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A PROCEDURAL MODEL FOR ASSESSING
FUNCTIONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF EFFECTIVE AND

LESS EFFECTIVE WORK GROUPS WITHIN
A SELECTED COMMUNITY COLLEGE

CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Background of the Problem

Community colleges today are faced with much more

than unstable external support systems and poor

internal coordinating mechanisms. A time characterized

by stable salaries and flat operating costs gave way to

double digit inflation and expensive salary indexing.

Meanwhile, as Cross (1981) has pointed out the adult

student population has been characterized by diversity

adding to the diversity already inherent in open

admissions. She describes the community college

dilemma as one of double add-on models. Her example of

open admissions, followed by the need for developmental

studies and new and expanded student services,

demonstrates amply why the increased size and

complexity of the community college structure exists.

Baker and Thompson (1981) have argued that not only

must educators be helped to deal with diversity, but

institutions must also deal effectively with the size

and complexity issue through improved organizational

and quality control processes.
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Data on community college goals collected by the

Educational Testing Service in the field test of the

Community College Goal Inventory (CCGI) indicates that

the goal entitled "college community" is cause for

immense dissatisfaction. This goal is defined in the

CCGI as "Fostering a climate in which there is faculty

and staff commitment to the goals of the college, open

and candid communication, open and amiable airing of

differences, and mutual trust and respect among

faculty, students, and administrators." Faculty ranked

the goal as a top priority in their SHOULD BE ratings

but ranked it near the bottom in their perception of

its current emphasis. It appears that morale or mutual

trust and respect is less prevelant on community

college campuses today than it was in the early 1970s.

Cross (1981) asserts that these characteristics are as

desirable as ever, but the discrepancy between what

people would like to have and what they think they do

have on their campus with respect to this goal, has

grown in a distressing direction.

As community colleges attempt simultaneously to

cope with organizational complexity, staff morale,

client diversity, and accountability to students and

taxpayers, they are turning their attention to

organizational development. The field of Organization

Development (OD) has emerged during the last several
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years and is both a philosophy and a method of

influencing the behavior of organizations. Its central

focus is to bring about systematic change in

organizations as change is necessary to adapt to new

environmental expectations and pressures.

Organizational development strategies are

particularly important in the community college since

Henry Mintzberg (1979) places these human resources

development organizations into the family he labels as

"professional bureaucracies." Such organizations, he

maintains, are characterized by the totally different

patterns of behavior utilized by those at the top who

seek to control the organization and those at the

bottom who seek to control their professional work

without outside interference. Mintzberg further

maintains that a professional bureaucracy is

potentially a dysfunctional organization type, yet it

is the structure with which community college

leadership must deal.

Although models for postsecondary organizational

development have been described, they remain largely

untested. Linguist offers this assessment of research

on organizational development in academia:



(these studies) offer little more than
anecdotal evidence or one-person (often one
heavily involved person) case reports that
their approaches actually bring about change.
Rather we must trust that strategies
developed in business work in higher
education despite debatable evidence that
they have much effect upon change anywhere
(Lindquist, 1978;16).

According to Hammons (1981), significant progress

in applying OD to postsecondary institutions requires

advances in several areas: (1) Theories of change,

such as those proposed by Berquist (1975) and Linguist

(1978) need to be tested empirically so that change

processes can be managed effectively. (2) Theories of

organizational performance need to be framed and tested

to help organizational members and managers diagnose

their organizations. (3) Institutional researchers,

change agents, managers and scholars must begin to work

together to conduct this research and to facilitate

change within their institutions.

Most research into organizational performance

employs an institutional or individual level of

analysis (Sears, 1977). Yet industrial experience

suggests that the work group is one of the most fertile

arenas for change (Dyer, 1978). The work group is a

basic unit of society and major theorists (Homans 1950;

Stogdill 1959) have argued that our understanding of

society cannot proceed far without improved

understanding of group processes.
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For example, in the community college

organizational structure one often finds three distinct

types of work units--those that provide instruction,

those that provide student services and those that

provide operational support for the institutional

processes. The staffing pattern to achieve these

purposes can vary from unskilled to professional. One

might reasonably assume that the functions of an

instructional department might vary considerably from

those of accounting services or a library.

Although the various work groups within a

community college are not all alike, current writers in

the field appear to disregard the differences and

discuss management and/or leadership in a community

college as a discrete entity or concentrate on the

instructional function with little or no regard for the

wide variety of other types of work groups.

To illustrate this point, one needs only to look

at "textbooks" in the field such as The American

Community College by Cohen and Brawer (1982). In

chapter 4 entitled "Governance and Administration:

Managing the Contemporary College" their discussion on

"administration" addresses the role of presidents,

deans, and academic department heads.

Obviously the paramount purpose of the community

college is instruction, but to ignore the service and



operational support functions results in a stereo-

typical view of work groups' role responsibilities, and

needs. An examination of management positions within

eleven community colleges in Oregon, as reported in the

Oregon Community College Association's Administrative

Salary Survey: 1983-84, indicates 252 administrative/

management positions ranging from Pool Manager to

President. Of these 252 positions, only 59 or 23% were

directly related to the supervisory function of

instruction.

Therefore, if significant progress toward framing

and testing theories or organizational performance in a

community college setting is to be achieved, it appears

necessary to look at all classifications of work groups

within a community college. This study was designed to

lend support to that goal.

Statement of The Problem

The major purpose of this study was to develop and

test a model for assessing work group effectiveness in

community colleges. The intended model requires a

process to identify differences/commonalities among

work groups perceived to be effective and those

perceived to be less effective. In order to construct

the model the following research questions were asked:

1. What functional characteristics are common to

effective work groups within a community college?
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2. What functional characteristics are common to

less effective work groups within a community college?

3. What differences/similarities of functional

characteristics exist among the three classifications

of work groups (instructional, operational support and

instructional support) judged to be effective?

4. What differences/similarities of functional

characteristics exist among the three classifications

of work groups (instructional, operational support and

instructional support) judged to be less effective?

These questions are translated into the form of

null hypotheses in Chapter III.

Rationale for the Study

Recently there has been a flurry of research and

debate on organizational effectiveness. In the last

ten years numerous articles and monographs have

appeared with "the effective organization" or "the

efficient organization" in their titles. Interest in

organizational effectiveness is, of course, not a

recent phenomenon. In fact, it is difficult to

conceive of wtheory of organizations that does not

include the construct of effectiveness--most of the

central research areas eventually must deal with it to

explain intra or interorganizational variations. A

researcher interested in the relationship between

organizations and their environment also needs to deal
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with the conceptualization, measurement, and assessment

of organizational effectiveness. But effectiveness is

one of the most pervasive yet least delineated

organizational constructs relevant to all participants

in organizational life.

Although there has been a growing interest in

organizational effectiveness, the literature on this

topic is still in a preliminary state. There are not

definite theories. There is no agreement on a

definition for organizational effectiveness; the number

of definitions varies with the number of authors who

have approached the concept. Underlying these

differences in conceptualization are different views of

the nature of organizations, which implicitly or

explicitly determine the conceptual definition of

effectiveness.

These various views are often conveniently

classified as either system or goal approaches.

Organizations seen as open systems have exchange

relationships with their environment and with

subsystems that render a contribution to the whole and

to each other, show some degree of interdependence, and

display some structural arrangements that tunes them

into each other and to the environment (Seashore and

Yachtman, 1967). Organizations are also seen as

comprising internal interest groups, or constituencies,
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which make claims on the organization whose members

have identifiable common interests they try to promote

(Litwak and Hilton, 1962).

Such a constituency can be delineated by

departmental or hierarchial boundaries or, more

generally, by clusters of members that share distinct

values and interests. Organizational subsystems, in an

open system view, both determine organizational

effectiveness and play a role as constituency in

defining its criteria. Likewise, actors in the

environment (such as suppliers or students) play a dual

role of determinant and constituency of effectiveness.

Internal determinants are the factors within the

organization itself that enhance or inhibit

effectiveness. Organizations are differentiated into

subunits, based on a division of labor and subject to

the need of coordination. Viewing organizations as a

conglomerate of subunits enlarges the scope of

effectiveness by not focusing exclusively on output

parameters such as sales, patient mortality or

students' aptitude (Goodwin and Young, 1978).

This view forces one to consider the internal

determinents that account for variations in

organizational effectiveness. Organizational

effectiveness is a function of the degree to which the

subunits meet their task requirements as well as the
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extent to which their activities are coordinated.

(Thompson, 1967; Lawrence and Lorsch, 1967;

Landsberger, 1961).

If each subunit were independent, organizational

effectiveness would equal the combined effectiveness of

all the subunits.

Since subunits are interdependent, each subunit

influences organizational effectiveness--either

directly as it affects other subunits' effectiveness or

indirectly because of its overall contribution to

organizational well-being. Although organizations

develop buffering, procedural, planning, and

communication devices to optimize the interplay of

subunits (Thompson, 1967)--thus the consequences for

effectiveness--it is important to recognize that each

subunit's effectiveness by itself plays a primary role

in accounting for organizational effectiveness.

Therefore, it seems strategically advantageous to focus

on subunits' characteristics, including their

technological and human resources and the social

structure and processes that they have developed.

Despite the enormous effort devoted to research in

small group dynamics, only six researchers have

proposed what might be called "integrated theories ":

1. Catteil (1948);
2. Homans (1950);
3. Stogdill (1959);
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4. Thibaut and Kelly (1959);
5. Jewell and Reitz (1981);
6. Rosen (1973);
7. Bare (1976).

The models proposed by the first five of these

theorists remain largely untested. Although Rosen's

model is based partly upon results of a field

experiment (Rosen, 1969), none has been evaluated in

actual work settings. In contrast, Bare's model was

built from data drawn from 84 actual work groups in six

different types of organizations. Bare admits that his

model has not been adequately tested and recommends

additional research particularly in a variety of work

environments and studies of a comparative nature among

types of work groups. This study is designed to

support that end.

Until Bare's research was conducted, the student

of work group performance had essentially three ways of

making observations:

1. Use an organizational climate survey (e.g.,

the University of Michigan's Survey of Organizations,

Taylor and Bowers 1972);

2. Use personality tests and aggregate the

results to represent group characteristics (e.g., Bales

1970);

3. Use interaction process analysis (Bales 1950).
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According to Bare (1976) both climate surveys and

personality tests provide data at inappropriate levels

of analysis; hence, they have limited utility to the

researcher of groups. Personality tests tap the inter-

nal traits and states of individual group members, not

the role structure of the group, interaction patterns,

etc. Climate questionnaires tap organizational-level

variables, that is, common systematic characteristics.

In contrast, Bare maintains the researcher of group

performance must learn how collective behaviors vary

between subsystems--at the work unit level.

Some climate surveys do include questions about

behaviors specific to the work group. However, none

until Bare attempted to provide an exhaustive set of

dimensions for the systematic comparison of groups.

For example, the most widely used instrument, Survey of

Organizations, limits its content to variables in the

normative model it attempts to validate.

In its longitudinal mode, even interaction process

analysis fails to provide group-level data. Rather it

records the overt acts of individuals over time. Using

interaction process analysis, group behavior can be

characterized only in terms of the total number of

different individual acts which occur. In contrast the

researcher of group dynamics must be able to describe

collective behavior.
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The literature review which follows demonstrates

that similar variation in group performance may be

produced by variations in task, environment, group

size, member tenure, member skill and needs, leader-

ship, group role structure, interaction processes etc.

To analyze group performance, the researcher must

measure all these potential covariates.

Therefore, this study proposes to investigate

actual work groups within a community college utilizing

Jewell and Seitz's Integrative Model of Group Behavior

as a theoretical framework and Bares Work Group Survey

as the data collection instrument.

Assumptions

One major assumption of this study was that there

are three distinct classifications of work groups

within a community college. These three classifica-

tions are instructional, instructional support, and

operational support as identified by Foresi (1974).

Some correlates of group performance depend uniquely

upon group tasks or fundamental mode of work organiza-

tion. Bare (1976) demonstrated the existence of a

typology of academic library work units which classi-
.

fied groups according to whether their tasks were

fundamentally programmable or problem-solving in

nature. Lynch (1974) also found differences in groups
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whose output purpose was individual (parallel) or

collective (serial).

Another major assumption in this research is that

work group member's collective perceptions of work

process and performance characteristics are valid.

Several researchers have purported in their work on

organization/management effectiveness that there is

simply no single criterion or set of criteria by which

to measure many of the characteristics of work group

functioning (Steers, 1975; Campbell, 1977). Therefore,

to establish both a philosophical and theoretical

foundation from which to begin to study the phenomena,

many researchers have postulated the validity of

personal ratings and self-reporting questionnaires.

Van Wijk's (1981) review of the general literature

demonstrated this as a widespread practice.

A third assumption is that top-level management

within a community college have the collective

knowledges, skills, and abilities as well as the

management information data by which to accurately

assess the effectiveness of the work groups.

Definitions

Work Group

For the purposes of this study, a "work group" is

a formal work unit as defined by the host organiza-

tion's management. Work groups have been classified
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for the purposes of this study according to their

generalized functions.

A. Operational Support

Examples of work groups in this category

include the print shop, custodial crew, food

service, and the business office. These work

groups are characterized by a high percentage

of clerical and service job categories. The

nature of the group product is programmable

and collective (serial) in nature.

B. Instructional

Examples of work groups in this category

include academic disciplines and vocational

departments such as nursing, secretarial

science, mathematics and humanities. These

work groups are predominantly staffed by

professionals. The nature of the group

product is non-programmable and individual

(parallel) in nature.

C. Instructional Support

Examples of work groups in this classi-

fication include the library, counseling, and

management information processing. These

work groups are generally balanced with

professional and non-professional level staff

and the nature of the overall group functions
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are collective in nature, but some tasks are

parallel.

Group Functional Characteristics

The term group functional characteristics is used

to refer collectively to selected group dimensions

identified by Bare's model of Work Group Performance

including group task characteristics, group process

characteristics, and selected group member character-

istics. The Work Group Performance Model identifies

five dimensions of group characteristics which affect

performance, but only three of these dimensions are

termed "functional characteristics" and it is these

that are of importance to this study. A complete

listing of the functional characteristics is included

in the discussion of the model in

Chapter 2.

Summary

The systems theory perspective (Nadler and

Tushman, 1977) postulates that an organization should

be viewed as a complete set of interrelated elements

consisting of social and technical subsystems which

exist and conduct transactions with a larger environ-

ment. Because of the interdependence of the system

components, change is a complex issue. Changing an

entire organization does not come about through a
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single isolated intervention, but through attention to

the different but related parts of the system. System

theory also implies that organizations are capable of

adapting and improving over time; as self-correcting

mechanisms they have the potential for using informa-

tion to detect and correct problems (Beckhard, 1980).

According to Hammon (1981), the community college

in its short history has demonstrated its ability to

change in order to meet new needs. This has been

evidenced by its metamorphosis from a solely

college-preparatory institution to one also offering

occupational training, and subsequently, continuing

adult education.

Its success has been founded on change and
its future will lie in change. But its
ability to continue to change depends upon
many things, chief among them being the
ability of the staff to change or "develop."
(Hammons, 1981:2)

Moreover, it has recently begun to operationalize a

previously philosophical "open door," and at present is

striving to earn the "community" word in its title

(Roueche, 1978). With respect to identifying needed

areas of change to increase work group performance, the

question of what to improve is best answered in part by

asking those who make the work group function--the

staff (Jones and Pfeiffer, 1977 and 1975; Litwin and

Stringer, 1968; Nadler, 1977; Bergquist and Phillips,

1975). Surprisingly, however, most of the research to
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date has neither asked the staff to identify their own

group performance level nor asked these people to

identify needed areas of improvement within their

respective work groups.

Organizational development has been primarily an

administrative concern. Although limiting, this

concern cannot be faulted. As Jewell and Reitz (1981)

indicate, the administrator trait approach can give an

overall management style perspective and thus helps set

the climate for organizational development, but an

assessment process designed to identify specifics of

work group performance as it relates to the total

institution is equally valid.

If organizational development efforts are to help

staff members grow, then better assessments of work

group functioning are needed. Work groups need to be

viewed as more than amorphous groups, their indivi-

dualized functions need to be considered.

From this researcher's perspective, this study

utilizing the Work Group Survey II to do a comparative

analysis of work groups within an educational organi-

zation represents a natural extension of the research

described in the literature review provided on the

following pages.
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Chapter 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

"Now that social psychology has recognized its
major concern to be the psychology of groups,
the time is ripe to discuss research methods
and concepts for arriving at the description of
group behavior." (Cattell, 1948)

The above quotation is the opening sentence of the

seminal article written by R.B. Cattell over

thirtyfive years ago. Subsequent paragraphs review

the progress made in establishing fundamental

dimensions for the description of group behavior since

Cattell's call to action.

Cattell projected an approach to systematic group

research that was widely shared by early workers.

First, the universe of interest was vast. The ultimate

goal was to arrange "all social collectivities" upon a

meaningful set of orthogonal dimensions. Thus, "group"

included aggregations ranging from dyads to complete

organizations. Second, factor analysis was to be the

tool. The new multivariate methods promised to reduce

the complexity inherent in the problem definition.

Third, the focus was on the "syntal" properties of

groups; that is the emergent of Gestalt attributes

which exceed the sum of members' attributes. This

literature review highlights both the power and

weaknesses inherent in the initial paradigm.
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Researchers for the next three decades

concentrated their efforts toward this global approach.

