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. . This study sought to refine the concépt ‘praocedures’ in.gmall
- group comnunication. Two categoties with eight corresponding properties
were delineated and incorporated into a Likert-type scale designed to
assess a person's preference for procedures in task-oriented groups. )
The instrument was checked!for reliability then subjected to a _preliminary-
investigation of predictive validity which revealed that it could
differentiate between group members nomigated by their peers as
A seeming confortable wi-th eitbet,tigbtly-structured'procedures or with
FJ ’ flexible, free-wheeling work environments. ’ '
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. CONSTRUCTION AND TESTENG OF A QU
AN INDIVIDUAL'S PREFERENCE FOR ¥

IQNMAIRE TO ASSESS
OGEDURAL ORDER® :

. » IN SMALL TASK-ORIEKED GRQUPS
. " : ‘ \| £
/. i
et nuch of the research on.task-related messga gss in small groups centq;s

on substantive themes, task functions, cask cﬁarhctgrlstics and decision—
‘ A)

making proeesses. (Crowell and Scheidel, 1961 Bples and Slater, 19)5, Benne °

and Sheats, 1948; Shaw., 1971; Fisher, 1970; aTd‘Fouran, 1969) Another task--
. of . r

related variable which seems indigenous.to thA'cbmmunication patterrs of .

!

-~ i ‘- / t . N »
;7 - gToup meabers but which is often neglegted injthe small group "liferature is
2 i ' . ;

1 the task activity ol g;éuﬁaftzifif their¥work hatits and procedural norms.
-7, e L‘ R s .

. Although sgrie 1nvestlgators inclu ‘t pICCedural staterent categotry irto
I

! -~ - \
f

tne{r schemata for aralyzlng group intetacf¥0n (Borgatea and Crowther, 19&5;

- é;rg, i;;;/ Stech, 1970), researchers rarel?\‘;éac messages about a group's . .
‘t‘.obk activities as the salient variable in an e;#er?ﬁévn ¢ While authors, of ) L
; . i 'small group tex:s acknowle ge the dlfLerence be&ueen fésnal.op futing - . -
2 - procedures and inform _a{ work habits and recognize that soné groups are'highly‘
L]

~

organizéd rd struceased in their task behdvior while others plan less freqnently
zl

and seem almost .haotic, no researcher has attenpbed\to inves:igate the :ypes
\ '

. ” ‘ , .
of proced-*al mcssages, to develop a taxonomy of progedural, pa:terns .aor to

dete nine why .ork noras {n groups vary f¥om extreme adherence to pre—plann,d

» agendas to an abserce of explicit guidelines for organizing task activities.

= A-procedural theme in small group communication is variously “defined as:
' ' P . . K . , . .
"any c0ntr1butian which relates to how the group should proceed" (Beorg, 5863),

A\

sta:enones .ps concerned with the mechanics of group planning or the’ use bf

4 ; Ué ‘

time" (Crowell and Scheidel, 1961), and "the methods people in greups yse to
e . .

' combine their efforts to do the work”(Stech and Ratliffe, 1976). For this

+ study the researcher defines procedural nesbages'as)patterns which constitute

1 a group's nodus operandi' for working on a task or the behavidgrs of ménbers

-




. ’ \

. ’

planning’énd organizing a group's task endeavors.

- which are associated wi

-

.. . ) -
c Invéstigators who trpat procedural messages as a distinct ecategoery
indicate why this varia

2

e ié‘impgrtant.for communicationr research. Berg . :

(1963; 1967) “contends: that all éroups inc &ing social ones decide on the

timing and ordering of activities and tH&{ no greup could; function effeﬁtive%gf

. . , . ..
without concern for g;g:}dural matters. s reseadrch reports that discussfon .

- - 4

] L ] -
of procedurdy in groups ranks second, nexf to substantive. messages, in total
- ] .t - R

J/ - time-devoted-to-theme; that is, about one-third of a’group's téme, more than
. ' . 4 .
) is devoted to non-task thtmes, is spent on-procedural issues. Stech's (1370)
> ’ ' AR

. work also Suggests'that the amount of procedural meesages‘is inQersely related

\

to the. frecuencg of emotional~personal statements in task groups.

7 s .

PURPOSES AND OBJECTYVES OF THIS RESEARCH . '{’ »

+
-

This study, as part of a long~range research projecc on how groqu develop \

L procedural norms, investigates,the hypothes;s that 'men;bers of task-orr/entea ’;
'“ A .:,groupé tend to be more ‘or less cbmf;rteble with either highly-oq‘anized or /
- lo;sely-structured work pabitgj, If re?earEhers'could‘assees whecber'Subﬁéccs
were high cr low’i;.tefms/of théir comfort wite tightly or’loose%y s:ructured' v Z

N procedures infwork groups, }he; could systematicait?~vary érOup composition’

to study .the gffects of member ‘Preference for procédures on the emergent work
7 . - ) 'v
- torms in groups.’ This study then aims to develop an instrument which measures

v

,comforé with procedures in task-oriented small groups. More:specifically, this

[y . . ~

study addresses the follow1ng obgectives‘ .1) to clarify and refine the concept?
" . d . PR 1 -,
'procedure’ and its properties, 2) to generate test items based on these prop- 3.
-

-
) t/he internal

erties, 3) bo incorporate these items into a questionnaitesand check ‘
. g - . ! - X
and external reliability of this instrument, and 4) to report on the results o !

» s o v

" of a preliminar? predictive valigdity experiment with this instrument.i'Th;s
7/ ,’,' . .’ . ”~ . .
projecq'thgn fits into the intermediade stage of an ongoing prbgram'of’ﬁesearch.

f

v " i that it forms 3n essential link.between ;Hé disgovery of a concept and th&

’

€

cufiulative investigations which suggort, modify Qrfrejece fc.
. . g “ Yae

- - - /
)




-

’

-

a

p /Applbaum ,

VESSAGES IN SMAUL GROUPS

.
= . {

CATECCRIES "AND PROPERTIES OF PROCEDUTA

\ Investiga'\tors,of group process .at the Uniwversity of Mihnestoa identified

r

a concept procedural order which. w'as»defined as the deoree of ‘systematic order,

fnnerent in the type of procedural behaviors that occhrred in sma11 ‘group process .

W

(Bormann 1975) .4 -The researxch program in uhich this concept was fomulated

’uti]}:l.zed inductiv®, quahtat:.Ve methods of audio

and v1deotaped group meetings,

~
\

diaries of members, fantasy journals and case studies prepared Ay part1c1pant

and noapartic:.pant observers to generate patterns, c'ategornes, and hypotheses

~ y '

The folloumg observations about
1)

merbers employed and .
. ' N -

about the ways groups organife their tasks.’
pr’;Scedural order emerged from the qu'alita:ive analysis of group process: ‘

- .

