
.4)
7

ED 151 86(

AUTHOR
TITLE

.
PUB DATE
NOTE

t

BOBS PRICEBOBS

IDENTIFIERS

ABSTRACT

BOCCIE'? RESUME

r-
Putna., Linda L.'
Reanureaent of Preference for Procedural Order.in
Snail Task-Oiiented Groups.
Dec.77 -

28p.;/Paper presented at the Innual.Meeting'of the
biech Commulnication AtsOciatien (bird, Washington,
D.C., Dedember 1$77)

NF -$0.83 HC-$2.06 Plus Postage.
Adults; *Group Discussion; *Group Dynamics;
Individual- Differences; *Measurement Techniques;
Reliability; *Speech Communicatien; Task Perforaince;-

CS 501 913'
0 .

Validity
*Comaunications Research

This study sought to refine the concept "procedures"
in small group coamunication. Two Qategories with. eight corresponding
properties were delineated'and inO6rporated into a Likert-type scale
designed to assess aperson's preference for procedural order in
task-oriented groups. The instrpment las checked for reliability and
then subjected to a preliainary'Ovestigation of predictive validity,
which revealed that it could diffeFentiate between group members
nominated by the rapeers is seeming to be comfortable with either
tightly-structur d procedurbs or.vith Ilexible, free-wheeling work'
environments. (Author)

I
:t

***************************************************i*******,4****i****
* Reproductions supplied, by 'DRS are the best that can be made *
* . 'from the original document. , *
y*************************************p****************************in ,

1 :



45.

U S (APARTMENT OF HEALTH,
EDUCATION B WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

EDUCATION ,

THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO-

(DUCE:0 EXACTLY A5 RECEIVED FROMY/
AT

PERSON OR OROANIZATIONORIGiN
AT No IT POINTS OF VIEW Or OPINIONS

%X) STATED DO NOT NECESSAMY REPRE,
SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL rY1STITUTE OF ly

CX) EDUCATION POSITION OR.POLrCY

r-4 /
Li \ . ,

r-4 1 .

LIU
.

..

MEASUREMENT OF PREFERENCE FOR PROCEDUAAL ORDER IN
SMALL TASK-ORIENTED GROUPS

I
Linda L. Putnam

DepartTent of Communication
Purdue University

Submitted to,

Speech Communication, Asstrciatioh

DEBUT .PANEL '

PERMISSION TO -REPRODUCE THIS
^AfTERIat HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

Linda L. Putnam

TO iHE EDUCiOTIONAL RESOURCES
iNFa,RMAT/ON+ CENTE (ERIC) AND
USERS OF THE ERIC SYSTEM

Interpersonal and Small GrOupDivtaiona

e

ABSTRACT
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.

This study sought to refine the concept 1-procedures' in.. .mall
group communication. Two categdries with eight corresponding properties
were delineated and incorporated into a Likert-type scale designed to
assess a person's preference for procedures intask=oriented groups.
The instrument was checkedifor reliability then subjected to a,preliminary-
investigation of predictive validity which revealed that it could
differentiate between group members nominated by their peers as
seeming comfortable with either tightly-structured' procedures or with
flexible, free-wheeling .WOrk environments.
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organized and structured in their task behavior while others plan less -frequently'

p.

4

.

CONSTRUCTION AND TESTING OF A QU I XNAIRE TO ASSESS
AN INDIVIDUAL'S PREFERENCE FOR bURAL ORDER'

. IN SMALL TASK -ORIE ED R4UPS

g

Much of the research on.task-related mes in small gretips cents's

on substantive themes, task functions, task c aricterisics and decision-
;

making processes. (Crowell and Scheidel, 1961 Boles and Slater, 1955; Benne

and Sheets, 1948; Shaw 1971; Fisher, 1970; a r0ouran, 1969) Another task--
. '

related variable which seems indigenous.to th 'communication patterns of

.

,4 g:oup members but which is often neglected in the small gioup 'literature is

the task activity of grQn :-4 their.work habits and procedural norms.
...----,- r

'i,

i

. Although investigators includit,* pr cedural statement category into
,,,

their SChiam for,analYzing group; intet'ace4011 (Borgatta and Crowther, 1945;
*. 'r/ /.

*- -,:. ,As
lOrg,19,67; Stech, 1970), researchers rarel>ireat messages about a group's
I.11

-.

:4:0La( activities as the salient variable in an
i

ex0eraiept.i While authors,of
,..,.v.

'small group texts acknowledge the difference beitween farmal opedlating
,

. -

procedures and inforr:al work habits and recognize that song groups are.tighly

and seem almost chaotic, no researcher his attempted,to investigate the types
i

0.
.

ofof pro cedural messages, to evelop a taxonomy oL prosgdural patterns, ,nor' for
.

. ..

determine why work norms in groups vary fkom extreme adherence to pre-planned

agendas to an absence of explicit guidelines for organizing task activities.

A proCedural theme in small group communication is variouslydefined as:

,"any contribution which relates to how the group should proceed" (Berg, 17963),

"statements.,.concerned with the mechanics of group planning or theuse Of
f

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

combine their efforts to do the 4fOrk"(Stech' and Ratliffe, 1976). For this

study the researcher defines procedural messages as)patterns which constitute

s; a group's modus operandr for working on a task or the behavters of members

C ,3
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which are associated w

Investigators who tr

planning and organizing a group's, task endeavors.

at procedural messages as a distinct categery

indicate why this varia IS 'important for communication research. Berg

(1963, 1967)Contends that all groups inc

timing and ordering of activities and
.%

without concern for Ketcydural matters.

of procedure4 in groups ranks second, net

ding social ones decide on the'

no group could;, function effectively

s research repOrts that discussion

to substantive. messages, in total

time-devoted-to-theme; that is, about one-third of a,group's time, more than

is devoted to non-task themes, is spenAt on-proceduraf issues. Stech's (1970)
. , ,

\
. .