Finding the task nearly impossible, some researchers

began to branch away to look for individual as well as

subsets of variables among broad but more limiting

populations such as work groups, social groups, etc.

Based upon the efforts of both approaches to the

problem, several contemporary models have emerged.

These models serve to reintegrate the subsets of

variables. Although fragmentation has been useful and

necessary for increasing the basic understanding of

group dynamics, it is nonetheless artificial.

Ultimately the effective use of groups in organizations

requires confronting them in all of their uniqueness

and complexity.

A useful framework for that confrontation is a

model conceived by Jewell and Reitz (1981) which

identifies the following independent variables of group

performance:

1. Task Characteristics

2. Member Characteristics

3. Group Characteristics

4. Environmental Characteristics

5. Group Process Characteristics

Therefore, this literature review is organized to:

1. Highlight the historical roots of the problem;
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2. Survey the research pertinent to each of the
independent variables as identified by Jewell
and Reitz (1981); and

3. Present six selected models of group perform-
ance including the Model of Group Behavior
proposed by Jewell and Reitz (1981).

Some of the more extensive and reliable research from

which many writers in the field have drawn generally

accepted conclusions is also briefly noted below.

There is no attempt here to survey literature outside

the domain of groups in organizations such as research

into deviant groups, therapy groups or volunteer

associated groups.

Historical Roots

Cattell and his associates subsequently reported

two studies: Cattell (1948) and Cattell, Saunders and

Stice (1953). The second, which summarizes the work,

is discussed here.

Cattell, Saunders and Stice formulated 80 groups

of ten men. The groups were given two tasks: a group

judgment and a physical effort task. The tasks were

performed under competitive group-reward conditions.

The behaviors of the groups were rated on a 93-item

inventory by both observers and group members. A

factor analysis of the results produced fifteen factors

several of which sound like items in a personality

inventory. This is not surprising since items from

Cattell's 16 Personality Factor inventory were used
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extensively in the observational inventory (Cattell and

Others, 1953).

Beginning somewhat later than Cattell, Hemphill

(1956) formulated a set of a priori dimensions along

which he hypothesized groups to vary. Thus his factor

analyses represents empirical tests of a theory rather

than pure empiricism.

Hemphill was basically interested in defining the

"leadership situation." Therefore, although his a

priori dimensions have considerable face validity, they

are not grounded in a theory of group process, but

rather in leadership theory.

To develop an item pool, Hemphill and Westie

(1950) asked college students openended questions

about groups, and collected 1100 descriptive items.

These items were then screened by five judges to 355

items, and allocated to the appropriate a priori

dimensions. Thereafter, 200 college students described

35 different groups in terms of the 355 items.

The results were analyzed, and items were dropped

to improve homogeneity within scales and reduce overlap

between scales. The resulting Group Dimensions

Description Questionnaire (GDDQ) consists of 150 items.

The maximum number of items per dimension is 15; the

minimum is five.
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By the time the test manual was published

(Hemphill, 1956), 950 respondents had employed the

questionnaire to describe a considerable range of

groups. However, the only work group administration of

the development questionnaire appears to have been in a

sample of 185 female clerical workers.

Examination of the items suggests that the GDDQ

maps a considerable domain: the structural, process

and population description items have reasonable face

validity. However, the GDDQ would have to be augmented

for use in work groups.

Hemphill (1956) conducted a factor analysis of

scores obtained from one administration of the GDDQ and

three factors emerged, accounting for one-half the

total variance. The group dimensions load quite widely

across these factors making interpretation difficult.

Hemphill calls the factors:

1. Behavior regulation appearing as social
structure: essentially the organization
of group behavior as a means of problem
solution.

2. Effective synergy: essentially the total
energy "which contributes to goal
achievement."

3. Primary personal interaction: essentially
the intensity of sentiment bonds between
the members.

The manual reports reliability data, but little

validity information. Split-half reliabilities range
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from .59 to .87. Interobserver reliabilities from .53

to .74 are reported.

While Hemphill was developing the GDDQ, Borgatta

and Cattrell (1955) attempted a similar development,

although on a much smaller scale. Their developmental

sample was limited to 166 three-man groups performing

both "actual and role playing behaviors."

Working a posteriori, Borgatta and Cattrell

extracted seven factors from their data and then subse-

quently Borgatta, Cottrell, and Meyer (1956) compared

their results to the earlier factors identified by

Cattell and Hemphill. They concluded that although the

dimensions overlap in some instances they were not

fully comparable--a result they attributed to the

considerable differences in approach, item content, and

type and size of groups sampled by the three research

teams.

Stogdill (1959) feels that five dimensions can be

discerned across the three sets of studies reviewed

above. He calls these dimensions:

1. Differentiated role structure;

2. Informal interaction;

3. Goal direction;

4. Group integration;

5. Within-group interaction facilitation.
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Findikyan and Sells (1966) administered the GDDQ

to 967 students who described 54 campus organizations

including athletic teams, clubs, ROTC squads, and

fraternities.

The researchers assigned these groups to a priori

categories. Then they employed a hierarchical grouping

procedure to cluster them empirically from GDDQ pro

files. Overall, Findikyan and Sells' results represent

impressive validation of the GDDQ. Although their

sample does not include industrial groups, it does

represent groups that share some characteristics with

them. Thus, it is not surprising that Pheysey and

Payne (1970) were sufficiently encouraged by Findikyan

and Sells' work to try a further validation in

industry.

Pheysey and Payne selected eight of the 13 GDDQ

scales for their research and explained the focus of

their research this way.

Some of the dimensions employed by Hemphill,
notably autonomy, control, and flexibility,
are of intrinsic interest to students of
organizational theory, and it is the present
writers' belief that Hemphill's work might
form a needed bridge between organization
theorists and small group theorists
(Pheysey and Payne, 1970:47).

Recognizing the potential of studies which include

both organizational and grouplevel variables, Pheysey

and Payne set about validating the GDDQ for this

purpose. First, they selected two industrial
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organizations known to differ significantly upon the

Aston measures of bureaucratic structure. The GDDQ was

then administered to members of selfdefined groups in

production departments of both organizations. The

groups were selected from comparable levels within the

two organizations. The three "structural" dimension

scales selected from the GDDQ discriminated between

these two groups at a satisfactory level of

significance.

Second, Pheysey and Payne administered the Cornell

Job Description Index (JDI) to both groups. Five GDDQ

scales were selected to represent "group process"

dimensions which produced a scattered pattern of

correlations with JDI scores in both organizations.

The results were consistent enough to lead the authors

to conclude:

. . . the findings support the claim for the
validity of these group (process) dimensions,
particularly as the findings are similar to
those reported by Hemphill using a single
measure of job satisfaction (Pheysey and
Payne, 1970:149)

Third, they correlated the five process dimensions

with three perceptual measures of (1) effective

teamwork, (2) group atmosphere, and (3) group goal

attainment. Fourteen of the 15 correlations between

the process dimensions and these criteria were

significant. Since these correlations are between
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predictor and criterion ratings made by the same

persons, the possibility of contamination is high.

Hemphill (1956), Findikyan and Sells (1966), and

Pheysey and Payne (1970) all performed Varimax factor

analyses upon their results. Although the authors of

the latter two papers noted similarities between their

orthogonal factors and Hemphill's the similarities are

few and modest, while the differences are many and

pronounced.

Given the enormous disparity in the samples, much

difference might be expected. Hemphill's factor

analysis apparently included no scores based upon work

groups selected from extreme populations. Better

agreement might have been expected between the results

of Hemphill (1956) and Findikyan and Sells (1966),

since both samples included large numbers of campus

organizations (although the samples were taken 10 years

apart in contrasting student cultures).

Sells (1966) cites these variations in dimensional

intercorrelationships to explain why he believes the

search for common core factors will be unsuccessful

across different types of social collectivities. Sells

says,

Hemphill . . . the present writer and others
have found disturbing variations in the inter
correlations of organizational dimensions
measured by questionnaires administered to
members of student, military, faculty, and
various industrial work groups. A taxonomic
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study of organizations may reveal that dif-
ferent classes of organizations show systematic
variations. . . of the organizational profiles
on some common set of characteristics. (Sells,
1968:127)

Sells further identified the following weaknesses

inherent in this initial paradigm of analyses of group

behavior as follows:

1. Stress upon the generality of descriptive
dimensions across all social collectivities
presented test developers an insurmountable
sampling problem.

2. The factor analytic approach retarded model
building (which might have reduced the problem
to more manageable propositions).

3. Concern for emergent attributes overempha-
sized the perceptual measurement of process
dimensions at the expense of crucial
properties (Sells, 1966:136).

Sell's arguments laid the foundation for future

researchers to seek a synthesis between group dimen-

sions and task dimensions to examine work groups

specifically.

Independent Variables Affecting Group Performance

Task Characteristics

Measurement of task characteristics have been

attempted from both the psychological and sociological

perspective, and at the individual, group, and

organizational levels of analysis. After two

generations of research, the number of different

operational definitions of the term "task" approaches
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the number of researchers who have addressed the

problem. This review will focus only at the group

level of analysis.

Shaw (1976) provides a good contemporary review of

task analysis at the group level. He contends that

previous research can be classified into three

approaches. Those which attempted to develop:

1. Standard group tasks, or

2. Task typologies, or

3. Scalable descriptive dimensions.

Shaw focused most of his discussion upon a criti-

que of the task typologies advanced by Thibaut and

Kelly (1959) and Lanzetta and Roby (1956) pointing out

that the fundamental problem with typologies remains

fitting real-world activities into their mutually

exclusive categories. Shaw states "Accommodating

recalcitrant observations leads inevitably to an ever

increasing differentiation of the typology." (Shaw,

1976:62)

Like Hemphill (1956), Shaw selected ten a priori

dimensions. These dimensions were derived from a

thorough literature review and ". . . discussions with

prominent investigators in the field of group dynamics

(Shaw 1963)." Next, a sample of 104 group tasks was

assembled, and each task was described as clearly as

possible. Intercorrelations among the a priori
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dimensions were computed and a factor analysis was

carried out. Shaw (1965) concluded: "On the basis of

the data, plus certain theoretical considerations, six

of the ten a priori dimensions were retained as

representing relatively independent dimensions."

Shaw and his followers have reported several

studies which bear upon the validity of his six

factors. Unfortunately, most of the research was

conducted in the laboratory, and none of the studies

reviewed (Lawson, 1956; Shaw and Blum, 1966; Shaw and

Briscoe, 1966) operationalized more than a single

dimension at a time.

Few other scholars have attacked the problem of

task analysis at the group level. Carter, Haythorn and

Howell (1950) were among the first to try. Their study

of leadership-task interactions in the laboratory

classified tasks according to type:

1. Reasoning;

2. Intellectual construction;

3. Discussion;

4. Clerical;

5. Motor cooperation; and

6. Mechanical assembly.

The factor analysis suggested that these six a

priori categories could be collapsed into two different

types of tasks requiring different leadership
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abilities: (1) "intellectual" tasks and (2) "manipu-

lative" tasks.

Their conclusions also support Hunt's (1970)

assertion that all organizations can be classified into

"production or problem solving" types depending upon

their predominant technology.

An alternative to Shaw's dimensional scheme at the

group level is presented by Hackman (1968). Hackman

likewise conceived production and problem solving as

distinct types of tasks. To these he added a third

type: group discussion. In many ways, Hackman's

problem solving/discussion distinction is similar to

Davis' (1969) distinction between problem solving and

concept attainment tasks.

Hackman employed his trichotomy in a major

laboratory study. Further subdividing paper and pencil

tasks selected to represent each type into three levels

of difficulty. Hackman established 108 three-person

groups. He had the groups' "products" evaluated by

independent observers along six "behavioral" dimen-

sions:

1. Action orientation;

2. Length;

3. Originality;

4 Optimism
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5. Quality of expression; and

6. Issue involvement

He states

Type of task was shown to be
systematically related to all of these
dimensions except quality. In general,
problem solving tasks were characterized by
high action orientation, production tasks by
high originality, and discussion tasks by
high issue involvement. . . (Hackman,
1968:72)

In the past decade, macro-theorists have focused

upon the responses of organizations to environmental

and technological variables (Hunt, 1970). The

constructs employed by writers from Woodward (1963) to

the present are well documented and will not be

reviewed here except as applied at the work-group level

of analysis.

Van de Ven and Delbacq (1974) proposed a "task

contingent model of work-group structure." In their

research, these investigators employed task difficulty

and variability as independent variables, and validated

perceptual scales to quantify these concepts. Their

work borrowed heavily from Perrow (1967).

According to Van de Ven and Delbecq (1974), task

difficulty refers to ". . . the analyzability of the

work group itself and the extent to which there is a

known procedure that specifies the steps to be followed

in performing the task." For Perrow (1967), who

largely developed the concept, task difficulty refers
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to ". . . the degree of complexity of the search

process in performing the task, the amount of thinking

time required to solve work related problems and the

body of knowledge that provides guidelines for perform-

ing the tasks."

Perrow further defined task variability as: "the

number of exceptional cases encountered in the work

requiring different methods or procedures for doing the

work.(1967) For Thompson (1967), Hickson et. al.

(1969), and Woodward (1965), task variability could be

measured as the stability and uniformity of inputs and

outputs. Task variation also has been measured as the

routinization, repetitiveness, stability, or rigidity

of the work (Litwak 1961; Hage and Aiken 1969; Delberq

et. al. 1969; Grimes et. al. (1972)."

In contrast, other researchers suggest that task

difficulty and variability are strongly correlated

aspects of a single task dimension one might call task

"complexity." Van de Ven and Delbecq's data suggest

this possibility and a study by Lynch (1974)

demonstrates it.

Lynch (1974) provides a thorough contemporary

review of operational definitions for the concept

"technology." She rightly argues that ". . . few

authors have discussed the reliability or validity of

their measures." Consequently, she synthesized a
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questionnaire designed to span the task dimensions

proposed by the leading theorists:

1. Predictability of events (Perrow 1967);

2. Routineness of operations (Perrow 1967);

3. Sufficiency of knowledge (Perrow 1967);

4. Overall routinization (Hage and Aiken 1969);

5. Interdepartmental task interdependence
(Lawrence and Lorsch 1969);

6. Interdepartmental task interdependence
(Lawrence and Lorsch 1969).

Lynch administered her instrument to 15 depart-

ments in a single library. In a factor analysis, the

seven items Lynch used to tap the first three

dimensions (Perrow technology) formed a single scale

which she asserts "showed satisfactory convergent and

discriminant validity." By this she means that the

Perrow-based scale had a higher average correlation

with the Hage and Aiken and Lawrence and Lorsch

technology scales than with satisfaction and morale

measures. Conversely, the Hage and Aiken and the

Lawrence and Lorsch scales correlated more highly with

both group morale and satisfaction than with the Perrow

Technolgy scale.

Cooper (1972) conducted an extensive review of the

literature. He proposed sets of task dimensions at

both the individual and group levels. Cooper relied

heavily upon the work of Turner and Lawrence (1965) and
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heavily upon the work of Turner and Lawrence (1965) and

Hackman and Lawler (1971) in specifying his task

dimensions. Cooper's first three dimensions correlate

with Shaw's (1963) scheme. Cooper's principal

additions were his goal structure dimensions:

"clarity" and "attainability."

Steiner's (1972) survey of the current literature

on task definition lead him to propose the following

definitions for future research of group tasks.

1. Divisible tasks--those that allow the work to
be divided among members;

2. Unitary tasks--those in which the task cannot
be broken into separate, special functions;

3. Unitary tasks can be additive, disjunctive, or
conjunctive;

4. Additive task--one in which the group output
is the sum of individual performance.

5. Disjunctive task--one in which the group
succeeds if any individual member succeeds;

6. Conjunctive task--one in which the group
succeeds only if all members. succeed.

Characteristics of Group Members

Task-relevant skills, abilities and knowledge of

the individual members affect external outcomes such as

group performance (Laughlin and Bitz, 1975).

Task-relevant characteristics of individual members

also affect internal outcomes. Individual members with

such skills are likely to be more active in the group,

exert more influence on group decisions, are more
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satisfied, and are more likely to emerge as leaders

(Shaw, 1976).

The intelligence of individual group members has

been shown to be related to some internal outcomes,

most of which deal with influence. In Mann's summary

of the research he concludes that while intelligent

persons appear to be more willing to listen to

influence attempts, they tend to have greater

selfconfidence and thus are more resistant to

influence. Studies of conformity generally find

intelligence and conformity to be negatively related.

As agents of influence, more intelligent members tend

to be more active and popular (Mann, 1959). Leaders

tend to be slightly more intelligent than the rest of

the group. However, leader effectiveness is impaired

if the leader's intelligence is much greater than that

of the other members (Stogdill, 1948).

