs, while the remaining 10 indicated that thayre volunteer fire chiefs. Tables 4.26

and 4.27 show the responses to the question rglatitough mindedness.

Table 4.26

Tough Mindedness (Responses)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total
1-Low 0 2 2
2 5 10 15
3 16 16 32
4 24 15 39
5 41 19 60
6 24 20 44
7 — High 9 10 19
Total 119 92 211
Table 4.27
Tough Mindedness (Response
Percentages)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total
1-Low 0.00% 0.95% 0.95%
2 2.37% 4.74% 7.11%
3 7.58% 7.58% 15.16%
4 11.37% 7.11% 18.48%
5 19.43% 9.01% 28.44%
6 11.37% 9.48% 20.85%
7 — High 4.27% 4.74% 9.01%
Total 56.39% 43.61% 100%

The mean score of each of the eight questions tasgetermine the assertiveness

of the respondent was captured, and are display&dble 4.28.
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Table 4.28

Means of Assertiveness Scores
Assertiveness Dimension Questions  Mean Score

Desire Control 4.60
Need to Compete 4.38
Risk Taker 4.79
Aggressive 4.69
Dynamic 4.83
Takes Charge 5.73
Assertive 5.25
Tough Minded 4.65

The responses to the eight questions, when tailliettl a possible outcome range
from eight to fifty-six. Table 4.29 outlines theosing for the Assertiveness dimension of

the study.

Table 4.29

Assertiveness Scoring from the Social Style Pr8feial Impression Survey

Low Moderate-Low Moderate-High High

Assertiveness 8-33.8 33.85-38 38.05-42.2 42.25-56

Each of the 211 responses to the survey were saoatordance with Table
4.29. The answers to the eight questions per@ittimssertiveness were tallied and the
score was categorized as Low, Moderate-Low, Modéragh, and High depending upon
the sum of the scores. Forty-nine of the respoistisnores were categorized as Low on
the assertiveness index. Fifty- three of the redpats’ scores were categorized as
Moderate-Low on the assertiveness index. Fortydivhe respondents’ scores were
categorized as Moderate-High on the assertivemelexi Sixty-seven of the

respondents’ scores were categorized as High.
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The categorized scores were then cross-tabulatidivg respondents’ status as a
career fire chief or a volunteer fire chief. Nieet of the 49 respondents who scored
Low on the assertiveness index indicated that e career fire chiefs, while the
remaining 30 respondents indicated that they wehenteer fire chiefs. Thirty-four of
the 53 respondents who scored Moderate-Low ongbertiveness index indicated that
they were career fire chiefs, while the remaini@gdspondents indicated that they were
volunteer fire chiefs. Twenty-six of the 42 resgdents who scored Moderate-High on
the assertiveness index indicated that they weesecéire chiefs, while the remaining 16
respondents indicated that they were volunteerchiefs. Forty of the 67 respondents
who scored High on the assertiveness index indidhi@ they were career fire chiefs,
while the remaining 27 respondents indicated they tvere volunteer fire chiefs. Table

4.30 shows the assertiveness index.

Table 4.30

Assertiveness Index

(Responses)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total
Low 19 30 49
Moderate-Low 34 19 53
Moderate-High 26 16 42
High 40 27 67
Total 119 92 211

Table 4.31 shows the response percentages of tine ssmple on the assertive index.

83



Table 4.31

Assertiveness Index (Response

Percentages)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total
Low 9.00% 14.22% 23.22%
Moderate-Low 16.11% 9.00% 25.11%
Moderate-High 12.32% 7.58% 19.9%
High 18.96% 12.80% 31.76%
Total 56.39% 43.6% 99.99%

The responses were then examined with respebetespondents’ status as a
career fire chief or a volunteer fire chief. Ngaktb% of the respondents who identified
their status as a career fire chef scored Low erafisertiveness index, while more than
32% of the respondents who identified their staiiga volunteer fire chief scored low on
the assertiveness index. Table 4.32 shows themsspercentages of the assertive index

respective to the respondents’ status as a careahief or a volunteer fire chief.

Table 4.32

Assertiveness Index
(Response Percentages Respective to Fire Chiefsytat

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief
Low 15.97% 32.61%
Moderate-Low 28.57% 20.65%
Moderate-High 21.85% 17.39%
High 33.61% 29.35%
Total 100% 100%

The Social Style Profile is composed of four qaads. Quadrant | is the Driver
profile and is scored as Moderate-High to Highlmmassertiveness index, and Moderate-

Low to Low on the responsiveness index. Quadndrs the Expressive profile and is
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scored as Moderate-High to High on the assertiwemeex, and Moderate-High to High
on the responsiveness index. Quadrant Il is theyaical profile and is scored as
Moderate-Low to Low on the assertiveness index,Moderate-Low to Low on the
responsiveness index. Quadrant Il is the Amiglotdile and is scored as Moderate-Low
to Low on the assertiveness index, and Moderaté&kigHigh on the responsiveness
index (Gilley & Gilley, 2003; Leimbach, 2014). Takt.33 shows the four Social Styles

respective of the assertiveness index.

Table 4.33
Social Style Profiles

Analytical Amiable Driver Expressive
Assertiveness Low Low High High

Moderate-Low Moderate-Low Moderate-High Moderate-High

Quadrants | and IV, or Drivers and Expressiveshisabre Moderate-High to
High on the Assertiveness index, and are more tagsénan individuals in Quadrants Il
and lll, or Analyticals and Amiables. The asseamigss index is displayed as the X axis
on the Cartesian Coordinate System. Plots ondbgiye side of the axis are considered
to be more assertive than plots on the negativedithe axis. Quadrants | and IV are on
the positive side of the axis, while Quadrantsldl &l are on the negative side.
Quadrants | and IV, or Drivers and Expressivescaresidered to be Tell Assertive,
whereas Quadrants Il and Ill, or Analyticals andi&lnes, are considered to be Ask
Assertive (Merrill & Reid, 1981). Figure 2.2 (omglly shown in Chapter 2) is
reproduced here as Figure 4.1, and illustratefoilrequadrants and their relation to the

assertiveness and responsiveness scales (X anesy. ax
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Quadrant Il
Low Assertiveness (Ask Assertive)
Low Responsiveness (Control Response)

Analytical

Quadrant |
High Assertiveness (Tell Assertive)
Low Responsiveness (Control Response)

Driver

Quadrant Il
Low Assertiveness (Ask Assertive)
High Responsiveness (Emote Response)

Amiable

Quadrant IV
High Assertiveness (Tell Assertive)
High Responsiveness (Emote Response)

Expressive

Y Axis: Responsiveness Scale

Figure 4.1

X Axis: Assertiveness Scale

Cartesian Plane Indicating Assertiveness and Resipeness

The responses to the survey were then divideddsstihose respondents who
scored Low to Moderate-Low on the assertivenessxiaohd those respondents who
scored High to Moderate High on the assertivenadsx. In accordance with Table 4.33
and Figure 4.1, the respondents who scored Lowdddyvate-Low on the assertiveness
index were labeled as Ask Assertive, and the redgais who scored High to Moderate-

High on the assertiveness index were labeled dA§sértive. One hundred nine of the
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211 respondents scored High to Moderate-High orasisertiveness index and were
labeled as Tell Assertive. One hundred two ofah# respondents scored Low to

Moderate-Low on the assertiveness index and wébeddd as Ask Assertive.

The labeling of the respondents as Ask AssertiveatirAssertive depending on
their scores on the assertiveness index was tloss-tabulated with the respondents’
status as a career fire chief or a volunteer fefc Sixty-six of the 109 respondents who
were labeled as Tell Assertive indicated that theye career fire chiefs, while the
remaining 43 respondents indicated that they wehanteer fire chiefs. Fifty-three of
the 102 respondents who labeled as Ask Asserttlieated that they were career fire
chiefs, while the remaining 49 respondents indatétat they were volunteer fire chiefs.
Table 4.34 shows the assertiveness rankings oepondents. Table 4.35 shows the
assertiveness ranking percentages for the entimplsa Table 4.36 shows the
assertiveness rankings respective to the fire 'shethtus as a career fire chief or a

volunteer fire chief.

Table 4.34

Assertiveness Rankings (Respondents)

Career Fire Chief  Volunteer Fire Chief Total
Tell Assertive 66 43 109
Ask Assertive 53 49 102
Total 119 92 211
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Table 4.35

Assertiveness Rankings (Percentages)

Career Fire Chief  Volunteer Fire Chief Total
Tell Assertive 31.28% 20.38% 51.66%
Ask Assertive 25.12% 23.22% 48.34%
Total 56.4% 43.6% 100%

Table 4.36

Assertiveness Rankings (Percentages RespectiveetQlirief Status)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief
Tell Assertive 55.46% 46.74%
Ask Assertive 44.54% 53.26%
Total 100% 100%

Responsiveness Responses.

As previously stated, the Social Style Profile i@bknpression Survey was
composed of thirty-four (34) questions. The surgagstions, as discussed in Chapter 3,
measured the respondents’ assertiveness, respoessvand versatility. Eight of the
guestions target the respondents’ assertivenaght & the questions target the
respondents’ responsiveness. Four of the questingst the respondents’ versatility.
Four of the questions target specific versatilkyis of the respondents. The remaining
ten questions are not scored to determine the IS8iyie of the respondents. The
Quialtrics Survey Software utilized for dissemingtand administrating the survey was
set to require an answer to each question befereesdpondent was allowed to proceed to
the next question, and prohibited the respondemt freviewing previously answered
guestions. Each of the questions that was usedptinre the respondents’

responsiveness required the respondents to rateséhees using a seven point Likert
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scale; with one being the lowest score and sevi llee highest score. The
respondents were reminded that there were no absphight answers, or wrong

answers.

The first question that was used to score theoredgnts’ responsiveness asked
the respondents to rate how socially interactivesozial, they are. None of the
respondents rated their social interactivity agld). Four of the respondents rated
their social interactivity as a 2. Twenty-two b&trespondents rated their social
interactivity as a 3. Thirty-one of the respondenated their social interactivity as a 4.
Seventy-five of the respondents rated their sactalactivity as a 5. Fifty-one of the
respondents rated their social interactivity as & @wenty-eight of the respondents rated

their interactivity as a 7 (high). The mean saafréhis question was 5.09.

The responses were then cross-tabulated witregppondents’ status as a career
fire chief or a volunteer fire chief. The respontewho identified their status as a career
fire chief as well as the respondents who idertifteeir status as a volunteer fire chief
both rated their social interactivity as a 5 masgtiently than any other rating. One of
the four respondents who rated his social interiéigtas a 2 indicated that he was a
career fire chief, while the remaining three regfaonis indicated that they were volunteer
fire chiefs. Fifteen of the 28 respondents wheddheir social interactivity as a 7
indicated that they were career fire chiefs, wthike remaining 13 respondents indicated
that they were volunteer fire chiefs. Tables 48d 4.38 show the responses pertaining

to social interactivity.
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Table 4.37

Social Interactivity (Responses)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total
1 - Low 0 0 0
2 1 3 4
3 12 10 22
4 14 17 31
5 44 31 75
6 33 18 51
7 — High 15 13 28
Total 119 92 211
Table 4.38
Social Interactivity (Response
Percentages)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total
1 - Low 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
2 0.47% 1.42% 1.89%
3 5.69% 4.74% 10.43%
4 6.64% 8.06% 14.7%
5 20.85% 14.69% 35.54%
6 15.64% 8.53% 24.17%
7 — High 7.11% 6.16% 13.27%
Total 56.4% 43.6% 100%

The next question that was used to score the nelgmbs’ responsiveness asked

the respondents to rate their willingness to rel@ee of the respondents rated his or her

willingness to relate as a 1 (low). Four of thep@ndents rated their willingness to relate

as a 2. Seven of the respondents rated theingiigss to relate as a 3. Twenty-two of

the respondents rated their willingness to relata 4. Fifty-seven of the respondents

rated their willingness to relate as a 5. Nineg-bf the respondents rated their
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willingness to relate as a 6. Twenty-five of teepondents rated their willingness to

relate as a 7 (high). The mean score of this dqurestas 5.44.