. work also suggests that the amount of procedural messages'is inversely related

to thefrequenc4 of emotional-personal statemepts in task groups.

PURPOSES AM OBJECTIVES OF THIS RESEARCH

This study, as part of a long-range research project on how groitfs develop

procedural norms; investigates,the hypothesis that ftembers of task-orrented

gtoups tend to be more or less comfortable with either highly - organized or

loosely-structured work habits: If researchers could' assess whether subjects

wsfe high cr low in tetras of their comfort with tightly orlloosely structured

procedures in work groups; they could systematically vary group composition

to study .the effects of meMber'preference for procklures on the emergent work

norms in groups.' This study then aims to develop an instrument which measures

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

study addresses the following objectives .1) to clarify and r efine the conceptA
a

'procedure' and its properties, 2) to generate test items based on these prop-4
1-0

erties, 3) to incorporate these items into a questionnaire'land check'" the internal

act extetnal reliability of this'instrument, and 4) to report on the results

of a preliminary predictive validity experiment With this instrument.' /his
/

.

projectothan fiti into the intermediate stage of an ongoing prOgram'of .tesearch,
. .

in' that it forms 4n essential link, between the disPovery of a cotIcept and thg

cuthulative investigations which sunoft, modify pr- reject it.
4

1
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CATICORIES'ANO BROPERTIES OF PROCEDUP.AL rTnActS IN SY.ALI GROUPS

Investigitors,of group process .at the University of Mi'hnestoa identified

a concept procedural order which.w*as defined as the degree of'systematic order,

Inherent in the type of procedural behaviors that occrred in small'group procesi

(Bormann; 1975).1-The research,program ifi which this concept was formulated

idductivb, qualitatiNe methods of audio and videotaped group meetings,

diaries of members, fantasy journals-and case studies prepared participant 1

and nonparticipant observers to'generate patterns, categories,. and hypotheses

about the ways groups organike their tasks.' The following observations. about

ft

procedural order emerged from the qualitative analysii of group process: 1)1

Groups differed in the amount of procedural communiOtion ;nembers employed and

In the effective use of orderly procedures; 2) Some group members appeared to

be more comfoTtable'in highly-organized work groups-while others seemed sore

relaxed wrth-free-w'nealtng, free-associative work habits; and 3)--Thes'e

preferences for diffe:ent procedures are embodied in the verbal and nonverbal

messages end message pat;erps that metbers exchange.

As Bor'ann su.7.2Arized:

Sone nembers of most groups need a defined structure :

/4 1"
which includes clearly stated goals for meeting and

, termination datet for larger projects. 'They need'all

agenda or a plan of action that is relatively.specific

and clear...At the other end of the continuum, tome

members df most groups dislike structure. They feel

restricted and hemmed in,by an agenda: They prefer

-free-wheeling discussion and like to 'kick 4,as

around.' (Bormann, 1975, p..161)

Other researchers corraborate the findings o these irgrgstigatiors:

Bennis 'and Shepard (1950 describe a similar conflict about procedures which

pours in the ceuntesdep6aeRce--fight phase of a group's dev'elcipment.
1

et..al. (1974, p. 100 posit that some group members become frustrated,

o

dissatisfied-or bored -when group procedures for problem solving.are,unsystemetic.

/

Yet,.a plan.of action which Aliy seep istructure tt) one member may be to

4
deordely in the eprience of eie individual who ggested it.

i5 ..P .

Procedural messapes derived from case analysis in the ^4trinasot/ studies.
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and suppdrted in a review of the literature Identified two major categories

of procedures which can be tharacterized.bY four propeilties in each category; . .

w

Hie Procedural Order (H2O) -

1) The use of planned, sequential patteaS for Organizing task activities,
,such statements'as, "I think we Ought to llst, what we're going to do 4
.80 we Can get organized." and-"Lees draw up an'agenda so our next f'
meeting will be orderly."

?

.
,

.

.

,2) Concern for time-management e.g., 'Let's finish before we run out of
timer and.-"According to my watch, Jere scheduled to finish in five

0' minutes.". . . ,

'3) An emphasis on regular, predictable procedures, e4., voting policies, .

.
division of labor and routine tasks such as arranging for facilities and'
distributing.materials.

,

. c

4) Am emphasis on clarifying group.procedures and reminding'members to'
,

adhere F5-the'task, e.gi, "Legs stick to why we disagree:' "Where are we?"

"Letts -/review our activities." .
. .

. -

<",

Low Procedural Order (LPO)
...

'

.

.
.

1I-Use of chain-association or a 'cyclical procedural pattern, e.g., jumping
back and forth between phases of an'agenda, integrating discussion.Of

.
'problem and solution in a cyclical rather than linear_ fashion, and using a
brainstorming-pattern of progressing through a meeting.

.2) Flexibility' in establishing and changing plans, e.g., constructing an
agendabut never using it, establishing a timetable but forgetting
about it, concurring on a decisionand later reconsidering it.-

3) Oblivious to time constraints, e.g., members seem unaware of how much
-time is spent on issues; the discussion lacks signposts on when it is
time to adjourn And hO,4,soon assignments are due. ...

,

4) An emphasis on a balance bettzeen task and socio-emotional needs of the
group, e.g., frequent pursuing of tangests; spontaneous sub-divisions
with multiple conversations on both task and socio-emotional issues.

In some of the group literature, there appears to be a bias for HP 0 work

. ,

habits. High structure situations are considered comArtablet while low

structure ones are seen as producing anxiety andchaos (See Penland and
/)'

Fin, 1974, pp. 21, 41, 55 and McGregor, pp. 232-234). 'Furtherit Wassymed
7

that in order to aceomplish group objectives, members need.conslCierable organi.1-

Aeional structure (See Maier and Solem, 1962, p, 157; Potter and Anderson,

1976, p. 5 and BurgoonHeston,'MCCroskey, 1974,J4 Ill).