The relationship between sex of individual members

and group outcomes appears to be less important than

once believed. Early evidence indicated that sex was

related to two internal outcomes: (1) women were more

likely to cooperate with their colleagues while men

were more likely to compete; (2) women were more

influencable than men. A recent review of nearly 300

studies has required some revision in these beliefs

(Eagley, 1979).
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The study of individual personality

characteristics in small groups is generally less

helpful than might be expected. As one might predict,

the presence of well-adjusted, dependable, socially

sensitive, and low-anxiety individuals in a group

enhances its functioning and effectiveness (Shaw,

1976). In general, what evidence does exist regarding

personality characteristics finds them somewhat, but

not overwhelmingly, related to internal group outcomes

such as, cohesion, satisfaction with the group and

conformity. (Altman, 1960; Bales, 1970; Brown, 1978;

Collins and Guetzkow, 1964; Exline, 1959; Mann, 1959)

Research into the effects of various group member

traits on group interaction and performance has an

extensive but not highly cumulative research tradition.

A long and varied research history includes studies of

the impact of many specific individual attributes on

group functioning. For example, Chutz (1955) studied

the effects of compatibility among members

interpersonal relations orientations; Haythorn, Couch,

Haefner, Langham & Carter (1956) examined the effects

of member authoritarianism; Ghiselli & Lodahl (1958)

investigated the impact of member managerial traits;

Altman & McGinnies (1960) mapped the effects of member

intolerance or prejudice; Exline & Ziller (1959)

outlined the impact of status incongruency among group



38

members; Hoffman (1959) studied the effects of

personality heterogeneity; Shaw (1959a, 1959b) has

analyzed the influence of intelligence, authority

acceptance, and individual prominence on group

functioning; Triandis and his colleagues (1965)

examined the effects of attitudinal and ability

homogeneity; and there have been several studies

exploring the impact of member cognitive styles on

group functioning (Tuckman, 1964; 1967; Stager, 1967).

While this sampling certainly does not exhaust the list

of group member traits studied, it gives some

indication of the breadth of attributes covered. Even

with this wide array of member traits studied, however,

an understanding of the effects of any single trait on

group behavior is far from complete.

While earlier research often studied the effects

of member trait composition on group functioning

largely exclusive of other considerations, more recent

studies have begun to specify the relationships among

trait composition, task demands, and group functioning

(Nadler, 1980). This recent concern with specifying

and controlling the group task on the work environment

has refined the research issue, but the basic problem

remains that of outlining the impact of member trait

composition on group functioning.
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Brown's (1978) review of the research in this area

did not reveal simple generalizations linking trait

composition and group performance. For example,

whereas member trait homogeneity appears to be

positively associated with group performance in some

attributes, such as abilities and cognitive styles

performance is negatively associated with member

attribute homogeneity on such other traits as attitudes

and personality types. It should be noted, however,

that these observations need to be qualified to allow

for variation in task demands.

Characteristics of the Group

Jewell and Reitz (1981) argues that the group

characteristic most important for its effectiveness and

efficiency is its maturity or state of development.

According to her research, a mature group can produce

external outcomes, whether they be decisions, services,

or products, more efficiently than an immature group.

In terms of internal outcomes, most of the group

structural characteristics arise during the group's

developmental procesp. During this group maturation

process, groups develop cohesiveness, norms, roles, and

communication and authority structures.

A process of stages of group development has been

postulated by several writers (Reitz, 1977; [Bennis and

Shephard, 1965;] Tuckman, 1967; and [Yalom,] 1970).
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Most of these writers' conceptualizations of group

maturity includes interpretations of stages articulated

by Bennis and Shephard (1965) as follows:

1. Members are aware of their own and each
other's assets and abilities vis-a-vis the group's
task.

2. These individual differences are accepted
without being labeled as good or bad.

3. The group has developed authority and
interpersonal relationships which are recognized and
accepted by the members.

4. Group decisions are made through rational
discussion. Minority opinions and/or dissension is
recognized and encouraged. Attempts are not made to
force decisions or a false unanimity.

5. Conflict is over substantive group issues such
as group goals and the effectiveness and efficiency of
various means of achieving those goals. Conflict over
emotional issues regarding group structure, processes,
or interpersonal relationships is at a minimum.

6. Members are aware of the group's processes and
their own roles in them. (Bennis and Shepard, 1965:49)

Jewell's review of the relevant research indicates

that of all the structural characteristics,

cohesiveness affects the greatest number of external

and internal outcomes. Cohesive groups are more

important and attractive to their members. Norms and

goals are more important. Members communicate with

each more. Members try to influence each other more,

and in turn are more susceptible to group influence.

They demand more conformity and tolerate less deviancy.

Seashore (1954) examined over two hundred work

groups in industrial settings. The cohesiveness of
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each group was assessed by measuring its members'

attraction for each other, identification with the

group, cooperation and reluctance to be transferred to

another group. The productivity of each group was then

observed in terms of measurable output. The results

indicated that the average productivity of cohesive

groups was not significantly greater than that of other

groups. Later Thompson (1967) reviewed other research

on cohesiveness and productivity of such diverse groups

as nurses, forest rangers, students, factory workers,

radar crew, etc. and yielded equally equivocal results.

In 12 of the studies, cohesiveness and productivity

were positively related. In 11 studies, cohesiveness

and productivity were unrelated and in 11 other

studies, cohesiveness and productivity were negatively

related.

Two other group characteristics that deserve

mention have to do more with group composition than

with group structure. Heterogeneity of group

composition is the extent to which members differ from

each other on certain individual characteristics such

as sex, age, race, abilities or other traits. Thomas

Fink (1963) found that heterogeneity of individual

traits makes cohesiveness less likely. People tend to

be attracted to similar others. However, heterogeneous

groups tend to have certain advantages. When overall
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group ability is held constant, groups whose members

differ in skills and in personality profiles perform

more effectively than groups whose members have similar

skills and profiles (Sorenson, 1973; Hall 1975;

Laughlin & Bitz 1975).

One final aspect of group structure is group size.

The effects of group size on external outcomes such as

performance and productivity depend upon the nature of

the task (Shaw, 1976). When tasks are additive or

disjunctive, group performance increases with group

size. However, the increase is less than lineal, as

coordination problems, group processes, and proba

bilities combine to diminish the incremental effects of

adding more members. Further, there are limits to the

size of a psychological group. When membership nears

or exceeds twenty, the group tends to split into two or

more smaller groups (Thomas & Fink, 1963).

Group size has predictable effects on internal

group outcomes. Most importantly, cohesiveness tends

to decrease with increasing group size. Individual

member participation in the group, opportunities for

leadership and satisfaction also diminish as group size

increases.

Group Environmental Characteristics

There are certain physical factors in a group's

environment (architectural arrangements, office
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layouts, etc.) that affect the group. Researchers have

demonstrated that communications among members are

facilitated by physical proximity and inhibited by

physical and psychological distance. Studies of

seating arrangements of groups have found that certain

arrangements affect not only communications but also an

individuals' influence on others (Sommer, 1967).

Conversation, for example, is more likely to go across

a table than around it. Communications are more likely

when individuals are required by seating arrangements

to face each other. Furthermore, status and influence

are usually accorded to those who occupy positions

enabling them to communicate with the largest number of

people--at the head of a rectangular table, for

example.

There will be no attempt here to provide an

exhaustive list of environmental factors that influence

groups. In some respects, everything in a group's

physical or social environment has implications for

group process and outcomes.

While the nature of the group's task is the most

influential aspect of the physical environment, two

other characteristics deserve mention. One is the kind

and amount of resources available to the group. First

of all, certain kinds of technology can facilitate

group communication, simplify tasks, and change the
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distribution of expertise in the group. Examples of

this are communication technology and computers. A

second major effect of resources has to do with

cooperation and competition. When resources within the

group become scarce, competition becomes more likely

and cooperation more difficult. (Reitz, 1977).

Creativity and innovation in group decisions

appear to be inhibited by facetoface group

interaction. Nominal groups and other techniqes for

avoiding group interaction can be effective ways for

dealing with tasks requiring creative or innovative

solutions. On decisions involving risk and

uncertainty, facetoface interacting groups tend to

make relatively risky decisions (O'Keaf & others,

1975).

Perhaps the clearest effects of the nature of the

group tasks have been found in the area of cooperation

and competition. For groups working on interdependent

tasks, cooperation facilitates productivity while

competition interferes (Stoner, 1968).

Various researchers have addressed the effects of

the social environment on certain group processes and

outcomes. One particular influential element of the

social environment is the reward system. Within the

group, systems by which members share relatively

equally in group rewards tend to promote cooperation
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and cohesion. Systems by which members are rewarded

differentially, with relative rewards based on each

individual's actual or adjudged relative performance,

promote competition. According to Hickson (1971) the

same is true at the intergroup level. Shared rewards

promote cooperation; differential rewards promote

competition.

Many writers have classified group goals as part

of the social environment.

Even though many group goals may be generated

within the group, in an organizational setting other

goals will be initiated by outside sources or imposed

on the group via the organizational hierarchy. Zander

(1971) distinguishes group goals from member goals as

those goals for the group that are held by enough

members to induce the group to work toward them. He

states that few goals are endorsed by each and every

member, yet the group may certainly work toward and

achieve nonunimous goals. Few groups have but one

goal. Most have several, which may be arranged in a

hierarchy of importance.

Certain characteristics of group goals can affect

group outcomes. One is the difficulty of the goal.

Groups, like individuals, tend to perform best when

goals are challenging or moderately difficult, rather

than extremely difficult or extremely easy (Stedry &
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Hay, 1966). Fittingly, groups with the strongest

desires for success select moderately difficult goals,

rather than goals that are impossible or easy (Zander,

1971).

A second characteristic of a group goal is its

clarity. Vague organizational goals could lead to

intergroup conflict, as groups sought their own goals

to pursue. Likewise, groups respond more favorably,

both in terms of performance and satisfaction, when

group goals are clear and members understand how they

can contribute to goal achievement (Raven & Rietsema,

1957).

When groups set their own goals, rather than

having them set for them, certain factors influence the

level of difficulty of the goals that they choose.

Groups which seek success are more likely to choose

goals of intermediate, rather than extreme, difficulty.

Outside factors as well can influence group

aspiration level (Zander, 1971). If a group perceives

its performance as below the average performance of

comparable groups, it will most likely raise its

aspiration level. Conversely, a group that perceives

itself to be performing well above average is likely to

choose relatively less difficult goals.

Finally, group aspiration levels are affected by

actual past performance. When groups succeed, they
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tend to raise their aspiration levels. When they

fail, they tend to lower them (Zander & Medow, 1963).

Most of the research on group goals has yielded

findings consistent with that on individual goals.

Goals are important factors in group performance; goals
do influence group behavior (Zander, 1971).

Group Process Characteristics

The major group process of communications,

influence, decision making, cooperation, and competi
tion have been the topics of extensive research. Each
of these processes affects group outcomes. Each in

turn, is influenced by individual and group

characteristics, and by the group's physical and social

environment.

In general, communications facilitate most kinds

of group outcomes. Other things being equal,

improvements in the quality and frequency of intragroup

communications are often reflected in improvements in

external outcomes such as productivity and group

decisions, and in internal outcomes such as

cohesiveness, satisfaction, and influence (Bales, and

others 1951). It has been demonstrated that certain

kinds of communication networks are more appropriate

for group efficiency and effectiveness in certain kinds

of situations. Greater frequencies of communications

are associated with greater cohesiveness, higher
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satisfaction, and more internal influence (O'Keefe and

others, 1975).

Influence processes in groups have a great deal to

do with external outcomes. If there is a lot of

interpersonal influence in the group directed toward

accomplishing group goals, then group performance and

productivity are consistent with group goals. If group

influence is directed toward group value, then group

decisions will be consistent with those values (Stoner,

1968). If interpersonal influence is centralized in

one individual who makes all the group decisions, the

group performance and productivity will likely suffer

in that person's absence (Lippitt & White, 1958).

Most of the evidence indicates that, at least in

this culture, decentralized influence processes are

preferable. When influence is distributed throughout

the group, rather than being highly centralized,

satisfaction, cohesiveness, and willingness to

cooperate are enhanced, and turnover and absenteeism

are less frequently encountered (Morse & Reimer, 1956).

In group decision making, the effectiveness of

various group processes depends on several task or

problem characteristics. Compared to individuals,

facetoface interacting groups tend to be better at

making judgements and solving certain kinds of

problems. Multiple stage problems, however, lend
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themselves more to groups advising an individual who

must make the decision alone (Stoner, 1968).

The acceptance of, and satisfaction with group

decisions can be influenced by group decision

processes. Decision making by majority vote may be

efficient, but it does not promote acceptance and

satisfaction. Decisionmaking processes that allow for

minority positions and permit some group consensus to

be reached tend to facilitate acceptance and

satisfaction. However, in one type of situation, even

in this culture, groups become impatient wih democratic

procedures. When faced wih a real crises where time is

an important factor, groups practically demand

centralized decision making (Hamblin, 1958).

The effects of cooperation and competition on

group outcomes depend largely on the nature of the

group's task. If the task is interdependent, that is,

if it is divisible or conjunctive, then cooperation

appears to be a more effective mode. When working on

interdependent tasks Leavitt (1951) demonstrated that

cooperative groups will outperform competitive groups.

Group performance on independent, additive tasks, in

which the group output is the sum of individual

performances, can be facilitated by intragroup

competition.



50

Internal group outcomes such as cohesiveness,

communication, satisfaction, and influence appear to

benefit more from cooperation than from competition.

According to Bales (1970) there is one exception,

however. Competition can relieve tedium and boredom,

and increase member satisfaction with routine or

repetitive tasks. Again, the benefits of intragroup

competition are more apparent when tasks are

independent rather than interdependent.

Summary of Independent Variables Affecting Group
Performance

Since Golembiewski (1962) presents one of the most

complete discussions on how best to categorize

variables for small group analysis, a review of his

recommendations is appropriate. Golembiewski's (1962)

three panels of variables may be summarized as follows:

1. Group Style:

a. Goal constellations
b. Phase of process
c. Task relevance
d. Leadership style
e. Norm proscriptions
f. Morale

2. Group Structure:

a. Differential access to resources
(including communication)

b. Differential control over persons
(power)

c. Differential performance of certain
sets of behaviors (role specialization,
leadership)

d. Differential status
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e. Differential cohesiveness, solidarity,
role integration

f. Size

3. Population Parameters:

a. Personality variables (especially those
relevant to group interaction: e.g.,
authoritarianism, conformity, etc.)

Golembiewski's three panels of variables have some

conceptual overlap. However, the crucial concern is

whether the panels present an exhaustive set of

possible dimensions of variation.

Current models suggest perhaps his panels do not.

Contemporary Models of Group Behavior

Implicit in this discussion thus far is the theme

that models of work group performance which specify

task, group and outcome dimensions are necessary. Five

contemporary models of group performance have emerged.

Three of these writers have proposed models to explain

group behavior developed a posteria based upon the

results of their own research or after extensive compi

lation of pertinent research of subsets of variables.

Steiner (1972) formulated a somewhat gloomy

equation which infers that groups usually fail to meet

their potential, that something is lost in the process

of applying member skills and abilities to task. He

states his model as follows:

Actual Group Productivity = Potential
Productivity Loss Due to Faulty Process
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Potential productivity is a function of the task

demands and the member resources. This potential is

increased when the task requires fewer resources than

exist throughout the group. Loss due to faulty process

refers to intragroup problems that can reduce (a) the

group's motivation to produce, (b) the group's

coordination of their activities, or (c) both.

To Steiner, then, three important factors in group

productivity are task characteristics, member

resources, and intragroup processes. A more recently

developed model of small group productivity proposed by

Shiflett (1979) includes the same set of variables in a

slightly different conceptualization:

Group Outputs = f(Resources, Transformers)

Resources include all the knowledge, abilities, skills,

and tools, relevant to the task and possessed by the

members. Transformers are all variables that determine

how resources are incorporated in the group output.

They include situational and task constraints, and

interpersonal and intragroup processes that affect

utilizing and sharing resources and application of

resources to the task.

Both the Shiflett and Steiner formulations include

characteristics (potential or resources) such as

traits, skills and knowledges of the individuals within

the group. The concept of environment, while implied,
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at least in Shiflett's model (transformers), is not

specific.

Jewell and Reitz (1981) contends that, while the

Steiner and Shiflett propositions are useful in

conceptualizing group productivity, a more detailed and

explicit model could be valuable for dealing with

groups in organizational settings. Their model uses

Shiflett's broader term group outcomes as the dependent

variable. While organizations are clearly interested

in group productivity, other outcomes such as

cohesiveness, satisfaction, and conformity are of

considerable concern. Their model also enumerates

three types of group variables and explicitly

incorporates the physical and social environment in

which any group operates. Therefore, their model can

be expressed as:

Group Outcomes = f(IC, GC, PE, SE)

where: IC = characteristics of the individual group
members

GC = characteristics of the-group as a group
GP = group processes
PE = the group's physical environment
SE = the group's social environment

External outcomes are products or processes produced

for or directed toward the group's environment. Task

performance, productivity, decisions, intergroup

competition, and intergroup cooperation are some major

externally directed outcomes of groups in organization.

Internal outcomes are products or processes produced
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for or directed toward the group's environment. Task

performance, productivity, decisions, intergroup

competition, and intergroup cooperation are some major

externally directed outcomes of groups in organization.

Internal outcomes are products or processes produced

for or directed toward the group itself or one or more

of its members. Cohesiveness, satisfaction with the

group leader, internal influence, conformity, and

turnover are examples of internal outcomes.

Jewell and Reitz's Model of Group Behavior

(1981:152) appears as Figure 1.