The responses were then cross-tabulated witregppondents’ status as a career
fire chief or a volunteer fire chief. The respontdewho identified their status as a career
fire chief as well as those respondents who idextitheir status as a volunteer fire chief
both rated their willingness to relate as a 6 nfiirguently than any other rating. The
one respondent who rated his willingness to redata 1 indicated that he was a career
fire chief. The four respondents who rated thaellimgness to relate as a 2 all indicated
that they were volunteer fire chiefs. Seventeethef25 respondents who rated their
willingness to relate as a 7 indicated that theyewmareer fire chiefs, while the remaining
eight respondents indicated that they were volurfteeechiefs. Tables 4.39 and 4.40

show the responses to the question pertainingetoetbpondents’ willingness to relate.

Table 4.39

Willingness to Relate

(Responses)
Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total
1-Low 1 0 1
2 0 4 4
3 1 6 7
4 6 16 22
5 32 25 57
6 62 33 95
7 — High 17 8 25
Total 119 92 211
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Table 4.40

Willingness to Relate (Response Percentages)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total
1 - Low 0.47% 0.00% 0.47%
2 0.00% 1.9% 1.9%
3 0.47% 2.84% 3.31%
4 2.84% 7.58% 10.42%
5 15.17% 11.85% 27.02%
6 29.38% 15.64% 45.02%
7 — High 8.06% 3.79% 11.85%
Total 56.39% 43.58% 99.99%

The third question that was used to determinedbpondents’ responsiveness
asked the respondents to rate their willingnesh&we their feelings. Nine of the
respondents rated their willingness to share fgelas a 1 (low). Twenty-six of the
respondents rated their willingness to share fgelas a 2. Thirty-five of the respondents
rated their willingness to share feelings as &&ty-two of the respondents rated their
willingness to share feelings as a 4. Forty-tlokete respondents rated their willingness
to share feelings as a 5. Twenty-seven of theoredgnts rated their willingness to share
feelings as a 6. Nine of the respondents ratadwhidingness to share feelings as a 7

(high). The mean score of this question was 4.05.

The responses were then cross-tabulated witregpondents’ status as career fire
chief or a volunteer fire chief. The respondent®udentified their status as a career fire
chief as well as those respondents who identifiett status as a volunteer fire chief both
rated their willingness to share feelings as a femfiequently than any other rating.

Two of the nine respondents who rated their williegs to share feelings as a 1 indicated

that they were career fire chiefs, while the renmgjrseven respondents indicated that

92



they were volunteer fire chiefs. Eight of the nieepondents who rated their willingness
to share feelings as a 7 indicated that they wareet fire chiefs, while the remaining
one respondent indicated that he was a volunteecfiief. Tables 4.41 and 4.42 show

the responses to the question pertaining to shafifeglings.

Table 4.41

Shares Feelings (Responses)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total
1-Low 2 7 9
2 14 12 26
3 18 17 35
4 34 28 62
5 28 15 43
6 15 12 27
7 — High 8 1 9
Total 119 92 211

Table 4.42

Shares Feelings (Response Percentages)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total
1 - Low 0.95% 3.32% 4.27%
2 6.64% 5.68% 12.32%
3 8.53% 8.06% 16.59%
4 16.11% 13.27% 29.38%
5 13.27% 7.11% 20.38%
6 7.11% 5.69% 12.8%
7 — High 3.79% 0.47% 4.26%
Total 56.4% 43.6% 100%

The fourth of the eight questions used to deteertine respondents’
responsiveness asked the respondents to ratevidwemess, or how warm they are with

others. Two respondents rated their warmnesslg$oav). Eleven respondents rated
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their warmness as a 2. Seventeen respondentshaiedvarmness as a 3. Sixty
respondents rated their warmness as a 4. Sixtyespondents rated their warmness as a
5. Forty-six respondents rated their warmness@sMine respondents rated their

warmness as a 7 (high). The mean score of thistipmevas 4.66.

The responses were then cross-tabulated witregppondents’ status as a career
fire chief or a volunteer fire chief. The respontdewho identified their status as a career
fire chief as well as those respondents who idextitheir status as a volunteer fire chief
both rated their warmness to be a 5 more frequéimally any other rating. One of the two
respondents who rated their warmness as a 1 iedi¢hat he was a career fire chief,
while the remaining one respondent indicated tleat/as a volunteer fire chief. Four of
the nine respondents who rated their warmnes<andicated that they were career fire
chiefs, while the remaining five respondents intidahat they were volunteer fire

chiefs. Tables 4.43 and 4.44 show the respongée tguestion pertaining to warmness.

Table 4.43

Warmness (Responses)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total
1-Low 1 1 2
2 4 7 11
3 9 8 17
4 35 25 60
5 40 26 66
6 26 20 46
7 — High 4 5 9
Total 119 92 211
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Table 4.44

Warmness (Response Percentages)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total
1 - Low 0.47% 0.47% 0.95%
2 1.9% 3.32% 5.21%
3 4.27% 3.79% 8.06%
4 16.59% 11.84% 28.44%
5 18.96% 12.32% 31.28%
6 12.32% 9.48% 21.8%
7 — High 1.9% 2.37% 4.26%
Total 56.41% 43.59% 100%

The next question that was used to determineetsigonsiveness of the
respondents asked the respondents to rate theinepg. Two respondents rated their
openness as a 1 (low). Five respondents rateddpenness as a 2. Sixteen respondents
rated their openness as a 3. Fifteen respondatets their openness as a 4. Seventy-four
respondents rated their openness as a 5. Sewardgg-sespondents rated their openness
as a 6. Twenty-two respondents rated their opanaea 7. The mean score of this

guestion was 5.24.

The responses were then cross-tabulated witregpondents’ status as a career
fire chief or a volunteer fire chief. The respontewho identified their status as a career
fire chief rated their openness to be a 6 moreuieatly than any other rating. The
respondents who identified their status to be anteler fire chief, however, rated their
openness to be a 5 most frequently. The two relpua who rated their openness as a 1
both indicated that they were volunteer fire chietie five respondents who rated their
openness as a 2 all indicated that they were veduriire chiefs. Twelve of the 22

respondents who rated their openness as a 7 iaditizdt they were career fire chiefs,
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while the remaining 10 respondents indicated they tvere volunteer fire chiefs. Tables

4.45 and 4.46 show the responses to the questitairpeg to openness.

Table 4.45

Openness (Responses)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total

1-Low 0 2 2

2 0 5 5

3 2 14 16

4 8 7 15

5 41 33 74

6 56 21 77

7 — High 12 10 22
Total 119 92 211

Table 4.46

Openness (Response Percentages)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total
1 - Low 0.00% 0.95% 0.95%
2 0.00% 2.37% 2.37%
3 0.95% 6.63% 7.58%
4 3.79% 3.32% 7.11%
5 19.43% 15.64% 35.07%
6 26.54% 9.95% 36.49%
7 — High 5.69% 4.74% 10.43%
Total 56.4% 43.6% 100%

The next question that was used to determineetsigondents’ responsiveness
asked the respondents to rate their approachabililyee of the respondents rated their
approachability as a 1 (low). Five of the resparsleated their approachability as a 2.
Eight of the respondents rated their approachglaita 3. Eight of the respondents rated

their approachability as a 4. Fifty-two of thepesdents rated their approachability as a
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5. Eighty-seven of the respondents rated theiragmhability as a 6. Forty-eight of the
respondents rated their approachability as a hjhighe mean response of this question

was 5.63.

The responses were then cross-tabulated witregppondents’ status as a career
fire chief or a volunteer fire chief. The respontdewho identified their status as a career
fire chief along with those respondents who ideeditheir status as a volunteer fire chief
both rated their approachability to be a 6 morguemntly than any other rating. The
three respondents who rated their approachabdgity & all indicated that they were
volunteer fire chiefs. The five respondents whedaheir approachability as a 2 all
indicated that they were volunteer fire chiefs.irfijhof the 48 respondents who rated
their approachability as a 7 indicated that theyewsareer fire chiefs, while the
remaining 18 respondents indicated that they welaneer fire chiefs. Tables 4.47 and

4.48 show the responses to the question pertaiaiagproachability.
Table 4.47

Approachable (Responses)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total

1-Low 0 3 3

2 0 5 5

3 3 5 8

4 2 6 8

5 34 18 52

6 50 37 87

7 — High 30 18 48
Total 119 92 211
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Table 4.48

Approachable (Response Percentages)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total
1 - Low 0.00% 1.42% 1.42%
2 0.00% 2.37% 2.37%
3 1.42% 2.37% 3.79%
4 0.95% 2.84% 3.79%
5 16.11% 8.53% 24.64%
6 23.7% 17.54% 41.24%
7 — High 14.22% 8.53% 22.75%
Total 56.4% 43.6% 100%

The seventh of the eight questions that was usddtermine the respondents’
responsiveness asked the respondents to ratdetheliiof being people oriented. None
of the respondents rated their level of being peoplented as a 1 (low). Four of the
respondents rated their level of being people tectas a 2. Fifteen of the respondents
rated their level of being people oriented as & &enty-four of the respondents rated
their level of being people oriented as a 4. Fiftyhe respondents rated their level of
being people oriented as a 5. Seventy-eight ofdbpondents rated their level of being
people oriented as a 6. Forty of the respondeaésl their level of being people oriented

as a 7 (high). The mean response of this questasn5.44.

The results were then cross-tabulated with theamdents’ status as a career fire
chief or a volunteer fire chief. The respondent®udentified their status to be a career
fire chief along with those respondents who idéditheir status to be a volunteer fire
chief both rated their level of being people orsghais a 6 more frequently than any other
rating. The four respondents who rated their |@¥ddeing people oriented as a 2 all

indicated that they were volunteer fire chiefs. enty-two of the 40 respondents who
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rated their level of being people oriented as adicated that they were career fire chiefs,
while the remaining 18 respondents indicated they tvere volunteer fire chiefs. Tables

4.49 and 4.50 show the responses to the questitairprg to being people oriented.

Table 4.49

People Oriented (Responses)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total

1-Low 0 0 0

2 0 4 4

3 5 10 15

4 17 7 24

5 30 20 50

6 45 33 78

7 — High 22 18 40
Total 119 92 211

Table 4.50

People Oriented (Response Percentages)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total
1 - Low 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
2 0.00% 1.9% 1.9%
3 2.37% 4.74% 7.11%
4 8.06% 3.32% 11.38%
5 14.21% 9.48% 23.69%
6 21.33% 15.63% 36.96%
7 — High 10.43% 8.53% 18.96%
Total 56.4% 43.6% 100%

The final question of the survey that was usedetermine the respondents’
responsiveness asked the respondents to rate tewteat they made people feel
comfortable. Two of the respondents rated thengxtewhich they make people feel

comfortable as a 1 (low). Five of the respondeatisd the extent to which they make
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people feel comfortable as a 2. Eight of the radpats rated the extent to which they
make people feel comfortable as a 3. Twenty-filvéhe respondents rated the extent to
which they make people feel comfortable as a 4tySieven of the respondents rated the
extent to which they make people feel comfortakla &. Eighty-four of the respondents
rated the extent to which they make people feelfoaable as a 6. Twenty of the
respondents rated the extent to which they makplpdeel comfortable as a 7 (high).

The mean response of this question was 5.28.