4 ’
Groups differed in the amount of procedural comnuniqétion

*
* o4

menbers appeared to

~ -

in the e“ecuve vs2 of orderly procedures; 2) Some group
> < L4 M

be more comfortable in highly-organized work groups 'while others seE"\ed more

A e s .
relaxed with free-whea2ling, free-associative work habits; and 3)~These

'y
ifferent procedures are enbodied in the verbal and norverbal

-
.

preferences for
, . .

patrerps that members exchange.
L] . ‘

As Bor—ann su-—i3rized:
A 3y

ressages and nessage

Sore ne-bers of most groups need a defined structure
which includes clearly stated goals for meeeln? and -
termination dates for larger projects. ' They nded ‘an ’
agende or a plam of action that is relatively. specific
'and clear...At the other end of the contlnuum, Bome
"members 6F most groups dislike structure. They feel
restrictgd and hemmed in by an agenda: They prefer

! : free-vheeling discussion and like to 'kiydjas . R
L4

Other re;earchers corraborate the fmoinqs oj Chese 1n\Vest1gations. .

/

1" >

L)

‘ . around.' (Bormann, 1975, p.. 161)

Bennis and Shepard (1956) describe a smilar "conflict about procedures which

’ ;
peeurs in the c0unterdependeqce~—f1°ht phase of a group 's de\/elopn'ent.

< »

et..al. (1974, p. 108) posit that some g(oup members become frustrated,
- . ]
wnen group procadures for problém snlving are uﬂsystematlc.

/

Yat, a plan’of action which hay see_rn uzstructure eb one mesber may be quite
. ~ -.

dissatisfied “or bored-

v

. m‘
2oréerdy in the expcrience of the individual who
: : \
5:# .

ggested

4

Procedural messafes derived from cose analysés in the Minnecsot

- . . .
+ ) “
. ' - ‘e
N

¥

Y

it.

»
4 studies .

® .
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and suppdrted in a review of the literature identifled tvo major categories

»

(4 High Procedural OrdegA(HPO) - o N . .

of procedures whtch can be eharacterized Hy four prope{txes in each category; :

.

’

1) The use of planned sequential patterws for ofganizino task activities,

‘

2)

*3) An emphasis on regular, predictable procedures, e. g., voting pol1c1es,

such statements’as, "I think we ought to 1ist what we're going to do +
. 80 we can get organized! and '"Let's draw up an agenda so our next v
meeting will be orderly." . )
Concern_for tine- management? e.g.s Met's finish before we run out of
time! andkﬂAccordlng to my watch, & 're scheduled to flnxsh in five
_minutes.™ . . . ;

division of labor and routine tasks such as arran°1ng for facilities and’
distrlbutlno‘materlals. _— . P

4) An emphasis on clarifying group procedures and remlndlng members to-

adherejfﬁ'the task, e.g,;, "Let s stick to why we disagree! '"Wnere are we?'

"Letrs review our activities. - ) $

LI -,“ .
; <
Y -

i

Low Procedural Order (LPO) - - .

s

1)-Use of chain-zssociation or a cycllcal procedural pattern, e.g., jumping

back and for:th betwean phases of an® agenda, integrating discussionf
‘problen and solution in a cyclical rather thaa 11near\fashlpn, acd usicg a
brainstorﬂing pattern of progressing through a meeting. >

2) Flexibility in establishing and changing plans, e.g., constructing an

agenda -but never using it, establishing a timetable but forgettl
.about it, concurring gn a decision and later reconsidering it.

3) Oblivious to time constrzints, e.g., members seem unéware of how much

- time is spent on issues; the discussion lacks sigrposts on when it is
tlne to adjourn and how .soon aSSLgnments are due. o

»
4) An eﬂpha51s on a balance bet"een task and socio-emotional needs of the

‘a4

‘In some of .the group liferature, there appears to be a bias for HPO work

gropp, e.g., frequent pursuing of tangests, spontaneous sub-divisions
w1th mL‘tlple conversations on both task and socio- -emotional issues.

s
, N

habits. High stfucture situations are conmsidered comfac;able, while low
. . A =2

b

[

strucidre ones ara seen as producing anfsety and’ chaos (See Penland ‘and
. 4 \

Fgﬁg, 1974, pp. 21, 41, 55 and Mccoégor, PP- 232-234). ‘Further,_if !'Fas§gmed

1 1

’

that in order to chomplish group ohg:ctlves, members need . cons1derab1e organj>~

ihiio1van? structure (See Maier and Solem, 1962 p. 157; Potter agd Anderson,

‘1976 p- S and Burgooﬁg Heston, McCroskey, 1974 P 1%1)

. * - .

On the othér hqnfﬂ Shure and his assoc*ates (1962) contend that groups .

'S

selgom plan and ;arely ‘proceed ;b;ough a’'series of preparad steps. »EVen when

L}
o .
« 1)

g‘ivén the opportunity 'c.ﬂ organize andjcoordinate, groups'tehd to move quickly

. v o - . . )

1
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\\\'

~ ¢

e hd .
f .

. ‘ L

into the task resolution stage. Thus, other iqvestigators'(hormann,'1975;‘

Fisher, 1974) conclude that 'agendas+don't work*and 'groups donfinp:ogress.via

ns, "It is the reflective gl

ance,
& . -

step-by-ésép procedures’ br’as Weick (19&5)'?x2&ﬁi
not the plan per se, that permits the act to be accomplished in an erderly way.

) “~» ) M .. ’ N = . ) 'y.‘ .
- .

A ‘plan works because it can be referred back to actions in the past, not because

)
R ‘

it accurately anticipates future contingencies..." (p. 34). -
. , , ' ' .
~ It .seems apparent that some groups spend a modicum of time on alternative
performance strdtegies, whegeas others deliberate fYequently on procadural

miitters and belabor detailed outlines of group activities; some grodps adhere
to pre-set methods of work) while others alternate between a variety of abproaches"

- -

These differences may have influenceé Zalsznik and Moment (1564) to conclude
. » . e«

¢ .
that each group rzust discover for %tself which proceduresiife most appropriate
for~its merbership and its task. Assessment of member preferences for procedures,
§ . .

a pattern of work-habits

F ‘ 13
: . .
hovever, may lead to further insights about the way

~ &

. : . ¢ 4
emerge in a group.

LK

CONSTRUCTION OF THE GROUP PROCZDURAL ORDER QUESTIONMNAIRE N

In an attezmpt to assess a person's preference for proceMures in grcups, this
* . : ! - ‘ ’ * Y
‘ t ) < - s
‘researcher constructed a Likert-type scale, the Group Procedural Order Questicnnaire

~

From a large pool of items drawn from ‘the case studies and the review

(GBOQ) . '

of the literature, the investigator selected, tventy-four items which exemplified

.

the four characferistics of HPO communication and another twenty-four which.<”

depicted the four characteristics of LPO patterns. List 1 presents a g}assifir f{

-
‘

cation of these items }pto the: two majgr categories and the correﬁpondihg
~ao

propértieé of.groéedﬁral order., It seerfed* plausible that an individual's

= [

L

”» .y

/.
4o

*»\

. ) 7/
Insert List I:

.

,-
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. . . . - - ©

* .
. . .
. .
.

. o . ]
preference for procedural order could be reébresented on a.continuum from very

.