.4",

On the other hap
1
',:Shure and his isSocitates (1962) contend that groups

seldom plan and rarely 'proceed through a'series of preparad steps. Even when
4

given the opportunity Atorganize and_icoordinate,: groups.tend.to move quickly

*:

6
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into the test resolution stage. Thus, other investigatorsCTiormann, '197$;

Fisher, 1974) conclude that 'agendas'don't worleand 'groups donlx,progress,via

,

step-by-step procedures' or as Weick (19h)explains, "It is the reflective glance,
4111,. 4

not the plan per se, that permits the act to be accomplished in an orderly way.
#A

Aplan works because it can be referred back to actions in the past, not because

it accurately anticipates future contingencies..." (p. 34).

Itseems apparent that some groups spend a modicum of time on alternative

perfgrmance strategies, whereas others deliberate fi"eol'utintly on OrOcedural

utters and belabor detailed outlines of group activities; some grOdm...adhere

to. pre -set methods of work;Lwhile others alternate between a variety.of approaches.,

These differences may have influenced Zaleznik and Moment (1964) to conclude

that each group must discover foi Itself which procedures mostmost appropriate

for-its membership and its task. Assessment of member preferences for procedures,

however, may lead to further insights about the way a pattern of work-habitS

emerge in a gfoup. .

1'

CONSTRUCTION OF THE GROUP PROCEDURAL ORDER QUESTIONNAIRE

In an attempt to assess a person's preference for procedures in groups, this

'researcher constructed a Likert-type scale, the Grqup Procedural Order Questiebnaire

4

- (GROQ). From a large poor of items drawn'fromthe case studies and the review

of the' literature, the investigator selected, twenty -four items which exemplified

the four characteristics of HP0 communication and another twenty-four which?'

depicted the four characteristics of LPO Fittterns. List 1 presents a classif7
4

cation of these items into the:two major categories and the corresoponding
. -.41.

properties of procedural order,, It see ea-plausible that an individual's:

Insert List If

7

- .
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preference for procedural order could be reepresented on a.continuum from very

comfortable to very uncomfortable. Thus, someonelwho desired HPQ work climates

discomfort with LPO items while, another person who,liked

procedures wouldbe uncomfortable with HPO items.

would indicate

flexibility in

:

/ Throughout each stage of research on this instrument, the investigator

attempted to minimize or to account for random and constant sources of measure4

ment error. Items on the GPOQ were worded both in the HPO and the LPO direction
, .

to control for. acquiescence of resporises, the tendency of subject t score all'a

items in one direction. Simila'rly, attempts were made to balance HPO items

which might seem cor?socially desirable with equally acceptable LPO items;

however, the overall' attractiveness of HPO versus LPO was not ditermined.

Multiple forms of the GPOQ, one with a dichotomous, comfortab'e or
*

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

.

used in analysis And selection of items, in determining internal and external

reliability and. in condLictipg ireliminary investigations on concurrent validity

to verify that the general format of this instrument did-not confound the -,exults
)

of these studies.

SUBJECTS IV

Six hundred and seventeen students h-oat!.!sic and advanced-level speech-

comm nicationpsychology and sociology classes at six colleges and universities

con ituted the sample for the various Stages of this study: A total of 220

subjects, were involved in the item analysis ttageg of de%i4 eloping.the GPOQ;

202 subjects, in the test-retest and alternate-form.reliability procedures and

', 195 in the preliminary investigation of concurrent validity.

,d
As a whole, subjects rangj in age ffom 18 to 47, with a modal age of 20

.

and were generally white middle-class stud4nts with an approximately equal

f'

number of males and females.' To control fOr possible demand effects in
N.

4

(
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4 in folicitinwrolunteers, an.identic al explap@Olon wastpresented Wall students. .

Ttke investigator asked subjects fo.envision thatth44 were(members'of a group
0 , .

in which the incidents described in the test items occurred regularly and

.

frequently- They were. to indicate the ilegtee of'comfort or discomfort-they

might feel in each circumstance by circling a number which corresponded to the

adjective Oat best approximated their.feelings. Each.item. was to be treated as

a separate and independent judgment.

ANALYSIS SF ITEMS ON THE GPOQ
A

Results of item analysis on the dichotomous and the multipoint versions of .

10-
)

the forty-eight Item instrument indicated that the GPOQ was a relatively homo'

gieneoug test For Form A, the dichotomdus version, the average Point Biserial

0

correlatio coefficient/for the forty-eight items was .33, the average

significance level for a Chi-square test on each f em between dye frequency of

subjects in the upper third of thetotal scores who responded in the kcyed HP0

direction an
-7

. - 0
. .

.
. .

e number of students in the lower third of scores whq,selected

0

HPO answers ,,Tas .3, and the KR-20 for the test was. .82, which was above the

.80 minimum,internalconsistency ratio required for a homogeneous test (See

DiUnnally, 1967, pp. 263-264).

'
A...

Fbr Form B, the multipoint version of the,GF
\
OQ, the average item-score

correlation was .27, thetaverage sigeniftg-a-nce level for t tests on each item
't

. .

.between mean item scores of subjects in the top third and those id the bottom

third of total scores was p C.05, and the Cronbach alpha coefficient for the

(

instillment was .83. ,

c ,

Since some of the Items fell below the minimal .30 that the researcher set

4110
,

for item - scorer and the .01 alpha level set for acceptable discriminatory

, .

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

items (16HP0 and 16 LPO, the ones identified'with .7 asterisk in List 1). The

/'
6



, , .
--.

1 V
)11.

.

coverage item-score correlation for the',top thirty-two items on 'the multipoint
...

. i
,

stale was :38;'the mean.factor loading from an orthogonal trarimax rotation of ,
t ) .

.
t,

a principal component actor analysis Was .45, the averue alpha laver for t .7

.)