The responses were then cross-tabulated witregppondents’ status as a career
fire chief or a volunteer fire chief. The respontdewho identified their status as a career
fire chief rated the extent to which they make pedgel comfortable to be a 5 more
frequently than any other rating. The respondeshis identified their status as a
volunteer fire chief, however, rated the extenwvtoch they make people feel
comfortable to be a 6 most frequently. The twgoeslents who rated the extent to
which they make people feel comfortable as a 1 butitated that they were volunteer
fire chiefs. The five respondents who rated themxto which they make people feel
comfortable as a 2 all indicated that they wereaintder fire chiefs. Eight of the 20
respondents who rated the extent to which they makele feel comfortable as a 7
indicated that they were career fire chiefs, wthike remaining 12 respondents indicated
that they were volunteer fire chiefs. Tables 45l 4.52 show the responses to the

guestion pertaining to making people feel comfddab
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Table 4.51

Make People Feel Comfortable (Responses)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total

1 - Low 0 2 2

2 0 5 5

3 6 2 8

4 13 12 25

5 48 19 67

6 44 40 84

7 — High 8 12 20
Total 119 92 211

Table 4.52

Make People Feel Comfortable (Response

Percentages)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total
1-Low 0.00% 0.95% 0.95%
2 0.00% 2.37% 2.37%
3 2.84% 0.95% 3.79%
4 6.16% 5.69% 11.85%
5 22.75% 9.00% 31.75%
6 20.85% 18.96% 39.81%
7 — High 3.79% 5.69% 9.48%
Total 56.39% 43.61% 100%

The mean score of each of the eight questions tasgéetermine the

responsiveness of the respondent was capturedyrardisplayed in Table 4.53.
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Table 4.53

Means of Responsiveness Scores
Responsiveness Dimension Questipridean Score

Social 5.09
Willingness to Relate 5.44
Shares Feelings 4.05
Warmness 4.66
Openness 5.24
Approachable 5.63
People Oriented 5.44
Make People Feel Comfortable 5.28

The responses to the eight questions, when talliettl a possible outcome range
from eight to fifty-six. Table 4.54 outlines theosing for the Responsive dimension of

the study.
Table 4.54

Responsiveness Scoring from the Social Style Brsfitial Impression Survey

Low Moderate-Low Moderate-High High

Responsiveness 8-38 38.05-42.2 42.25-45.5 45.55-56

Each of the 211 responses to the survey was scoeetordance with Table
4.54. The answers to the eight questions per@ittimesponsiveness were tallied and the
score was categorized as Low, Moderate-Low, Moddtagh, and High depending upon
the sum of the scores. Sixty-two of the resporglestibres were categorized as Low on
the responsiveness index. Forty-six of the respotsd scores were categorized as
Moderate-Low on the responsiveness index. Forgetiof the respondents’ scores were
categorized as Moderate-High on the responsivendseg. Sixty of the respondents’

scores were categorized as High on the responssendex.
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The categorized scores were then cross-tabulatbdive respondents’ status as a
career fire chief or a volunteer fire chief. Tweskeven of the 62 respondents who score
Low on the responsiveness index indicated that Wexge career fire chiefs, while the
remaining 35 respondents indicated that they wehaenteer fire chiefs. Twenty-nine of
the 46 respondents who scored Moderate-Low onetsionsiveness index indicated that
they were career fire chiefs, while the remainifigdspondents indicated that they were
volunteer fire chiefs. Twenty-seven of the 43 mxents who scored Moderate-High on
responsiveness index indicated that they were céireehiefs, while the remaining 16
respondents indicated that they were volunteerchiefs. Thirty-six of the 60
respondents who scored High on the responsivendsg indicated that they were career
fire chiefs, while the remaining 24 indicated ttiay were volunteer fire chiefs. Table

4.55 shows the responsiveness index.

Table 4.55

Responsiveness Index (Responses)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total
Low 27 35 62
Moderate-Low 29 17 46
Moderate-High 27 16 43
High 36 24 60
Total 119 92 211

Table 4.56 shows the response percentages of tine gmmple on the responsiveness

index.
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Table 4.56

Assertiveness Index

(Responses)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total
Low 12.8% 16.59% 29.39%
Moderate-Low 13.74% 8.06% 21.8%
Moderate-High 12.8% 7.58% 20.38%
High 17.06% 11.37% 28.43%
Total 56.4% 43.6% 100%

The responses were then examined with respebetespondents’ status as a

career fire chief or a volunteer fire chief. Ng&2B% of the respondents who identified

themselves as a career fire chief scored Low ong$igonsiveness index, while more

than 38% of the respondents who identified thenesehs a volunteer fire chief scored

Low on the responsiveness index. Table 4.57 sliogsesponse percentages of the

responsiveness index respective to the respondsats’s as a career fire chief or a

volunteer fire chief.

Table 4.57

Responsiveness Index
(Response Percentages Respective to Fire Chiefsytat

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief
Low 22.69% 38.04%
Moderate-Low 24.37% 18.48%
Moderate-High 22.69% 17.39%
High 30.25% 26.09%
Total 100% 100%

As previously stated, the Social Style Profileasnposed of four quadrants.

Quadrant I is the Driver profile and is scored asdefrate-High to High on the
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assertiveness index, and Moderate-Low to Low omélponsiveness index. Quadrant
IV is the Expressive profile and is scored as MatkeHigh to High on the assertiveness
index, and Moderate-High to High on the responsgsrindex. Quadrant Il is the
Analytical profile and is scored as Moderate-Low.tw on the assertiveness index, and
Moderate-Low to Low on the responsiveness indexadpant Il is the Amiable profile
and is scored as Moderate-Low to Low on the assemiss index, and Moderate-High to
High on the responsiveness index (Gilley & Gille@03; Leimbach, 2014). Table 4.58

shows the four Social Styles respective of theamseness index.

Table 4.58
Social Style Profiles

Analytical Amiable Driver Expressive
Responsiveness Low High Low High

Moderate-Low Moderate-High Moderate-Low Moderate-High

Quadrants | and Il, or Drivers and Analyticalsttbscore Low to Moderate Low
on the Responsiveness index, and have lower respoess than individuals in
Quadrants Il and IV, or Amiables and Expressivéle responsiveness index is
displayed as the Y axis on the Cartesian Coordigstem. Plots on the positive side of
the axis are considered to be less responsivetiiggpiots on the negative side of the
axis. Quadrants Il and IV, or Amiables and Express, are considered to be Emote
Responsive, whereas Quadrants | and Il, or DrigatsAnalyticals, are considered to be
Control Responsive (Merrill & Reid, 1981). Figuwtd again illustrates the four

guadrants and their relation to the assertivenedsesponsiveness scales.
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Quadrant Il
Low Assertiveness (Ask Assertive)
Low Responsiveness (Control Response)

Analytical

Quadrant |
High Assertiveness (Tell Assertive)
Low Responsiveness (Control Response)

Driver

Quadrant Il
Low Assertiveness (Ask Assertive)
High Responsiveness (Emote Response)

Amiable

Quadrant IV
High Assertiveness (Tell Assertive)
High Responsiveness (Emote Response)

Expressive

Y Axis: Responsiveness Scale

Figure 4.1

X Axis: Assertiveness Scale

Cartesian Plane Indicating Assertiveness and Resigeness

The responses to the survey were then divided leetwese respondents who
scored Low to Moderate-Low on the responsivenedsximnd those respondents who

scored High to Moderate High on the responsivemeksx. In accordance with Table

4.58 and Figure 4.1, the respondents who scoredtbdioderate-Low on the

responsiveness index were labeled as Control Resmgrand the respondents who

scored High to Moderate-High on the responsivemetex were labeled as Emote
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Responsive. One hundred three (103) of the 2 doretents scored High to Moderate-
High on the responsiveness index and were labal&tdreote Responsive. One hundred
eight (108) of the 211 respondents scored Low taldfdate-Low on the responsiveness

index and were labeled as Control Responsive.

The labeling of the respondents as Emote or CoResponsive depending on
their scores on the responsiveness index was tiess-tabulated with the respondents’
status as a career fire chief or a volunteer tmefc Sixty-three of the 103 respondents
who were labeled as Emote Responsive identifiechdleéves as career fire chiefs, while
the remaining 40 respondents identified themsedgaglunteer fire chiefs. Fifty-six of
the 108 respondents who were labeled as ContrgddRes/e identified themselves as
career fire chiefs, while the remaining 52 responsléentified themselves as volunteer
fire chiefs. Table 4.59 shows the responsiverasikimgs of the respondents. Table 4.60
shows the responsiveness ranking percentages eftle sample. Table 4.61 shows the
responsiveness rankings respective to the resptsidtgitus as a career fire chief or a

volunteer fire chief.

Table 4.59

Responsive Rankings (Respondents)

Career Fire Chief ~ Volunteer Fire Chief Total
Emote Responsive 63 40 103
Control Responsive 56 52 108
Total 119 92 211
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Table 4.60

Responsiveness Rankings (Percentages)

Career Fire Chief  Volunteer Fire Chief Total
Emote Responsive 29.86 18.96 48.82
Control Responsive 26.54 24.64 51.18
Total 56.4 43.6 100%

Table 4.61

Responsiveness Rankings (Percentages Respedtive ©hief Status)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief
Emote Responsive 52.94 43.48
Control Responsive 47.06 56.52
Total 100% 100%

Versatility Responses.

As previously stated, the Social Style Profile &btnpression Survey was
composed of thirty-four (34) questions. The surgagstions, as discussed in Chapter 3,
measured the respondents’ assertiveness, respoessvand versatility. Eight of the
guestions target the respondents’ assertivenaght & the questions target the
respondents’ responsiveness. Four of the questingst the respondents’ versatility.
Four of the questions target specific versatilkyis of the respondents. The remaining
ten questions are not scored to determine the IS8tyie of the respondents. The
Quialtrics Survey Software utilized for dissemingtand administrating the survey was
set to require an answer to each question befereesdpondent was allowed to proceed to
the next question, and prohibited the respondemt freviewing previously answered
guestions. Each of the four questions that weee s capture the respondents’

versatility required the respondent to rate theweselising a seven point Likert scale;
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with one being the lowest score and seven beingititeest score. The respondents were

reminded that there were no absolutes, right arsswemwrong answers.

The first question that was used to score theoredgnts’ versatility asked the
respondents to rate their flexibility, or how flbla they see themselves. None of the
respondents rated flexibility as a 1 (low). Thoé¢he respondents rated their flexibility
as a 2. Ten of the respondents rated their flityilsis a 3. Twenty-eight of the
respondents rated their flexibility as a 4. Sigexen of the respondents rated their
flexibility as a 5. Seventy-three of the responideated their flexibility as a 6. Thirty
respondents rated their flexibility as a 7 (higlihe mean score of this question was

5.36.

The responses were then cross-tabulated witregppondents’ status as a career
fire chief or a volunteer fire chief. The respontewho identified their status as a career
fire chief rated their flexibility as a 6 more frggntly than any other rating. Those
respondents who identified their status as a vekmtfire chief, however, rated their
flexibility as a 5 most frequently. The three resgents who rated their flexibility as a 2
all identified themselves as volunteer fire chie®ne of the 10 respondents who rated
his flexibility as a 3 identified himself as a cardire chief, while the remaining three
respondents identified themselves as volunteechirefs. Twenty-one of the 30
respondents who rated their flexibility as a 7 tifeed themselves as career fire chiefs,
while the remaining nine respondents identifiedibelves as volunteer fire chiefs.

