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. T_- R : Abstract

In addition to assessing observed communication behaviors SYMLOG
may be-used by partidipant-obeerVeriras'a foil for interpreting how

their own value orientations affect their data collecting and

theorizing As communication researchers withdraw from participation in

ganization they "naturaliy" begin to re- evaluate their

/ -4

participation and begin to recognize how their-vaiue-orientations caused- ’

" them to selectively gﬁther and interpret data.. This refiexive process.;.

' (phenomenologicai bracketing) is systematicaliy aided by the use of

SYMLOG interaction scoring R | L R

"neeting is compared with the author's field notes to that meeting ”The .

author uses the SYMLOG scores to reconstruct his data and theorizing SO

.
that it is value oriented Q;
. ' . . "'
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To illustrate this technique;-a naive coder's SYMLOG scoring of a ~ o




The Use of SYHLOG as an (nterpretive Foil for Participant Observer
' ' Research in Organizations |
_ This paper is: divided.into four sections ‘the. first section exmnines
‘the research role and experience of the participant observer |

delineating the essential tension experienced by the participant

| observer as one of being ‘both near and distant from the social<=

phenomenon being studied The second section briefly reviews the ‘theory -

and some of the methods associated with SYMLOG The SYMLOG coding

procedures used in this study comprise the third section. The fourth "_ .

section compares the author s-field notes with several SYMLOG;image' _

field diagrams, illustrating the use of SYMLOG as an interpretive foil.

Participant\Observation' Between the Faniliar and the Alien
" Van Maanen 1979) has contrasted traditionaﬂ social scientific -

' research with participant observation research, noting that the latter -

N

attempts to “come to-terms with the meaning, ‘not the-frequency, of

. certain more or . ess naturally occurring,phenomena in the social world"
: (p 520) Douglas (1976), taking a similar tack nas characterized "the

traditional goal of field research studies. . .-[as that of arriving at i

knowledge of] situated experience--that is social meanings the way it

looks to the members -of society" (p. 189) who are the object of the :',_}, !'

researcher $ investigation. In the words of Geertz (1973), researchers _

must strive to obtain “access to the conceptual wor\d in- which our i

N

subjects live" (p. 24) since that is the. meaningful world that the “\

researcher attempts to articulate. In short, participant observers

attempt to account for the subjective views of participants that is. | .

researchers explicate the meaning of social life for the participants in

“a society (Bruyn, 1966) T R e

/




S L meeme
-:;f;hiﬂf R Schutz (1967) points out that analyses incorporating the-subjective |
5 ';'point of view present two problems for the social sciences- (1) “How is [';
| | | ﬂe,it. . . possibie to grasp subjective meaning scientificaily?" (p 35)
’*s_ t. s “and (2) “How is it. . . possible to grasp by a system of objective IL
- y knowledge subjective meaning structures?“ (p. 35) The answer to the
| 'b ) first question, according to Schutz (1967), is fairly. simpie. The $o0
1. .scientist does not construct thought objects that refer to the “: N
._subjective meanings of unique individuais rather, by particuiar f o

;'methodoiogicai devices the scientist construéts a model of a portion of .

;,-,_3;;_' | o the soc1ai worid which deals with typified events that are reievant to
o ;_ ’the research probiem-the scienti;t is examining This model, based-on a
-'particuiar probiem, iimits the data considered reievant and it puts any
contingent data beyond question through the use of appropriate

methodoibgicai devices. Hence the modeiing process of the scientist

"reiies on the seiectivity imposed by a refearch question._
In order for the scientific probiem to determine the structure of
!

) reievances, the scientist h:;,to assume a- disinterested stance toward |

- the common-sense'worid Th individuai in everyday iife allows his.’

|
| o | o
; ;' _ "_' - personai biographicai situation to determine his structure of . S ”f*' ' ':-j
i | 'reievances._ During social. interaction this individual assumes that his ;-“. : d*f;i
motives are interiocked with those of his partners and the significance _?%=L =;fﬁﬂ

" ‘of events revolves around h1$ "project at hand ," In contrast the R |

"scientist detaches himseif from his biographica1 situation and replaces :.i. '

this’ structure of reievances with that body. of knowiedge constitutive of zf-l}fﬂfﬁf;

_the scientific probiem he is investigating. “*n other words the

'; ;'its oiution and each construct carriee along~~to borrow a mathematical

|
scientific pr0b1em is the “locus“ of ali possibie constructe relevant to ?.e, _'jw




BT ause_"'or_-e-;;smos o

term--a sub$cript referring to the probiem for the sake of which it has ’j;firi:“
been established" (Schutz,. 1967, p. 38 e S
T:_=fﬁ i'if ﬁ; The preceding methodoiogicai devices--assuming disinterestedness e fi:}
R '_toward the common-sense. world and reiying dh the seiectivity of a o
“scientific probiem--allow the scientist to construct typical patterns of

behavior which correspond to the observed behavior in the sociai world

.' which is de]imited by the research probiem.- The scientist,rin turn,
uses a third methodologicai device he ascribes‘to the actorS'within |