"

a
tdsts on each item was p4.001 and the Oronbacft alpha for these'items was 4865;

8'

This datatthen;indicated that the GPOQ discriminated between subjects, yiaded

high item-score correlation coefficients and piovided relatively high internal ,

reliability.
I

t

RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY RESEARCH THE GPOQ .;

External Reliability .

*. . , . ,

f Alterukte forms of the G ?OQ werecOnstructed by slitting the thirty-two-
%-

e
item, multipoint version into .64o questionnaires, each consisting of sixteecse

gems (eight 100 and eibt LP0).. The tten4on 'both tests/were arranged in a

J1, similar f(er and we,re balanced an terMs of item-gcore corAation defficierrts.,%_

4

A

,

and item difficulty levels,, TheAltetnate-form.reliability coefficient for the /4,

. 4i
.. -''.% 1L..

115 students Ow took both questionnaires within a 12-to-14-day interva,1 was .75. .g

4"
1, .

Concurrent administration gi the "two questionnaires to thirty-nOle-additional'
4

A

subjects 'yielded a,reliability coefficient of .80;
VO whence the '.65 diffece

ibeen the two coefficients indicateechange in a subject' responses over time,

while the .20 difference resulte0(from variations due to extraneous factors (see

Ifastasi,.1970,pp: 7(8-89). For long-term oNsistency, forty-eight subjects

completed the thirtywo item form of the GPOQ in a test-retest proceduie wi,th

a ten-week interval. The correlation between the two administrations was .69.

These pcocedures.suggested that the concept which theGPOIQ measures was relatively

2
J , 44

stable over a short period, bUt gradually decreased in consistency over a

6
-).

longer span of time. *
i

g

\
.

Preliminary Investigation of Predictive Validity of the GPM
Z- , 4

In'this'experiment, peer, nominations of the member who seemed most

comfortable with tightly- structured group procedures and the onelwho seemed

-*
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A
. . .4 least comfortable with theft served as a eriterionmeasure. AlthotIgh this'. , - , 4 ..

>- I I. . -A 4 ' / .

Alt .( ,
, , .0 'criterion had no4 been dmpiricallytestec% descriptive tpldies..cnr procedural

le

order employed' its and it seemed directly linkcl to the concept whit'h the GPOI
... , .

c/s designed to meAure#
I

In addit.on, ratings 'by peers had, been substitiled
.

" Ie 7 .

4 frequettty foe criterion'pure criteon Measure' in criterion validity research

(see Edwards, 1959, p. 21 and et.,Al 1976, p. 172),Z, .---/i--

4

. .

...
'

It was reasoned that if the GPOQ tapped Miftber preferences fon a group's

. t

,

,

work climate, these expectations would Ue..communicated, either ,Overtly or /,

covertiy, to other-lembers. Moreover, °thee members could.identify4these

behaviors as preferees for particular work habiti; that.is;they could differ--1

entiate batueen commu
/
nication which signaled,a desire-for systematic,

.
pla.n.ned.

, *',...

stdps:of organization and that which dlosed
t
a need,for a free*wheelin6

_.1/2,
, -

flexible`Kork environment. Therefore, it was, hypothesized that:

. H Peerratings of HPOhOminees on the GPOQ, will 'differ
4

1 .

* -
significantly twom peer ratings of members selected
as LPO nominees. d

A,

'
}19

Procedure

group discUssion

Peer ratings on the GPOQ for H 0 and for LPO nominees
'will correlate sikniticantly a id' positively with se).1.--...

report scores on this questionnaire.
,

Subjects selected by other group'members as HPO nominees
recene,significantly higher deft-rep-art scores on

the.GPOQ than those,aelected at-tPq nominees.

/
One hundred and forty-nine students enrollesf-iti seven smart

clas§es Oomplfted a 'Survey which asked them to nominate from

I
their respective group themember that most.,prefetrea tight4y-organized

work procedures and theone who most P /referred fkexible and loosely-structured
. .

- ..
. .

.procedults. All stude is in the seven classes were..assignel to a task group;/
.

thus 'approximately tw ty-two groups of four to sitmembers were 1 eluded in-I:
4 t 4

this experiTent. ./

1

t

When ltd- survey was taken, each grotp had for t hree to four weeks
.

.14

and had averaged approxima tely eightAessibns together. In one tiasawhere

e
-

G
*or

4
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-I .r., '. , , i ,

' members had met
,

together. only twice, students were unable to decide: who should .''-. .. I- : , ) I. .
.be nominated and, cossesfuentla., this class, was 'excluded from the survey. In1 . It .

.

,- ,..' -.

case theri length nt,:tilie,litogieieher as a group seemed to affect a member° s .. P 4'
I . , ' . . ;;:. ; . ..

. i ,, .

. ,
6rillingness' talkpelkc An- HV et or ad-.1,P0 nominee. . -

... .NI4, - I ,, -,,, 4 ). " "4 k,4,) , . A. -.FlartIcip-ants were -asked to identify by name one member o heir gfonp Who
1.

seemed most comfortable with hil.ly struCtured.prodies Andione who- seemed
t:-. . ! .. --44 c .,/.' - , I ', .most comfortable-Zth flgxible:and free - wheeling work envixonments. Even though,

--. 1 . .) subjects sometimes ,expressed- a desire to nominate' two or,more people for each
, .., , .. .___-,position, they were urgikd to-pick the one whose communication in the ,group slerly

,. . .
.

supported his Or her preference for a tightly or loosely' organized work setting.
a

. Also, the investigator to bjecxs tt include their own, names in the list. of lig9

_potential nominees. One limi!ation c this procedure was that the experimenter--- .

.

could not -G-Ottrol. azfoup'composition; that k it was Exigible for groups ,to0

.,contain, all IWO or all 120 members. .,
, ..

. -

Approlkinately two weeks.'afterr this turey, the same subjetts received "thre.e :
. -

.

t

-. -copies of the GPOO ::hic'h -Jere (abeled either X, Y or Z. Farticipant5 were askellip
v . .,"'4

, ,. .,
'these`to complete test X as a selfrreport on how- they wItild feet:it these incidents.