Tables 4.62 and 4.63 show the responses to thé@ueertaining to flexibility.
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Table 4.62

Flexibility (Responses)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total

1 - Low 0 0 0

2 0 3 3

3 1 9 10

4 15 13 28

5 35 32 67

6 47 26 73

7 — High 21 9 30
Total 119 92 211

Table 4.63

Flexibility (Response Percentages)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total
1-Low 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
2 0.00% 1.42% 1.42%
3 0.47% 4.27% 4.74%
4 7.11% 6.16% 13.27%
5 16.59% 15.17% 31.76%
6 22.27% 12.32% 34.59%
7 — High 9.95% 4.27% 14.22%
Total 56.39% 43.61% 100%

The next question that was used to score the nelgnds’ versatility asked the
respondents to rate their versatility, or how viliséhey see themselves. None of the
respondents rated versatility as a 1 (low) or &@ht of the respondents rated their
versatility as a 3. Fifteen of the respondentsdaiheir versatility as a 4. Fifty-six of the
respondents rated their versatility as a 5. Eiglhgit of the respondents rated their
versatility as a 6. Forty-four of the respondeatsd their versatility as a 7 (high). The

mean score of this question was 5.69.
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The responses were then cross-tabulated witregppondents’ status as a career

fire chief or a volunteer fire chief. The respontewho identified their status as a career

fire chief along with those respondents who idéditheir status to be a volunteer fire

chief both rated their versatility to be a 6 maegliently than any other rating. The

eight respondents who rated their versatility 8sadl identified themselves as volunteer

fire chiefs. Twenty-six of the 44 respondents wéied their versatility as a 7 identified

themselves as career fire chiefs, while the remgidB respondents identified

themselves as volunteer fire chiefs. Tables 481465 show the responses to the

guestion pertaining to versatility.

Table 4.64

Versatility (Responses)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total

1-Low 0 0 0

2 0 0 0

3 0 8 8

4 6 9 15

5 29 27 56

6 58 30 88

7 — High 26 18 44
Total 119 92 211
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Table 4.65

Versatility (Response Percentages)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total
1 - Low 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
2 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
3 0.00% 3.79% 3.79%
4 2.85% 4.26% 7.11%
5 13.74% 12.8% 26.54%
6 27.49% 14.22% 41.71%
7 — High 12.32% 8.53% 20.85%
Total 56.4% 43.6% 100%

The third of the four questions that was usedtctwesthe respondents’ versatility
asked the respondents to rate the adaptabilitypwradaptable they see themselves.
None of the respondents rated adaptability asl@d).( One of the respondents rated his
adaptability as a 2. Three of the respondentsl tégir adaptability as a 3. Twelve of
the respondents rated their adaptability as aeveiy-one of the respondents rated their
adaptability as a 5. Eighty-eight of the responsleated their adaptability as a 6. Thirty-
six of the respondents rated their adaptabilitg &ghigh). The mean score of this

guestion was 5.66.

The responses were then cross-tabulated witregppondents’ status as a career
fire chief or a volunteer fire chief. The respontewho identified their status as a career
fire chief rated their adaptability to be a 6 mbrexjuently than any other rating. Those
respondents who identified their status to be anteler fire chief, however, rated their
adaptability to be a 5 most frequently. The simgkgpondent who rated his adaptability
as a 2 indicated that he was a volunteer fire chidfe three respondents who rated their

adaptability as a 3 all indicated that they werkinteer fire chiefs. Twenty-two of the
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36 respondents who rated their adaptability asnai¢ated that they were career fire
chiefs, while the remaining 14 respondents indatétat they were volunteer fire chiefs.

Tables 4.66 and 4.67 show the responses to thé@ueertaining to adaptability.

Table 4.66

Adaptability (Responses)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total

1-Low 0 0 0

2 0 1 1

3 0 3 3

4 3 9 12

5 37 34 71

6 57 31 88

7 — High 22 14 36
Total 119 92 211

Table 4.67

Adaptability (Response Percentages)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total
1 - Low 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
2 0.00% 0.47% 0.47%
3 0.00% 1.42% 1.42%
4 1.42% 4.27% 5.69%
5 17.54% 16.11% 33.65%
6 27.01% 14.69% 41.7%
7 — High 10.43% 6.64% 17.07%
Total 56.4% 43.6% 100%

The final question that was used to score theoradgnts’ versatility asked the
respondents to rate their ability to cope withaitons. None of the respondents rated
ability to cope with situations as a 1 (low). Qofeéhe respondents rated his ability to

cope with situations as a 2. None of the respatsdated ability to cope with situations
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as a 3. Seven of the respondents rated theityatailcope with situations as a 4. Thirty-
six of the respondents rated their ability to copid situations as a 5. One hundred of
the respondents rated their ability to cope withagions as a 6. Sixty-seven of the
respondents rated their ability to cope with situeg as a 7 (high). The mean score of

this question was 6.06.

The responses were then cross-tabulated witregppondents’ status as a career
fire chief or a volunteer fire chief. The respontsewho identified their status as a career
fire chief along with those respondents who ideeditheir status as a volunteer fire chief
both rated their ability to cope as a 6 more fredjyehan any other rating. The one
respondent who rated his ability to cope with ditwres as a 2 indicated that he was a
volunteer fire chief. The seven respondents wkedrtheir ability to cope with situations
as a 4 all indicated that they were volunteerdhiefs. Thirty-eight of the 67
respondents who rated their ability to cope withations as a 7 indicated that they were
career fire chiefs, while the remaining 29 responslendicated that they were volunteer
fire chiefs. Tables 4.68 and 4.69 show the respwtsthe question pertaining to the

ability of the respondents to cope with situations.

Table 4.68

Ability to Cope (Responses)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total

1-Low 0 0 0

2 0 1 1

3 0 0 0

4 0 7 7

5 13 23 36

6 68 32 100

7 — High 38 29 67
Total 119 92 211
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Table 4.69

Ability to Cope (Response Percentages)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total
1-Low 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
2 0.00% 0.47% 0.47%
3 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
4 0.00% 3.32% 3.32%
5 6.16% 10.9% 17.06%
6 32.22% 15.17% 47.39%
7 — High 18.01% 13.74% 31.75%
Total 56.39% 43.6% 99.99%

The mean score of each of the four questions wsddtermine the versatility of

the respondent was captured, and are displayedhbleB.70.
Table 4.70

Means of Versatility Scores
Responsiveness Dimension Questipridean Score

Flexible 5.36
Versatile 5.69
Adaptable 5.66
Ability to Cope 6.06

The responses to the four questions, when taliett a possible outcome range
from four to twenty-eight. Table 4.71 outlines #e®ring for the Versatility dimension

of the study.
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Table 4.71

Responsiveness Scoring

Low Moderate-Low  Moderate-High High

Versatility 4-18.8 18.85-20.5 20.55-22 22.05-28

Each of the 211 responses to the survey was scoeetordance with Table
4.71. The answers to the four questions pertaitunggrsatility were tallied and the
score was categorized as Low, Moderate-Low, Moderagh, and High depending upon
the sum of the scores. Seventeen of the respa@ideotes on the versatility index were
categorized as Low. Twenty-two of the respondesistres were categorized as
Moderate-Low on the versatility index. Fifty-threkthe respondents’ scores were
categorized as Moderate-High on the versatiliteipndOne hundred nineteen of the

respondents’ scores were categorized as High ovettsatility index.

The categorized scores were then cross-tabulatbdive respondents’ status as a
career fire chief or a volunteer fire chief. Twittloe 17 respondents who scored Low on
the versatility index indicated that they were eatére chiefs, while the remaining 15
respondents indicated that they were volunteerctirefs. Ten of the 22 respondents
who scored Moderate-Low on the versatility indedidated that they were career fire
chiefs, while the remaining 12 indicated that there volunteer fire chiefs. Twenty-six
of the 53 respondents who scored Moderate-Higtherversatility index indicated that
they were career fire chiefs, while the remainifig@spondents indicated that they were
volunteer fire chiefs. Eighty-one of the 119 rasgpents who scored High on the

versatility index indicated that they were career thiefs, while the remaining 38
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respondents indicated that they were volunteerchiiefs. Table 4.72 shows the

versatility index.

Table 4.72

Versatility Index (Responses)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total
Low 2 15 17
Moderate-Low 10 12 22
Moderate-High 26 27 53
High 81 38 119
Total 119 92 211

Table 4.73 shows the response percentages of tine gmmple on the versatility index.

Table 4.73

Versatility Index (Response

Percentages)

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total
Low 0.95% 7.11% 8.06%
Moderate-Low 4.74% 5.68% 10.42%
Moderate-High 12.32% 12.80% 25.12%
High 38.39% 18.01% 56.40%
Total 56.4% 43.6% 100%

The responses were then examined with respebetespondents’ status as a
career fire chief or a volunteer fire chief. Madn@an 68% of the career fire chiefs scored
High on the versatility index, while less than 2é6r®d Low on the versatility index.
Table 4.74 shows the response percentages of thatNigy index respective to the

respondents’ status as a career fire chief oraweér fire chief.
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Table 4.74

Versatility Index
(Response Percentages Respective to Fire Chiefsptat

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief
Low 1.68% 16.3%
Moderate-Low 8.4% 13.04%
Moderate-High 21.85% 29.35%
High 68.07% 41.3%
Total 100% 99.99%

Social Style Profile

The Social Style profile is developed by examirting observable characteristics
of an individual's assertiveness and responsiven&he compiled Social Style profile
can be plotted within a Cartesian coordinate systéhe X-axis indicates the
individual's assertiveness, while the Y-axis indésathe individual’s responsiveness.
The origin is neutral. A positive X value indicatieigh assertiveness, while a negative X
value indicates low assertiveness. A positive Mi@andicates low responsiveness while
a negative Y value indicates high responsiven@&se higher the X value the more
assertive the individual. An individual with higissertiveness is more likely to tell
someone to perform a task than is an individuah Yawv assertiveness, which is more
likely to ask an individual to perform a task. Hewer, the lower the Y value the more
responsive the individual. An individual with higisponsiveness is more likely to be
influenced by emotion, while an individual with lowsponsiveness is more likely to

control their responsiveness (Merrill & Reid, 1981)

The Social Style Profile is composed of four quatba Quadrant | is the Driver

profile and is scored as Moderate-High to Highlmndssertiveness index, and Moderate-
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Low to Low on the responsiveness index. Quadnidnsg the Expressive profile and is
scored as Moderate-High to High on the assertiwemeex, and Moderate-High to High
on the responsiveness index. Quadrant Il is theyaical profile and is scored as
Moderate-Low to Low on the assertiveness index,Moderate-Low to Low on the
responsiveness index. Quadrant Il is the Amiglotdile and is scored as Moderate-Low
to Low on the assertiveness index, and Moderaté&kigHigh on the responsiveness

index (Gilley & Gilley, 2003; Leimbach, 2014).

Quadrants | and IV, or Drivers and Expressivesh Isobre Moderate-High to
High on the Assertiveness index, and are more tagséhnan individuals in Quadrants I
and Ill, or Analyticals and Amiables. The asseigss index is displayed as the X axis
on the Cartesian Coordinate System. Plots ondkgiye side of the axis are considered
to be more assertive than plots on the negativedfidhe axis. Quadrants | and IV are on
the positive side of the axis, while Quadrantald &l are on the negative side.
Quadrants | and IV, or Drivers and Expressivescaresidered to be Tell Assertive,
whereas Quadrants Il and Ill, or Analyticals andidlotes, are considered to be Ask

Assertive (Merrill & Reid, 1981).

Quadrants | and Il, or Drivers and Analyticals,lbstore Low to Moderate Low
on the Responsiveness index, and have lower resoess than individuals in
Quadrants Il and IV, or Amiables and Expressivéle responsiveness index is
displayed as the Y axis on the Cartesian Coordigstem. Plots on the positive side of
the axis are considered to be less responsivetiiggoiots on the negative side of the
axis. Quadrants Il and IV, or Amiables and Express, are considered to be Emote

Responsive, whereas Quadrants | and Il, or DrigatsAnalyticals, are considered to be
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Control Responsive (Merrill & Reid, 1981). Tabl&8 shows the Social Style profiles

with respect to the assertiveness and responsisemgsxes.