Nature of Task

Individual Members
Characteristicss

Group Outcomes
414?Group Process =aim.- (Internal &

External)
Characteristics/ry
of the Group

Environment
(Physical and Social)

Figure 1
A Model of Group Behavior

(Jewell and Reitz, 1981:152)
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In contrast to the a posteri models reviewed thus

far, Rosen and Bare's models were developed a priori to

encourage empirical validation. In addition, Bare's

model was developed using data generated from actual

work groups.

Rosen specified a model of work group performance

(1973, p. 159-186) which identified variables including

a full range of task related constructs, many of which

can be linked to task dimensions discussed above. In

addition, Rosen directed future research by Bare to a

number of neglected task variables. For example, he

emphasized the importance of the physical, mechanical

and psychological ecology of the workplace. He also

discussed the pure physical demands of the task--a

dimension frequently neglected.

In relation to group analysis, he pointed out the

cyclic nature of group "maturity" as a neglected

variable. He also included membership mix and group

size as neglected predictors of group performance.

One of the most comprehensive attempts to define

group behavior has been developed by Bare (1976).

Building on Rosen's work, Bare provides a full set of

testable propositions about task-group-performance

relationships. Bare synthesized the available

research, much of which has been summarized above, to

identify the correlates and moderators of group
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performance including task, member, structure, and

process dimensions.

(A)
Task
demand

ember
(B)

M
trait

composition

(C)
Task
relevant
behaviors

Group
performance]

Socio-emotional processes

Figure 2
Bare's Model of Group Performance

(Bare, 1976:146)

Figure 2 depicts Bare's model of group function

ing. As the diagram indicates, Bare conceptualized

four broad classes of variables of interest. The task

demands operating on a group set certain behavioral

requirements for group members. These, according to

Bare, act directly and indirectly, through member

traits, abilities, and qualities to shape group task

behavior. In turn, task behaviors shape the quality of

group performances.

To generate data about work groups Bare developed

the Work Group Survey.
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Bare adopted the following strategy to generate a

pool of task descriptive items for use in the Work

Group Survey. First, items were written to define

all eight of Shaw's task dimensions as summarized

earlier. Next, these items were compared to the

dimensions suggested by Cooper (1972). In any case

where Cooper's concepts failed to overlap Shaw's,

additional items were written. Finally, the task

dimensions employed in Rosen's (1983) model were

compared to the existing body of questions, and some

additional items were written to operationalize

concepts unique to Rosen. The resulting item pool

permitted the empirical synthesis of task factors

across Shaw's, Cooper's, and Rosen's dimensional

structures.

A final review of the task descriptors led Bare to

conclude that four important types of task constraints

still were not adequately tapped. Therefore, four

additional sets of questions were written to get

information about:

1. The group's physical ecology;

2. The intergroup environment;

3. Taskrelated Formalization;

4. Membership resources (questions about member
abilities, special education, experience,
etc.)
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Similar strategies were used to develop leadership

characteristics utilizing the work of Stogdill (1948)

Rosen, (1969) and Sears (1977). Bare's conceptualiza-

tion of group structure and process variables was

derived primarily from the work of Hemphill (1956) and

Seashore (1954) as summarized earlier.

The Work Group Survey

The Work Group Survey developed by Alan Bare is an

item pool encompassing five content categories or

panels: (1) task characteristics, (2) leadership

behaviors, (3) membership characteristics, (4) group

structure characteristics, and (5) group performance

outcomes. The selection of questions for the survey

was guided by the attempt to bring together a

potentially exhaustive set of dimensions along which

work groups, their members, and environments might be

observed to vary. The Work Group Survey ask the

observer to describe five panels of variables. These

panels of variables were derived from Bare's initial

research which began by an extensive literature search

of existing theories of group dynamics for potential

relevant variables to the analysis of group

performance.

Table 1 summarizes the dimensions and sources of

the various constructs utilized by Bare in the

development of the original Work Group Survey.
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The work group is the unit of analysis. The

Likert-type questionnaire asked the members of each

group to respond to questions that describe the task,

membership, group process, and performance of their

respective group. In effect, the members of each group

functioned as participant observers, describing their

group in terms of questionnaire dimensions called

"functionl characteristics."

Each functional characteristic is a set of

interrelated questions which describe discrete aspects

of group functioning. Individual items are scored

"strongly disagree".1, "disagree " =2, "neutral " =3,

"agree " =4, and "strongly agree " =5. The scores provided

by the member-observers on each dimension were designed

to be averaged across the number of respondents from

each group to produce a group score for each functional

characteristic.

Bare utilized the survey in a sample of 84 ongoing

work units drawn from six types of organizations: (1)

a bank, (2) a capital goods manufacturer, (3) an

alternative school, (4) a vehicle manufacturer, (5) a

university, and (6) a hospital. The research

identified thirty-five tasks, member, leadership,

structure, and process dimensions which varied

significantly across the eighty-four groups and

presented an empirically derived descriptive model



TABLE 1
SOURCES 02 VARIABLES UTILIZED IN THE CONSTRUCTION

0? THE WORK GROUP SURVEY
(Bare, 1976: 78)

I TASK DIMENSIONS II MEMBER CHARACTERISTICS IV GROUP STRUCTURE V GROUP OUTCOMES

Shaw 1963:
Difficulty
Solution Multiplicity
Cooperation Requirements
Intrinsic Interest
Population Familiarity
Intellective-Manipulative

Demographics
Needs
Satisfactions
Alienation
Depression
Tenure

Hemphill 1956:
Autonomy
Control
Permability
Potency
Flexibility
Polarization

Performance
Quantity
Quality
Efficiency
Customer Satis-

faction
Management

Requirements III LEADERSHIP Viscidity acceptance
Participation Use of resources

Hackman and Lawler 1971: Stogdill 1963: Intimacy
Variety Initiating Structure Stability Adaptability
Control Consideration Homogeneity Mott 1972:
Non-fragmentation Hedonic Tone Awareness
Feedback Bowers and Seashore 1966: Anticipation

Goals Emphasis Schein 1969: Prevalence
Product, Service,

Problem Solving
Work Facilitation
Interaction Facilitation

Process Maturity Promptness

Growth Opportunity Support Seashore 1954:
Physical Constraints Cohesiveness
Machine Dependence Skills
Formalization Role Clarity &
Uncertainty Integration
Pressure Reward Structure

Role Variety
Size
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which explained 41 percent of performance variance. The

three statistically independent correlates of group

performace were: group attraction, morale, and

contingency of rewards upon performance.

However, Bare's moderator analysis showed that the

salient correlates of group performance varied markedly

between subsets of groups having different task and

membership characteristics. For example, participation

in decision making was a weak correlate (r = .23, p

.04) of performance across the 84 groups. But when the

population was divided into two 42-group samples,

participation emerged a negative correlate (r = -52, p

- .001) of performance in groups of older workers

performing routine tasks, and a positive correlate (r

.59, p = .001) in groups of younger workers performing

nonprogrammable tasks. Those questions within each

panel were subjected to a separate factor analysis wih

VARIMX rotation. The variables which "predicted"

performance ratings were regressed against the

performance index to determine which variables

controlled the major portion of index variance.

Variables were allowed to enter the regression

unconstrained.

After the principal correlates of group

performance had been identified, Bare ran a second set
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of regressions to identify the principal correlates of

those variables.

In the original validation of the instrument, the

dependent variable, group performance, was measured by

having the supervisor of each work group respond

independently to the same nine items used to gather the

members' perceptions of group performance. The

validity of this measurement was tested by comparing

supervisor ratings with group performance ratings

provided by the top executive staff of the

organizations from which the work groups were drawn,

with the averaged evaluations of each group's members

and with group absence rates.

Utilizing a split-half correlation technique to

establish reliability, the Spearman-Brown prophecy

formula was employed resulting in a .79 estimated

reliability.

Bare's research produced a quantified model which

relates variations in membership, group structure and

process, and leadership variables to group performance.

In all 35 characteristics of work groups were validated

for the 84 work groups in the initial sample.

Subsequent to the initial research, Bare (1981)

refined the instrument. The refined version, utilized

in this study, advances the original instrument by

sharpening the key group dimensions identified by the
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factor analysis (i.e. core questions from the scales

were retained, poor items were dropped and a few items

were refined.)

Bare further validated the instrument with 43 work

groups in a university library system (1981). That

research was designed to specifically test supervisor

variables in relationship to work groups clustered by

functions. The refined version, the Work Group Survey

II was validated primarily for use in comparative

analysis and survey guided organizational development.

After validating the refined version, he concluded that

future research should try to identify those perform-

ance predictors which are uniquely linked to group task

and environment--i.e., the sine qua nones of success

for discrete types of groups.

Toward that end, this study was conceived.

Summary

Despite the early interest of several leading

theorists, not a great deal of work has been done to

develop a descriptive technology for small groups in

general and work groups in particular. These sparse

results are partly a function of the breadth of the

original problem definition. Sampling the attributes

of a full range of social collectivities remains an

insurmountable task.
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The most comprehensive of the work is Hemphill's

(1956). The GDDQ was based upon a large and diverse

sample, and an a priori model. Unfortunately,

task-oriented groups were under-represented--a

neglected characteristic of the entire literature.

Hemphill's original instrument has been revised, and

appears reliable, but validity data are limited. The

structural scales discriminated between selected groups

in Pheysey and Payne's (1970) study. Five of the

process scales produced nearly identical patterns of

intercorrelations in Hemphill's (1956) and Findikyan

and Sells' (1966) samples. How-

ever, well-designed validation remains essential.

Hemphill's work attempted to develop a descriptive

technology of groups per se. Mixed together in the

scales of Hemphill's instrument are items which

describe:

1. What members are trying to accomplish
(task inputs);

2. How they are behaving (group process);
and

3. The effectiveness of their efforts
(group outcomes).

Since the applied practitioner wants to analyze the

effect of task variation upon group process, and their

interactive effect upon outcomes, the researcher must

be able to measure each of these panels of variables

separately. Social process must be described in terms
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of behaviors alone. Task variables and outcomes must

be analyzed along dimensions orthogonal to behavioral

description. Furthermore, variation in group structure

and process must be clearly distinguishable from

variation in aggregate membership characteristics.

Writers have repeatedly emphasized the importance

of the nature of the group's task. Time and again the

effects of group processes on group outcomes have been

found to vary with the group's task. Most of the

research has focused on external outcomes such as

performance or productivity.

Unlike the general theorists, most researchers of

group performance have limited their models to manage

able subsets of variables. For example, Bales (1970)

studied the effects of membership composition. Zander

(1971) related performance to goalsetting and

motivational processes. Collins and Guetzkow (1964)

treated decision making, and Hoffman (1979) studied

problem solving processes.

Other researchers have limited their investiga

tions to certain types of groups. Herbst (1962)

studied autonomous teams of coal miners. Bare (1980)

proposed a model for the study of academic departments.

Hackman and Oldham (1980) proposed a model of

selforganizing group performance.
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Clearly, no validated set of task dimensions

exists. Shaw's are the best validated at the group

level of analysis. But his studies were performed

entirely in the laboratory. His results were not

entirely conclusive. Moreover, none of his dimensions

has been operationalized and evaluated in ongoing work

groups.

Two notable theories have emerged to consolidate

the works of the task dimensionists and the group

dimensionists. Both of those models--Bare (1976) and

Jewell and Reitz (1981) have had direct influence upon

this study.

The Work Group Survey developed and validated by

Bare (1976) was used to observe 84 different and

diverse work groups and factoring the results, Bare was

able to define which of these functional

characteristics are relatively independent and captures

large amounts of variance. The factor analytic

findings indicated how best to refine and simplify the

original instrument.
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CHAPTER 3

DESIGN OF THE STUDY

This study was designed to develop and test a

model for assessing work group effectiveness in

community colleges. Designed to determine if there are

common characteristics among work groups judged to be

effective and those judged to be less effective, this

study examined and reported aggregate perceptions of

individual employees in 27 work groups for 26 group

functional characteristics. In addition, this study

examined the differences and commonalities of employee

work groups commonly found in a community college

organizational structure. The following summary of

procedures employed in the study is provided to

deliniate the specific steps taken during the

investigation.

Population

The population used to test this model consisted of

the employees of an Oregon community college. Work

groups were identified by the host institution and

reflected the current organizational structure of the

college. The decision was made a priori to include

only the work groups which could meet the following

criteria:
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1. The work group must consist of three or more

fulltime employees.

2. The work group must have been in operation for

six months or longer.

3. The work group must have a minimum response

rate of 75% to the survey utilized.

Work groups which met the above criteria were then

classified into three broad categories by a panel of

experts. Experts were defined as individuals employed

by the host institution who had extensive knowledge of

the institution's functioning, products, and

organization. The panel was given the definitions of

work group classifications given in Chapter 1 and were

then asked to independently categorize the list of work

groups into three generalized functional groups:

(1) operational support, (2) instructional support and

(3) instructional. All three experts agreed on the

classificaton of all but three of the work groups.

Those three work groups were omitted from this study.

Dependent Variable

Group performance effectiveness, the dependent

variable, was determined by a seven person panel of

raters. These seven individuals represent the

administrative council of the institution consisting of

the President, VicePresidents, and strategic

Directors.
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This panel met on two occasions to discuss their

task. At the first meeting, the six performance

criteria were identified and possible indicators

suggested for each criteria. The six criteria used to

define group performance were: (1) quantity of work

group performance, (2) quality of work group

performance, (3) efficiency of work group, (4) internal

relations within the group itself, (5) external

relations (i.e. customer satisfaction) and (6) group

adaptability (Mott, 1972). The raters were asked to

independently review the suggested indicators for

appropriateness as well as to add any additional

indicators which each felt should be considered. The

researcher then compiled the individual responses. At

the second meeting concensus was reached concerning the

indicators which all raters would use to evaluate the

performance of each of the twenty7nine identified work

groups that met the first two criteria identified

above.

Rating sheets (Appendix A) were distributed to

each rater who then, in turn, rated each group

anonymously and returned the rating forms to the

researcher.

For each criteria, correlation coefficients

between all possible pairs of raters were computed to

determine interrater reliability.
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A composite effectiveness score was then computed by

averaging the six criteria scores for each rater (7)

for each group (29). It had been determined a priori

to classify the groups as "effective" or "less

effective" utilizing a composite score of 3.5. Those

scoring 3.5 and above were classified as "Effective"

and those groups scoring 3.4 or less were classified as

"Less Effective". The score of 3.5 was selected to

afford consistency of methodology and, therefore, the

ability to compare data with previous research

utilizing the Work Group Survey II.

Research Design

The research design selected for this study was a

fixed factorial design which can be illustrated as

follows:

Effective

Less Effective

Instructional
Operational Support Instructional
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Data Collection

Several steps were involved in the collection of

data which helped ensure an acceptable rate of return

of the surveys. First, support for the study was

elicited from the President's Council. Next, a letter

was sent to all management staff at the institution

explaining the nature of the study and seeking their

support to survey their respective work groups. A copy

of that letter appears in Appendix B. Employees were

then each sent a memo (Appendix B) also explaining the

nature of the research as well as assurance that the

results would be shared with each work group including

a specific Work Group Profile (Appendix C) for each

work group. Next, a letter to each employee from the

college president was sent encouraging each employee to

participate in the study. (Appendix D).

In general, the surveys were administered in

group settings. Respondents were instructed to read

the cover sheet of the survey (Appendix E). Then, any

questions from the respondents concerning the

instructions were clarified. Supervisors were not

included in the study and in no case were supervisors

physically present during the administration of

employee questionnaires.

Some instructional groups were unable to be

adequately represented in a group setting because of
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teaching schedules. Therefore, surveys were

distributed to each along with the printed instructions

and an envelope in which to return the surveys.

Upon return of the completed surveys, each one

was reviewed for completeness. Those without work

group designations, those with no responses or with

multiple responses to the Likerttype scale statements

were declared unuseable. Of the 174 surveys

administered, fourteen were declared unuseable.

Discarding these surveys resulted in a slight reduction

of response rate for the eight represented groups, but

did not decrease the rate of response below the minimal

75% rate established.

Survey Instrument

The assessment tool utilized in this study was

the Work Group Survey II (Appendix F) developed and

tested by Alan Bare. Bare (1976) describes the

development and validation of the original Work Group

Survey and its subsequent refinement (1978).

The Work Group Survey II is an item pool

encompassing five content categories or panels:

(1) task characteristics, (2) leadership behaviors, (3)

membership characteristics, (4) group structure

characteristics, and (5) group performance outcomes.

Panel 2 was not used in this study and portions of

Panel 3 were not used. The validity of Panel 2 was the
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least impressive and since this dimension has received

considerable attention by researchers in recent years,

it was of little interest to this study. The portions

of Panel 3 that were excluded dealt with demographic

information which was already accessible from the

institution's records.

The work group is the unit of analysis. The

Likerttype questionnaire asked the members of each

group to respond to questions that describe the task,

membership, group process, and performance of their

respective group. In effect, the members of each group

functioned as participant observers, describing their

group in terms of questionnaire dimensions called

"functional characteristics."

Each functional characteristic is a set of

interrelated questions which describe discrete aspects

of group functioning. Individual items are scored

"strongly disagree"=1, "disagree " =2, "neutral"=3,

"agree " =4, and "strongly agree"=5. The scores provided

by the memberobservers on each dimension were designed

to be averaged across the number of respondents from

each group to produce a group score for each functional

characteristic.