... - _or copy ,Y, the experimenter.. -,

instructed them to anticipate- ow person Ol ion their group would respond and
....

N
._

for copy Z, how person T.:2 would react. For each 7tefect .the name of person
4

.
'was written at the tOp,of 'tory Y and ?he-name of person #2 was written at the

1 ,
,

top of copy Z; both names corresaprided to that subject's. cheicesfor )U.0 and
e .

,

A

. .
..

, ..

4 :

. for 110 group memberrespecrrvely. 1r-

.
.. , :

,

-

' .- Although subjects possibly associated this investigation with the earlier s .
, ,

N
64 4

'4

survey, the experimenter avoided libeling, person #1 as,HP0 and person #2 is r-130"/ ,.0.
in, hopes that par, icipants would not stereotype how HP0-and LPO People-,/should

I4,0,0 ,
t.

.respond on the G -Also, he experimenter instructed students to 'complete

a
T 12

9 49

#4441



,the questionnaires in- the 'or er ha
%.4

which each appeared in theilAcketi hence if '!
y

4
;copy Z was eo top, they should fill'it out first then Complete the other tests

in Sequential order. .Theofirrangement of the thl'ee,copies for each subject was
41Is .

systematically rotated to control for possible order effects )

11 f
, .

In effect each group mesiser-whd participated, in the first survey received

Fe. packet which contained three copies of the GPOQ, X, Y and Z.,'.1he' names of

that subject's nominees for HPO and for LPO rou ea era were written. at the

top. of copiei TInd Z, respettively,; thes /cod the two-peer .ratings,
. .

whilf copy X served as /self-report inventory of the subjecE who received the

packet.

Results.., iirticipants in the earlier survey chose thirty-five members-

as HPO nominees end forty-three as LPO nominee's.' Sublicts made more nominations,

44 I.

,but many of them duplicated names on other ballots. Only,14 (seven HPO and

seven LPO) of the seventy-eight nomine were picked bY at least,three of he

five or sig group members, i.e., at le st'three members concurred in their

'independent seleotion of HPOor of I.P0 melbers. In five groups, the votes ,

of at least three people concurred on,both the HPO ild the LPO nominees. 3
.

. - .
. ,

%,

Group members completed 24 'Peer ratings of HPO members and 29 for LPO
1

'1
..,,

_.._

Q
4members with Form A, the dichotomous version of the GPOQ. Students turnedin40eleven peer; of HPO members.and fourteen peer-ratings of LPO selectees.

with Formii, thelSultipoint version of the GPOQ. As predict, d, peers perceived

that. HPO designees viould score-tignificantly higher On the Oberthan wald

those named as LPO members. A Mann-Whitney U test between the 24 eer7rated

HPd mores and the'29 peer-rated'LPO ones-on Form A prodUced a U of 49.5,,a,
'

Scores 'of, -5.33, p<.0002. Similarly on Form B, mean scores of peer ratings. .
.

of the 11 HPO nominees were Significantly higher.than those for the 14 .LPO

7deaignees (t = 4.19, df 23, p< .001, see T 1e 1). .4.,* -

In essence; peers anticipated that group members whom they designated

13

1 I



as. ?PO individuals would'attain divergent 'scores from thos om they designated

as LPO members. In somerespeZts this predictifyi seemed obvious, yet the
4-

verification aft it' supported, to some'exteni, the content validity oft-this

r
instxm'ent. From.the perspective of fellow group members, the items on the

GPOQ seemed 'to taitinguish between people they viewed !as having differential

preferences forl7cedural orderip groups.

To'test hypothesis 2 bhe investigator correlated peer-ratid scores on

the GPOQ with respective self-report scores of Hi0 'and, VD nominees. In some

cases the individuals who were selected as H1°0 or as LPO nominees laied.to

submit self-report questionnaires ormembers who named them failed to- turn in

peer evaluations. Consequently the sample size in'each group was smelt. A

Spearman Rho cOrrelation,between'self-report scores and peer ratings of 18 HPO

dpignees on ,Form A of..the GPOQ yielded a .26 coefficient and a- similar

correlation for 27 HPO nominees revealed a .19 coefficient.

In like manner, Pearson correlations between peer ratings and self-report

scores on Form B were non-significant (HPO, N = 9, r = .41; LPO, N
.
= 10,

/

r:- .73). Although these coefficients were considerably higher than those foi

the dichotomous form, the small sample sizes made it difficult to draw conclu-

sions from this data. If the investigator could qVe obtaipgfi larger sample

size or would have camputdd correlations by combining HPO and LPO groups,

these oefficients might hdve been higher. Based on *li data the four

coefficients indicated that peer ratings of HPO and of LPO nominees did not

correspond to the self:report scores; hence H2 was rejected.

The prediction in H3 HPO nominees would receive significantly

higher self-report scores on the GPQQ than would LPO nominees was confirmed.

A t teAt between the mean self-report scores of the two groups 'demonstrated

that the HPO scores were higher than the' LPO oneon both forms of the GPOQ
IQ I&

(Form A, t = 2.12,
A
df,.. 31, 1:14.02; Form B, t = 4.16 94df = 17, p (.001, see At

Table 2).1 14
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As a cross-validation of this finding, forty-six students in two er

13

sessiod small group discussion classes took Form (B o f the dPOQ in conjunction'

4

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

41.0 *"yfirst one, subjects completed both the GPOQ'and the dominations for HPO aiid

LPO members concurrently thereby allowing the expetimenter to'control for order

effects of these procedures.

A significant difference was found between. the lean scores of the ten

students named as HPO members and the eight designated as LPO people (t = 4.31,1Q,

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

1

experiment, namely that subjects chosen by group members*as deMonstrating

. preferences for a tightly-structured work environment scored significantly

higher on the GP00¢,than did individuals-pidked as expressing a need for a

loose, free-wheeling worksetting.