Table 4.75

Social Style Profiles

Analytical Amiable Driver Expressive

Assertiveness Low Low High High
Moderate-Low Moderate-Low Moderate-High Moderate-High

Responsiveness Low High Low High
Moderate-Low Moderate-High Moderate-Low Moderate-High

Figure 4.1 again shows the Social Style profiles e quadrants with respect to the

assertiveness and responsiveness scales.
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Quadrant Il
Low Assertiveness (Ask Assertive)
Low Responsiveness (Control Response)

Analytical

Quadrant |
High Assertiveness (Tell Assertive)
Low Responsiveness (Control Response)

Driver

Quadrant Il
Low Assertiveness (Ask Assertive)
High Responsiveness (Emote Response)

Amiable

Quadrant IV
High Assertiveness (Tell Assertive)
High Responsiveness (Emote Response)

Expressive

Y Axis: Responsiveness Scale

Figure 4.1

X Axis: Assertiveness Scale

Cartesian Plane Indicating Assertiveness and Resipeness

The Social Style profile is determined by the megfents’ scores on both the

assertiveness scale and the responsiveness 3Staesight questions on the survey that

were used to determine the assertiveness of themdent were scored in accordance

with Table 4.33.

The responses to the survey were then divided legitese respondents who

scored Low to Moderate-Low on the assertivenessxraohd those respondents who

121



scored High to Moderate High on the assertivenadsx. In accordance with Table 4.33
and Figure 4.1, the respondents who scored Lowdddyvate-Low on the assertiveness
index were labeled as Ask Assertive, and the redgais who scored High to Moderate-
High on the assertiveness index were labeled dA§sértive. One hundred nine of the
211 respondents scored High to Moderate-High oas$isertiveness index and were
labeled as Tell Assertive. One hundred two ofahg respondents scored Low to

Moderate-Low on the assertiveness index and wbeddd as Ask Assertive.

The labeling of the respondents as Ask AssertiveetirAssertive depending on
their scores on the assertiveness index was tloss-tabulated with the respondents’
status as a career fire chief or a volunteer fefc Sixty-six of the 109 respondents who
were labeled as Tell Assertive indicated that theye career fire chiefs, while the
remaining 43 respondents indicated that they wehanteer fire chiefs. Fifty-three of
the 102 respondents who labeled as Ask Asserttlieated that they were career fire
chiefs, while the remaining 49 respondents indatétat they were volunteer fire chiefs.

Table 4.76 shows the assertiveness rankings ae#pondents.

Table 4.76

Assertiveness Rankings (Respondents)

Career Fire Chief  Volunteer Fire Chief Total
Tell Assertive 66 43 109
Ask Assertive 53 49 102
Total 119 92 211

The eight questions on the survey that were usdétiermine the responsiveness

of the respondents were scored in accordance withe4.58. The responses to the
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survey were then divided between those responadrdsscored Low to Moderate-Low
on the responsiveness index and those respondbntsaered High to Moderate High on
the responsiveness index. In accordance with TabR and Figure 4.1, the respondents
who scored Low to Moderate-Low on the responsivenadex were labeled as Control
Responsive, and the respondents who scored Higlotierate-High on the
responsiveness index were labeled as Emote Respor®ne hundred three (103) of the
211 respondents scored High to Moderate-High omdsgonsiveness index and were
labeled as Emote Responsive. One hundred eig8j (f@he 211 respondents scored
Low to Moderate-Low on the responsiveness indexvesie labeled as Control

Responsive.

The labeling of the respondents as Emote or GbR&sponsive depending on
their scores on the responsiveness index was tiess-tabulated with the respondents’
status as a career fire chief or a volunteer tmefc Sixty-three of the 103 respondents
who were labeled as Emote Responsive identifiechsleéves as career fire chiefs, while
the remaining 40 respondents identified themsedgegolunteer fire chiefs. Fifty-six of
the 108 respondents who were labeled as ContrqgidRess/e identified themselves as
career fire chiefs, while the remaining 52 responsléentified themselves as volunteer

fire chiefs. Table 4.77 shows the responsiverasikimgs of the respondents.

Table 4.77

Responsive Rankings (Respondents)

Career Fire Chief ~ Volunteer Fire Chief Total
Emote Responsive 63 40 103
Control Responsive 56 52 108
Total 119 92 211
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The assertiveness rankings of the respondentstivemecross-tabulated with the
responsiveness rankings of the respondents tondieiethe Social Style profile of the
respondents. Fifty-three of the 211 responderdsescModerate-High to High on the
assertiveness index and were labeled as Tell Agsgaind also scored Moderate-Low to
Low on the responsiveness index and were label€batol Responsive. These
respondents (Tell Assertive, Control Responsive)sdotted in Quadrant | of Figure 4.1,

and are defined as Drivers.

Fifty-six of the 211 respondents scored Moderaterto Low on the
assertiveness index and were labeled as Ask Asseaind also scored Moderate-Low to
Low on the responsiveness index and were label€batol Responsive. These
respondents (Ask Assertive, Control Responsivepkted in Quadrant Il of Figure 4.1,

and are defined as Analyticals.

Forty-seven of the 211 respondents scored Modé&ateto Low on the
assertiveness index and were labeled as Ask Assgeaind also scored Moderate-High to
High on the responsiveness index and were labsl&drete Responsive. These
respondents (Ask Assertive, Emote Responsive)lateeg in Quadrant Il of Figure 4.1,

and are defined as Amiables.

Fifty-six of the 211 respondents scored ModeratghHo High on the
assertiveness index and were labeled as Tell Agsgaind also scored Moderate-High to
High on the responsiveness index and were labsl&drete Responsive. These
respondents (Tell Assertive, Emote Responsiveplatéed in Quadrant IV of Figure

4.1, and are defined as Expressives.
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Table 4.78 shows the respondents’ rankings ondheted assertiveness and

responsiveness index.

Table 4.78

Assertiveness and Responsiveness Index Responses

Ask Assertive Tell Assertive Total

Control Responsive 55 53 108

Emote Responsive 47 56 103
Total 102 109 211

Table 4.79 shows the response percentages oniiii@resd assertiveness and

responsiveness index.

Table 4.79

Assertiveness and Responsiveness Index Resporsatages

Ask Assertive Tell Assertive Total
Control Responsive 26.07% 25.12% 51.19%
Emote Responsive 22.27% 26.54% 48.81%
Total 48.34% 51.66% 100%

Table 4.80 shows the Social Style Profile of trepomdents.

Table 4.80

Social Style Profiles

Drivers Analyticals Amiables Expressives
53 55 47 56
25.12% 26.07% 22.27% 26.54%

The Social Styles were then cross-tabulated wghréspondents’ status as a

career fire chief or a volunteer fire chief. Tweseven of the 53 respondents who were
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identified as a Driver indicated that they wereeeaufire chiefs, while the remaining 17
respondents indicated that they were volunteercfirefs. Twenty-nine of the 55
respondents who were identified as an Analyticdicated that they were career fire
chiefs, while the remaining 26 respondents indatétat they were volunteer fire chiefs.
Twenty-four of the 47 respondents who were idegdifas an Amiable indicated that they
were career fire chiefs, while the remaining 23 oeslents indicated that they were
volunteer fire chiefs. Thirty-nine of the 56 resplents who were identified as an
Expressive indicated that they were career firefshiwhile the remaining 17 respondents
indicated that they were volunteer fire chiefs.bl€a4.81 shows the Social Style of the

respondents.
Table 4.81

Social Style of the Respondents (Responses)

Career Fire Chief  Volunteer Fire Chief Total
Driver 27 26 53
Analytical 29 26 55
Amiable 24 23 47
Expressive 39 17 56
Total 119 92 211

Table 4.82

Social Style of the Respondents (Response Pereshtag

Career Fire Chief  Volunteer Fire Chief Total
Driver 12.80% 12.32% 25.12%
Analytical 13.74% 12.32% 26.06%
Amiable 11.37% 10.90% 22.27%
Expressive 18.48% 8.06% 26.54%
Total 56.39% 43.6% 99.99%
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The responses were then examined with respebetespondents’ status as a
career fire chief or a volunteer fire chief. Ng&2B% of the respondents who identified
themselves as career fire chiefs were identifieDragers, while more than 28% of the
respondents who identified themselves as voluriteechiefs were identified as Drivers.
Table 4.83 shows the response percentages respettive respondents’ status as a

career fire chief or a volunteer fire chief.

Table 4.83

Social Style of the Respondents
(Response Percentages Respective to Fire Chiefsptat

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief
Driver 22.69% 28.26%
Analytical 24.37% 28.26%
Amiable 20.17% 25.00%
Expressive 32.77% 18.48%
Total 100% 100%

The responses were then examined with respeketespondents’ Social Style
profile. For instance, 50.94% of the 53 responsi@rito were identified as Drivers
identified themselves as career fire chiefs, wthikeremaining 49.06% of the Drivers
identified themselves as volunteer fire chiefsbl€at.84 shows the response percentages

respective to the Social Style.

Table 4.84

Response Percentages Respective to Social Style

Career Fire Chief Volunteer Fire Chief Total
Driver 50.94% 49.06% 53
Analytical 52.73% 47.27% 55
Amiable 51.06% 48.94% 47
Expressive 69.64% 30.36% 56
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Hypothesis 1
Hypothesis 1: There will be a relationship betwadine chief's status as a career fire

chief or a volunteer fire chief and the Social 8tgf the fire chief.

Hypothesis 1 was tested by the t-test statistiethod. The results of the survey
were coded and entered into SPSS for analysisndksated in Table 4.81, the 211
respondents were categorized by the respondeats’ssis a career fire chief or a
volunteer fire chief, and then cross-tabulated whi Social Style of the respondents.
The variable Fire Chief Status (FCS) was binardged; the 119 career fire chiefs were
coded as a zero (0) and the 92 volunteer fire shiefre coded as a one (1). The variable
Social Style (SS) was nominally coded; the 53 daweere coded as a zero (0), the 55
analyticals were coded as a one (1), the 47 ansatdee coded as a two (2), and the 56

expressives were coded as a three (3).

To test Hypothesis 1, the variable FCS was idiedtis the independent variable
and the variable SS was identified as the dependgiable. The output generated by
SPSS was then reviewed and evaluated. Table Bd®%ssthe Group Statistics of the

SPSS generated output.

Table 4.85

Group Statistics

Fire Chief N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error
Status Mean
Career 119 1.63 1.163 0.107
Volunteer 92 1.34 1.082 0.113
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The data displayed in Table 4.85 indicates that\tivalues (119 career fire chiefs
and 92 volunteer fire chiefs) coincide with the roenof career fire chiefs and volunteer
fire chiefs who elected to participate in the stadyl completed the online survey. All

211 of the responses were included in the t-tesiyars.

The next series of output generated by SPSS tedtether the variance
(variation) of the scores of the two groups (cafgerchiefs and volunteer fire chiefs)
was the same (Pallant, 2010). The Lavene’s Te€doality of Variances is displayed
in Table 4.86. The Lavene’s Test for Equality @rMinces indicated a significance value
to determine equal variances. A significance v#duoger than 0.05 means that the
variances for the two groups are the same. “Tlgama that the assumption of equal

variances has not been violated” (Pallant, 201Q4g), and equal variances are assumed.

Table 4.86

Levene’s Test for Equality of
Variances

F Sig.
Equal Variances Assumed 2.061 0.153

The significance value displayed in Table 4.86.168, which is greater than
0.05, thus indicating that the variances for the gnoups are the same. The assumption

of equal variances has not been violated and egu@nces are assumed.

Now that equal variances for the two groups aseiragd, the significance of the
difference between the two groups can be asse3sdie 4.87 shows the t-test for

equality of means, as generated in the SPSS output.

129



Table 4.87

t-test for Equality of Means

T df Sig.  Mean Diff Std. Error Lower Upper

Equal Variances 1.872 209 0.063 0.293 0.157 -0.016 0.602
Assumed

The value in the significance column of Table 4diri@¥icates whether there is a
significant difference in the mean scores of theethelent variable for each of the two
groups. A significance value less than 0.05 inéddhat the difference in the means of
the scores of the dependent variable for eacheofvito groups is significantly different.
A significance value greater than 0.05 indicates the difference in the means of the
scores of the dependent variable for each of tlegnoups is not significant. (Pallant,
2010). Table 4.87 also shows the mean differbeteeen the two groups. The mean
difference between the two groups is 0.293. Theevdisplayed in the significance
column is 0.063, which is greater than 0.05, timascating that the difference of the
means of the scores of the dependent variableafdr ef the two groups is not

significant.