'.»his theory a, certain consciousness that accounts for the patterns of -

[}

) behavior. The- COnsciousness of the theoreticai actor is Timited “in ';"_fg e

Ty .-

| j:';such a way that its presupposed stock of knowiedge at hand (1nc1uding

"4

'-'the ascribed set of invariant motives) would make actions originating

from it subjectiveiy understandabie provided that these action£ were

. i
L

| ; performed by rea] actors within the socia] world" (Schutz, 1967, p. el);;.7

gDne of the implications Qf Schutz phenaneno]ogical ana]ysis of - k\ |
._soc:al scientific research is/that the participant observer necessarily .
. must - exercise both the methodologicai devices,of scientific “alienation" R
“and the sociai techniques of ”familiarity,“'i e., involvement«in*thg
: ;day-to day proJects of other participants. Khare (1983)_characterizes ._.l
“this dilemma as "between beifg near-and distant " he anaiyies this
_ten51on as the productive force of native anthropoiogy -since "these fn- o

o two tendencies one of aiienation and the other,fof"'*hining close to

| -.;the nativity. work as mutuaily restraining forces offer’hﬁ ‘that tension
T that, an anthrOpologist fihds necessary and creative for his work” )

« . A .
. »a

-

The probiem with being near and distant, being aiien and famiiiar, SN

is that an compiementary reiationship between the two types of



experience is very difficuit to obtain oﬁ to sustain (see Burns, 1983 on
t'ze negativ-e effects ;f sustaained participant observation) ﬂarren |
A£i984), comment ing about this problem of integration motes that tt‘-»—~
pa;&icipant observer must | | . o
i-'ff&; engage in a form of | phenonenoiogicai bracketing--an attempt td o
';I put aside his or her own. sense of the subjective and sogially = - 't-;(;L o

constructed nature of the world, .'. . [Paradoxicaliy ] what
is 'bracketed ' in phenonenoiogicaljienninoiogy, is. not the

: .7" o naturai attitude 1tsp1f, but the *bracketing of the natuai :'j
R o attitude' iearned as . a qualitative researcher. (p 111)
Such second-order bracketing means that the researcher turns back
refiects upon how the experience of observation and participation

retiprocaiiy produced\the significance he or she attributes to this ;

_ exoerience. This “reflexion“ normally occurs passively through the
epassage of time; the researcher leaves thg research site takes on new : .

B ~ activitiesd* and refiects upon the now. "distant“ experience of

‘ 'part ipant observation (Dougias 1976; Rabinow, 1977; Schatzman &

Strauss 1913) If'the research is- on-going, planned retreats from the
-i‘fin site may be necessary for’ the participant observer to maintain the ,,f ' :
critical reiationship between nativity and scientific insight hfhu'-h';_"?r;
Another method though is possibie. The participant observer may R
use one or another of the techniques associated with SYMpDG to examine _
his or her vaiue orientations as weil as those of other participants.“lflé H?:‘w.h:
By using SYMLOG as an interpretive foii. as an aid t0. gain insight about |

both their own and their subjects' implicit theorizing. the researcher

i may systemattcaiiy engender & productive tension between being near and

distant that otherwisg might take months to occur....'
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sanoe a Brief Review | ];.ﬁ-*f'fflé i
 SYMLOG 18 an acronym For a “SYstem for the Muitipie Levei

N

“Observation of Groups. This sgsten uses three orthogonai dimensions toﬂ
@describe the quaiit;/:)"the behavior of members or the images suggested B |
~1n the content of what they say. The dimensions described in terms of
~ behavior adjectives are (r) Dominant,vs Submissive, (2) Friendiy VS,

'Unfriendly, and (3) Instrumentaiiy Controiied Vs, Emotionaliy o
Expressive" (Bafes Cohen & wiiiimnson 1979, P. 9) The spaCe createdf'- '
| by the three dinensions is iTTustrated in- Figure 1.

Nhen using SYMLUG/ information may . be gathered in two ways- (1)

group interaction may be rated retrospectiveiy by one or more of the

group members and/or by observers (this techhique reiies on an adjective
check Tist), or (2)- group interaction may ber scored by one or more | |
’observers. Interaction scoring ay be performed either during tkie group o
'interaction-or from recordings of the interaction. This Tast type of .
'interaction scoring may reiy on ‘video tape regprdings audio recordings,
.'T'_or written transcripts.gg'- . - ,'f " _:_'f;' ;-

| -BEhaviors Imag_;1 and Vaiues

Interaction scoring of group interaction assesses three Teveis q{

o _ "meaning (1) the: ehaviors members dispiay (what peopie express '
?fverbaiiy or nonverbaiiy), (2) the images th_t members dvoke (what peopie.__
. say about variqus. referents), ahd. (3) the pro or con vaiue Judgements o

.that members exhibit toward certain images (what attitudes peopie imply

i 2

'gby what they say or do) Both behaviors and images may be scored on aiiah

.'ithree dimensions (e.g., UNF), on any two dimensions (e.g., DP), or on ﬂ
:,'ffany one dimehsion (e.g., B). Vaiues are scored a8’ either P (PRO} or C
- ;:(CON) The distinction between behaviors and images withih SYMLOG is