Discussion. The acceptance of Hi indicates that
r
group members regard HPO

and LW 'individuals as distinct populations with significantly different mean
4

scores on the OPOQ. Acceptance of Hi shows that group me'nbers who are nominated

ti

as HPO and 120 fndividuals receive significantly different self-report scores

on \this test. Yet, the rejection of R,
c 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 iAdicate that peer ratings yield more extreme scores than do self-ratings;
4-

that is, peer ratings are,closer to the `aximutti-minimum test scores than self-

report ones are (see Tables 1 and 2). In particular, peers tend to rate LPO

nominees much lower than these*Individuals actually scored.
41,

Small sample sites, social desirability of UPO behaviors and stereotyping'

of peer preferences are factors which may contribute to this variability.

Becapse sample sizes of peer ratings within eacbrcategory are small, the '

probabil ity of sampling error is high; consequently these subjects may not

15
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reflecit thepattern'of a larger population of peer ratings. But the rather

sizeable discrepancy between peer and self-report scores for LPO members,

:2

suggests that other factors also influence this dispariety.

Social desirability of HPO behaviors may be one oltf these factors. That is,

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

be mores socially advantageous to indicate a preference for HPO than for LPO

items. In, other woras,pecause society may associate efficiency in work groups

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

'Iota person scores tlie'GPOQ. But when peers alAess another member's pref)erences,
Ate

the desire to *lye a soti Ily acceptableresponse may not be operative.

* Another factor which may affect the incongruity between peer and self-
.

report scores is a tendency Co stereotype HPO and LPO nominees; therefore a

peer rating wo2.11d reflect a prototype of any HPO or LPO person rathei'-than the

estimated preference of a particular member. 'Internal consistency coefficients

of peer ratings forHP0 and LPO. subjects support this assumption. The

14)
Cronbach allta on rot_; B is higher for,the peer ratings than for the general

sample, e.g..f .95 for HPO scores and .91 for LPO scores comparison with .87

for the general sa.,:lplee

In addition to the tendency of subjects to stereotypS peer preferences,

the reliability and validity of peer ratingi as a criterion measure hinge on

the perceptual sensitivity of each judge: Some peers rtly monitoe`behavior of

members more plosely,than others do, while others may be ast4e observers of

comunication behavior,,but may attribute Llaccurate motives nrationale to

, . v,
what they perceive. Pirhus, an individual's ability to observe other members,

. /C---
I

and to understand g oup process affects. the use of peer ratings as a criterion.
. ,

The accuracy of peer ratings often

I

depends on the extent toewhich trait
.

is manifested in behavior, i.e., it see easier to estimate ; apabilit4Tes,
., .

preferences and personality traits of others if such attribute are exemplified

6
40

/
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im behavioral patterns (See McGrath and Altman,'1966, p. 56). Mann (1959)

claims that peers are better judges of adjustment, leadership potential and

dominance than of introversion and interpersonal sensitivity. Since the, tems

on the GPOQ are based on the communication bspaviors 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

discrepancy between peer f.nd self-report scoreb. Perhaps anc'abbreviated rating

scale of eight items based upon the properties of HPO and LPO tiould simplify
lar

he scoring task and would yield higher correlations with self-report scores ovt

the same scale.

Thus, the disparity'between peer and self-report scores may accrue from
N, 1

a combination of factors, e.g., a tendency to AtereotypeyiPTand LPO responses,

,possible so-Sial desirability of HPO preferences, differential abilities of peers

dor
in observing and analyzing behaviors of other members, and excessive- length

. and scope of thePCQ..

Conclusion. The findings of this experiment reinforce the contention

that scores on the GPOQ characteriie therbehaviors of group members, but they

do not verify that this instrument measures preference for procedural order-in

groups. Since peer nominations of HPO and LPO members serve'as,a'reasonabre'

but not a valid 1pterioni peer ratingsras well as %cores on OPe GPOQ may )66sesi
1

some other grolip variable, e.g.` ladership, task-orientation. Moreover, size

and nature of group composition coulipl, contaminate the results of Reer,nominations
.

in that a majoriky of HPO members may populate some groups while LPO individuals

may comprise the metbership of others. In these.circ tances, peer nomibations
OOP

wbuld distinguish, someOhat erroneously, between HPO and LPO members.
-r, .

The results of this study, however, test to the likelihood that the

GPOQ can predict the communication behayiors of HPO and of two members. That' is,

17.
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if participants can identify thote individuals who receive ,high or 1pw scores

on this test, then the instrument inventories preferences and needs which seem

manifested in*the overtactions ofgroup members.

SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

Futurresearch on pr edural order should concentrate oh the relatioriship

between the GPOQ and other group-oriented variables such as task structure,

.consensus, -interaction patterns and group work norms. There isasome evidence

that the structure'inherent in thiriroup task may influence a person's

preference for procedures in groups.. Bochner (1975) reports that td(k structure

14.

has a significant effect on group interaction,and, in particular, on Procedural

communication, At analysis of group interaction bat'ed on Borgatta and

Crowther's IPA indicates that unstructured tasks demand more activity than

structured ores do.
a

A series of studie conducted at the uhiVersity of Indiana demonstrate

that consensus is positively related to statements of orientation--messages

L>

. whichattempt to facilitate achievement ofthe groupi goal through conflict-
,

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

Kline, 1970 ; Knutson,1972). Althot4h operational definitions of 'orientation'

do not include the tern 'procedures', it is likely that statemettt on procedural

tatters are treated as facilitatInkthe grOup

Communication among group member's is a thi -rd variable.whi seems related

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

,response to procedural messages, then it should differentiate between members

who make divergent proceduraliikentet statements: Decisions on how to code

both HPond LIT-pasterns entail queries about unit of measure and about

boundaries* between procedtiril order functio. and Other message categories.