¢

‘Comfortable to very uncomfortable. Thus, someone:swho desired HPQ work climates

, . : A\ .
would indicate discomfort with LPO items while amother person who liked
.. ¢ \‘ ) .. ) ) [ . -r
flexibility in procedures would. be uncomfortable with HPO items.
4 Throughout eaéﬁ'sfage of research on tMs @nstrhment, the investigator °

' -~

* ”,

* . . . ! : ‘ : M * A
attempted to minimize or to account for rgndom and constant sources of measure<

A\ , . -
ment error. Iteas on the GP0OQ wére worded both in the HPO and the LPO direction

N *

~ ’ . . N - . ’
to control for acquiescaence of responses, the tendency of subjects to score all
' ph . : : S|

items in one direction. Similarly, attempts were made to balance HPO items

. -

which mightlseem cor?’socially desirable with equally acceptable LPO iters;

0 A
however, the overall attractiveness of HPO versus LPO was not stermined.

Multiple forms of the GPOQ, one with a dichotomoys, comfortable or

.

uncomfortable, response forzat and one with a seven-point Likert scale, were

/
. ¥
used in anzlysis and selection of items, in determining j{nternal and external

-
» . \

reliability and in conducting ﬁreliminary investigations on concurrent validity
. ’ .

' to verify that the general format of this instrument did.not confound the;jesults

. N ‘ 8
of these studies. : .
¢ N ) ! > d
suyECTs| N - L . : .
* * ' .o

Six hundred and seventeen students frOM\Efsic and advanced-level spéech-

commpnication,, psychology and spciology classes at six colleges and universities

s

’ . -
consgituted the sample.for the various stages of this study. A total of 220
bt .

. e
subjects were involved in the item analysis stages of de

iFloping‘the dPOQ;

ibz shbjects, in the test-retest and alternate~form-reliability precedures and
A Y

195 in the preliminary investigation of concurrent validity.
As a whole, subjects radg in age from 18 tb 47, with a modal age of 20

and were generally white middle-class studénts with an aﬁp}oximatefy equal
. * : ’ A

' / 0,
N

number of males and females.” To control for possible.demand eFfects in 4
N .

A ‘ p4 . . - -:

; ' . 8 | ‘ o . . .

»
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. s . - » . . ' ~ - ’ - ¢ heS ) , l L r . .
in goliciting,volunteers, an identical expian@tion was/gtesented to al1 students. .
. : ‘ ' . #» '

B TRF iﬁzestig;tor askka subjects Eo;envision that-thér wene/medbers of a group
/

- !

i

in which the incidents descrlbed in the Fest items occurred regularly and
. . N

freqoenfly.. They wére to tndicate the ﬂegtee of’ comfort or discomfort they

might feel in eagh circumstance by circling a numbe:\thch corresponded to the
T . ~ ‘ B ’ ’ y

;&jective ﬁhat best approximated their.feelings. Each'item. was to be trgated as .

LN

! . - . . , -
a separate and independent judgment. P oo
e ’ PR ' . .

ANALYSIS ,OF ITEMS ON THE GPOQ o ) . ~ . . -

‘

. . . .
Results of item analysi; on the dichotomous and the muitipoint versions of
c e " - ) )
the forty-eight Ttem instrument indicated that the GPOQ was a relatively homOJ/
L ) ! .
. . . N
%Fneouﬁ te:;/" For gorm A, the dichotomous version, the average Poirnt Biserial .

L4

. . # .
correlation/ coefficient ‘for the forgy-eight items was .33, tHe average

significance level for a Chi-square test on egc%ﬁi}em between the frequeocy of

subjects in the”upp;r third of the-total scores who respdnded @h the keyed HFO

’ » . s -
ne rumber of students in the lower third of scores whg selected

direction 2n
7 ) .
X . s R . _—
HPO answers was\p/{ .13, and the KR-2Q for the test was .82, which was above,the:

N

. ’ 1Y L] . -
.80 minimumvinternalgconsisteney ratio required for a homogeneous test (See

A}
3

»(unnauy, 1967, pp. 263-264). ’

(¥ . ap

For Form B the multipoint version of the G 0Q, the-average itemﬁscore

A i‘ Y ~
.between mean item scores of subjects iq the top third and those i the bottom ,
S~

correlaﬁion was .27§tme/average sig@iffégoce level for t tests ou each item

~ : 3 .
third of total scores was p<£.05, and the Cronbach alpha coefficient for the

- . -

<
insttument was .83. - ' . ’, ,
. [4 ‘e
Since some of the .items fell below the minimal .30 that the researcher set
~‘
for item-score r and the .0l alpha level set for acceo:able discriminatory

power of an item, the last version of the GPOQ was reduced to the best thirty-two

() ' . ]
items (16 °HPO and 16 LPO, the ones identified with g? asterisk in List 1). The

[
[

v
»




ERIC; .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

' . N - " - ) v . .
tE/sts on each item was p<&.001 and the Cronbacff alpha fo! these'items was ,865. .

t
115 s

T e - . ) R . . ¢ K .. .. B
- ‘ap 1 k v ) ' . R \_) R [
wverage item-score’correlation for the’.top thirty-two items on 'the multipoint . &
. i v oo , . e . . . - )
-~ ., ~ ’ ~ “ LN ’
stale was .38, the mean. factor loading from an orthogonal Varigax rotation of ,
. t . - ’ ‘ s/

a principal component factor analysis was .45, the avergge alpha’lével'fo; t 1

. C

. e e -

~ . i
v

This data&thgn;indicateq.that the GPOQ discriminated between subjects, yiélded .\"'.

¢
.-’ [\
high item-score

e e - : L I
correlation coefficients and provided relatively high internal “
> N . . . . .. r,

reliability. - ( ( <. - S v
- \ / T ’ j . B )

. - . ! .

RELTABILITY AND VALIDITY RESEARCH (0% THE GPOQ - - o

N

»

. - ’ : L .
External Reliabdility . ‘ oo ‘

4

. .
- . r . N ~

N -\ - A . . . .‘ .
{ Alternxte forms of the G20Q t;ere-constructed by slitting the thirty-two .
. . . 7 i . )
item, multipoint version .intg fﬁp questionnaires, éach consisting of sixteeny, ,

L}

. . . - N - ,

igens (eight HPO ard eizht LPO). - The itemé'on’both testé,were arranged in a

N 4 ( * - . L
similar ofﬁ;r znd ware Salanced 'in terms of item-gcere correlation Kefficientsl . .
- N ; - -
E . 3 ‘. € , -

and item difficulty levels. The alternate-form.reliability coefficient for the ' /‘
X : L

" . . * . v’ B . .. Rt .‘ .1

tudents who took both questionnaires within a 12-to-l4-day interval was .75. $ "

Concurrent adainistration gf the "ts&vo questioennaires to thirty-nﬁﬁenaddftgoﬁal'
o« . . . v . . .