Hypotheses

The major question addressed in this study was

that of determining whether or not work groups
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perceived to be effective and those perceived to be

less effective in a community college are characterized

by differences and/or commonalities in functional

characteristics. To examine this general question,

three null hypotheses were generated for each of the

twenty-six dependent variables examined. Those three

null hypotheses were as follows:

H
1

There is no significant difference between

group ratings of each given functional characteristic

for work groups judged to be effective and those judged

to be less effective.

H
2

There is no significant difference among group

ratings for each functional characteristic within three

classifications of community college work groups.

H
3

There is no significant interaction effect

between factor 1 (effectiveness) and factor 2 (group

classification).

Analyses

The statistical design enveloping these three

hypotheses utilized a two-way analysis of variance

format to test more than one variable at the same time

while allowing for analysis of interaction effects.

The cells in the analysis of variance were not equal in

size and all the independent variables could not be

controlled prior to the experiment.



75

Although the analysis of variance technique is

more commonly used for inferential statistics, it also

has application for descriptive statistics as addressed

by Spiegle (1970), Nie (1975), and Ericksen (1970). In

his discussion of the analysis of variance used as a

descriptive tool, Spiegle warns that its purpose is to

identify significant differences among portions of a

limited population to better describe that population

and should not be used to draw inferences outside that

population. Spiegle further cautions that a finding of

an overall significant Fratio requires further

investigation of specific group means.

This analysis conceives each group as a

"treatment". Unless the variance of scores between

groups is significantly greater than the variance of

member responses within groups, the results can not be

ascribed to legitimate differences between the groups

being observed.

The analysis was performed using the SPSS twoway

(fixed model) analysis of variance computer program.

The results are presented in Chapter 4.

Kerlinger describes the analysis of variance as a

. . . method of identifying, breaking down and testing

for significant variances that come from different

sources." (Kerlinger:71) Courtney (1983) indicates

that this statistical tool has a wide variety of
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applications for both experimental and nonexperimental

studies. Used effectively in both large and small

samples, the F statistic assumes interval scale data

and two or more means.

This multifactor analysis of variance is a

statistical model for testing the consequences of

manipulating two or more independent variables in a

single research design. Each independent variable has

two or more levels. The F ratio is the statistic used

to conduct the appropriate hypothesis tests among

different levels of each factor for assessing main

effects. Given a significant interaction, it is

usually necessary not only to conduct followup tests

of means in order to interpret results, but it is

usually necessary to impose particular conditions upon

the interpretations of whatever main effects have been

observed (Courtney, 1983).
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The mathematical model for the two-way ANOVA fixed

model arrangement is written as:

Yijk P ai 13j 6ijk

where, u is a fixed constant representing
the general mean,

ai is the differential (fixed) effect
associated with Variable 1,

aj is the differential (fixed) effect
associated with Variable 2,

a0ii is the differential (fixed) effect
associated with the interaction of
levels of Variable 1 and Variable 2,

cijk is a random variable with mean equal
to zero and a variance equal to a2.

The decision matrix for this two-way ANOVA

appears as follows:

Source of
Variation df SS MS F

Effectiveness 1 A A/1 MS effect/MS error
Classification 2 B B/2 MS class/MS error
Effect. X Class. 2 C C/2 MS interaction/

MS error
Error 160 D D/160

TOTAL 165 E

For rejected classification hypotheses, Tukey's w

test for multiple contrasts was conducted. Tukey

(1953) describes his HSD (honestly significant

difference) test for application utilizing unequal cell
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sizes. Tukey states "A difference between two means is

significant at a given a level, if it equals or exceeds

HSD, which is:

in which

HSD qa Sr 2W
n

w the within-group variance estimate
n number of subjects in each condition

cla = tabled value for a given a-level
found in Table P for dfw and

k . number of means.

Summary

This chapter described the research procedures

utilized to examine data generated by 27 work groups

within a community college. This chapter included a

discussion of the data collection instrument. A

detailed description of the procedure utilized to

determine effectiveness, the dependent variable, and

the steps utilized in the data collection were listed.

The chapter also contains the research design and a

description of the statistical analysis utilized.
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CHAPTER 4
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA

The major purpose of this study was to develop and

test a model for assessing work group effectiveness in

a community college. The model required a process to

identify differences and commonalities among work

groups perceived to be effective and those perceived to

be less effective. In the development of the model the

following research questions were investigated:

1. What functional characteristics are common to

effective work groups within a community college?

2. What functional characteristics are common to

less effective work groups within a community college?

3. What differences/similarities of functional

characteristics exist among three classifications of

work goups (instructional, operational support, and

instructional support) judged to be effective?

4. What differences/similarities of functional

characteristics exist among the three classifications

of work groups (instructional, operational support, and

instructional support) judged to be less effective?

Utilizing the Work Group Survey II (Appendix F)

group members individually described twentysix charac

teristics of their work group on a five point Likert

scale and group means were then determined. Those mean

scores were rank ordered to allow a descriptive
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comparison between Effective and Less Effective work

groups. They were then rank ordered again to describe

each of the three classifications of work groups

independently and then comparatively.

To determine the significance of any differences

noted among work group classifications or between

Effective and Less Effective work groups, further

analysis of the mean scores for each of the twentysix

functional characteristics was made using a twoway

fixed analysis of variance. Each functional character

istic is defined in the Dictionary of Variables for the

Work Group Survey II and included in Appendix D. These

functional characteristics were grouped into four

general categories labeled Task Characteristics, Member

Characteristics, Group Characteristics, and Group

Product/Outcomes. The fourth section of this chapter

presents the results for each of these categories of

functional characteristics for both variables

(Effectiveness X Group Classification).

The first section of this chapter presents the

findings relative to the population studied. The

second section presents the findings relevant to the

establishment of group performance effectiveness, the

dependent variable. The third section describes the

similarities/differences between Effective and Less

Effective groups and among the three classifications of
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work groups. The fourth section presents the analysis

of variance among the groups for each of the twenty-six

functional characteristics.

Population Characteristics

The population used to test this model consisted

of twenty-seven work groups within an Oregon community

college which met the criteria as defined in Chapter 3,

page 68. Utilizing a panel of experts those

twenty-seven work groups were then classified into

three generalized functional groups: (1) Operational

Support, (2) Instructional Support, and (3) Instruc-

tional.

Fourteen Operational Support work groups were

identified within the organization. Three of these

fourteen were not surveyed because they did not meet

the a priori criteria of group size, and one was

eliminated because of its direct relationship to the

author. One other group fell below the minimal

response rate and was, subsequently, also eliminated.

Therefore, nine Operational Support groups consisting

of 64 individuals were included in this study.

The response rate for the total Operational Support

classification was 87%. No work group had less than

75% response rate and four groups had 100% response

rates. An examination of Table 2 and Table 3 indicates

that 100% are classified employees, 56% are female and
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the average rate of tenure with the institution was

5.23 years with a group range from 2.3 to 7.7 years.

Six Instructional Support work groups were

identified and all six groups met the criteria for

inclusion in the study. These six groups represented

56 individual employees and 48 (86%) participated in

the study. Of these 56 individuals, 41 (73%) were

females and 32 (57%) were classified as professional

staff. The average rate of tenure at the institution

was 5.1 years with a work group range from 8.0 years to

2.3 years.

Eleven Instructional work groups consisting of 82

individuals met all three criteria for inclusion in

this study. Seventy-one employees completed the survey

for a response rate of 86%. No work group had less

than a 75% response rate and four groups had 100%

response rates. An examination of the demographics

presented in Table 2 and Table 3 for these work groups

indicates that 48% are female, and 72% are

professionals (faculty). The average rate of tenure at

the institution was 6.72 years with a work group range

from 4.2 to 11.5 years.
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TABLE 2
WORK GROUP RESPONSE RATES

Community Relations

No. of No. of Response
Employees Respondents Rate

4 4 100%

Accounting/Finance 12 11 92%

Bookstore 5 4 80%

Printing 5 5 100%

Food Service 8 6 75%

Custodial 17 14 82%

Grounds 3 3 100%

Maintenance 5 4 80%

Security 5 4 80%

Sub total 64 55 86%

M.I.S. 8 6 75%

Counseling 13 11 85%

Developmental Studies 12 10 83%

Library 11 10 91%

Admis./Registration 6 5 83%

Financial Aid 6 6 100%

Sub total 56 48 86%

Bus. Management 11 9 81%

Office Automation 13 11 85%

Physical Education 7 7 100%

A.D. Nursing 12 10 75%

English 8 6 75%

Arts/Graphics/Journalism 6 5 83%

Mechanics 6 6 100%

Welding 4 4 100%

Physical Science 5 4 80%

Biological Science 5 4 80%

Electricity/Electronics 5 5 100%

Sub total 82 71 87%

TOTAL 202 174 86%

83
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TAB LE 3
WORK GROUF DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILES
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Community Relations

Male
Sex

Tenure
Job Classification

Female Classified Professional

1 3 7.25 4 0

Accounting/Finance 1 11 7.7 12 0

Bookstore 0 5 4.0 5 0

Printing 2 3 4.6 5 0

Food Service 3 5 6.2 8 0

Custodial 12 5 4.9 17 0

Grounds 3 0 2.3 3 0

Maintenance 5 0 4.3 5 0

Security 1 4 4.0 5 0

Sub total 28 36 5.23 64 0

M.I.S. 6 2 2.3 4 4

Counseling 4 9 8.0 5 8

Developmental 2 10 6.9 6 6

Library 2 9 4.7 9 2

Admis./Registration 0 6 4.4 0 6

Financial Aid 1 5 4.2 0 6

Sub total 15 41 5.1 24 32

Bus. Management 9 2 7.6 2 9

Office Automation 1 12 8.5 9 4

Physical Education 4 3 8.6 5 2

A.D. Nursing 0 12 4.5 5 7

English 2 6 10.9 0 8

Arts/Graphics/Journalism 5 1 7.5 0 6

Mechanics 6 0 8.2 0 6

Welding 4 0 11.5 0 4

Physical Science 5 0 11.4 1 4

Biological Science 3 2 8.6 0 5

Electricity/Electronics 4 1 4.2 1 4

Sub Total 43 39 8.32 23 59

TOTAL 86 116 6.72 111 91
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Group Performance Effectiveness

Group performance effectiveness, the dependent

variable, was determined by a seven person panel of

raters consisting of the administrative council of the

institution. The six criteria used to define group

performance were: (1) quantity of work group

performance, (2) quality of work group performance, (3)

efficiency of the work group, (4) internal relations

within the group itself, (5) external relations (i.e.

customer satisfaction), and (6) group adaptability.

It was established a priori that if discrepancies

among raters or among criteria were indicated, raters

or criteria would be eliminated to insure as high a

consistency of reliability as possible. One rater's

scores were consistently unreliable compared to the

other six raters. There was a sufficient lack of

consistency among the ratings of the "quantity of work"

criteria to question the reliability of the scores on

this criteria. Therefore, the one rater's scores and

the "quantity" scores were extracted.

Composite effectiveness scores were then computed

as noted in Chapter 3 and are reported in Table 4.

A subsequent composite effectiveness score was

computed utilizing all seven raters and all six

criteria. An assignment of groups to "effective" or

"less effective" cells would not have been different.
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TABLE 4

WORK GROUP COMPOSITE EFFECTIVENESS SCORES

EFFECTIVE LESS EFFECTIVE

01 College
03 Bookstore
04 Printing
05 Food Service

3.51

3.57
3.57
3.58

OPERATIONAL SUPPORT

2.79

2.72
2.83
2.88
2.87

02 Account
07 Custodial
08 Grounds
09 Maintenance
10 Security

INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT

11 MIS 3.59 12 Counseling 2.96
15 Admissions 3.71 13 Dev Center 2.88
16 Financial Aid 2.53 14 Library 2.73

INSTRUCTIONAL

19 Sec. Skill 3.71 28 Bus. Man. 3.44
20 P.E. 3.60 22 Eng. Foreign
21 Nursing 4.08 Lang. 3.21

25 Welding 3.82 23 S. Science 3.07
26 Math 4.17 24 Mechanics 2.81

27 Phy. Science 4.26
28 Bio. Science 4.29
29 Water Wastewater 3.92
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Comparison of Effective and Less Effective Work Groups

In order to determine what commonalities and/or

differences existed between effective and less

effective work groups, the mean scores on all

twenty-six variables were rank ordered for Effective

groups and for Less Effective Groups. The rank-order

for the eight most common characteristics for Effective

groups are presented in Table 5. Within the eight

highest mean scores for both groups were:

1. Socioemotional Needs

2. Aggregate Member Competence

3. Complexity of Task

4. Cooperation Requirements

5. Stability of Group Membership

The three remaining characteristics for the Effective

groups are:

1. Job Satisfaction

2. Goal Clarity and Feedback

3. Group Status

The three remaining characteristics for the Less

Effective groups were:,

1. Group Performance

2. Factionalism

3. Stratification of Power
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Table 5
MOST COMMON AND LEAST COMMON CHARACTERISTICS

OF EFFECTIVE WORK GROUPS
(N=12)

Rank Mean Score Characteristics

Highest

1 3.96 Complexity

2 3.88 Socioemotional Needs

3 3.70 Aggregate Member Competence

4 3.64 Group Stability

5 3.59 Group Performance

6 3.23 Factionalism

7 3.21 Group Stratification

8/9 3.15 Growth Opportunities and
Cooperation

19 2.63 Heterogeneity

20/21 2.51 Performance Reward Contin-
gency and Role Clarity and
Integration

22 2.48 Hedonic Tone

23 2.47 Ecological Impediments

24 2.46 Intimacy

25 2.37 Growth Needs

26 2.33 Organizational Autonomy

Lowest
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Table 6
MOST COMMON AND LEAST COMMON CHARACTERISTICS

OF LESS EFFECTIVE WORK GROUPS
(N =12)

Rank Mean Score Characteristics

Highest

1 3.96 Complexity

2 3.88 Socioemotional Needs

3 3.70 Aggregate Member Competence

4 3.64 Group Stability

5 3.59 Group Performance

6 3.23 Factionalism

7 3.21 Group Stratification

8/9 3.15 Growth Opportunities and
Cooperation

19 2.63 Heterogeneity

20/21 2.51 Performance Reward Contin-
gency and Role Clarity and
Integration

22 2.48 Hedonic Tone

23 2.47 Ecological Impediments

24 2.46 Intimacy

25 2.37 Growth Needs

26 2.33 Organizational Autonomy

Lowest
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Table 6 shows the corresponding data for Less

Effective Groups. Within the eight lowest mean scores

for both groups are:

1. Organizational Autonomy

2. Ecological Impediments

3. Performance/Reward Contingency

4. Intimacy of Group Members

The remaining four lowest scores for the Effective

groups include:

1. Factionalism

2. Statification of Power

3. Prevalence of Negotiated Order

4. Polarization of Task

The remaining four lowest scores for the Less Effective

groups include:

1. Heterogeneity Among Group

2. Role Clarity

3. Hedonic Tone

4. Growth Needs

A complete rank order of means for both Effective and

Less Effective work groups is included in Appendix H.

Comparison of Work Group Classifications

The mean scores on all twenty-six variables were

rank ordered for each of the three classifications of

work groups without regard to their judged effective-

ness. The rank order for the eight most common
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characteristics and the eight least common

characteristics for the Operational Support

classification are given in Table 7. The corresponding

data for the Instructional Support classification

appear in Table 8 and Table 9 presents the

Instructional classification data.

Within the highest eight scores for all three work

group classifications were Socioemotional Needs,

Complexity of Task, and Group Stability. Group

Performance appears in the top eight scores for

Operational Support groups and Instructional Support

groups, but not for Instructional work groups.

Aggregate Group Competence, Job Satisfaction and Task

Growth appears for Instructional Support and for

Instructional, but not for the Operational Support work

groups.

The four characteristics, which were most common

for all (Effective and Less Effective) the Operational

Support work groups, but not shared by either of the

other two classifications of groups were:

1. Programmability of Task (Ranked 2)

2. Accuracy of Task (Ranked 3)

3. Polarization of Group Members (Ranked 6)

4. Cooperation Requirements (Ranked 8)
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The Instructional Support group had one

characteristic, Hedonic Tone (Ranked 2) within the

highest eight which was not shared by either of the

other two groups.

The Instructional work groups placed Group Status

(Ranked 3) and Adaptability (Ranked 4) within the top

eight, but neither of which were ranked in the top

eight by either of the other two classifications of

work groups.

Within the lowest eight mean scores for all three

work group classifications were Ecological Impediments

and Organizational Autonomy. No other characteristics

were shared between the Operational Support groups and

the Instructional Support work groups. The

characteristics labeled "Intimacy" appeared in the

lowest eight scores for the Operational Support groups

and for the Instructional groups. Instructional

Support groups and Instructional groups both included

Role Clarity, Cooperation and Performance/Reward

Contingency among their lowest eight scores.