Should statements of individuals or, should interact patternsof all members *

comprise the unit oFanalysis? Should coders focus 09 frequency of category

k 1
e . I.. ,

I % l
I
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I .

eistributioin or on sequential patterns among units; 'or' op timi-devotedto.-

prOcedural themes?

Since it seems that HP0 characteristic/ ate Often-banifested in the direct ,

. ,

overt initiative, s pf members. ile.1,p0 'ones may be seen in indirect* responses.
.

.. 1

which relate to the actions of or group
.

memb4rs, e.g.? developmene,of
. . ,

0. 1 %-

multiple,corlmet's
.
tips; amount of*tima that the, group spends on OneiteM of

Top
, . , . .

a long ,agenda, 'a tendency for the° gickip' to pursue .eangents, the 'composite
,_ t :.

.

,

vattehls:of the group memberi em
'

more veldable for Ohaiyzing procedural.
t .

.4 0 ' F', . , ' ,, %

.

.mcssages .thall, do polaead units." i'deapy,! this 'system should ,contairi
.,

catcgorielich ideerrtlate" prOCednekl Wiesseges thvot;gh tithe and across'
. ,

, . , 0

., , ..._ .

. - .. . . , .
..

subjects in.dedee
r

tp.c (lett Wand 'o deicribe
y
chi4T-asiOcAatiOn and hieFarchical.. .. .

s

work PotternIc ;.n.,likemanner,OLthe use of tins,- devo e - themes and sequence

. .

,
d f interact patterss4 eema. mor"e

/

q, pro. iri, a

t\
-

e
e

te tyre)rmore Subt le speZt", of

r
piOcedural: mes'sages than'a .frequency count doeO: '

/,
, , .4 , -,.. . b A

.

F le fhiriO : e ; t tITo S ,Ay's rem siouid..diAiingUisb, be?Ween procedural, order
.

and other .7el*ted. tessage patterns, e:g.',..gr,oup task 'functions such as
,

4',/. es.
.

clarifying content evideribe.'2nd-medlatinti..ensions. The
4

!

difficulty in treating cqpiene amd:.pioceddr at;tdiscreta units arises when
,, .. -,

,ponynt AiscustIOn Is Us for.a 'proeedural endi sixth as formuleting agendas

'
altld dispersing grbup. ass igniem ts .

' a
Adapta tiqn. of the. 4041. l'etol, a ontent analyi fs System fbr analyzing.

,

interaction _patterns in dkroups may incur a number of roblemi, namely...ohm:

. to fntegrote rteiii
.

ge 'units into a 'descriptibn of grOUP actions, how;Ito
( '. , .

.. . . . _ .
.

incorpor e nonvprba as
*well

as vet13,t
,

cues and: how .to distinguish between
.

. ,

is and othet
A
task-related messages. Thus. futureprocedural 'order statem

..
%research on .t1.1e,,GpOQ

1

s uld concegtrate
:

'on the relationship between this-
. 1L-7,

.:. ,

instrument and measures of other group variables land on the degree tolich
. ,

predispositions for procedueal order orArule-governed by a 'parti ular context.
. .
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p
/'' group about how much work is. still to.be atpmplished.

12. Several members are into a t ivial debate and somebody tells them
to '.knock it off' because t ey'arewasting time. .

, ft.3. The group sets clearly deft edgoals for future meetings.'

.114.,Theiroup sets deadlineefor the completion of tasks.
«

)
.

. -
°

'C. Emphas is
o

n Regular, Predictable Procedures .- .

*1.5, The meeting has been planned so Carefaly.that everyone seems to
**lbw exactly what is expected.of the group. ,,

16. The group is working on ways to improve prOcedurisCfor faculty
evaluation. One member suggests that they delegate tasks,so that
each person knows which aspecof the topic to reseArch.

.

t *17). At the end of each group meeting, one member summarizes the
discussion and provides a sense ofclosure.to the group's inter-
ac

*

tions.
.

.
'

18: A group nembertsuggeste-that the groi adopt a policy of takingthat

a formal vote with i gtov-of hands fo making decisions on major -

issues.

19. With very few preliminaries the group meetings get right !e3wil"to

the business at hand. .
.

*20. When the group meets outilde of class, it establishes set time,
day andpace,for regular sessions.

)

"-Tarr I

Aft .

Items on Group Procedural Order Questiommtire:-
Categariesand Properties ,

. High Procedural Ordei
, .

.

A. Use of Planned, sequential Patterns fot Organiling Task Activities -

*1. A group member likes to arrange in priority or rank order sxternati4es _-
it

Mentioned in the discussion. .* .

*2. The group decides to use an agenda at each planning aeskion to keep
the meitingotightlY organized.

...i, -,

*3. A(greup member carefully interrelates different contributions and
links ideas together to keep the,gtolip structured., ..

4. Someone goes to theblackboard and organizes the,group thinking
.

in
outline form. . , .

*5.,Someone suggests that the grbuP list ail of the 'ideas on piper:and,..,

discuss each one in turn.
. c , 1,

406.)Ehe group has two days remling'before presenting a panel disettsion.
One member wants the group o list tasks that the)' should finish
within the next two days.

1:-, .

*7One group member is trying to get things organized by suggesting
procedures to bifollowed. ,

; ,

.8. One member suggeSts that they go aroundthe group and everybody in .

turn'say what they think about the topic.
.

.

*9. One group member 'wants everything written down in, clear outline, . .
. form and often reads what he has written down to.orient,the group,'

10. A member insists than the grodO'should reach consensus on causes of
e problem before discussing possible solutions.. :.

. ,

B. Concern for Timeeanagement
*U. A group member.keeps'an eye on the watch and frequentlt reminds; the

r
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D..Empbasis on-Clari itig Group Procedures and Bemisking Members to .

Adhere to the Task,
.

1,21. At the beginning of.each group meeting4 one member reminds the
group what should be accomplished daring the next hour.