t . - -

subjects yielded a relizbility coeffici®nt of|.80; hence the .05 diffeggcce

‘ . 4 A

bqiween the two coefiicients indicated changes in a subject's responses over tinme,

while the .20 differencq resulteirfrom variations due to extraneous factors (see

‘ ‘ir .\ ] . T N
‘%‘astasi,,1970,npp. 78-89). For long-tem cgﬁsistency, férty-eight subjects

combleted the thirty-two item form of the GPOQ in a test-retest procedure with

. L,
- N ~ . . , . .
a ten-week interval. The correlation betveen the two administrations was .69.
: . - . : a , :
These procedures suggested that the coRcept which the GPOQ measures was telatively
J .
. . o \. s
stable over a short period, but gradually decreased in consistency over a .
.t ~,1 \ ~ . . o
longer span of time. r >’ o o - .
- \ - . . ' - *
Preliminary Investigation of Predictive Validitv of the GPQQ .
4

’ «

In- this experiment, peer nomirations of the member who seemed most

codforéable with tightly-structured group prbcedu;es and ;hé one \who seemed

. .
. . . . &
- ’




Al

1)

P

‘ work procedures and the - one who most bre'erred. f{exible and loosely-structured ; \‘ b

. « , " »
e < Vd . 1 , . o )
& . » . . . L ¥

- . . ‘. V‘

. . - . . ;0,09
) :

y

1east comﬁortable with thefn served as a ériterion measure. Althoz;gh this' %
\ ’ / a

criterion had ng been e\:npiri‘cally tested descrlpt:.ve &t ies.-on~ procedural *
)

~order employed it; and it seemed directly linked to éhe concept whic} the GPOQ R

1
.wgs designed to meahure. In additj.on, ratings by peers had been substitu\ed

B . 1

freque{t]‘y for* a 'pure criterion measure in criterion validity- research
> 2,

(see Edwirds, 1959, p. 21 and Selltiz, et..al., 1976, p. 172), A 3

~ ' g 3

It was reasoned that 1f the GPOQ tapped mémber preﬁerences foo a group's

.

,
-

.work climate, -these expectations would be. communicated either ..overtly or /

-

-2
their respective group the-member that mosbpreferreﬂ tighgfly-organlzed

‘e

/

= /* =

s

proceduqes. All stud:zts in the seven classes vere a331gned to a task group,

ty-two groups of four to sémembers vere i cluded io%

this experiTen: ,/ : ) e
‘ - \ { : . .
When ,lhe’ survey was taken, each grotip had existed for three to four’ weeks

. thus approximately tw

~ 3 R
and had ave:raged approximately eight _Bessions together. In one ¢tdass:where

‘ ‘\ ) . " ‘ b . » . [N

H N i 1 - L
L . ' ‘ \ _ ) '

‘v ‘ ’ - 3 "Q"
covert:l.y, to other -dembers. Moreover, o_ther members could. identify\tf‘iese *
v . - - . ‘ [N , ';"yf
behaviors as prefere’n)\es for -particular work habits; that.is, they could differ-~ 0
? 4 > -,
entiate bqﬁreen co-::-.}xnication which signaled.a de51re ‘for systematic pla.nned.
,stéps: of organization and that which d/sclosed a need .for a ffée.wheehlng’, . \
' flexible \(ork enviromnent Therefore, it was. hypothesized that ) -
.. B, ¢ Peer - ratings of HPO.hominees on the GPOQ, r\rill differ . . '
‘ "significantly fyom peer ratings of members S%Iected -
& ° . . /
R . as LPO nominees- . v "\ .
48 . oo - . . ! [ .
H : Peer ratings on the GPOQ for H o and foy LPO nominzes
- -mll correlate significantly d’ positively with se)/f\
\ g N report scores oa this thestionnaire. . |,
R ’ . . .o ) :
H3‘:'. Subjects selected by other group members as HPO nominees
i will recetve ,significantly higher felf-repert scores ‘on
- 5 the .GPOQ ‘than those'»selected as -kPQ nominées. '
- ' . . ’ ’
Procedures. One hundred and forty-nine: students enrolled\in seven smal\N -
- ¢ ¢ . ~ " - K . X ‘ i .
group discission clasles c'omp];ted a Survey which 'asked them to nominate from v ,
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‘was written at the top.of %opy Y and she name of person #2 was w_rii:'ﬁen at the

. v ¢ » R . ¢ s
‘ ’ . ' . ., ] L 3 ¥ ¢
t ! ’ % / X » -w
r, ’3 . . . “ ' v ¢
LA . ‘ ' \ ",_} cq,. - . . . . N . \
members had met together only twice, students were unable o decide, who should R
e \' L . N - . 1-

sbe nominated and, conSe?uent]‘y, thts c.];ass was ‘excluyded from" the surrvey. In-this,

- .‘ - a

case thea ’Length of time cog@tt'her as a grOup seemed to affect a member S v ot &

. -

T .-, .. R R

@illingness’ ‘co‘g?elggct an H‘g?- or aﬁaLPO nominee. T A
‘ ‘ ‘ﬁ”* » “ -
. Fa‘ft{upants were ‘asked to 1dent1fy by name one member of heir g¥oup who ©
. . R 2 . ’
seemed most cor;fortable with h1g\,hly structured- proceﬁlres and/one who seemed
< ' [ ' ~ . -

most comfortable wfth fl&xible .and free-wheehng work environments. ; Even though .
- A\ - o . - ‘ - -
subj’ects sometimes” expressed a des1re to nom1nate two or, more people for each Py

E
. ~ N

/

7

pos1t1on,, they were urgqd to ‘pick the one whose communication in the 'rroup clea,rly
. . ‘. . -

supported his or her preference far a tlghtly or Ioosely organ1zed work setting. e

Also, the investigator tD“{b_]ECJZS td include their own names in the llSt of” «
. ' - 4 » ~ .t !
potent1al nor-unees Ore 11m1!at1on qr. this procedure was that the ewpetlmenter

» c 4 >

.could not -co'?'trol c—oup CO‘npOSltlon, that ,5 it was poSszble for groups.to " 1

contaih, a1l HPO or all 1?0 members. i R . -

N
4

Approx‘matel) o weeks. ‘aftegr thls SuE)Jey, the same Sub_]e’cts receuyed hre.e'

-

copies of the GPOQ :hich were (Goele,d either X, Y or Z." ’?arj:1c1pants were askeﬁ

.

to complete test X 2s a selfrrepoi‘t on how. thev weild feel‘ 1t: ’f:hese 1nc1dents .

occurred reoclar'f Y al",d frequently 1;1 their groups. For copy Y, the expe{'lmenter

instructed them to ant1c1pate o person #1 im thelr group would respond and

A

for copy Z how persdn 72 would react For e\ach s\ub-j'ect ‘the name of per§on2
< s .

\ . . , N LG ) -

top of copy Z; both r\xames corresppnded to that subject's choices, for )HP.O and
. - .