The five characteristics, which were least

characteristic for the Operational Support groups, but

not shared by either of the other two classifications

of groups were:
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1. Group Adaptability

2. Group Status

3. Hedonic Tone

4. Task Growth

5. Member Growth

The Instructional Support group had three

characteristics not shared by the other two work groups

within their least common characteristics. Those were:

1. Polarization of Task

2. Factionalism

3. Goal Clarity

The Instructional work groups ranked Accuracy and

Group Stratification among the lowest eight

characteristics. However, neither were ranked in the

lowest eight characteristics by either of the other

work group classifications.
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Table 7
MOST COMMON AND LEAST COMMON CHARACTERISTICS

OF OPERATIONAL SUPPORT WORK GROUPS
(N = 9)

Rank Mean Characteristic

Highest

1 4.26 Socioemotional Needs

2 4.01 Programmability

3 3.97 Accuracy

4 3.93 Complexity

5
3.91 Group Stability

6.5 3.76 Polarization

6.5 3.76 Group Performance

8 3.66 Cooperation

19 2.91 Ecological Impediments

20 2.86 Group Adaptability

21 2.81 Group Status

22 2.74 Hedonic Tone

23 2.73 Intimacy

24 2.71 Task Growth

25 2.69 Member Growth

26 2.42 Organizational Autonomy

Lowest
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Table 8
MOST COMMON AND LEAST COMMON CHARACTERISTICS

OF INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT WORK GROUPS
(N = 6)

Rank Mean Characteristics

Highest

1 3.96 Aggregate Member Competence

2 3.95 Hedonic Tone

3 3.92 Job Satisfaction

4 3.87 Complexity

5 3.84 Task Grwoth

6 3.81 Group Stability

7 3.79 Group Performance

8 3.76 Socioemotional Needs

19 3.10 Role Clarity and Integration

20 2.97 Polarization

21 2.95 Factionalism

22 2.93 Cooperation

23 2.91 PerformanceReward Contingency

24 2.86 Ecological Impediments

25 2.83 Organizational Autonomy

26 2.81 Goal Clarity

Lowest
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Table 9
MOST COMMON AND LEAST COMMON CHARACTERISTICS

OF INSTRUCTIONAL WORK GROUPS
(N = 12)

Rank Mean Characteristics

Highest

1 4.21 Complexity

2 4.16 Socioemotional Needs

3 4.14 Group Status

4 4.12 Group Adaptability

5 3.91 Aggregate Member Competence

6 3.88 Task Growth

7 3.86 Job Satisfaction

8 3.84 Group Stability

19 2.87 Organizational Autonomy

20 2.86 Accuracy

21 2.84 Ecological Impediments

22 2.81 Group Statification

23 2.79 Cooperation

24 2.76 Intimacy

25 2.74 Role Clarity and Integration

26 2.73 Performance-Reward Contingency

Lowest
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Comparison of Work Group Classifications

The Work Group Survey II combined the twenty-six

functional characteristics into broad categories called

panels, which are defined and illustrated in Appendix

G. A detailed description of the Work Group Survey II

and its construction is included in Chapter 2. The

four panels are:

1. Task Characteristics

2. Member Characteristics

3. Group Characteristics

4. Group Product/Outcomes

This section contains an analysis of the data for each

of these panels. Data were analyzed to determine if

differences among groups existed. As discussed in

Chapter 3, each functional characteristic was tested

utilizing three null hypotheses:

H
1
There is no significant difference between

group ratings of each given functional characteristic

for work groups judged to be effective and those judged

to be less effective.

H
2
There is no significant difference among

group ratings for each functional characteristic within

three classifications of community college work groups.

H
3

There is no significant interaction effect

between factor 1 (effectiveness) and factor 2 (group

classification).
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Utilizing the F statistic, a comparison of means

and the variance of each mean to the overall mean

distinguished chance from real differences within the

.05 level of confidence. A more detailed description

of the analysis procedure utilized appears in Chapter

3, pages 76-78. Differences noted here as significant

are assumed to be the product of chance for only five

percent of the cases.

Task Characteristics

The Work Group Survey II combines eight major

functional characteristics into a broad category

labeled by Bare (1976) as Task Characteristics and used

by groups to describe their collective perception of

the task(s) which they perform. A description of those

functional characteristics contained within this panel

is included in Appendix G.

Utilizing a two-way fixed analysis of variance

technique, these eight task characteristics were

compared for Effective work groups and for Less

Effective work groups within three classifications to

determine if a significant difference existed among the

mean scores. Table 10 summarizes the eight

characteristics.

Table 10 indicates that Goal Clarity and Task

Cooperation are variables in which a significant

difference was found to exist between Effective and
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Less Effective work groups. In both cases the mean

scores for Effective groups was higher than for Less

Effective work groups.

Table 10 also indicates that significant

differences were found among the three classifications

of work groups on five variables. Those five

characteristics were:

1. Task Programability

2. Task Cooperation

3. Polarization

4. Accuracy

5. Growth Opportunities

Table 10 also indicates that there was a

significant interaction between the two design

variables for the characteristic labeled "Accuracy".



Table 10
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF TASK CHARACTERISTICS FOR EFFECTIVE AND LESS EFFECTIVE

WORK GROUPS IN THREE WORK GROUP CLASSIFICATIONS

H
1
Effectiveness GroupH

2
Group Class H

3
Interaction

Task Characteristics Mean
Square F

Signi-
ficance

Deci-
sion
a .05

Mean
Square F

Signi-
ficance

Deci-
sion
a .05

Mean
Square F

Signi-
ficance

Deci-
sion
a .05

Ecological Impediments

Programmability

Goal Clarity & Feedback

Cooperation Requirements

Polarization

Accuracy

Complexity

Growth Opportunities

1.649 2.437 .120 Retain .056 .295 .745 Retain .268 1.161 .316 Retain

.891 2.082 .151 Retain 2.000 4.672 .011 Reject .465 1.085 .340 Retain

1.531 9.071 .003 Reject .340 2.015 .137 Retain .013 .078 .925 Retain

5.306 15.511 .001 Reject 2.500 7.307 .001 Reject .333 .975 .379 Retain

.035 .063 .803 Retain 4.613 8.338 .001 Reject .590 1.066 .347 Retain

.888 1.388 .240 Retain 2.965 4.638 .011 Reject 2.225 3.480 .033 Reject

.881 2.110 .148 Retain .706 1.690 1.88 Retain .869 2.081 .128 Retain

.177 .284 .595 Retain 5.037 8.103 .001 Reject .531 .854 .428 Retain
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To clarify the decision to reject each of the

classification null hypotheses related to these five

characteristics, and to identify the source of variance

the data were further subjected to Tukey's w procedure.

In comparing Operational Groups (M1) to

Instructional Support groups (M2) and Instructional

groups (M
3
) assumes all differences to be equal

that is:

M M M
1 2 3

The Tukey w procedure tests that assumption and enables

an identification of the source of the detected

variance used to reject the classification null

hypotheses. That is, it identifies which means differ

significantly and are noted here symbolically to

indicate which mean is greater than (>), less than (<),

or equal to (..) the other two means being analyzed.

Table 11 presents the results of that comparison of

individual group classification mean scores.

The Operational Support groups differed

significantly from the other two classifications of

work groups on all five characteristics. In all but

Growth Opportunities, the Operational Support work

groups scored lower than either of the other two

classifications of groups. Instructional groups and

Instructional Support groups differed significantly on

the characteristics of Accuracy and Polarization. The
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mean scores indicated less polarization for

Instructional Support than for Instructional work

groups. Accuracy is also stressed more among

Instructional Support groups than among Instructional

groups, according to this analysis. Instructional

Support groups had notable internal mean and standard

deviation variance on these two variables as compared

to either of the other two work groups.



103

Table 11
MULTIPLE COMPARISONS OF WORK GROUP MEANS

FOR TASKS CHARACTERISTICS AMONG THREE
CLASSIFICATIONS OF WORK GROUPS*

Program-
mability Difference HSD Decision

RI R2 .42 3.62 3.31 )(1 > X2

XI X3 .57 3.76 3.31 XI > X3

x2 X3 .15 3.74 3.31 X2 = X3

Cooperation

RI xi .68 3.61 3.31 R1 > R2

xi X3 .87 3.39 3.31 X1 > _X3

X2 X3 .19 2.97 3.31 X2 = X3

Polarization

RI X2 .79 3.49 3.31 RI > X2
Xi - R3 .22 3.50 3.31 XI > X3

X2 - X3 .75 3.46 3.31 X2 < X3

Accuracy

RI R2 .64 3.39 3.31 X-2

Xi X3 1.11 3.41 3.31 xi > -3

X2 - X3 .47 3.56 3.31 x2 < x3

Growth Opportunities

RI R2 1.13 3.41 3.31 RI > X2

Xi X3 1.17 3.78 3.31 XI > X3

X2 X3 .04 2.83 3.31 X2 = X3

* ; - Operational Support

R2 = Instructional Support

R3 = Instructional
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Member Characteristics

The second panel of the Work Group Survey II

utilized in this study was labeled Member

Characteristics. Four member characteristics as

defined and illustrated in Appendix G were included in

this study. Table 12 summarizes those four member

variables. A significant difference was found to exist

between the mean scores of Effective groups and those

judged to be Less Effective for the variable Job

Satisfaction. In all cases the Effective group's mean

scores were higher than the mean scores of groups

labeled as Less Effective.

Table 12 also summarizes the data relevant to the

three classifications of work groups. Significant

differences were noted for the variables labeled Job

Satisfaction and Growth Needs. To clarify further the

decision to reject the two null hypothesis for these

two variables, the Tukey procedure was again utilized.

Table 13 illustrates that for both of these variables,

the significant difference was between work groups

classified as Operational Support and the other two

groups. Again, in all cases, the mean scores for those

groups in the Operational Support classificaton were

lower than for either of the other two classifications.



Table 12
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF MEMBER CHARACTERISTICS FOR EFFECTIVE AND LESS EFFECTIVE

WORK GROUPS IN THREE WORK GROUP CLASSIFICATIONS

H
1
Effectiveness H

2
Group Class H3 Interaction

Deci- Deci- Deci-
Member Mean Signi- sion Mean Signi- sion Mean Signi- sion
Characteristics Square F ficance a .05 Square F ficance a .05 Square F ficance a .05

Socioemotional Needs .002 .005 .942 Retain .374 .821 .442 Retain .735 1.615 .202 Retain

Instrumental Needs 1.649 2.437 .120 Retain .891 1.317 .271 Retain .025 .037 .963 Retain

Job Satisfaction .014 .064 .031 Reject .540 2.407 .039 Reject .471 2.099 .126 Retain

Growth Needs .054 .168 .683 Retain 1.704 5.333 .006 Reject .073 .230 .795 Retain
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Table 13
MULTIPLE COMPARISONS OF WORK GROUP MEANS
FOR MEMBER CHARACTERISTICS AMONG THREE

CLASSIFICATIONS OF WORK GROUPS*

Job
Satisfaction

Difference HSD Decision

_
x22

X1 X3

.59

.53

3.72

3.66

3.31

3.31

RI < T(2

R1 < i3

X2 - X3 .06 2.11 3.31 R2 = X3

Growth Needs

RI R2 1.03 3.84 3.31 RI < R2

RI x3 .90 3.57 3.31 RI R3

X2 X3 .23 2.62 3.31
_

x2 - x3

*
Ri= Operational Support

X2=

=
X3

Instructional Support

Instructional
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The differences between the Instructional groups and

the Instuctional Support groups was not significant for

either chracteristic.

No interaction effect was significant.

Group Characteristics

Group Characteristics combining twelve discrete

variables which describe the workers' perception of the

composition of the group, the attitudes of the group

and the processes utilized by the group, was the third

panel investigated (See Appendix G for a more complete

description of this panel.) A twoway fixed analysis

of variance determined that significant differences

existed between the mean scores for Effective and Less

Effective work groups on four of those group

characteristics. Those four variables were: (1)

Factionalism, (2) Heterogeneity, (3) Group

Stratification, and (4) Group Status. The mean scores

for the Effective work groups were higher for

Heterogeneity and Group Status; the mean scores for

Factionalism and Group Statification were higher for

the Less Effective work groups. Table 14 summarizes

the data relevant to these group variables.

Significant differences were also found among the

three classifications of work groups. An examination

of Table 14 indicates that Hedonic Tone and Group

Status both differed significantly. An examination of
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those differences, utilizing Tukey's multiple

comparison procedure indicated that the difference for

Hedonic Tone was between Operational Support work

groups and those work groups classified as

Instructional. Instructional Support work groups did

not differ significantly with either of the other two

groups in regard to Hedonic Tone. Operational Support

groups also differed on Group Status with Instructional

work groups, but did not differ significantly with

Instructional Support groups. Instructional and

Instructional Support work groups did not differ

significantly with regards to Group Status. These

Multiple Comparisons are depicted in Table 15.

Significant interaction existed also for the

variable of Group Status.



Table 14
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF GROUP CHARACTERISTICS FOR EFFECTIVE AND LESS EFFECTIVE

WORK GROUPS IN THREE WORK GROUP CLASSIFICATIONS

Group Characteristics H
1

H
2

H
3

Factionalism .387 3.630 .039 Reject .025 .232 .793 Retain .025 .235 .791 Retain

Performance Reward
Contingency .008 .057 .811 Retain .370 2.642 .074 Retain .156 1.117 .330 Retain

Hedonic Tone .144 1.247 .266 Retain .443 3.833 .024 Reject .061 5.26 .592 Retain

Group Intimacy .078 .414 .521 Retain .056 .295 .745 Retain .102 .539 .584 Retain

Heterogeneity 1.111 5.283 .023 Reject .140 .667 .515 Retain .040 .192 .825 Retain

Role Clarity and
Integration .127 .710 .401 Retain .310 1.730 .181 Retain .2G8 1.161 .316 Retain

Group Statification 1.360 4.130 .044 Reject .695 2.110 .125 Retain .098 .297 .744 Retain

Organizational Autonomy .145 .393 .532 Retain .361 .979 .378 Retain .096 .261 .770 Retain

Instability 1.643 3.262 .073 Retain 4.551 9.036 .001 Reject .685 1.359 .260 Retain

Aggregate Member
Competence .014 .095 .758 Retain .277 1.932 .148 Retain .129 .901 .408 Retain

Group Status 3.584 6.717 .010 Reject 2.092 3.922 .022 Reject 2.809 5.265 .006 Reject

Prevalence of Negotiated
Order .076 .589 .444 Retain .074 .577 .563 Retain .147 1.141 .322 Retain
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Table 15

MULTIPLE COMPARISONS OF WORK GROUP MEANS
FOR GROUP CHARACTERISTICS AMONG THREE

CLASSIFICATIONS OF WORK GROUPS*

Hedonic Tone Difference HSD Decision

X1 X2

XI X3

X2 X3

1.21 3.76 3.31 RI < i
2

.72 3.39 3.31 RI < R3

.49 2.79 3.31 R2 R3

Group Status

X1 - X2

X1 X3

X2 X3

.87 3.48 3.31 Xi < X2

- -
1.33 3.87 3.31 xi < x3

.46 2.74 3.31 X2 - X3

RI Operational Support

X2 = Instructional Support

A3
= Instructional
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Group Outcome Characteristics

Two group outcome variables were analyzed. Table

16 presents the data relevant to the analysis of vari-

ance for these two outcome variables. The variable

labeled as "Group Performance" differed significantly

between the work groups judged to be effective and

those judged to be Less Effective. An examination of

the raw data related to this variable appeared

incongruent. Groups judged to be Less Effective

appeared to perceive themselves to be more effective

than did those groups judged to be Effective.

Although this phenomena was not systematically

incorporated into this study, the suggestion of its

presence required further analyses. According to

Ericksen,

. . . they should be recorded and the
same rigor that is employed in pursuing
hypothesized relationships. Throughout the
history of science serendipitous discoveries
have often proved to be important. However,
such findings should always be viewed with
more suspicion than findings directly related
to an hypothesis . . . (Ericksen, 1970:346)

Therefore, it was determined a posteriori to analyze

these data further.

Since the required assumptions for correlation

analysis could not be met, it was determined

appropriate to use a non-parametric alternative.

Therefore, Spearman's Rank Correlation Coefficient was
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used. Appendix G gives the rank-order effectiveness

score for each work group as judged by the administra-

tive staff (X) compared to the rank-order as perceived

by each group of its effectiveness (Y). Utilizing the

rank correlation coefficient formula:

r = 1-6( d)

n(N2-1 )

the ranked means were compared for all groups (r =

.467), for Effective Groups (r = -.55) for Less

Effective Groups (r = -2.07), for Operational Support

groups (r = -8.172), for Instructional Support groups

(r = -3.51) and for Instructional groups (r = .70).

The variable entitled "Adaptability" did not

differ significantly between Effective and Less

Effective groups, but significant variance was detected

among the three classifications of work groups. Table

14 indicates that all three classifications of work

groups differed from each other significantly. The

Instructional groups scored the highest, the

Instructional Support groups the next highest and the

Operational Support groups the lowest.

As is indicated on Table 16, no notable

interaction was detected for either of the group

outcome variables.