%
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;ﬂergnce between reiational and content messages i”:?:;e;f .l;i
o (watziawick Beavin"&fdacksonw 1967) since group member behavior oftenii"’ﬁsz7;l'ﬁ
Tfy?h*_rfiji:: i~ indcates. how the image ievei of meaning is to be interpreted. This . |
. f~interpretation/ in turn is summarized within SYMLQG scoring as a vaiue'ifﬁfﬁﬁ{;"?“
-judgenent about'some referent (topic of discussion) Moreover just as
- rel ationai and content messages may be congruent ‘or incongruent S0 fn'ay
y ”by-SYMLOG behaviors and images be in discord or accord with one another
Specificaliy,.the first category of meaning (behavior) aiiows

ﬁf_;-;vf-é.e ;_interaction scoring to focus on either nonverbai oF. verbai acts. The ;g;

.';.second category of meaning (im- es) distinguishes among six types of
X ‘ ' ‘They are briefiy (1) references to (or descriptiqn/of) th§
' IR self, (2) references to the ether (3) references to the.grggg
_as a whoie (4) references to the immediate externai 31tuation;-
-in which the group interaction takes piace (5) references to. o
=generai features of the environing sggigty and (6) references r‘ '_. y:%,; -";
- -'to any kind of thing, real’ or imaginary, which the observer '. . ST
Judges to be - infonnative about the imagination and . feeiing of »hf.' ff}g |
the person speaking. a ciass of content calied jagtgsy 1mages,‘-n'?-[ft 5', S
(Baies Cohen’, & wiiiiamson 1979, P 9) ' o R i ;' 7 '“7..y:lgff
Field Diagrams " v .' - R N _'i. o -;;

. . N T ’ ) ’ - w
[ . -

o o SYMLOG scores may be viewed in graphic form by using either behavior

'5or image fieid diagrams. The behavior fieid diagram (Figure 2) piots _G' . ;*{}ﬁg

N ';behaviorai scores on the three dimensions whiie the image fieid diagram -,f:-' o
(Figure 3) piots image scores on the three dimensions. " |

- The cirdies piotted on ‘the behavior diagram (Figure 2) represent the N |

B and P behay fors of the partimpants in.an interaction. . fn other - o
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k dlagram. '[ | e R 'j' _ -u_ IR ! S .

"entlre meetlng by averaglng all of the scores for each lndlvldual
1;part1c1pant over that peFTBd of tlme. 0r the meetlng may be(broken lnto |
| smaller units of time and field dlagrams may- be constructed for each _,‘; .

.____Polarlzation and Unification

."**‘hﬂ}‘:’j {;u f*tvfzwv;é'.dfl”gj-..*E:' Sl e 'ltl e L;’"Ln;§ﬂl't**'dli?af i
AR T A ‘v o *w-.a;?;:g-ﬂlnajxﬁ;
words the locatlonoof tna clrcle on the behavloral fleld dlagram S P
‘”"f_,portrays the degree to whtch each particlpant's behaviar ls 7_;j {” ﬁf - J_?fﬁflf

' ‘:1nstrunahtally controlled (F or forward) vs emotlonally expresslve (B or
R backwagd) andlor frlendly (P or posltlve) Vs unfriendly (N or: negatlve)..

o The size. of the clrcle (;ee the U-D number below the clrcle) corresponds o ’;.

to the degree of domlnance or submlssibn exhlblted by each~part1clpant,-f :

"a’-The larger the clrcle (or U nunber). the more donlnant the behavlor of a. ' ;]_:7?
'g partlclpant conversely, the smaller the clrcle (or the larger the D . 1' , f_g‘
L number) the more submlssive the behavlor ef a partlclpant e

“In contrast, the inage; Held dlagram (Figure.3) plots. each S

L2

interactlon. As ln the behavlor fleld dlagram ehch plot is made ln the

‘T'partlclpant's attltude toward the content talked about dur1ng the L 7u"‘- ﬂ'f

K } three dlmenslonal space. waever, the clrcles ln the lmage fleld
'<“i dlagrams represent the partlclpants' lmages (PRO and/or CON) . of the

. .topic of conversatlon. Note that the average reference level (1-6) for

each partlclpant's lmage 1s lndlcated 1n the chart below the lmage fleld
' Each type of field d1agram is- analogous t4 a photograph Just as.
some photographs are snapshots and some are: tlmed exposures, so also do ; :'

the field. diagrams vary in terms. of time. A diagram may encompass an

. n "tlme perlod.a’T

The use of hnage fleld d1agrams allows one to graphically Vlew how

&he group'members form PRO and CON»coalltlons around 1mages. Slmllarly, }}.LQ';




. (e.g .y ONE subgroup is located’ip the UPF space while another subgroup

= extremely polariéed or unifisd will have dif?ﬂcul

" The- polarized_group is. unli/}ly to reach an informal~consensus on

‘behay fors, images and values, The coding procedure used -in this study .

" USE. OF SYWLOG .
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" the use of bethioral field diggrams~show which~group membersfbéhave' |
~ different)yugnd which behave similarly. »15 & group has: two or more
| isubsets of members who differ eﬁﬂpnsively in their mages or behaviors

L}

is located in’ the UNB space), 'the group is polarized. Conversely,
group is unified if.all menbers may be located in roughly the same .