The strength of the association, or the effect, sizes then calculated to
determine the “the relative magnitude of the déferes between means, or the amount of
the total variance in the dependent variable thatedictable from knowledge of the
levels of the independent variable” (Pallant, 201.(®10). Partial eta squared is a
common effect size statistic. “Partial eta squaakelct size statistics indicate the
proportion of variance of the dependent variabé ith explained by the independent

variable” (Pallant, 2010, p. 210). Partial etaagd is not computed by SPSS when
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running a t-test for equality of means. Pallaf®tl(®@) gives the formula for calculating
the partial eta squared as:

tZ

Et d =
asquared = U (N1 + N2 —2)

Table 4.87 identifies the t value as 1.872. Tdb84 identifies N1 as 119 and N2 as 92.
When the values are included into the partial gteased equation, we see the following

1.8722

Et d =
@ SqUATet = 178722 + (119 + 92 — 2)

o L 18722
asquared = 78752 1 209
. L3504
asquared = =04 + 209
. L 3504
asquared = 515504

Eta squared = 0.016

The partial eta squared value is 0.016. This mdaatsl.6 per cent of the variance in
Social Style is explained by the status of the ¢ineef as a career fire chief or a volunteer

fire chief.

The independent sample t-test was conducted tepamarihe Social Style profiles
for career fire chiefs and volunteer fire chieThere was no significant difference in the
Social Style profiles for career fire chiefs (Meai.63, Standard Deviation = 1.163) and
volunteer fire chiefs (Mean = 1.34, Standard Dewerat 1.082); t = 1.872, Significance

(p) = 0.063. The magnitude of the differencedmmeans (Mean Difference = 0.293,
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95% Confidence Interval of the Difference: -0.008t602) was small (partial eta
squared = 0.016). Therefore, Hypothesis 1 (Theltdow a relationship between a fire
chief’s status as a career fire chief or a voluntiee chief and the Social Style of the fire

chief) is not supported.

Hypothesis 2
Hypothesis 2: Using the Social Style Analysis,wxéer fire chiefs will score higher in

the responsive category (emote) than career fiefsh

Hypothesis 2 was tested by logistic regressione fEults of the survey, as
previously discussed in this chapter, were codedesmered into SPSS for analysis. As
indicated in Table 4.81, the 211 respondents wategorized by the respondents’ status
as a career fire chief or a volunteer fire chief] ¢hen cross-tabulated with the Social
Style of the respondents. The variable Fire C&tatus (FCS) was binarily coded; the
119 career fire chiefs were coded as a zero (O}tan@2 volunteer fire chiefs were
coded as a one (1). The variable Responsiven@&sS)(Ras binarily coded; the one
hundred three (103) Emote responsives were codades (0) and the one hundred

eight (108) Control responsives were coded as gDne

To test Hypothesis 2, the variable FCS was idettifis the independent variable
and the variable RRS was identified as the depdndeiable. The output generated by
SPSS was then reviewed and evaluated. Table Bd@ssthe Case Processing Summary

of the SPSS generated output.
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Table 4.88

Case Processing Summary

N Percent
Included in Analysis 211 100.00
Missing Cases 0.00 0.00
Total 211 100.00

The data displayed in Table 4.88 indicates that\tivalues (119 career fire chiefs
and 92 volunteer fire chiefs) coincide with the roenof career fire chiefs and volunteer
fire chiefs who elected to participate in the stadiyl completed the online survey. All

211 of the responses were included in the logisticession analysis.

The next step was to check the assumptions ofrtakyss, and for high
intercorrelations among the independent variablegjistic regression does not check for
multicollinearity, so the coded data for the indegient variable FCS and the dependent
variable RRS were analyzed using a linear regrassmalysis to determine the
Collinearity Statistics. Table 4.89 shows the Gioents output as generated from the

linear regression analysis.

Table 4.89
Coefficients
Collinearity Statistics
Tolerance VIF
Fire Chief Status 1.0001.000

Two values are given in Table 4.89; Tolerance attel VTolerance is an
indicator of how much of the variability of the gfeed independent is not explained by

the other independent variables” (Pallant, 201058). A Tolerance value of less than
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0.10 indicates that the multiple correlation wither variables is high, suggesting
multicollinearity. VIF (variance inflation factoralues above 10 indicate
multicollinearity (Pallant, 2010). Table 4.89 slwthe Tolerance value to be 1.00 (well
above 0.10) and the VIF value to be 1.00 (well wel®), thus indicating that

multicollinearity is not an issue with this anabysi

Once the case processing summary was reviewecdand values were verified
and the absence of high intercorrelations amongaheables noted, the final assumption
to be verified for this analysis was the preserfaaudiers. There were no outliers

identified in this analysis.

The next step to test Hypothesis 2 was to reviemQmnibus Tests of Model
Coefficients in the SPSS output. This series ¢pwitlis also known as the goodness of

fit. Table 4.90 shows the Omnibus Tests of Modatficients.

Table 4.90

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

Chi-square Df Sig.

Model 1.863 1 0.172

The Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients table metd a Chi-square value of
1.863 with one degree of freedom, and a Signifiearatue of 0.172. In this analysis, the
Significance value is greater than 0.05, thus imtthg that the model to determine the
relationship between FCS and RRS cannot signifigamédict the responsiveness value
(Emote or Control) of the respondent based oniteechief's status as a career or

volunteer fire chief.
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The Model Summary table from the SPSS generatgaibwas the next series of
output that was reviewed to test Hypothesis 2.€Tox & Snell R Square and the
Nagelkerke R Square values provide an indicatiash@famount of variation in the
dependent variable explained by the model” (Pall2010, p. 176). Table 4.91 shows

the Model Summary table from the SPSS output.

Table 4.91

Model Summary
Cox & Snell R Square Nagelkerke R Square
0.009 0.012

The values are 0.009 and 0.012, suggesting thath@thveen 0.9 percent and 1.2 percent

of the variability is explained by this set of \abies (FCS and RRS).

The final series of SPSS output that was reviewedst Hypothesis 2 was the
Variables in the Equation table. This series dpatireports the significance of the
relationship between the independent variable bediépendent variable. The Wald
value indicates the contribution of the dependamiable on the independent variable.
The Significance value indicates the statisticghgicance of the relationship between
the dependent variable and the independent varidiile Beta (B) value is used to
determine the probability of a value of a dependaniable based upon the value of the
independent variable. The odds ratios (Exp(B)jesgnts the odds of being in one of the
categories of the dependent variable based onalue vf the independent variable. The

final values used in this series of output aredh@ercent confidence intervals, which
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give the lower and upper intervals to which ther@5 percent confidence in the odds

being within the values (Pallant, 2010). Table24sBows the Variables in the Equation.

Table 4.92

Variables in the Equation

95% Confidence

Interval
B Wald Df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
FCS 0.380 1.854 1 0.173 1.462 0.846 2.528

The values displayed in the Variables in the Equatiutput were then reviewed.
The Beta (B) value (0.380) is positive, and indesathat an individual who is a volunteer
fire chief is more likely to be Control than Emotdowever, this value is not statistically
significant and is determined by the number of oeses. The Wald value (1.854)
indicates that the relationship of the independanible and the dependent variable is
not significant. The significance value (0.173yisater than 0.05, thus indicating that
the relationship is not statistically significaatid that one cannot predict the
responsiveness of a chief based on the statu difféhchief as a career fire chief or a
volunteer fire chief. The odds ratio (Exp(B)) val{1.462) indicates that the odds of
being Control over Emote are 1.462 times higheafeolunteer fire chief than a career
fire chief, with the Exp(B) value (1.462) fallingithin the lower and upper 95 percent

confidence intervals. (0.846 to 2.528).

There is a greater probability of a volunteer @ihgef being Control responsive
than being Emote responsive. However, the findargsnot statistically significant as

indicated by the Wald value (1.854) and the sigaifice value (0.173). Therefore,
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Hypothesis 2 (Using the Social Style Analysis, viaer fire chiefs will score higher in

the responsive category (emote) than career fiefs)hs not supported.

Hypothesis 3
Hypothesis 3: Using the Social Style Analysisyéheill be no relationship between the
fire chief's status as a career fire chief or amtéer fire chief and the ratings on the

assertive axis of the Social Style scale.

Hypothesis 3 was tested by logistic regressione fEsults of the survey, as
previously discussed in this chapter, were codedesmered into SPSS for analysis. As
indicated in Table 4.81, the 211 respondents wategorized by the respondents’ status
as a career fire chief or a volunteer fire chief] ¢hen cross-tabulated with the Social
Style of the respondents. The variable Fire Ctatus (FCS) was binarily coded; the
119 career fire chiefs were coded as a zero (O}tan@2 volunteer fire chiefs were
coded as a one (1). The variable AssertivenesSjARs binarily coded; the one
hundred two (102) Ask assertives were coded asca(@gand the one hundred nine

(109) Tell assertives were coded as a one (1).

To test Hypothesis 3, the variable FCS was idetifis the independent variable
and the variable ARS was identified as the dependsrable. The output generated by
SPSS was then reviewed and evaluated. Table B®®ssthe Case Processing Summary

of the SPSS generated output.
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Table 4.93

Case Processing Summary

N Percent
Included in Analysis 211 100.00
Missing Cases 0.00 0.00
Total 211 100.00

The data displayed in Table 4.93 indicates that\tivalues (119 career fire chiefs
and 92 volunteer fire chiefs) coincide with the roenof career fire chiefs and volunteer
fire chiefs who elected to participate in the stadiyl completed the online survey. All

211 of the responses were included in the logisticession analysis.

The next step was to check the assumptions ofrthlysis, and for high
intercorrelations among the independent variablegjistic regression does not check for
multicollinearity, so the coded data for the indeghent variable FCS and the dependent
variable ARS were analyzed using a linear regresaialysis to determine the
Collinearity Statistics. Table 4.94 shows the @ioets output as generated from the

linear regression analysis.

Table 4.94
Coefficients
Collinearity Statistics
Tolerance VIF
Fire Chief Status 1.0001.000

Two values are given in Table 4.94; Tolerance attl VTolerance is an
indicator of how much of the variability of the gfeed independent is not explained by

the other independent variables” (Pallant, 201058). A Tolerance value of less than
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0.10 indicates that the multiple correlation wither variables is high, suggesting
multicollinearity. VIF (variance inflation factoralues above 10 indicate
multicollinearity (Pallant, 2010). Table 4.94 slwthe Tolerance value to be 1.00 (well
above 0.10) and the VIF value to be 1.00 (well wel®), thus indicating that

multicollinearity is not an issue with this anabysi

Once the case processing summary was reviewecand values were verified
and the absence of high intercorrelations amongaheables noted, the final assumption
to be verified for this analysis was the preserfaaudiers. There were no outliers

identified in this analysis.

The next step to test Hypothesis 3 was to reviemQmnibus Tests of Model
Coefficients in the SPSS output. This series ¢pwitlis also known as the goodness of

fit. Table 4.95 shows the Omnibus Tests of Moda¢ficients.

Table 4.95

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

Chi-square Df Sig.

Model 1.582 1 0.208

The Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients table metd a Chi-square value of
1.582 with one degree of freedom, and a Signifiearatue of 0.208. In this analysis, the
Significance value is greater than 0.05, thus imtthg that the model to determine the
relationship between FCS and ARS cannot signiflggredict the responsiveness value
(Ask or Tell) of the respondent based on the firekis status as a career or volunteer

fire chief.
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The Model Summary table from the SPSS generatgaibwas the next series of
output that was reviewed to test Hypothesis 3.€Tox & Snell R Square and the
Nagelkerke R Square values provide an indicatiash@famount of variation in the
dependent variable explained by the model” (Pall2010, p. 176). Table 4.96 shows

the Model Summary table from the SPSS output.