Table 16
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF GROUP OUTCOME CHARACTERISTICS FOR EFFECTIVE AND LESS EFFECTIVE

WORK GROUPS IN THREE WORK GROUP CLASSIFICATIONS

H
1
Effectiveness H

2
Group Class H

3
Interaction

Deci- Deci- Deci-
Group Outcome Mean Signi- sion Mean Signi- sion Mean Signi- sion
Characteristics Square F ficance a .05 Square F ficance a .05 Square F ficance a .05

Performance .445 5.848 .017 Reject .109 1.427 .243 Retain .016 .214 .807 Retain

Adaptability .232 .683 .410 Retain 2.859 8.422 .001 Reject .672 1.979 .142 Retain
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Table 17

MULTIPLE COMPARISON OF WORK GROUP MEANS FOR
ADAPTABILITY AMONG THREE CLASSIFICATIONS

OF WORK GROUPS*

Adaptability Difference HSD Decision

RI R2 .82 3.62 3.31 Ri < X2

X1 R3 1.26

3.45 01

3.31 RI <

X2 R3 .34 3 3.31 X2 <

Xi Operational Support

R2 = Instructional Support

X3 = Instructional
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Summary

This chapter presented the findings relevant for

twenty-seven work groups within a community college.

Twenty-six variables, organized into four major

categories including Task variables, Member variables,

Group variables and Outcome variables were analyzed.

Within each category, data were presented in regard to

the three hypotheses.

Significant differences were identified between

work groups judged to be Effective and those judged to

be Less Effective for eight variables. Those eight

variables were:

1. Goal Clarity

2. Cooperation

3. Factionalism

4. Heterogenity

5. Statification

6. Group Status

7. Job Satisfaction

8. Performance

Among the three classifications of work

groups--Instructional, Operational Support
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and Instructional Support, work group's mean scores for

ten variables differed significantly. Those ten

variables were:

1. Programability

2. Cooperation

3. Polarization

4. Accuracy

5. Growth Opportunities

6. Hedonic Tone

7. Group Status

8. Job Satisfaction

9. Growth Needs

10. Adaptability

Significant interaction was present for two

variables Accuracy and Group Status.

Utilizing Spearman's Rank Correlation Coefficient

procedure, an analysis was made to determine if there

was any significant correlation between the perceived

effectiveness of each work group and the performance

rating of the administrative staff. There was no

significant relationship.

In addition to summarizing this study, the

following chapter presents a discussion relevant to

these findings and makes recommendations for further

study.
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CHAPTER 5

SUMMARY WITH CONCLUSIONS
AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The major purpose of this study was to develop and

test a procedural model for assessing work group effec-

tiveness in community colleges. The model required the

development of a process to identify performance levels

of work groups, types of work groups and the differ-

ences and commonalities within work groups. To test

the model, twenty-six group functional characteristics

were examined utilizing three null hypotheses:

H
1

There is no significant difference between

group ratings of each given functional characteristic

for work groups judged to be effective and those judged

to be less effective.

H
2

There is no significant difference among group

ratings for each functional characteristic within three

classifications of community college work groups.

H
3

There is no significant interaction effect

between factor 1 (effectiveness) and factor 2 (group

classification).

This chapter contains a summary of the model

developed, interpretation and conclusions drawn from

the data presented in Chapter IV, recommendations for

future research concerning the assessment of work group

performance within a community college and implications
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for Organizational Development practitioners within

community colleges.

The Model

The literature review in Chapter II provided a

reationale and background for this study. That review

guided the development of the procedural model includ-

ing the selection of an assessment tool as well as the

research design used to test the model. The model is

simple in design consisting of four components:

1. Determination of Group Performance

2. Determination of Types of Work Groups

3. Measurement of Work Groups' Functional

Characteristics

4. Interpretation of Assessed Data

Determination of Group Performance

Group performance effectiveness was determined by

a six person panel of raters. Those six individuals

represented the administrative council of the

institution consisting of the President,

Vice-Presidents, and strategic Directors. Five

criteria were used to define group performance: (1)

quality of work group performance, (2) efficiency of

work group, (3) internal relations within the group

itself, (4) external relations (i.e. customer

satisfaction) and (5) group adaptability. A composite



119

effectiveness score was then computed by averaging the

five criteria scores for each rater for each group.

Types of Work Groups

Work groups were identified by the host

institution and reflected the current organizational

structure of the college. Those work groups were then

classified into three broad categories by a panel of

experts. Experts were defined as individuals employed

by the host institution who had extensive knowledge of

the institutions functioning, products, services, and

organization. The group categories used were: (1)

Operational Support, (2) Instructional Support, and (3)

Instructional. The criteria used by the panel were:

1. nature of service or product of the unit/work

group;

2. whether the output was individual (parallel)

or collective (serial); and

3. whether the tasks performed were fundamentally

programmable or problem-solving in nature. (Lynce,

1974)

Measurement of Work Groups

The Work Group Survey II (Bare, 1978) was used to

measure twenty-six relevant characteristics of the

twenty-seven work groups. This survey is an item pool.

The pool encompasses four content panels: (1) task
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characteristics, (2) member characteristics, (3) group

structure and process, and (4) group performance/

outcomes. The group is the unit of analysis. The

questionnaire asks the members of each group to respond

to questions that describe the characteristics of their

respective group. In effect, the members of each group

function as participant observers, describing their

group in terms of questionnaire dimensions called

functional characteristics.

The functional characteristics are sets of

interrelated questions which describe discrete aspects

of the group. The scores provided by the member

observers on each dimension were averaged across the

number of repondents from each group to produce a group

score for each functional characteristic.

The first three components of this model are

discussed in detail in Chapter 3 as they were the

foundation for the research design utilized to test the

model. Interpretation and uses of the resulting data

to improve work group performance was not a primary

objective of this study, but several alternatives were

explored contingent with this study and are discussed

later in this chapter.

Summary of Findings

The second major objective of this study was to

test the above model. To achieve this objective,
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twenty-seven work groups representing the three work

group classifications at an Oregon community college

were assessed for the twenty-six group functional

characteristics.

The mean scores for each group were analyzed for

the twenty-six characteristics using the SPSS Two-Way

Fixed Analysis of Variance computerized program. This

technique allowed an examination of groups according to

their effectiveness and their work group classification.

When significant variance was noted between means

or among means, Tukey's procedure was utilized to

further clarify the decision to reject the null hypo-

thesis by identifying the source of variance among the

mean scores.

Several commonalities and differences exist

between Effective and Less Effective work groups and

among the three classifications of work groups within

the host institution for this study. Those common-

alities and differences were found among all four of

the major categories of functional characteristics.

Within the first portion of this summary, data relevant

to the first objective of this study, regarding

Effective and Less Effective groups, are summarized by

major category of functional characteristic. The most

notable differences between these two groups were in

Group Characteristics.
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Task Characteristics

Both Effective and Less Effective work groups

described their group task as complex and requiring

cooperation among the group's members. Neither

Effective nor Less Effective groups perceived

ecological factors within their work environment as

having a negative effect upon the accomplishment of the

group task. Effective groups perceived their task as

\ clearly defined and that the group received appropriate

feedback pertaining to their progress toward group

goals. By contrast, Less Effective groups described

their task as polarized with different subgroups or

individuals exerting pressures in different directions

to the specified group task. Less Effective groups

also perceived their group task as not growing or

providing a challenge to learn new things and to

develop new skills.

The analysis of variance between the mean scores

for the Effective and Less Effective groups indicated

that the most notable differences were Goal Clarity and

Task Cooperation requirements. Even though both groups

perceived their task as requiring much cooperation,

Effective groups placed significantly higher emphasis

on this characteristic than did Less Effective groups.



123

Member Characteristics

Both Effective and Less Effective work groups

placed high value on friendly associates, a fair and

understanding supervisor and a work environment

characterized by freedom from tension and pressure.

These characteristics were addressed collectively in

the functional characteristics labeled "Socioemotional

Needs". A significant Member characteristic difference

was that Effective groups were more satisfied with

their jobs than were Less Effective groups, according

to the analysis of variance.

Group Characteristics

As mentioned earlier, the most notable differences

between Effective and Less Effective groups were for

Group characteristics. Both Effective and Less

Effective work groups viewed the other members within

their respective groups as highly competent, but did

not describe the intragroup relationship as intimate.

They also described their particular work groups as

stable with regard to staff turnover, a fact supported

by an average group tenure rate of 6.72 years for the

institution as reported in Chapter 4. Neither the

Effective groups nor the Less Effective groups felt

their work groups had much autonomy within the

organization and neither felt there was a strong

relationship between performance and reward systems.
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Effective groups perceived that their group had

status within the institution, and that there was a

prevalence of negotiated order within the group

providing direction toward the goals of the group.

Effective groups also perceived power to be equalized

within the group, but Less Effective groups perceived

power to be limited to a select few within any group.

Less Effective groups also perceived factionalism among

the members of the work group whereas Effective groups

did not. Less Effective groups also perceived that the

group role was unclear and that morale among the group

was low as evidenced by the scores on the functional

characteristic labeled "Hedonic Tone".

The analysis of variance indicated that the most

significant differences were among these group

variables. Those found to be significant were Group

Status, Factionalism, Stratification of Power and

Heterogeneity among the group.

Group Outcome/Performance

Two characteristics of group performance/outcome

were included in this study. Adaptability was not

significantly different between Effective and Less

Effective groups. On the other hand, the group's

perception of their effectiveness was significant.

Less Effective groups rated themselves higher than did

Effective groups. Rank order correlation procedures
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indicated that there was no significant relationship

between how a group perceived their effectiveness and

how each group was judged to be performing by the top

administrative staff of the college.

A second major objective of this study was to

determine how classifications of work groups differed

with regard to the functional characteristics

identified in the Work Group Survey II. Several

notable differences were evident between those groups

who provide operational support activities and those

directly or indirectly involved in the instructional

process. Very little difference could be detected

between Instructional and Instructional Support work

group classifications. All three groups placed minimal

emphasis on ecological impediments and no one

classification felt they were autonomous within the

organization. All three groups perceived their task as

complex, the groups as stable, and each placed high

value on socioemotional factors. The differences among

the three classifications of work group are summarized

below.

Operational Support Work Groups

Work groups which were included within this

category included groups such as food service,

accounting services, custodians, printers, and

bookstore clerks. Operational Support groups were
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significantly different from the other two

classifications primarily in relationship to their

perception of their task. They viewed their tasks as

highly programmable, requiring much cooperation among

group members, and requiring a high degree of accuracy.

They also perceived a high degree of polarization of

efforts. In addition, they did not perceive their task

as affording them the opportunity to gain new skills

and knowledges. Operational Support work groups

consistently perceived their output/performance as

higher than the other two work group classification,

but this perception was not shared by the top

administrators of the college. As a classification of

work groups, they characterized themselves as lacking

status, as lacking adaptability, as not being "close"

or intimate as a group, and as having low morale among

the group.

Instructional Support Work Groups

Work groups within this category included groups

such as the learning resource center, counseling,

admissions, financial aid, and developmental learning

services. Instructional Support groups as a class

differed considerably from Operational Support work

groups, but were very similar to Instructional groups.

The one functional characteristic which

characterized these groups, but which did not
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characterize either of the other two classifications

was Hedonic Tone. Growth Opportunities and Group

Adaptability received more emphases within this group

classification than they did for Operational Support

work groups. Instructional Support groups also

characterized the members of their group as highly

competent, their task as providing a challenge for

growth and they perceived their work as satisfying. As

a classification, they perceived themselves as slightly

less effective than did Operational Support groups, but

as more effective than did the Instructional groups.

Again, this was not supported by the ratings of the top

administrative staff. Instructional Support groups

also perceived their task as requiring more accuracy

than did Instructional groups and they also perceived

some polarization of group member efforts. This

polarizaton was not as great as among Operational

Support groups.

Functional characteristics which did not receive

emphases from this classification of work groups were

Factionalism and Goal Clarity. Three other

characteristics which were scored lower than the other

functional characteristics were Cooperation

Requirements, Performance Reward Contingency and Role

Clarity. These three characteristics were also scored

among the lowest for the Instructional groups.
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Instructional Work Groups

Included within this classification of work groups

were all the academic and vocational instructional

programs or departments consisting of three or more

employees. Examples of work groups in this

classification were nursing, mechanics, social science,

mathematics, and office automation. Instructional work

groups were significantly different from Operational

Support work groups, but relatively little difference

was detected between Instructional Support and

Instructional Work groups.

The two most notable differences between

Instructional work groups and the other two

classifications of groups were their perception of the

status of their group within the organization, and

their perception of the adaptability of each of their

respective groups. Instructional groups as a whole did

not perceive their effectiveness as highly as did the

top administrative staff. As was noted earlier, such

was not the case for either of the other two

classifications of groups.

In addition to the three functional

characteristics shared by all three classifications of

groups noted earlier, Instructional work groups shared

perceptions of competence among the members of each

group, high job satisfaction, and high growth
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opportunities and potential with Instructional Support

work groups. They did not share any other

characteristic with Operational Support groups.

The Instructional groups within this study also

were further characterized as placing little emphases

on accuracy, or little, if any, stratification of power

among the members of the group and the relative absence

of intimacy among the members within any given group.

Like Instructional Support groups, these groups

indicated some lack of role clarity, little correlation

between performance and reward systems and minimal

stress placed upon cooperation among their membership.

Discussion and Conclusions

Based upon the data analysis and results of this

study, several conclusions and implications can be

reached. The major purpose of this study was t

develop and test a model to assess work group

performance in a community college. That objective has

been achieved, but the model has some limitations which

should be of concern for future investigations and are

delineated later in this chapter.

Underlying the desire to develop an efficient and

effective means to assess group performance in a commu

nity college were two basic assumptions. The first

was that community colleges, like other organizations,

can develop and mature, thereby, enhancing
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their effectiveness for the populations they serve as

well as improving the work environment for the

employees. Most effective Organizational Development

activities involve the elements of data collection,

analysis, and feedback on some scale. The assumption

being that in order to change, the organization must

somehow obtain valid images of itself in the present,

develop a clear picture of its problems, and construct

realistic maps to guide it toward improvement. This

requires data in one form or another; thus data and its

uses must be a basic concern for anyone working to help

organizations become healthier and more effective.

Many managers have used surveys, questionnaires,

or other data collection devices with the goal of

gathering information that can be used to improve their

organizations, only to be frustrated when they fail to

learn anything new from the information or are unable

to effectively use the information to make changes.

The second underlying assumption guiding this

study was that the most appropriate unit of analysis

was the work group rather than the individual employees

or the organization as a whole. The functions of a

community college are multifaceted, and each facet

contributes to the overall effectiveness of the

institution. The identification of organizational

problems has value, but practitioners, interested in
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making change, need diagnostic procedures which can

help focus on specific areas requiring remediation.

The Work Group Survey had been used successfully

in other organizational types, but had not been used in

academia. The results of this study indicate that it

is a viable assessment tool for use in community

colleges. Although this instrument has some

limitations, it does appear it can be used within the

community college setting for the following purposes:

1. To Identify Problem Areas. The Work Group

Survey can provide preliminary diagnosis of the

current health and effectiveness of institutional

work groups. Use of the Work Group Survey as a

diagnostic tool can aid administrators in

assigning priorities to emerging problem areas

before they influence endresult measures, and

permit a concentration of effort in certain

departments or management levels for maximum

returns.

2. To Afford an Additional Channel of

Communication. By specifying the need option,

results from the Work Group Survey can be used to

increase objective communication among employees

in a work group and their supervisor. This option

may be particularly appropriatO as part of an

initial organizational development effort.
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3. To Measure the Impact of Actions Taken. The

Work Group Survey may well be appropriate for

measuring the "before" and "after" impact of

various programs or activities.

Some limitations of the Work Group Survey were

noted during the course of this study.

1. Some individual items could be rewritten to

make the language more consistent with the

academic environment as opposed, for example, to a

manufacturing environment. The scoring of the

group responses was cumbersome because some

individual items were stated in negative terms

while the majority were stated in positive terms.

2. The entire supervisory panel was omitted from

this study. That panel had the least impressive

reliability and validity history. If this

component had been of central importance to this

sudy a different tool would have been selected.

Although it was not perceived originally to be of

critical importance in this study, an examination

of the data left some gaps which should be filled

in an overall assessment program.

3. The membership panel attempts to address the

values of an employee in relationship to the

optimum work environment. The design of the

instrument does not appear to be sensitive enough
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to discover group patterns. Rather, it allows

groups to place importance on all functional

characteristics equally. For example, groups all

felt that "a fair and understanding supervisor"

was important, but they also felt that "growth

opportunities" and "high salary," "promotional

opportunities," etc. were equally important.

Revising the design to a "forced choice" or

"ranking" approach would perhaps make this panel

more meaningful.

In spite of these limitations, the Work Group

Survey was able to identify differences among group

classifications and between effective and less

effective work groups.

One serious limitation of this model is the

measure of performance used as the dependent variable

in this study. Group performance was judged by the top

administrative staff of the college using criteria

articulated by that group and consistent with criteria

extracted within the review of related research. The

measures of performance were distal and the lack of

proximal measures could be considered as serious

omissions. Yet this limitation is understandable since

tangible measures of natural groups performing mental

tasks are hard to come by, and any "evaluator" may well

have used organizational indicators of performance
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because they were more tangible and available. In

defense of this approach, it should be noted that these

administrators are required to make decisions on a

day-to-day basis about those work groups and those

decisions rest with the best information available.

Each work group in the study was also asked to

rate the performance of their respective group. In all

categories of groups, the group rated themselves higher

than did the administrative staff with the exception of

Instructional groups classified as Effective. Work

groups in other studies utilizing the Work Group Survey

were able to score themselves more consistently with

the ratings provided by their supervisor or

administrator(s). Since the population for this study

was not randomly selected, the results of this study

cannot be infered for any other population. Still the

measures utilized to assess performance are still an

inherent weakness in this type of research and further

study and refinement will be required.