;space 8.0y the UPF space. Bales and his colleagues (Bales COhen &

» ,'_
williamson 1979 Bales & Isenberg, 1982) argue that groups that are ..)~§ '

accomplishing tasks

.'“-.anything, while the unified group is likely to practice “groupthink “f-V |

too readily agreeing to suggestions made by any group member 'ffl

- SYMLOG Coding Procedures

In the. analyses undertaken for this study, only verbal (speech) acts

~h~\from a written transcript were coded. using the SYMLOG categories for

- differed in many ways fran the interaction scoring method described by S | P

Bales COhen & Williamson (1979). For exanple, Bales and his .

colleagues usually Score an interaction “live" and use a group of

'observers. These observers view the group interact?on fron behind

one-wdy windows/mirrors._ The observers do not attempt an exhaustive "gﬁ"

‘analysis of the interaction they score- only those behaviors and/or
: images whieh they sense are 1mportant. Moreover each observer |
"'-!indicates a physical «time reference for each. act andf‘? 1mage scored so

{x_that a basis for comparing different °b9°'V9'5' 5¢°"95 fs provided. I“ ’

A

N -"-contrast the scprihg procedure used in this study. being textually’ '_ S

- - based, was more exhaustive. The transcript was scored by a single N
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o
B Recerding and Transcription R ,t O ﬁ'-_'ri f;ts
: . -~—"_, ) -,; The committee meeting was tape~recorded early in January, 1982 with
y | the’ committee s prior approval A singie microphone has used 0 all ,'f_eﬁrf:
lfl voices were recorded on one track Transcription of the tape-recording _;_
wi. ”4was done by a professional secretary who' was instructed to punctuate | ?
| | a7pauses and to inscribe the conversations verbatim, includirg vocaT dis-.~
fluencies. The author produced the final transcripts; he’ identified tb@
speakers using three-ietter codes gpd corrected any error{ in
oy scription.i - | | | ;
'Trainingi_-'.' e . ’\.--"
\ ' The coder was familtar with the group members since he- had attended
| -2 number .of conmittee meetings prior to the meeting that was coded.,
' However nq was not present during the.group $ actuai interaction, and
"he was privy to only a limited history of the group* s discussion on the
- topics that were scored The coder was trained by ‘the author based on 1. -
the SYMLOG descriptions and the instructions provided by Bales. Cohen, &
_ wiliiamson (1979). The 20 hours of training concentrated on three fa~;~"
| f. f*. S objectives (1) achieving consistthy in identifythg scoring units .'1
} o ;(acts) to he coded; (2) distinguishing between behaviors and images- in
| an accurate manner and (3) applying each of the three SYMLOG dimensions
Cina consistent manner- to both behbviors and 1mages ' v

Scoring ReJiebiiitx,and Vaiiditz i . .p'_,pf E

e




T reliabdty fok

e e
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At the end of the tralnlng perlod. an excerpt from the transcript

- was scored b' both the author and the coder to assess 1ntercoder
acts (unlts) scored. ngh 1ntertoder rellablllty
 resulted: .90 sing ‘a Pearson R split- -half test. Nhlle no formal

"he ‘began scorlng, both the author and the coder Spent considerable time

' examlnlng and mutually Justlfylng %Prlations in the scorlng of acts

explanations d1d the coder proceed wlth the scorlng of the traﬁscnlpt
N After ‘the coder had scored the transcrlpt his scorlng valldlty was

_ assessed uslng procedures developed by . Isenberg (l980) and Bales and

7~ Isenberg (1982) called the Behav foral Impications Task (BIT] and the '

--Value Implications Task (VIT), respectively. “The BIT and VIT tests
. assess those SYMLOG dlmenslons upon which the coder may be blased by
conparing the coder s scores -to an ideal set ofascores on each | _
o conhlnatlon of the SYMLOG .dimensions. The results of ‘these two tests' |

' [

K showed that the coder was reasonably accurate (showed llttle tendency tb

i
iy

distort béhvavlors or velues) 1n his judgements.

- Scoring Procedures ' ~.\ﬁ S N .{-: W&

¢ The 1nteractlon scoring form used by the coder §s 11lustrated in
Flgure 4. The tranecrlpt was coded_on_the 1nteractlon scoring form asy
f 'follows.. i 'kfe o y, . ; L o e |
' L S

"' s0 as to sequentlallycreference each act soored

| 1n the ”who Acts" colunn.. S e
.3. The dode hame of the partlclpant addreseed by the speaker (or '

. SN 2
-7 ;(statlstlcal) assessment of the coder* s-scorlng valldley was-made before L

) "?-uslng the SYMLOG categorles. Only after both were satlsfied with thelr s

; z; The code name of the partlclpant currently speaklng was placed,\ 'h

"ff;ﬁu§g}of:$YHL?g;f{¥E "GP

tn

"-,1\ In the "Tlme" column, three-dlglt ordlnal nunbers were pleced /,,. 'g_t-?*
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nof the phy'ai'cgi' _-!oc'at_ldn'of g’i-.oup- members on back of page 1
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“The - three parts to this section exenpl ity %he use of SYMLOG as an ...1r"i”