Table 4.96

Model Summary
Cox & Snell R Square Nagelkerke R Square
0.007 0.010

The values are 0.007 and 0.010, suggesting thatb@tveen 0.7 percent and 1.0 percent

of the variability is explained by this set of \&bies (FCS and ARS).

The final series of SPSS output that was reviewedst Hypothesis 3 was the
Variables in the Equation table. This series dpatireports the significance of the
relationship between the independent variable bediépendent variable. The Wald
value indicates the contribution of the dependamiable on the independent variable.
The Significance value indicates the statisticghgicance of the relationship between
the dependent variable and the independent varidiile Beta (B) value is used to
determine the probability of a value of a dependaniable based upon the value of the
independent variable. The odds ratios (Exp(B)jesgnts the odds of being in one of the
categories of the dependent variable based onalue vf the independent variable. The

final values used in this series of output aredh@ercent confidence intervals, which
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give the lower and upper intervals to which ther@5 percent confidence in the odds

being within the values (Pallant, 2010). Table74sBows the Variables in the Equation.

Table 4.97

Variables in the Equation

95% Confidence

Interval
B Wald Df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper
FCS -0.350 1.577 1 0.209 0.705 0.408 1.217

The values displayed in the Variables in the Equatiutput were then reviewed.
The Beta (B) value (-0.350) is negative, and ingisdhat an individual who is a
volunteer fire chief is less likely to be Tell thAsk. However, this value is not
statistically significant and is determined by thenber of responses. The Wald value
(1.577) indicates that the relationship of the pwledent variable and the dependent
variable is not significant. The significance \ali®.209) is greater than 0.05, thus
indicating that the relationship is not significaabd that one cannot predict the
assertiveness of a chief based on the status éif¢hehief as a career fire chief or a
volunteer fire chief. The odds ratio (Exp(B)) val(0.705) indicates that the odds of a
being Ask over Tell are 1.418 times higher (0.70%iks an inverse relationship.
Instead of indicating that a volunteer fire cheDi705 times less likely to be Tell over
Ask, we inversed relationship and indicated thatwblunteer fire chief is 1.418 times
more likely to be Ask assertive rather than Tedlemve) for a volunteer fire chief than a
career fire chief, with the Exp(B) value fallingthin the 95 percent confidence interval.
Although there is a greater probability of a vokattfire chief being Ask assertive, the

findings are not statistically significant as iratied by the Wald value (1.577) and the
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significance value (0.209). Therefore, Hypoth&s{&)sing the Social Style Analysis,
there will be no relationship between the fire €Bistatus as a career fire chief or a
volunteer fire chief and the ratings on the asgeiixis of the Social Style scale) is not

supported.

Common Method Variance

Harmon'’s single factor analysis is “one of the megtely used techniques ... to
address the issue of common method variance” (Rotfsat al., 2003, p. 889). This
technique uses exploratory factor analysis to iflemariance among the variables
associated with method variance. The exploratacior analysis was used on the data to

identify potential variance that could attributenb@ethod bias.

The coded independent variable FCS and the codezhdent variables RRS,
ARS, and SS were entered into SPSS and the fatadysss was conducted. The SPSS
generated output returned the Total Variance Erpthi The Total Variance Explained
indicated that the percent of variance was 48.B86Bw 50%, which indicates that

common method bias was not a limitation in thiglgtu

Final Results

Hypothesis 1: There will be a relationship betwadine chief's status as a career
fire chief or a volunteer fire chief and the So&4&yle of the fire chief. Hypothesis 1 is
not supported. There was not a statistically §icgmt difference in the relationship

between a fire chief’'s status as a career firefdria volunteer fire chief.

Hypothesis 2: Using the Social Style Analysidunteer fire chiefs will score

higher in the responsive category (emote) thanecdine chiefs. Hypothesis 2 is not
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supported. There was not a statistically signifiddifference in the responsiveness of an
individual based upon the individual’'s status &sueer fire chief or a volunteer fire
chief. The responsiveness of the fire chief caudtibe statistically predicted based on

the individual's status as a career fire chief gpknteer fire chief.

Hypothesis 3: Using the Social Style Analysigréhwill be no relationship
between the fire chief's status as a career firefdr a volunteer fire chief and the
ratings on the assertive axis of the Social Styddes Hypothesis 3 is not supported.
There was not a statistically significant differena the assertiveness of an individual
based upon the individual’s status as a careecfiief or a volunteer fire chief. The
assertiveness of the fire chief could not be stediby predicted based on the individual's

status as a career fire chief or a volunteer fiiefc
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Chapter 5.

Conclusions
As previously shown, fire has plagued man throinghages. The ancient
civilizations used fire as a weapon against theemeies. Fire brigades formed and
protected villages, towns, communities, and citi€ee United States of America is not
immune from the devastating effects of fire. Thaekican response to the plague of fire
was the fire department. Fire departments, agdrint€hapter 1, are administered and

led by the fire chief.

Chapter 1 of this study introduced the readehéoAmerican fire service and to
the theory of Social Style. The cultures of bdté tareer fire service and the volunteer
fire service, as well as hybrids between the twoevpgesented. The fire department and
the fire chief were defined, as well as the cassel volunteer fire service cultures.
Additionally, the four Social Style profiles werefthed for the reader. The purpose and
the significance of the study were presented aaddbearch project was outlined. The
research problem and the historic background t@tbblem were discussed and
presented. The hypotheses were presented alohgaetintially identified theoretical

and practical contributions.

Chapter 2 of this study presented to the readerahiew of literature related to

this study. The related literature included anysis of the American fire service along
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with the cultures of the career fire service areldbltures of the volunteer fire service.
The role of the fire chief was examined and diffiees in the career fire chief and the
volunteer fire chief that were touched on in Chafitevere elaborated upon and
presented. Additionally, the concept of volunteeriwas examined and the reader was

presented with the various reasons why an indiVidolanteers.

The theories of personalities were discussed, Bpalty the theory of Social
Style. The Social Style theory was examined aeddhr personality profiles, or
guadrants, that were identified in Chapter 1 wéabarated upon and further defined.
There were ties made to Social Style profiles aadérship traits, as well as Social Style

profiles and teams.

The review of related literature presented in Caaptidentified that, although an
abundance of literature had been published regattien American fire service, the fire
chief, and the theory of Social Style, no empiriedearch had been conducted regarding
whether a difference existed between the Socidé $tfya career fire chief and a

volunteer fire chief. This research gap was ontheffoundations for this study.

Chapter 3 presented the research design to therredtie design of the study
characterized the population of the study, idezdifihe sample of Texas fire chiefs, and
outlined how the sample was selected from the @tioul. The limitations of the study
based upon the sample were introduced to the redaleg with the limitations of the
analyses. The technique and method of collechiegiita was discussed. The survey

instrument was identified and the validity of tihhetrument presented. The statistical
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analyses used to test each of the hypotheses vseresded, as well as the methods for

accounting for biases.

Chapter 4 presented the results of the study. d&kee collected from the survey
instrument was categorically presented. The datseei demographic data was isolated
and presented. The specific questions of the guhat were used to determine the
assertiveness and responsiveness of the respomedenexamined and presented. The
Social Styles of the fire chiefs were calculatemhgshe scoring matrix of assertiveness
and responsiveness. The Social Styles were cabssated with the respondents’ status
as a career fire chief or a volunteer fire chied aresented. The hypotheses were then

tested, and the results of the statistical analgsesented.

Chapter 5 will present the conclusions of the studlye findings of the study, the
answer to the research question, and the thedratidgpractical contributions to the
academic field, along with the identified avenu&tuture research regarding the theory

of Social Style will be presented.

Answering the Research Question

The purpose of this study was to identify and exenthe Social Style of fire
chiefs in the State of Texas and determine if &edihce existed between the Social Style
of a career fire chief and a volunteer fire chig€his study set out to answer the question:
Does a career fire chief of a large metropolitaa fiepartment rate similarly on the
assertiveness/ responsiveness Social Style scal@éraschief of a rural volunteer fire

department?
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Hypothesis 1: There will be a relationship betwadire chief’s status as a career
fire chief or a volunteer fire chief and the So&#&yle of the fire chief. The statistical
analysis used to test Hypothesis 1 was the t-fBs& results of the test indicated that
there was not a significant relationship betweenfite chief's status as a career fire
chief or a volunteer fire chief. Hypothesis 1 waas$ supported by this study. There is
not a statistically significant relationship betwesefire chief's status as a career fire chief

or a volunteer fire chief and the Social Styletd fire chief.

Hypothesis 2: Using the Social Style Analysidunteer fire chiefs will score
higher in the responsive category (emote) thanecdie chiefs. The statistical analysis
used to test Hypothesis 2 was logistic regressidre results of the logistic regression
analysis was that there was not a statisticallgiBeant difference in the responsiveness
of an individual based upon the individual's staassa career fire chief or a volunteer fire
chief. The responsiveness of the fire chief cawdtibe statistically predicted based upon
the individual’s status as a career fire chief @pknteer fire chief. Hypothesis 2 was
not supported by this study. Career fire chietsi@ty scored higher in the

responsiveness category (emote) (52.94%) tharhdigdlunteer fire chiefs (43.48%).

Hypothesis 3: Using the Social Style Analysigréhwill be no relationship
between the fire chief's status as a career firefdr a volunteer fire chief and the
ratings on the assertive axis of the Social Styddes The statistical analysis used to test
Hypothesis 3 was logistic regression. The resilthe logistic regression analysis was
that there was not a statistically significant elifince in the assertiveness of an individual
based upon the individual's status as a careecfiief or a volunteer fire chief. The

assertiveness of the fire chief could not be gtedity predicted based on the individual’s
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status as a career fire chief or a volunteer tiiefc While this study did indicate that
there was no relationship between the fire chigtégus as a career fire chief or a
volunteer fire chief and the respondents’ ratingshe assertive axis of the Social Style
scale, the relationship between the variables wastatistically significant; therefore the

hypothesis is not supported.

This study answered the question, addressed thethsges, and opened avenues
for additional research. According to this stuitigre is not a significant difference in
the Social Style of a career fire chief and a vt#enfire chief. There was not any
evidence produced or uncovered by this study tgesighat there is a difference in the
Social Style of a career fire chief and a volunfeerchief. Furthermore, this study
showed that neither the assertiveness or the resmoess of a fire chief could be

predicted by the fire chief's status as a careerdhief or a volunteer fire chief.

The difference in Social Style affects the indiatls action and reactions
pertaining to risk taking. Pierce (2005) identfidrivers as “risk-takers and deep
thinkers;” analyticals as “risk-avoiders and de@pKkers;” amiables as “risk-avoiders and
feeling-reactors;” and expressives as “risk-talrs feeling-reactors” (2005, p. 45). The
understanding of an individual's Social Style letmlan understanding of their
probability to take risk (Pierce, 2005). Chaptaf this study posed that the safety of the
firefighters may be directly linked to the aggressiess, or the elevated potential to take
risk, of the fire chief. This study showed no coomiink between a fire chief's status as
a career fire chief or a volunteer fire chief ahéit potential to take risk based upon their
Social Style. Therefore, while employee safetytbeen linked to risk taking, one cannot

surmise that a volunteer fire fighter is place idangerous situations more frequently
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than a career fire fighter because volunteer tiiefs are risk takers whereas career fire
chiefs are risk avoiders. This study did not idgntolunteer fire chiefs to be more or

less risk averse than career fire chiefs.