. < v . . . v /‘,T. , ‘
. for LPO group member's;\LrespeWely. AN , . CL

» *» - ..‘

- Although subjects possibly associa'ted this investigation with the earlier ~ -

» . . ) . . . oo,

survey, the experimenter avoided libelingu person #1 as. HRO and person #2 as LPO
- . ) I .

in: hopes that parficipants would not'stereotype how HPO-and LPO -peoplé‘/should '

' * ] LS . P '
gt * f - . , ’
respond on the G . -Also, the experimenter instructed studentd to'complete’ X
. . 4 , b ’ B 4 . - ‘y . . )
‘ P
! L]
. . R ) . . L ‘ . i
( [ = - - - ¢ e - 7 .
: S y coN

. . .
.
- ~ .
.
- / . L . .
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' .the questionnaires in the order m4tqh1ch each appeared in the‘packet hence if .
s “ A
copy Z was on top, the‘y should fill ‘it out first then complete the other tests

. Ve
-

in sequentia} order Thel&rrangement of the three copies for each sub_]ect: was
. “ .
systematically rotated to control for possib1e order effects. /

. iIn effect each group meﬁer whd participated 'in the first survey recei:ved

a packet which gontained three copies of the GPOQ, X, Y and Z..* The' names’ of
’ ' - ; . e

< that subject's nominees for HPO and for LPO/éro emliers were written at the

£ .

[} B .
top of cop_ies Y)“and Z, respettively,; these( c;:y the two” peer .ratings,

s’

while copy X serve,d as -a. self-report inventory of the subJec who received the

- r

, Packetn : ) o S ) . . .o
- , . : ' . A
Results.., Part1c1pants in the earlier survey chose th1rty -five members -

o>
L3

'as HPO nom}nees and rorty three as LPO nominees. SubJ&ts made more nominations

-but many of them duplicated names on other Ba’ilots. Only 14 (sevem HPO and

Q
five or six group members, i.e., at least’'three members concurred in their

seven LPO) of the seventy eight nom1ne? were picked by at least three of!he . :

)l o, N .
'independent SEIEGLIO'I of HPO or of LPO me)xberst In five groups, the votes .

of at 1east three people concuNed onnboth the HPO ad the LPO no:ninees.3-
-‘

. Group g:lembers completed 24 peer ratings of HPO members and 29 for LPO
- . ‘% " : . 4 3 .
members with Form A, the dichotomous version of ghe GP0Q.  Students turned
in~ eleven pee’r rat1n° of HPO membexs: and fourteen peer- ratings of LPO™electees

) wJ.th Fo*mﬂ the multipoint version of the GPOQ As predict‘;i, peers percei‘ved

s

S that HPO designees would score"sfgnificantly higher on the GPQ than wﬁld

those named as LPO members. A ‘Iann-l'hitney U test between the 24 ‘peer-= rated
2
- HPd s@oses and the 29 peer rated LPO ones on Form A produced avu of 49 S,ra,

¢

;z Scores ‘of -5 33,- p£ .0002. bimilarly on Form B, mean scores of peer ratings

/$ : of the 11 HPO nominees were significantly higher than those for the 14 LpO /"
SN des,ignees (t = 4, 19, df = 23 p < .001, see Tgle 1). . ," o _‘ ' \
) Co ., In essence; peers anticipated that group members whom they desig'\nat:ed
o C

. . [ - i . B ‘8 .
L ™ oo ‘ . ) ' . 2 :
1 N . ke . v

‘ . N . . .o .
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By

' verification af, it supported to scmﬁ% extent, the content validity ofythis

GéOQ seemed ‘to dibtinguish between people they viewed as ha;ing differential
L - 2 N .

r.= .73). Although these coefficients were considerably higher than tbose for

LY - “-‘ ‘
as. HPO individuals w0u1d‘attain divergent'scores from thes om they designated
¢
-as LPO members. In some respécts this predict;/n seemed obvious, yet the

ins '_ent. From_the persppctrve of fellow group members, the jtems on the

-

J .
4 L N
* . ! S . -~ » Ik

éreferénceg forvg<rcadura1 order\}n groups. 4
To test hypothesis‘ 2 vhe investigator correlated peer-ratis scores on

the‘GéOQ wiéh reépectivé‘sé}f-report scores of Hgo';p& LPQAnominees. In some
qgse; the individuals who were selected as HPO or as LPO ﬁqﬁiﬁégﬁifakted‘t;,
submit self-report questionnaires or members who named them failed to-g;rn in
peer evalﬁaxions. Conséquently the s?mple size in each group was sﬁail, A

Spéarman Rho correlation, between’self-report scores and peer ratings of 18 HPO
-

d;51gne°s on rorm A of~the GPOQ yielded a’'.26 coefficient and a 31milar

~

f
correlatlon for 27 HPO nominees revealed a .19 coeff1cient . R

-

In like manrer, Pearson correlatfons between peer ratings and self-report

&
<y

scores on Torm B vere non- s1gnificant (HPO, N = 9, r = ,4I; LPO, N 7’10,

the dichotomous form, the small samgle sizes made it difficult to draw conclu-
‘ L&
sions from this data. If the investigator could have obtalyégli larger sample

size or tould have compugéd corrélations by combining HPO and iPO groupi,

, % -
these oefficients might have been.higher. Ba§ed on lris data th; four
coefficients indicated that pee} ratiﬁgs of ﬁPovand of LPO néminees dia not
corfespond'to the selfzreéort scores; hence H2 was rejected.

The prediction in H3 that HPO nominees would receive sfgnificantly
higher self-report scores on the GPOQ than would LPO nominees was confiimed. -
; . .

At tea; between the mean self-report scores of the two groups ﬁemonstrated

L4

that the HPO scores were higher than 'the LPO ones' on both forms of the GROQ
1Q ) [ -
(Form A, t = 2,12, Adgﬂ 31, p£.02; Form B, t = 4.16,Adf = 17, p<£.001, sece ‘

Table 2)‘.‘_ " ' 14" - .




L d

. . ' 2
. As a cross-validation of this finding, forty-six students in two !Emmer

sessian small group disqussion classes took Form .B of the GPOQ in conjunction *

. “

with designating HPO and LPO group members. In this investigation unlike the

-

first one, subJects completed both the GPQQ ‘and the nominations for HPO aéd .

' LPO members concurrently thereby allowing the expetimenter to'control for order o
. , ~= -
effects of these procedures. : TN ,' . -

\\ A significant differe;te was found between. the Eean scores.of the ten

gtudents nanpd as HPO members and the eight designated as LPQ people (t = 4.31,1q,

df = 16, p<.001, see Table 3). These findings' reaffirmed cwse in the first

YV

experiment, namely that subjects chosen by group members' as demonstrating

preferences for a tightly-structured work, en}ironment scored significantly

4

higher on the GPOQ,tnan did individuals- picked as expressing a need for a

loose, free-wheeling work ‘setting. i e oo
. ‘ L ) . . \ ‘i i )
. Discussion. The acceptance of Hl indicates thatrgroup members regard HPO
- ~

and LPO 'irdividuals as distinct populations with significantly different mean
. .

scores on the ®P0Q. Acceptance of H, shows that group mehmbers who are nominated

‘as HPO and L20 {ndividuals receive‘significantly different self-report scores ’
onYthis test. vet, the rejection of HZ suggests that peer-ratings of HPO and

of LPO designees do not parallel the self-report scores of these people} In
effe-t mean and standard deviations between peer and self- report ratings on both
forms iRdicate that peer ratings yield more extreme scores than do self-ratings°.
that is, peer ratings are.closer to the maximum-minimum t;st scores than self-
repcert ones are (see Tables 1 and 2). In particular, peers tend to rate LPO

nominees much lowef than thesefindivjiduals actually scored. Y
Small sample sizes, social desirability of HPO behaviors and stereotyping”
of peer preferences are factors qhich may contribute to this variability.