'f”GRP:bif addressed to. the group as a whoie) was . indiceted in the H'”piifaf;,;]

in ordinary language = __VQ"_~s._ o :.'E;_';_ - __‘-Q‘-ef&f“

,_The “Direction of'hhe imege was indicated in this colunn the

“in the ”!mage Leve]” colunn;

e ee;;;jpvafﬁ ”SF:¢F5$YFL?BEf-v;"“*

fp.“Toward Nhom“ colunn._ -

Since-oniy speech acts were considered the “Act/Non“ colunn wes;:ffdf-éz’

B -_;ﬂinverdebly marked “Act.“ii-
' '_5.' The location in the three. dimensionei space to which the
'behaviorai act corresponded was indicated in the “Direction“'-"'

-i;coiuhn. In other words the ect vas scored in terms of whether FRN

1t was: U or D P or N F or B, An act couid be scored on. e11 |

thrée dimensions (e g.. UNF). .on. any,two dimensions (e g., UN),'.f”'"'
or on any one dimension (e g.. U) | . B

In the column lebeledi“ﬂrdinary Description of Behevior or e.: "

Image.“ the topic or reference for the speech act was described o

A ”P" or “c* wes placed in the “Pro/Con“ column, thus
des nating whether the attitude towerd the image~was positiVe
(P) or negative hgi '

~ ‘same procedures were fo]lowed as in step 5, N ,; v _{ ' 7_]{'. ”i

Lastly, the reference (l'

_eis 1-6) for the image was designated

Imege level 4 (situetion), as an B -

”immediete reference to the con' xt of the meeting, - wes used to T

; index the topre under discussion y the committee.

Using SYMLOG as an Interpretive Foll: An Applied Cage =~ . "

'interpretive foil for perticipant observation. “The first pert provides

m SRR

. : 'background informetion about the research site the second part presents~_4 S
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| -';gmeeting, the third part interprets these field notes in the light of
"f“:pfthree SYMLOG image field diagrams of that same meating '

. \

_._.}.Baekground - | o __L o _“- - y,gmf;.

The. focus of this case is the decision-making that occurred in a

"Qual—ity of Working Life (QWL) worksite committee (the DR committee)
| ';;;'This committee 18 one of . many committees within a QNL program which is' i
- | supported by a large mid-western city and a labor uniqn local The _=:h
7;,author served as a t.ird-party facilitator for the WL program and thef.
- DR committee was one of five worksite committees that he visited on a.

;;regular basis | j~‘= i'-"'flp-ﬂi

x .
Norksite committees consist of both fixed (for key management and

:. '_:_union roles) and. elected positions (for supervisory nd non- supervisory-:; L

| _ enployees) Generally, the worksite manager and ass stant manager have;;} i
'lfixed positions as do the unjon steward and a desig ated union |

fassistant The elected positions are more variable in nature _-Each \i:

’\ . -
committee sets up guidelines for elections and determines what form of o

representatlgp of the workforce should occur in the committee.

At the- time this case occurred members holding fixed positions on .

- the DR committee were ALF (the plant manager), BOB: (the assistant plant: '
manager), VRG (the shop steward for the union local), and DEN (a N
' ',designated member of the union). The eight elected menbers included the -

| ,_following actors: ! . - L o
'_ vName - Work Area o "" - . Status .

R ARP e f-’laboratory j-__,.l;;supervisorgll
) B i : T . : ' , .
BIL . - .plant maintenance . electrician
| . BiM.* f B plant maintenance-' B stockroom clerk

,_CLY-= -~ ground matntenance ~ supery isor 11.

»swsmoe




' o . e P . 2{' o - i N S : SR e '_-_' S . Ce .
‘o ih: . ,':79___; CDIKE e ..ef'yfground maintenance .supervisor r . *-}jv '
- o o iGEN7§,:ji‘i;~}“:.3j piaﬁt mointenance '5W0rker IR L
L Lo aMRB -'leboratory 1;1;'5fj:chemist S
R P R - SR
R g-.-RPH', S e p]ent madntenance j_,p ' supervisor II ST e : :
# | For over two and. 12 years the DR—committee discussed a. fiextime :

L schedule at its worksite but n the course of oniy one meeting it

|

B ;ff'_;. | hft ndecided to disbend the subcommittee whidh was’ investigoting the fiexthne 'flf"i_"#
:ffi,?"_' ii : _.scheduie. “The- chair of . the fiextime.subcommittee (VRG) immediateiy R i
-;rchaiienged this decision at a division ievei QwL meeting.- He argued i
':"hithet some members had not had a chance to openly. voice their opinions at | ';iiﬁ
o |

._the meeting. end he requested thet the division~ievei committee order ;}

‘the DR committee to. reconsider their, decision. As - a resuit of yRG' G?-ﬁ;;affﬁ.f;*?
‘:reqUest thé‘DR committee readdressed he iSsue of flextime and reaf— .i. L
. - firmed its originai decision. Since the focus of the remainder of this 11-

part- 1s the originai meeting in. which the fiextime subcommittee was -
'_disbanded oniy a few of the 20 committee-meetings. smbcommittee |
meetings and fact finding missions in which flextime wes discussed