Furthermore, this study showed that there is rddrainant Social Style among
the fire chiefs within the state of Texas. Thei&8loStyles of the fire chiefs who elected
to participate in this study were not statisticalignificant relative to the fire chief's
status as a career fire chief or a volunteer tmefc Statistically, there were as many

Amiables as there were Drivers.

Theory Contributions

This study is theoretically underpinned by theottyeof Social Style. This study
does not directly expand the Social Style thedt#pwever, little, if any research has been
conducted that applies the theory of Social Stylthé management of volunteers or to
the management by volunteers and compared it tm#r@gement of employees in a
business or professional setting. This study hiagéd the theoretical gap in the use and
application of the theory of Social Style to congprofessionals and volunteers, and has

shown that there is no difference between the teous.

The purpose of this study was to determine iféhveas a difference between the
Social Style of career fire chiefs and volunteeg Ghiefs. The chief officers of the fire
departments were the focus of this study. TherthebSocial Style was used to provide
the theoretical foundation for the study; howewvdth the focus on human capital

applied to the American fire service, a theoretamaicept for future research or
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development might be the application of human ehfieory to provide a theoretical

foundation to the theory of Social Style or vicesze

This study will provide for additional researchtive application of Social Style to
the management of or the management by voluntéers professional business
environment, people feel the need to be therendeel to have a job and provide for
one’s family). However, with volunteers, individsaolunteer for personal reasons and
generally have a desire or want to be there. 3Jtidy has opened the door for the

application of the theory of Social Style to voleaits and volunteer organizations.

As discussed in Chapter 2, people volunteer fargety of reasons, and some
volunteer to feel empowered, or to acquire contiotp have perceived or assumed
authority. The assumed or perceived power onelmag as a volunteer fire chief could
be abused, therefore giving volunteers a reputatidreing aggressive. Similarly,
volunteers may be viewed as less competent or ararable than their professional
counterparts. This study refuted both of thosesibigies and showed that there is
statistically no difference in the aggressivenesanoiability between volunteer fire

chiefs and their professional counterparts.

Practical Contributions

The practical contributions of this study can ppleed directly to the American
fire service, but also to industry in general. phsviously stated, the theory of Social
Style has been applied to industry injury ratesl, iamas proven that theoretical risk
takers, according to the theory of Social Style,rapbre prone to be injured on the job or

in the workplace (Pierce, 2005). However, the gtwds limited to employees and their
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predisposition to take risks. The study did natrads the risks taken by management
when it comes to personnel or employee safety. praetical findings of this study,
much like the potential for additional researcn ba expanded beyond the American
fire service, and has practical applications tarmss. The theory of Social Style can be
used to identify the theoretical risk takers acouydo their respective Social Style. The
previous statements have articulated that takslgmay be interpreted negatively when
the subject is personnel safety. In the corponated, however, the concept of taking
risk is viewed differently. “The importance ofkito decision making is attested by its
position in decision theory, by its standing in ragerial ideology, and by the burgeoning
interest in risk assessment and management” (M&ai8hapira, 1987, p. 1404). Risk is
generally recognized as a personal incentive teegela goal or an objective, rather than
an organizational approach. Managers often vislwtaking as an essential component
of running a successful business and draw a diglifference between taking risk and

gambling (March & Shapira, 1987).

Using the theory of Social Style to identify thetical risk takers could prove
beneficial to corporate boards or executives wigamching for attributes or qualities to
apply to a job search for an executive officer @niager. Additionally, as shown herein,
the concept applies to volunteer organizations vgsdecting an executive officer as
well. The bottom line is that the organization tmsletermine whether or not risk taking

is an attribute.

The practical applications are applied to the digevice, particularly to the safety
of the firefighters. These applications, howewan be applied to blue-collar industries,

corporations, or volunteer organizations. Eacltyentll have a different perspective on

151



risk taking. Social Style has been shown to idgmisk takers (Gilley & Gilley, 2003).
This study directly applies to risk taking persatied on a fire ground, but can be applied
across a broad spectrum of business and indusityegually applied to volunteer

organizations outside the fire service.

Future Research

Developing avenues for additional research fromm gtudy has little limitation.
This study opens the door for additional reseandhé area of Social Style and executive
leaders and organizations. An unintended limitatbthis study was the omission of
additional descriptive demographic data from theigipants. For instance, this study
did not capture the total years of experienceelah of the participants had in the fire
service, or total years of experience that each@participants had as a fire chief.
Additionally, the study did not capture whether gagticipants had any additional
management experience that could impact or inflee¢heir Social Style at work.
Furthermore, the study did not capture the occapaif the volunteer fire chiefs. Itis an
assumption that the volunteer fire chiefs who eéd¢b participate in this study have full
time careers, or are retired from a full time carekhis study did not capture what that
experience might have been, or how that experiemght have affected the outcomes of

the study.

Residual data was collected by this research girtat was not utilized in testing
the hypotheses. Another potential expansion sfghidy, and perhaps the most logical
expansion, would be to analyze the data that whected from this study that was not
used to test the hypotheses. For example, the fofcthis study, according to Hypothesis

2 and Hypothesis 3, was the respondents’ asseesgeand responsiveness. The data that
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was collected was sufficient to not only plot tkepondents’ Social Style on the
Cartesian Plane (which was done to test HypotHgsisut to plot the respondents’ Social
Style sub-quadrant. For instance, an individuab wtored moderate-high to high on the
assertive index and moderate-low to low responsigex was plotted in Quadrant |
(Driver); however, the data that was collected #nedinstrument used to determine the
Social Style of the respondent allows for a mortaited plotting into the sub-quadrant of
Quadrant I. An individual's score on the Sociagli&analysis can be further defined. An
individual who scores High Assertive and Low Respoa can be plotted on the
Cartesian Plane as a Driver-Driver. An individudlo scores Moderate-High Assertive
and Low Responsive can be plotted on the Cartédeame as an Analytical-Driver. An
individual who scores Moderate-High Assertive anoddrate-Low Responsive can be
plotted on the Cartesian Plane as an Amiable-Driyar individual who scores High
Assertive and Moderate-Low Responsive can be plattethe Cartesian Plane as an

Expressive-Driver. This is true of each of therfquadrants of the Social Style profile.

Jung argued that there is no difference in thegmlities of the populations, and
that there is an approximate even delineation anlem@ersonality types. The study
could be expanded to challenge Jung’s work atubegsiadrant level, and determine
whether a relationship exists between the Socidé 8t the respondent (plotted at the
sub-quadrant level) and the respondents’ statascaseer fire chief or a volunteer fire

chief.

In addition to the analysis of the collected dategther expansion of the data that
was collected as part of this study would be thasuee of versatility and versatility

skills. The instrument collected the versatiliopses of the respondents. However,
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versatility was not used to test the hypothesesgorted in this study. Therefore, an
avenue of additional research could be to deterthi@eeersatility scores of the
respondents and determine if a relationship ekistween the versatility of the
respondents and the respondents’ status as a fiseedrief or a volunteer fire chief.
Likewise, the survey instrument collected the resgs to certain versatility skills.
These skills were not used in this study, but cdnéldncluded for future analysis to
determine if a relationship exists between theatdity skills of the respondents and the

respondents’ status as a career fire chief or aweér fire chief.

Many of the limitations of this study have beemitiged and discussed. One of
the other limitations of this study was that theaple was career fire chiefs and volunteer
fire chiefs of fire departments in the state of d&x Chapter 3 identified that the ratio of
career fire chiefs to volunteer fire chiefs in Texasimilar to the national ratio. One
cannot help but ponder if the Social Styles idediby the sample of this study are
reflective of the Social Style of the fire chiefationally. The similarity that each of the
participants in this study shared was that theytteedire chiefs of a fire department in
Texas. Would an expansion of this study, or alamstudy, that included only fire
chiefs from fire department in Massachusetts ysatailar results? Would an expansion
of this study, or a similar study, that includecfchiefs from each of the states yield
similar results? Would an expansion of this stumha similar study, that included fire
chiefs from other nations yield similar results?e Ahe results of this study, which
identified no significant difference in the Sock&tlles of career fire chiefs and volunteer

fire chiefs in Texas, reflective of the fire semvigutside of Texas?
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Realizing that this study only addressed executiaeagers from the fire service
is another limitation. This study did not attertgpptietermine if the Social Style of chief
executive officers within the American fire servee similar to the Social Style of chief
executive officers of other industries, whetheefgn or domestic. Would a similar
study that included an analysis of the Social Stylehief executive officers who are
employed by hospitals to the chairmen of the boafdBrectors (who are not paid) of
hospitals yield similar results? Would a similardy that included the analysis of the
Social Style of a chief executive officer of a pgaldchool district (school superintendent
(paid)) and the presidents of the boards of trgsté@ublic school districts (not paid)
yield similar results? Are the results of thisdstuwhich showed no significant
difference in the Social Style of paid chief ex@oesd and non-paid chief executives, true

of other industries?

Unraveling true personalities by including aduh@l variables into a similar study
would be another potential avenue for additionskaech that is opened by this study.
Social Style affects perceptions of trust and ddith of leaders (Gross, 2002). The
addition of the leadership styles as a variablddcapply to an expansion of this study, or
to a similar study. Several leadership styles Hman identified, including but not
limited to authoritarian leader, transactional lradransformational leader, and Laissez-
faire leader (Politis, 2001). The potential foddidnal research here is to include
leadership styles along with Social Style and detee if the leadership style of the
career fire chiefs are different from the leadgystyle of the volunteer fire chiefs. This
could be expanded even further to determine ifetheas a relationship between the

Social Style of the fire chief and the leadershypesof the fire chief. These findings
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could be used to determine if a particular comlamadf leadership style and Social Style
was prevalent among career fire chiefs, and likewwimong volunteer fire chiefs. In
other words, is there a particular leadership siyié Social Style combination that a
career fire chief tends to have? Is there a pdatideadership style and Social Style
combination that a volunteer fire chief tends todia Is there a difference between the
leadership style and Social Style combination chwmeer fire chief and that of a volunteer

fire chief?

Moreover, the addition of the variable of leadggtyle could be used to expand
a similar or follow-up study to include participardgutside of the fire service. Would the
leadership style and Social Style combination oiiaf executive officer of a company in
the oil and gas industry compare with the leadershile and Social Style combination

of a chief executive officer of a national non-profganization?

Similarly, trustworthiness (or trust that peopéé in an individual) is another
variable that could be included in an additionakch study. Similar to the variable to
leadership style, the measure of the perceivednanthiness of the fire chief by the fire
fighters could be included. Is there a differeimcthe perceived trustworthiness (the
perception the fire fighters have, and the amofibiugt the fire fighters have for their
chief) of a career fire chief compared to a volenti&re chief? This variable could be
combined with the fire chief’'s Social Style andeatetine if there is a relationship
between the fire chief's Social Style and the peegkbtrustworthiness they have among
their subordinates. This could be expanded futiheletermine if there exists a
trustworthiness and Social Style combination thahore prevalent among fire chiefs,

and whether there is a difference in the SocidkeSigd trustworthiness combination of
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career fire chiefs and volunteer fire chiefs. Tagential research area, too, could be

expanded beyond the fire service.

Expanding this study to determine the abilityle# tespondent to flex from one
guadrant (or sub-quadrant) on the Cartesian Plgneanother quadrant (or sub-quadrant)
would be another avenue for future research. Stoidy did not capture the respondents’
ability to flex from one style to another. The @atial expansion here would be to
identify if a relationship exists between the indual’s ability to flex and the
individuals’ status as a career fire chief or ambeer fire chief. This potential research
area could also spread beyond the limits offerethisystudy and beyond the setting of

the American fire service.

Yielded by this study were the results showind thare is not a difference in the
Social Style of a career fire chief and a volunfeerchief in the state of Texas.
Furthermore, this study has shown that among thepants, the Social Styles were
fairly evenly distributed among the four quadramnds individual’s Social Style cannot

be predicted by their status as a career fire driefvolunteer fire chief.
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