Becapse sample sizes of peer ratings within eacl‘ﬁ:ategory are small, the °

7

probability of sampling error is high; consequently these subjects may not




. < -
[ . . ‘ <
. . . » . ; N

- ~ 4
! >

5 _* .
reflect che patterﬂ ‘of a 1ar°er population of peer ratinvs. But the rather

’sizeable dlscrepgn;y between peer and self reporé scores for LPO members
% g

suggesg§ that other factors also influence this dispariety. ;

li ) . Social desirebility of HPO gehaviors may be one df these factors. That is,

L4 - *

if a positive valence exists‘fer systematic procedures in work groups, it would

[P N N ,

- - v

be more'sociallz advantageous to indicate a preference for HPO than for LPO

' " {tems. In‘,‘other wor:is, jecause society may associate efficiency in work groups
. ,

v

ﬂ
with HPO patterns, the desire to create a favorable image may inflyencé the way

e

AN " a person ﬂ‘pres tpe‘CPOQ But when peers agsess another member's pre?erences,
the desire te give a soélA@ly acceprable -response may not be operative. .
- <o - '

' # Another factor vhich may affect the incongruity between peer and self-
\J , \ . i} ] .
report scores is a téndency to stereotype HPO and LPO noninees; fherefore a
&£
- -

. .
peer rating would reflect a prototype of any HPO or LPQ person rathe¥-than the

-
. . | L e : -
estimated preferance of a particular member. - Internal con51stency coefficients

‘of peer rct:r;s ror 3P0 end LPQ subjects suppqxt this assuﬂptlan. The -
\ .
Cronbach alqig on ‘ofﬂ B is higher for,the peer ratlngs than for the general

sample, e. g p 93 for HPO scores and .91 for LPO scores ix comparlson witn .87

., b 2 - -

/ for the general salplee !

In addition_to the tende%cy'of subjects to stereotype peer prefereaces,g;

P

the reliabllity and validity of peer ratings as a criterion measure hinge on

the:perceptual §ensﬁEivity of each judge. Some peers dy monitor™behavior of
. - ‘ ] . “,‘:. . ~
i members more closely .than others do, while others may be astufe observers of
\ ' ool ,.
comrunication behavior, but may attribute isaccurate motives gr\rationale to
- . P

* what they perceivejvﬂhus, an individua;'s abilicty to observe other mégpers

and to Jnderstpﬁd Jroup process affects. the use of pegr ratings as a crifierion.

The accuracy of peer ratiﬁgs’ofteﬁ'depends.on the extent to“which

-
N,

is manifested in behavior, i.e., it seel eesier to estimate @apabili

-

pteferences and personality traits of others if such attribupe7 are exemplified

» ' >l -
! N ’ / N " .
[ 4 N PO
’ .
.
'

~
- .
.
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ig behavioral patterns (See bkcrath and Altman, 1966, p. 56). 1Mann (1959)

' 11

/ : .
claims that peers are better judges of a@justmeét, leadership potential and -

‘
X

dominance than of introversion and interpersonal sensitivity. Since the items

! 7

: ' . .~
on the GPOQ are based on the communication bﬁbav1ors of group members as

recorded by participant and non-participant observers, it would seem that \

’
[

preference for procedural order is evinced in the behaviors of group members. #

.Factors germane to the questionnaire itself may also influence the

s - *

discrepancy betueen peer and self-report scorey. Perhaps ancabbreviated rating

\

.

‘scale of eight items based upon the properties qof HPO and LPO tould simplify

- . -

the scoring task and would vield higher correlations with self-feport scores om
] a - .
. . 4

. -~

the same scade. «__ :

»
Thus, the disparity - betveen peer and self-report scores may accrue from
. - .y

N ,
a combiration of factors, e.g., a tendency to 5tereotype\HP0'and LPO responses,

.

possible sodial desirability of HPO preferences, differensgal abilities of peers

¥
. -

. . g ¥ . - ’ ~
in observing and analvzing behaviors of other members, and excessive- length -

and scope of the GPOQ.’ N o

—

~ s

Conclusion. 7The findings of this experiment reinforce the contention
ronc.usion c !

that scores on the GPOQ characterize the behaviors of éroup members, but the}, '

N <

. do not verify that this instrument measures preference for procedural ordér-in ' -

:
.
g ¢

groups. Since peer nominations of HPO and LPO members serve as.a reasonable ~
s . ) ‘e ' - \.
but ngt a valid ‘teriong peer ratingsyas well as scores on ®e.GPOQ may Essess
’ . .

somg other group variable, e.g. féadersﬁip,'task-orientafibn. Morgover, size

-

an& nature of group composition couyi contaminate the'resulgg of pger,ncming@ions.
’ < . R . '
in that a majoriEy of HPO members may populate some g:oupsoéhile LPO individuals
may tomprise the rembership of others. 1In thgse.circ' tanc;s, peer nomihations®
d;uld distinguish, sgggﬁhat erroneously, between HPO and LPO memlgers.w ; a;
_ The results of bzis study, hovever, attest to the likeQihoéd ;haﬁ the
. W

GPOQ can_,predict the communication behavic;rs of HPO and of LPO® members. That isy,

' . . ; .

’ - "

- . -
{

v

N

-

ey : -
- 17+ - , . S,
< _ ¥
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if bgrticipant's can identify those individuals who receive  high or low ;sdqres .

on this test, then the instrument inventories preferenc\e_s and needs which seem
\. R - . ° P . . ’ ) .
manifested in the overf actions of group members. . ‘ '

., 5
v - « . P

SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH - ' L

¢ .
- >
[N

. ~v . - & ‘ s
Future?researqh on prdtedural order should concentrate on the relationship

-~ N . e 1 e

. U . [J ) y U
between the GPOQ and other group-oriented variables such as task structure,

-

" consensus, 1'1ter‘act10n patterns and group work norms. There is<+some evidence

that the structure 'inherent in th?group task may 1nf1uence a person s ‘ ..
. . .
' .preference for procedures in groups. , Bochner (1975) reportsthat t#k structure
- ) ' L ) - . . '
has a significant effect on group interaction,and, in particular, on procedural

. ¢

: - conmunication. A7 znalvsis of group interaction based on Borgatt? and

’ C ' - ) ’ N v
Crowther's IPi indicztes that unstructured tasks demand more activity than

v

structured o-es ¢o. \ - o .
’ ’ * - . . 2

A * ' .. . . . .4 I
A series of stucieg/conducted at the University of Indiana demonstrate

-

that corsensus is cositively related to statements of orientation--messages’

:"} . - - . 4 . - .. ) Q' )

. . which attexmpt to facilitate achievement of' the group} goal through conflict-
o . . . ¢«

reduction, provision of facts and making helpful suggestions (see Gouran,1969§

- .Kla'.ne, 1970 ; Knu,tSOn,1972). Although operational definitions of ‘orientation’

- .+ -do not include the term 'procEdures' it is likely that stafema?ts on procedural

N -

o

matters are treated as fac111tatin& the group goal. ",

"' . . Comunlcation among group member’s is a th1rd variable - whi‘ sebms related

to preferences for procedures in groups. Since the GPOQ purports to assess

S | 4 - -

_response to procedural messages, then it should differentiate between members

* A)
-

whp make divergent procedural -ggiented statements. Decisions on how to code

~ . F) - g \

r° - both HPQ aud LPO patterns entail queries a‘bout unit of measure and about

boundaries: be{:ween procedurdl order functiorl and other message categorieé. v
B J

Y 1

. . ) .
Should statements of imdividuale or should in:'eract patterns:-cf all members °*

' ' comprise the unit of’analysis? Should coder$ focus on frequency of category
L J S .