_ ;_and/or actions were. taken are reviewed _Il o _ _

_7,' S Duning the summer of 1981, tﬂe DR committee heatediy discussed

: fiextime a nunber of times._ As the. feciiitator for the committee the

'-_ .' - | autho; suggested that (a) many of the disagreements voiced in ‘the -

| : ;' committee were based on assumptions[about the fiextime progroms operated
.._at another worksite (MR) end (b) inviting representetives fron the MR- _' - I

~ 'worksite to- discuss f]extime wuuld be the best way to settie the 1-_5d"§r:cf:d.' :

aﬂparent disegreements._ Aithough the MR: committee deciin‘d the - d" ';'sf"“b

. inyitation exgended by the DR committee‘ the MR committee did invite 2

s tﬂSKfOPCG from the DR committee to visit the MR worksite in order to kidf'}{ if;:yé




observe the flextime program ln operetion. f”t'kﬁ B 1'-?I[55*5i3;;411}ﬁf¥:f e

Followlng up on thie 1nv1tatlon the DR committee made twp\separate

| ”;J?' BIL and. VRG (both unlon representatlveS) whlle the second vlslt 1n e R
Novenbe#’was conducted by DIK and RPH (management represent\lives) The ;;ir*f R
*'ﬁi'i-&"thor accqmpanied both groups on the two’vdsits._

yT".very different

i
l. vislts to the MR worksite., The first visit in October was conducted by ig;f#?f}
accounts .of* the MR flExtlme pregram then were made by : K, the author,fo'-*:
(-and VRG during the December , 1981 OR committee meeting, | L
DIK reported that the flextime program at‘MR caused at.ﬂeast two _
; ‘ problems. Flrst the crew overlap that occurred 1n the program (due to
men and supervisors arrivlng at aay time between 6 oonand 8 30) produced

from more than one immediate supervisor. '_cond the day-to-day,

1

|

|

| l

varfable-startlng ~time flextime schedule resulted 1n many employees 3 -.l_:-';a_)

'_arriving early rather than late 1n the morning, and 1t meant that only a

| skeleton crew was present dur1ng the late afternoon._ Supporting DIK's

| ;o '--re?prt the author cited ‘some more speciflc examples of problehs w1th

:T—JJP\~_Tthe flextime program. VRG was eft rather undone by. these reports. He N
| noted that on the first visit the MR supervlsors had posltively '

t; B o .employee-supervisor conflict some cre 'members resented supervislon
evaluated ‘the flextime program, but they must not have been w1ll1ng to
say anything negative about the program to non-supervisory personnel

.:_The author agreed that the MR management team had disclosed different
| 1nformat¢bn. - . ' _' "'__ S f | |
' ' -._" The. commtttee's dlscussion then fbcused on what form of flextime
ted;hfﬁ*" might be approprlate for the MR plant.’ DIK and VRG argued about the
' merlts of the MR flextime program and 1nterrupted each other

- ; . °°"t*"U&11yo This led ALF and other‘group members to discuss other .f"_*‘

- . "‘ .' '. .



f'“committees' pians for fiextime programs. Tf\humber of "side"

- about fiextime and the committee agreed to tabie discussion on.

: ;urged them to construct a questionnaire and fuifiii the mission they had
W been assigned by the committee since it was the most poiiticaiiy" adept

.
]

_w- o ' ...- ;' .

R £N converstgyons irrupted during this discussion for exampie. BIL and VRG
| edargued over. the. chairmanship of the fiextime sub»committee (VRG _—

'i eventuaily agreed -to -act as chair) BIL then interjected a few jokes -

.'_‘fiextime. S R Y
A L e N :

Aithough the DR committee $ discussion of fiextime cuiminated in an . _ f«f

'.expiicit agreement to tabie fiextime this agreement reiied on different;g};bgl,5éﬁf
,-";impiicit understandings of what was meant by “tabiigg “: For exuhpie.

the author's understandinq of the agreement was that BIL and VRG'shouid t'

E survey the workforce about fiextime. But as the author iearned 1ater, .
i-ALF (plant manager) understood this agreement to mean that fiextime -

fwouid be tabied untii anojser worksite committee impiemented and

evaiuated a fiextime program, converseiy, BIL and VRG understood it to

mean that discussion would continue once. enpioyee interest was shown in S

-h fiextime._'rr B ‘3._ - ; S -y?f ]:i-_”i_f- . ;;_ )

After this meeting, the author arranged to meet with BIL and VRG -

: during the third week in December to- construct a Questionnaire to survey !