*22. Whe4-14,group digresses and beginssto discuss non -task' issues,,
one member immediately asks the group to return to the work at

*23. The group leader is moderating the discussion in a firm wayso that
the group sticks to the agenda and to business.'

24. A iember is telling some interesting details about her.personalllfe

end another member interrupts in order to get the group back to work.

Lew Procedural, Order
. \

A. Use of a Chain-Aisociation or a Cyclical Procedural Pattern
25: One person in the gtoup is continually throwing out ideas about

everything under the sun. ,

*26. The,group developsa norm of generating ideas through following one
, tangent after another,and ends up on a different topic than it

started with.,
4

0'.:t

*27.'%he group jumps from point to point without coming to ay decisior.
*28. The group is brainstorming wild ideas for the flirt of it.

10
1.

*29. The group is kicking idea's around-without a specific aim or purpose.
30. The group fluctuates between discussion of the Orolaem to considera-

tion of possible solutions back`to analysis of-the problem.

8.41exibility in Establishing and Chan*ing Plans'
31. Someone comes in late io,a\meeting and the group decides to explain

tothe latecomer what has Happened so fare .''' a

*31. The group decides.to follow a procedure to make a decision and
/' suddenly they seem to have forgotten all about it.

*33. None of the members stem to know for sure,why the:group is meeting.
34. Sandy believes that,assighing tasks for members to complete before

the next meetingtii too limiting. She prefers togain a general
overview of the topic rather than be assigned a task.

*35. The group members adopt, a schedule for completing certain tusks,* but
drop this idea when they miss the first deadline.

*36. The groUp schedules a meeting for progress reports from-four people
and spends the entire, discussing the first report.

*37. YoU 'thought the.group made a decision but when you came to the next
'meeting the group took(up the matter again and discussed it.

C.Jblivious to Time Constraints

*38. The group members are socializing and kidding around without keeping
an eye on how much time is left to do the job.

39. The group has only one week to submit' &report but they are notd
worried or,nervous about meeting this deadline. a

D. Emphasis on a Balance Between Task and Socio-emotional Needs of Nam
*40. The group is having a lively discussiOn and suddenly there-are eVeral

comvmisations going' on at the same time.

*41. A member of your group makes long contributions which 'rarely pertain
to the issue the group is discussing.

21 4
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*42. A member is cracking jokes and making funny comments while the rest
of throup is trying to work.

43. One member interrupts tile _group's work to suggest that the group
talk about an absent member..

444. While the group works on its task, several Members frequently recall
scenes from a recent football game.

45. Member Blike, tO,ramble oq when making a point. He usually has some
good ideas. butt likes to philosophize and talk a ound the issue before
making his point.

46. One member is often confused regarding the group's t and alWaye
seems to be asking questions about whac,i4 happening.

*47. Someone interrupts the discussion of a point to bring up an'interesting
but completely, different idea.

*48. Your group believes that the task is not as important as socializing
with grqup members.

4

/ ti
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Table 1

Descriptive Indicelitof Peer Ratings, of HPO and LPO
Nominees op Forms A and B.of the GPOQ

Fors A
(Dichotomous)

Peer Ratings.
of HPO

Nominees

Peer Ratings
of T.P0-

'Nominees

Form, B

(Multipoint) Peer

Ratings of
HPO Nominees

Peer Ratings
of LPO

Nominees

-
Form A

(Dichotomous)
Self-Rating

of HPO
Nominees

N Median Mode Mean Range
.

24

.

0.-
34- 40:'

.

A 20-46

29 -le 19
4

N,

a_

5-42
.

11 270- 270 251 178-293,

14 195

N.-

188 '134-257

Table 2

Descriptive Indices of Self-Report Scores for HPO and APO
Nominees on Forms A and B'of the GPOQ

4
Self.-Rating

of LPO

Nominees

Form B

(Multipoint) Self
Rating of

HPO Nominees

Self- Ratings
of LPd

Nominees

N

ri

-Mean SD

15 32.27

0.1

4.99

18, 27.50 7.85//

9* 248.89 26.27

10
.

205.60 17.75



0

s.`

Form C
(Multipoint)

16-Items

V
0

a.

'Table 3

Cross Validation Study: Descriptive Indices of Self-Report
Scores for NPO and LPO Nominees on the

Sixteen-Item Form of theCPO('

1

Self-rating

of APO

Nominees

Self-Ratings

of LPO
Nominees

N Mean SD

.

,

110 82.5 12.87

8 , 75. 9.37

24
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1Selltiz., et. al., admit that most investigators rarely find a valid
and reliable criterion, consequently _they selept.one which is adequate and
keep its limitations in mind when drawing conclusions about the researth
(See Selitiz, et. al., 1976, p. 172).

T

2
Edwards suggests that the degree of correlation found between peer

ratings .and scores on personality inventories is a'fUnction of a number of
factors, but primarily the complexity of the variable and the amount of
insight and knowledge the has,of the sublet and of the variable
(See, Edwards, 1959, p. 21).

$

When these 78 nopinees were combined with 18 collected during a
summer school session, a breakdown of the number of members who concurred
in their "preferences for HPO or for Lp0 designees indicate an equivalent
freqdency of agreements in both categories./ rn the HPO group, 36 sets of
agreements were tallied.: 2-member concurrence = 18, 3-member = 10, 4-member
w 5 and 5-member = 3. In the LPO group, 37 sets of agreements were tallied:

= 22, 3-member = 9, 4-member = 5 and 5-member = 1. .

4
Tfle researcher conducted this experiment during earlier stages of

work on the GPOIQ ;:its the 48-item form of the instrument. Since the
correlation between the 48-item and the 32-item muleipoint 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 not been empirically tested. $$

5
Standard error pf the mean on FormsB for peer ratings was 2.90 for HPO"

and 3.31 for LPO as compared with cr for self-report scores of 1.29 for HPO
and 1.85 -for LPO. .

m
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