ERIC . Cow - .18 oo

- e ,, 0 F ot “
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\\ . catpgories \Tﬂxcb inl}errqlate prooedui‘hl hessages th‘!ough t1r‘1e and across

»

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

N ]
.

\

n df 1nteract oattern,s'eens hore, aopropriane to t‘f’rej more subt]re aspec\b, of

!‘

. »
o PO , . . - . '

distribution or on sequential patterns among units; ‘or’ op timﬁ-devbted-to;
. v

procedural thenes? | o .. N

%.. . Since it séerﬁs that HPO characteristi "are 'often..rnani?ested in tl’\e direct .

'
-

overt initiatives of members‘ila LPO ones may be 'seen in indirecb respoprses
- e - .
whi.ch relate to th.e actions of o‘er group members, e.g., developvnent, of

hd - v

multiple corwe"s ti%s amount of .time that the group spends on one item of

‘
. e

a long .agenda ‘a tent‘ency for ..he grdup to ‘pursie t’angents, the com‘posite L

J <. . . L J -
patte?‘ns ‘of the group nembgrs seem more véluable for a‘ha].)zuig procedural .

. k]

-

mgssages thart do :Lsolate,d urut's. Idea{..ly,’ this system should contain
- 4

"( "‘l
o

-
I N

SubJeci:s in- ord;r" t.o(deéggt é‘nd to deécribe cha‘i?-assoc,iatron and hierarc'ucal

work patterns" n. llke manner tthe use" of tim. devo?to thenes and sequente

N N - ‘. o S
t - N . .
procedura'l‘re,ssages than a frequencv count does. _' CoN O ,

P - \ ’_ . R ‘e b s * N ‘ 4 :
Furthertjore tt"i's £y st‘em shou1¢ diétiz‘\guish: be?wegn procedural order

L)

3 e . -
'*_ . } ' -

and other ;ela ecL ’nessage patterns, e." . ..grou‘p task f‘unctions such as .

.«
clarif)mg conteno i'§Sues, evahratmg ev1detf’ce and medlatin}/;ensmns. Theé

,l‘

v
4 v ) .

-difficult) 1'n treatlng copientt (nd prorcedurc a$ Jiscrete units arises when’

! ' .‘, Y . -.- . '
scom nt di,scussion is us for: a prqcedural end, su’ch as formulatxng agendas
-, . w N L , e Lo !\\. ;. o ‘
ard dispersmg group ,assigmients A , LT 7 .
4 -t 2] Tt h T Ty . ;‘ e 7 /

o Adaptation 6f the. CPOQ 1nt6~a content, analysfs system fbr analyzing .

’
s 3 . ~ . . \ ;

1nteraction patterns in /groups may incur a n(xmber of pr:oblems, nameli}ou /

. . |

- to f'ltegrate nessage un1ts into a description of group actlons, how, ‘Eo

incorpor te nonvgrba as well as ve’rb?i Cues and; how to d‘istingulsh betwéen

¢ .
2

.resear‘ch on 'tpe‘ Gfm

procedural order statem?nts and othet task-related messages. Thug? future .

1d conceﬂtra:e oﬂ the relatnons‘u.p betueen t‘hlk
instrument and ‘measures of other grOup variables tand on thé Jdegree to, ich L
predispositions for procedut’al order a&g gule-governed by a part'f uTar context. -

IS . \ : v

> . -




. . e . tustr - T
. S Itens on Group Prgcedural brdet Questionaaive. .

N . ‘

. S Cstegories ‘and Properties ¥

Bighﬁ?tocedutal Ordet S B oo . A o
' A. Use of Planned, Seauential Patterng fot Organizing Task Activities ) "
. *1. A group member likes to arrange in priority or rank order a ernatives .-
mentioned in the discussion. .~ .
" %2, The gr decides to use an agenda at each plsnning session to keep .
the mee9P ing tighely organized. . P
, - %3, A(gteup member carefully interrelates diffetent coﬂtributions snd <
o Y links ideas togéther to keep the.gtoup struCtuted. .
” ' 4. Someone goes to the- blackboard and: organizes the‘grOup thinking in
. outline form. .
L *5.-Someone suggests that the grbup l1st all uf the “ideas on papet .and
: , ‘'discuss each one in turn. )
\ *6. Ate group has two days rema ‘?fing before ptesenting a panel di_scLSsion.
¢ . "One member vants the group £o 1ist tasks that they should finish
wvithin the next two days. % &

- *7. One group member is trying to get things organized by suggesting ’
' ' prqcedures to be followed. ) |
_ 8. One member suggests that they go atound the group and everybody in
- turn say what they think about ‘the topic.
JZ. %9, Ope group member ‘wants everything written down ih»gleat outline . e
. . - form and often reads what he has written down to oriemt, the group. "
~~ * /  10. A nember insists that' the group 'should reach consensns on causes of~ P
’ 8 problem before discussing possible solutions.- ' ; .
B. Concern for Timeguanagement o ' ) o -
- ) 1T, A group member . keeps an eye on the watch and frequently teminds the
L ‘\\ /™ group about how much work s still to.be sztomplished. -
- 12, Several members are into a E;ivial debate and somebody tells them

. to 'knock it off’ because tiey are wasting time. .
%13, The group sets cleatly defined goals for future neetings.

-

e © -%14,,The group sets desdlines/for thé cotpletion of tssks. ' "ﬂ' ‘ R

*C. Emphasis on Regu;st, Predictable Ptocedures s ey
L *15, The meeting has been planned so éarefully.that everyone seems to
\ now exdttly vhat 18 expegted. .of the group, ’
, E 16. The group is working om ways to improve ptocedutes“for fsculty
. evaluation. One member suggests that they delegate tasks so that

. each penson knows which sspect of the topie to research. . ¢
, #17. At the end of each group meeting, one member summarizes the ’,
: discussion and provides a sense of closure to the group's inter- )
A . actions. g
' 180 A gtoup’membetfsuggests thst the grodp adopt a policy of taking °
p a formsl vote with a show of hands fo naking decisions on major -
issues.

19. With very few pteliminaries the group meetings get right ﬁown to -
the business at hand. .

#20. When the 8roup meets outside of class, it establishes s set tine. .
day and p}ace for regular sessions.

v [
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D. Enphaais on- Clariinng Group Procedures end Renidding Henbero to - .. i

- Adhere tqo the Task

I _—

. ®21.
/,13, .
*22.