'empioyee interest in flextime. Nhen they met BIL andﬂ,ﬂﬁ expressed

their rel uctance to survey empioyee opinion since they belﬁeved that

iempioyees,had too many miscondeptions about fiextime and needed to be o .
'“educated" before their opinton was sampied Nevertheiess the author .. “'f R

'1move for theh. Unfortunateiy, the euthor had 11tt1e time to spend wdth

- them (epproximateiy an hour), and not much was accompiished at this

: meeting.




o A foilow~up meeting during the 1ast week in‘December was heid with |
o -another facilitator (e) who suggested that BIL and vec ask, the committee

'icfor permission to.. hoid a generai meeting or series of nnailer meetings
'”:,'to discuss fiext‘me~with the workforce. Fiextime was the first item on .-j;i;j]-f;;
' the agenda for the January. 1982 meeting of the committee and the o

o author's fieid notes for that meeting are presented next.» - 1" 4’

]

| - DIK opened the meeting. asking if there were any corrections of the.e
_ minutes. BIL (who was recentiy elected secretary, repiacing BIM) had

) 'gtaken the minutes and he dramatized his roie by getting out of his .

i'_:chair 1ifting it as if tgtward off. an attack of wiid cétE//and asking

;:.:if there were any corrections in a bo]d chailenging voice Everyone ;ﬁ" B
| niaughed quite loudly, and ALF made ‘a point of compiimenting BIL on the C
sucCinctness of his minutes (they filied oniy one page and were very 'i-"_.:i _f.

- f-brief)t No corrections were offered and. the Minutes were approved

. fiextime, the workers could then vote on whether they wished to

There was, then. a difficuit transition by DIK as he attempted to..
bring up the concern of the fiextime subcommidkee (BIL and. VRG)
: Finaiiy, after an_ hesitant introduction “VRG. cut in and made the first
of severei statements by BIL and himseif about courses of action they |
desired the- committee to endorse.~ These actions were, idealiy, for the: .‘-- . 's}
I23 members of the work crew to be convened. sometime in the next mohth o' |
_.iito hear a presentation on fiextime and/d& other aiternative work

| §!neduies (¢ suggested “A" for this honor) After hearing about.

151"-investigate/participate in a fiextime program.;.

This proposal was not quickiy grasped by the committee, and i number

: of counter-proposeis were offered by DIK and other members,y These ;]7-]y7'5;gj;

T L




- SE t- T

aiternative proposais inciuded the foilowing " ] -_-.fﬂ' ﬁ.iﬁ[ffjlfi;{L:.;fif"T'”

1

Pbstbbﬂiﬂg or tagiing any: action on fiextime unti1 such ;;_'iJ“’
’time as the MR fiextime program was evaiuated (I quickiy

: undermined this proposal by noting that MR's experiment .

: was evaiuated and aiready imp]emented),

participating in a fiextime programvf"-
A

3. Disbanding the fiextime subcommittee

; 4
. .

. ‘

i.h The- 1atter proposai (nunber 3) was: voted on: by the committee usingha_f'
ff“ voice count and it was passed by four votes aye and no "hay“ votes,'iitnﬁfofa 7
| _7even though ali members except BIM were in attendahce. I may have 3--1f' f'
. piayed a major roie in forcing the vote since DIK asked me to voice @

' .opinion about the course of action the committee shouid take._.l_,' ' 'ﬁf

T advocated that the committee either support BIL and VRG's proposai or’

_disband the committee. Rs 1 put it the. subcommittee had reached its _;T-H“a-n o

R

-:1eve1 of frustration and wanted either a go-ahead for some action or to

drop the whole thing o

. Reinterpretation '? L ?[_.7.-

For: the sake of simpiicity, oniy three image fie]d diagrams of the

'_January. 1982 DR committee meeting (based on the SYMLOG interaction~.ﬁ-3t;'

| scoring of the actua1 transcript of the meeting) are interpreted ihe ,
- first diagram (Figure 5) indicates the PRO and CON images toward

; g }ifiextime and other references that the participants displayed during the

;1 opening stages of the meeting. The second diagram (Figudb 6) displays
E ;the images evoked by participants about haif—way through the discussion

| (7of fiextime.. The author is not inciuded'in the first or- the second
| --.i diagram (Figures 5 and 6) since the coder decided that the author had

. -.___2‘. Surveying the work crews to see their interest in o h/ R '.
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' ‘f?;ﬁﬁanot expressed any vaiue judgements during these portions of the conver-* f;;fff}h*i*
E .:;fﬁsation. The iast image fieid diagrmn~(Figureu7) summarizes the o |

h?frecorded as expressing a PRO or CON image (the author is identified as '_ (_;:':”“ﬂf

'-'about the gr,oup (mnmittee) whi‘le ALE,’ VRG, and/ARP ar‘e *expressing PRO

C . "’ o Y . ] .
| -~ --for CON images shows that'BTL s image refers mainiy t0 di: ;hﬁe,;DIK:s_ c
| ',;:r,image refers to the group, and ARP's image refers to ﬁ%é? the group ande“

. is particulariy strong between ALF. (the plant manager) -and VRG (the
| d-'union steward) However this polarization may be somewhat neutralized
';;by the: different references that ALF and VRG evoke although both ALF

- and VRG“s previous set of. images referred to fiextime. it is ciear fren g

. -,ffdiscussion of fiexdime and includes each participant that the coder e

-

Figur e5. The first image field diagram iiiustrates that the . .

"'““D&rt1C1pants are expressing vaiues about, different referents.za giance = SEETERNE

_.,at the ievei indicator shows that OIK and BIL are eﬁﬁﬁessing PRO imageSr '.gj?f'“if%

: fimages about the situation (fiextime) Simiiariy,‘ihe ievel indicator T ,.'f,

gjan individuai ~ The most striking feature about this diagram is that the |
"PRO images are. clustered in the Positive and Forward (PFt space while ,1f?'

the CON images are clustered in the Negative and Backward (NB) space
Moreover both sets of images (PRO and CON) show more or-iess - {.'”"
poiarization upon the Upward (dominance) and Downward (submission)
dimension R * "?;.L o f Do .-.{' ;;*h L

igur 6 The next figure dispiays a very intriguing poiarization B

7H_upon the P/N dimension within the set of PRO images This’ poiarization o

-._the 1eve1 indicator that some of their images in the meantime have
'ff'referred to the group or possibiy, an individuai In contrast DIK'

"'_'_1.images have increasinq referred to flextime. whiie BIL“s images have’ - 5,;,(“(*53?
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B '._"-:emai'ned fixed upon the group; " a A ) L ‘ L . o

\' :" o : The CON 1mages in F1gure 6 al so d‘lsplay po]ertzetion but in this

AR :case upon the F/B dimension, Aga1n d1ffer1ng references for these
| _1mages muddy the wa{:ers of stra1ghtforword 1nterpretat10n.s DIK, ALF
_"and ﬁIL seem to ’be evok1ng 1mages of flextime,, whﬂe ARP and VRG are | o

_"hrefer1ng to the group; this -confounding of references weekens the xf .; - ..fetgg
| apperently strong polar1zat1on of CON 1mages w1th1n'%he comm1ttee. R |

One 1nterest1ng fed’ture of th1s image field diagrem N8 that both ALF'_.'

yﬂ' 0 o .and DIK $ PRO and CON 1meges are located 1n UNF space the same space 1

o ' -Lassociated wuth author1tar1an1sm. s oy

o Eigure 7 7 The lest 1mage field diegrem smunar1zes the- comm1 tee's
discussion of flext1me' here the euthor's (GRT) contr1bution to the '
conversation bécomes opparent. During-the second half of the‘meet1ng,

~1'the author contributed the greatest total nunber of PRO 1mages. _H1e

o . 1magery referred to the group as h1gw y UPF-«-an image tha\t was’ s1m11ar

e " to that expressed by ARP, BIL, and VRG. The reference for ALF and DIK' v

| UNF PRO 1mages 1n contrast was flextime. Thts difference in the

' reference of the 1mage seems to account for the P/N po‘larization m‘thin :

. C‘; : The author al $0 contributed a lerge nunber of CON DNF 1mages about
\ | 3 " _flext1me howeve ‘he was the only part1c1pent to evoke 1mages of B B |
flextime in that space. eoth DIK and ALF expressed CON ug images of v

'"ﬂexthne, whﬂe GEN evoked CON NF 1mages of flextime. TMs dtfference o . s:.'

| '1n the vectors. of the CON 1mages asspcteted with flexthne suggests that .
the polarizaﬂon of CON 1mages upon the ELB dimens1on was caused leroely_".

“. by the euthor‘s contributiogs. Indeed vhe, BIL. and ARP's CON UNB | 1

‘ 1meges are associeted ore with the group then uith flexthnee
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Diseussion. The authoris fieid notes impiy that he feit he hed R
unduiy infiuenced the vote to disband the fiextime subcommittee.r To~_'
'some degree. certainly, he did 1nfiuence the committee._ However, the
SYMLOG image fieid diagrems suggest that the author's infiuence was
mitigqted by the diffdrent image 1eveis being expressed by the

perticipents. Since BIL and VRG's images refer to the committee whiie

LF and DIK's refer to fiextime. an interpretation of the meeting | |
emerges that differs from the one origineiiy proffered by ‘the author.ﬁ..

The author‘s imeges shonlthat he vaiued f‘ in a different ‘way then

Ly d1d BIL or VRG. Moreover the author s identifi ipn with BIL and -

f VRG 3 imege of the committee probabiy distorted his perception of how ,3] .
they valued, fiextime~-tn other’ words,-he confounded. thedr valuation of . .

. the committee with his own vaiuation of fiextime. Hence rather than

 the committee being poiarized upon the issue of fiextime. it would seem

that the committee was attempting to redefine its member reiations

.. through.a discussion of this issue. , |

Such an interpretation accounts for BIL end‘VRG s enphasis upon ,

group-related images as well as ALF and DIK's intriquing CON ‘and PRO NF e
images of flextime, - Aﬁﬂvend DIK‘s position upon the fiextime issue
indicates their symbolic status within the committee. while BIL and

' VRG S PRO and 'CON 1mages indicate where they would 1ike to see the
ieadeﬁship in the committee. S A . _

o Interestingly, thts interpretation fits feirly weii within ‘the L I

.”1ncidences that occurred foilowing the cunlittee's decision. to disband - d%.~deﬂ;fif5

the fiextime subeonmittee. VRG and BIL- both emerged as: stronger ieeders o '

“within the-committee, end the. committee begen to embrece new projects |

with renewed vigor. That, Ahowever is another tale.
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