7~

-

L]

.28,

Low Procedural Order

At the beginning of* each group neeting, one member reminds the T
groop what should be accomplished dering the next hour..

Hheﬁ?thejgroup digresses and begins to discuss non-task?issueo,

one member immediately‘psks the group to return to the work at

hand.

%*23. The gtoup leader 18 moderating the discussion in a firm way- so that

the group sticks to the agenda and to business. '
A pember is telling some interesting details about her .pérsonal Iife -
and another member interrupts in order to get the group back to work.

. , - N

A. Use of a Chain-Adsociation or a Cyclical Procedural Pattern - ' .

25; One person_ in the gtoup is continually throwing out ideas about

everything ‘under the sun.

*26. The group develops a norm of generating ideas through following one

*27.

T %28,

o *29.
30.

\ B. Flexibility in Establishing and Changing Plans

. ©™ - .. tangept after another,and ends up on a different topic than it

started with.. g | - B
“She group jumps from point to point without coming to éﬁ} decisions

The group is brainstorming wild ideas for the fun of it.

The group 1is kicking ideas around- without & specific aim or purbese.

The group fluctuates between discussion of the prohlem to considera-

tion of possible solutions back‘to analysis of the problem.

T3l

f??,

*33.

- 34,

*35,

*36.

Someone comes in late4%47 meeting and the group decideo to explain
to the latecomer what has ﬁhppened so far. 7

The group decides.to follow a procedure to make a decision and
suddenly they seem to have forgotten all about it. .
None of the members skem to know for sure why the :group is meating.
Sandy believes that_assighing tasks: for members to complete before -
the next'meeting 8 too limiting. She prefers to-gain a general
overview of the topic rather than be assigned a task.

The group members adopt a schedule for completirlg certain tasks. but
drop this idea when they miss the first deadline.

The group schedules & meeting for progress reports fron'%our people
and spends the entire session discussing the first report. 4 (

#37. You thought the.group made a decigion but when you came to the next
*neeting the group took tup the matter again and discussed it. |
1
au, ‘e ' ]
éblivioqs to Time Constraiits v ‘
*38

39.

an eye on how much time is left to do the job. N
The group has only one week to submit a report but they are not
worried or,nervous about meeting this deadline. pe

_—

|
The group ‘members are socializing and kidding around without keebing

{

i

!

!

D. @gphasis on a Balance Between Task and Socio-fgotional Needs of Menﬁers

*40.

#41.

The group is having a lively discussion and suddenly there. are 6eVeral
conversations going on at the same time.

A member of your group makes long contributions uhich‘rarely pettain
to the issue the group is aiscusaing.

.
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.‘ .

'u.z.
43.
44,
45.

‘46,

*47.
*48.

- _3 ~
[
’

»
-

A member is cracking jokes and making funqy comments while the rest
of the group 1s trying to work. - ’
One member interrupts tﬁe_grOup 8 work to suggest that the group -
talk about an absent member. , \
While the group works on its task, sevéral members frequently reca11
scenes from a recent football game.
Menber B likes to ramhle on when making a pgint. He usually has some
good ideas. but’ likes to philosophize and talk axpund the issue before
making his point. )
One member 18 often confused regarding the group' s t
seems to be asking questions about what .i4 happening.
Someone interrupts the discussion of a point to bring up ad‘interesting
but completely different idea. Vo -
Your group believes that the task is not. as 1mportant as aocializing
with grqup members. -

and alﬁayv
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Table 1 _ .
) Descriptive Indicé®of Peer Ratingsg of HPO and LPO
> , ’ .  Nominees on Forms A and B of the GPOQ : :
- " Form A ' ) . o { )
- (Dichotomous) N Median Mode Mean Range
- Pepr Ratings$ . ; ) . ,
of HPO : 24 34" 40" © ] 20-46 ‘
©  Nominaes iad ] I
. Pee;’ Ratings ‘ 29 '18 19 5_42
* Of LPO‘ . o 4\ .
Noninees T . »
. Form B
© (Multipoint) Pser .
. Ratings of 11 270- 270 231 128-293 ,
HPO Nominees : .
- a ,
2] . A} N , o
Peer Ratings e % A Ll . - - 4
of LPO . .. 14 195 8 188 '134-257
Nominees ~ . ‘
A T
’ Table
able <

Descriptive Indices of Self-Report Scores for HPO and APO

S Noninees on Forms A and B of the GPOQ
Form A . N --Mean SD
(Dichotomous) 3
Self-Rating
of HPO 15 32.27 4.99 L
; Noninees cerd T
SEIL'Ra:ing ! )
of LPO 18.. 27.50 . 7.85/‘
Nominees : <
( Form B ) “ Ag )
(Multipoint)  ge1f 5 T - :
. HPO Nominees
Self- Ratings .
of Lpd 10 . 205.60 17.75
. Nominees




“Table 3 -
Cross Validatiqn Study:

Descriptive Indices of Self-Report -
_Scores for HPO and LPO Nominees on the

‘,r Sixteen-Item Form of theGPOQ"
[ Y - . ~ \ oo '
. ‘o *
Fomc N o * » -
(Multipoint) , N Mean Sh
16-Items .
Self-raring v
of HPO <10 82.5 12.87
Nominees

Self-Ratings

- . +
of LPO 8 .. 75 9.37 ’
Nominees ) -
I3 ]
* s'/l “ '
: b 5
[
o .
@€ . .
L]
' v
. -
Al
1}
L
\\\ ’ ')
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1Sel tiz, et. al.,"admit that most:iﬁbestigatdrs rarely find a valid

,én§ reliable criterion, consequently they select.one which is adequate and
keep its limitations in mind when drawing concluysions about the researth
(See Selitiz, et. al., 1976, p, 172). i R 5,

- * . !
2Edwards suggests that the degree of_correlat}on found between peer
ratings ,and scores on personalit§ inventories is a function of a number of
factors, but primarily the cogplexdty 'of the vhriable and the amount of
insight and knowledge the peer has of the subje®t and of the variable

(See, Edwards, 1959, p. 21).
3 » ’ L)

-

* 1

.

When these 78 nopinees were combined with 18 collected during a . C
summer school session, a breakdown of the number of members who concurred
in their ‘preferences for HPO or for LPO designees indicate an equivalent
frequency of agreements in both categories. ; In the HPO group, 36 sets of .
agreements vere tallied: 2-member concurrence = 18, 3-member = 10, 4-member .
., ® 5 and 5-member = 3. In the LPQ group, 37 sets of agreements were tallied:
*2-member = 22, 3-member = 9, 4-member = 5 and 5-member = 1. . .

. . A 4

The researcher conducted this experiment during earlier stages of
work on the GPOQ =itk the 48-item form of the instrument. Since the
correlatior tetween the 48-item aqd the 32-item mulfipoint versions of
this test is .92, it is probable ‘that replicating this experiment with
the 32-item instrument would produce similar results, but this hypothesis
has nqgt been empirically tested. . ‘

SStandard error Pf the mean on Form'B for peer ratings was 2.90 for HPO"

and 3.31 for LPO as compared with o; for self-repogt scores of 1.29_for HPO
land 1.85- for LPO.
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