There was never any intention to draw inferences

about other community college populations from the data

collected and analyzed by this study. The purpose of

this portion of the study was to test the model as well

as to gain diagnostic data for the selected

institution. That data does however, confirm some
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results of prior studies and lacks consistency with

other data.

One of the most notable differences between data

from other research and this community college was the

correlation between effective performance and the

perceived relationship of performance to a reward

system. In other studies, this functional

characteristic appeared to have significant

motivational impact, but appeared to have negligible

effect in this study. This particular community

college has a negotiated salary structure based on

longevity which does not provide for much financial

reward for performance. As noted earlier, this

institution has enjoyed a stable work force over its

short history and little internal promotion has

occurred.

Another notable difference was that other research

showed a strong influence of ecological factors to

group performance, particularly for groups involved in

highly programmable tasks. The campus which houses the

groups used in this study is relatively new and all

work stations were designed primarily for the purpose

for which each is used. This factor could well be

different for community colleges housed in older

facilities or facilities acquired and not specifically

designed to house an academic institution.
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Another notable difference, less easily explained,

was the relatively low emphases placed on "group

intimacy". Although this functional characteristic was

ranked very high by groups in other studies, it was

among the lowest for both Effective and Less Effective

groups in this particular community college.

The remaining findings within this study suggest a

"fit" model of group performance consistent with the

task requirements of the two types of groups as was

originally suggested by Stenier (1972) and later

supported by Bare (1976, 1978). This study attempted

to identify three types of groups, but the groups

classified as Instructional Support had more in common

with the other two classifications than they did among

themselves as a discrete classification. Those work

groups such as Counseling and the Developmental Center

were not distinguishable from Instructional groups and

groups such as Financial Aid, Admissions and

Registration were not distinguishable from Operational

Support groups. Differences may certainly exist, but

the criteria used was not sufficiently sensitive enough

to distinguish them from other group types. The

community education center which did not meet the

criteria for any of the classification of groups in

this study, more closely resembled Operational Support

groups than it did the Instructional Groups. This was
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not too surprising since the majority of the

employees who qualified as a work group perform

routine programmable tasks for the center.

In both subset of groups, Instructional and

Operational Support, a unique pattern of process

appears to enhance the fit between process and liask

demands. Performance in the Instructional groups

involves a group process which efficiently

interfaces competent individual problem solvers

with an unpredictable environment and with one

another. Effective performance of the routine

tasks by the Operational Support group involves

motivating specified worker behavior, facilitating

on-the-job learning, and removing work flow

barriers to task accomplishments.

Recommendations

Although this study did succeed in

identifying work group characteristics that appear

to be related to group performance in a community

college, additional research is needed to support

future organizational development activities for

community colleges. Based upon the results of

this study, it appears that additional research

efforts should include studies of more generalized

community college populations, the assessment

tool, and the model utilized in this study.
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Specifically it is recommended that

1. This model be expanded into a comprehensive

study of a variety of randomly selected community

colleges. Work groups within each college should

also be randomly selected to enable an inferential

analyses and thereby allowing for generalizations

to the broader population.

2. Further research utilizing this model or

approach should develop a more sensitive means of

classifying work groups in a community college.

This study demonstrated that differences do exist

between two general types of work groups whose

major functions differ (programmable vs.

nonprogrammable) but more definitive

classifications could lead to a more extensive

understanding of group functioning.

3. The Work Group Survey II should be further

modified for use in community colleges. The panel

of member characteristics should be revised to

enhance its sensitivity to worker differences

thereby enabling future research into this vital

component of a work group model. An additional

modification which would be helpful to future

practitioners would be to rewrite the negative

statements into positive statements thereby
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eliminating the time-consuming task of

transforming data for those negative statements.

4. The Supervisory functional characteristics of

the Work Group Survey II be further investigated.

This study did not utilize the supervisor panel.

It is recommended that another well researched

supervisory functional assessment instrument and

the Supervisory panel from the Work Group Survey

II be utilized for the same population to

determine further the reliability of this

particular panel.

5. Further research be initiated utilizing the

Work Group Survey II as a diagnostic tool for use

in community colleges. Studies utilizing a

research design including a Pre-Post assessment

with planned organizational development

intervention are natural extensions of this

research. For example, work groups whose tasks

are predominately programmable such as the

Operational Support groups in this study should be

studied utilizing interventions designed to

enhance specific group process skills.

6. Future research in the field is necessary to

come up with proximal measures of performance and

isolate the effects of process consultation by

controlling for other influences on the
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experimental groups. In fact, by employing

measures of the group's own performance, the

interference of other change interventions can be

mitigated, so long as the other interventions

occur at other times. If one's object is to

determine the value of process consultation for an

entire organization, then the methodological plot

thickens appreciably.

Implications

Of course, we are a long way from articulating a

fit theory of group performance appropriate to ongoing

work units, much less validating prescriptive models to

guide organizational development. Still, this study

records some progress in the development of instruments

and methods and provides quantitative crosssectional

models of performance for two basic types of community

college work groups.

Fortunately, improving group performance does not

depend entirely upon better theory. Data of the type

gathered in this study can be used by work units to

plan selfdirected performance improvement activities.

Typically, the data should be returned to the groups

during organizational development workshops. During

these workshops, each group would analyze the survey

results, discuss opportunities and problems, and

produce plans for constructive change. In a sense, the
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survey and outcome data might stimulate the groups to

develop their own "theories" of performance and to

plan improvements accordingly.

Although the model was designed to assess work

group effectiveness in a community college, it is

applicable to assessing performance indicators in a

single work unit. Interpretation and uses of the

resulting data to improve work group performance was

not a primary objective of this study, but work groups

who participated in the study were assured that they

would receive feedback concerning their work group.

Those work groups received Work Group Profiles

(Appendix C). In most cases the work group and

supervisor met with the author, who served as the

discussion facilitator, to discuss the outcome and

their interpretation and analyses. Each session began

with a brief overview of group dynamics and work group

theory stressing again the models developed by Jewell

and Reitz (1981) and Bare (1978). Utilizing overhead

transparencies of the group's profile, the discussion

leader further summarized the concepts of normal curve,

mean, standard deviation, and variance. Then each

group proceeded to look at their mean scores in

relationship to other groups in their work group

classification and the overall means for the

institution. As the group focused their attention on
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specific functional characteristics, explanations and

examples were provided to clarify the concepts.

Questions concerning "Why?" were not answered, but

rather were rephrased and asked of the group. With

rare exception, groups were able to answer their own

questions. Some rationalization occured, but in

general, individual members were able to recognize the

rationalization and kept the group objectively focused.

Toward the end of the session some supervisors were

asked if they had "received any surprises." Most said

that they really had not, but that the data confirmed

their perceptions or delineated more clearly some

"hunches" they had. A few supervisors expressed

surprise over individual group chracteristics and in

those cases the group was able to give concrete

examples which they felt had been reflected by the

group's respones.

Several groups requested additional followup

sessions to discuss opportunities and to produce plans

for change. In each of these situations, the

discussion leader met with them for a second time and

evolved the "discussion facilitator" role to the

supervisor. One group had six more sessions over a

period of three months.

All groups were informally asked if the experience

had been helpful and without exception, all groups felt
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that they had gained new insights about their work

environment. There have been a number of suggestions

made concerning possible "follow-up" activities or

other ways of using or sharing the data. The

organizational development practitioner could find a

variety of intervention techniques depending upon the

need and goal of the groups. Several writers have

compiled many helpful suggestions such as Beckhard

(1980), Dyer (1978), Harrison (1970), Lindquist (1978),

Nadler (1977,1980,1977b), Schein (1969), Steiner

(1972), and Woodman (1980).

Caution should be exercised in drawing any

conclusions prematurely about community college work

groups in general. Rather this study should serve as a

springboard for a more comprehensive look at community

college work populations. The model is generalizable;

it is a relatively simple and straight forward

approach. Its ease in administration, scoring, and

interpretation make it a viable process for gaining

information about work groups.

Information is a tool. As such it has both the

power and limitations of any tool--it can be effective

if used well and possibly destructive if used poorly.

It is no more effective or destructive than the people

(both in and outside of the organization) who use it.

As a tool it also has inherent limitations to its
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usefulness. No one specific tool is applicable in all

situations or is the correct one to use at all times.

It needs to be used with judgment and in conjunction

with other tools as appropriate.

Data are a potentially powerful source of
energy for change. Information about what is
can be a potent force that moves people
towards what should be. It is through valid
pictures of ourselves that we develop images
of where we can and would like to be. This
is particularly critical for planned change
in organizations. Organization development
is a process of learning. We are attempting
to build organizations that can learn about
themselves--organizations that can learn to
make themselves more effective. Learning
cannot take place in the absence of
information. Through systematic collection
and use of data in organizations, toward
making them more effective, and towards
making them better places for people to work
(Nadler, 1977;241).
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APPENDICES



WORK GROUP PERFORMANCE RATING

WORK UNIT

CIRCLE THE RATING FOR EACH DIMENSION

QUANTITY
OF WORK

QUALITY

OF WORK

INTERNAL

RELATIONS

EXTERNAL
RELATIONS

ADAPT-
ABILITY

EFFICIENCY

I. A. College/Community Relations 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

B. Account/Finance 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

C. Bookstore 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

D. Printing/Graphic 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

E. Food Service 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

F. Facilities (Administration) 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

G. Custodial 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

H. Grounds 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 I 1 2 3 4 5

I: Maintenance 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

J. Security 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3,4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Rating Scale: 1Ineffective, 2--Less Effective, 3--Effective, 4--More Effective, 5--Very Effective



WORK GROUP PERFORMANCE RATING

WORK UNIT

CIRCLE THE RATING FOR EACH DIMENSION

QUANTITY
OF WORK

QUALITY
OF WORK

INTERNAL
RELATIONS

EXTERNAL
RELATIONS

ADAPT-
ABILITY

EFFICIENCY

II. A. Management Information Services 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

B. Counseling/Coop/Testing I 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

C. Developmental Center 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

D. Library I 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

E. Admissions/Registration - I 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

F. Financial Aid 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 I 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

G. Benton Center 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3. 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 I 2 2 4 5

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Rating 1 -- Ineffective. 2--Less Effective. 2--EfCecLive, 4--More Effective, 5--Very Effective



WORK GROUP PERFORMANCE RATING

WORK UNIT.

CIRCLE THE RATING FOR EACH DIMENSION

QUANTITY
OF WORK

QUALITY
OF WORK

INTERNAL
RELATIONS

EXTERNAL
RELATIONS

ADAPT-
ABILITY

EFFICIENC Y

II. A.. Business Management 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 1 2 3 4 5 . 2 4 5

B. Secretarial Skills 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

C. Physical Education 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 j 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 ' 5

D. Nursing 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

E. Humanities 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

F. Social Sciences 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 ! 1 2 3 4 5 : 2 3 4 5

G. Mechanics 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 , 1 2 3 4 5 2 3 4

H. Welding 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

I. Mathematics 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

J. Natural Science 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

K. Biological Science 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

L. Water Wastewater 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5



APPENDIX B

PRELIMINARY INFORMATION DISTRIBUTED TO WORK GROUP
PARTICIPANTS

TO:
FROM:
DATE:
SUBJECT:

LBCC Staff
Carroyl Kleine
April 24, 1984
Work Group Survey
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As part of my studies at O.S.U. I have initiated

research involving the work groups here at LBCC. To

collect the information that I need, I will be asking

you to respond to a questionnaire about the internal

functioning and group processess utilized within your

work group.

My research is based upon Jewell and Reitz's

(Group Effectiveness in Organizations, 1981) Model

of Group Behavior depicted below:

Individual Members
Characteristics

Characteristics
of the Group

Nature of Task

Group Process

t
Environment

(Physical and Social)

Group Outcomes
(Internal &
External)

Once my research is complete, I will be preparing

work group profiles for each LBCC work group and I

will make them available to each work group and its

supervisor.
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Obviously, it is important to me to get as

complete a sample of employees as possible, but I

believe it is equally as important to you to get as

complete an assessment of your work group's

functioning as possible. I hope that I can count on

your support.

The questionnaires are anonymous, but you will be

asked to identify your work group except in cases

where the work group consists of two or less

individuals.

The President's Council is supportive of my

efforts and are allowing staff to participate during

their work time. I will be contacting your

supervisor with a schedule of times for you to come

to the Board Room and complete the survey. It will

take only 15-30 minutes of your time and should prove

to the beneficial to your work group and the college

as a whole. Obviously, it will benefit me and I will

sincerely appreciate your support.
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memo
to All Staff

from
Tom Gonzales

date April 23, 1984

subject LBCC Research Study

I have stated on numerous occasions that LBCC has entered a period

of transition and that our stability as a single institution is

highly dependent on the working relationship among the many work

groups such as departments, divisions, areas, associations, etc.

Periodically, we need to assess ourselves and find out how we're

doing. One method of acquiring this information is to incorporate

this type of study as a part of someone's research.

Carroyl Kleine has designed a study to collect information about

LBCC's work groups as a part of her doctoral program at OSU. Staff

will be asked to complete a Work Group Survey during the second

week of May. It will take less than 30 minutes of each staff mem-

ber's time, but the information generated should be most valuable

to LBCC's organizational development strategies.

Data are a potentially powerful source of energy for change. In-

formation about what is can be a potent force that moves people

towards what should be. It is through valid pictures of ourselves

that we develop images of where we can and would like to be and

this is particularly critical for planned change in organizations.

Organizational development is a process of learning. At LBCC we

are attempting to build a community college that can learn about

itself--a college that can learn to make itself more effective.

Learning cannot take place in the absence of information and it is

through systematic collection and use of data in organizations that

we move toward making them more effective, and towards making them

better places for people to work.

TG:mjo



No. of Employees - 17

INDIVIDUAL WORK GROUP PROFILE

CUSTODIAL

Work Group

No. of Participants = 13

FUNCTIONAL

CHARACTERISTICS

WORK GROUP GROUP CLASSIFICATION INSTITUTIONAL

MEAN S.D.
VARI-
ANCE MEAN S.D.

VARI-
ANCE MEAN S.D.

VARI-
ANCE

TASK CHARACTERISTICS

Ecological Factors 4.6 .71 .33 4.1 .68 .39 3.0 .69 .49

Programmability 4.3 .58 .41 4.2 .76 .54 2.9 .79 .63

Goal Clarity 4.4 .69 .56 3.1 .65 .55 2.9 .63 .82

Cooperation 3.6 .68 .54 2.9 .72 .61 2.6 .77 .69

Polarization 3.2 .71 .47 2.9 .77 .53 2.6 .79 .68

Accuracy 3.6 .67 .31 2.8 .54 .54 3.1 .79 .77

Complexity 2.8 .31 .42 2.8 .64 .56 3.3 .36 .59

Growth Opportunities 2.1 .56 .44 2.0 .66 .61 2.3 .67 .78
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WORK GROUP .CROUP CLASSIFICATION INSTITUTIONAL
FUNCTIONAL

CHARACTERISTICS VARI- VARI- VARI-
MEAN S.D. ANCE MEAN S.D. ANCE MEAN S.D. ANCE

GROUP CHARACTERISTICS

Factionalism 3.0 .68 4.7 3.9 .71 4.9 3.4 .76 5.5

Performance/Reward 1.9 .71 4.3 2.0 .73 4.7 2.0 .74 5.3
Contingency

Hedonic Tone 3.3 .81 4.6 3.1 .76 4.9 3.2 .81 6.2

Intamacy/Heterogeneity 3.2 .56 4.9 3.2 .61 5.3 3.0 .69 6.1

Role Clarity & 3.9 .71 5.8 3.8 .68 6.1 2.8 .69 7.3

Integration
Stratification of 2.6 .58 4.3 3.0 .61 5.9 2.6 .66 6.7

Power
Organizational 3.8 .67 4.9 3.0 .62 5.3 3.2 .69 7.3

Autonomy
Stability 3.6 .66 5.1 3.7 .68 5.1 3.8 .71 5.2

Aggregate Member 3.0 .52 5.2 3.1 .59 5.1 3.3 .64 5.6

Competence
Group Status 2.6 .33 5.1 2.8 .45 4.9 3.0 .56 5.3

Open Communication 2.3 .43 4.1 2.6 .58 4.6 2.9 .62 6.6



FUNCTIONAL
WORK GROUP GROUP CLASSIFICATION INSTITUTIONAL

CHARACTERISTICS

MEAN S.D.
VARI-
ANCE MEAN S.D.

VARI-
ANCE MEAN S.D.

VARI-
ANCE

MEMBER CHARACTERISTICS

Socioemotional 4.8 .61 .31 4.7 .53 .41 3.4 .53 .46

Needs

Instrumental Needs 4.2 .72 .42 3.8 .61 .41 3.3 .63 .44

Job Satisfaction 3.9 .66 .26 3.5 .62 .38 3.2 .66 .39

Growth Needs 3.0 .54 .28 3.3 .51 .59 3.9 .58 .61

GROUP OUTCOME
CHARACTERISTICS

Performance 3.5 .71 .38 3.5 .68 .46 3.8 .69 .42

Adaptability 3.0 .63 .49 2.6 .61 .52 2.8 .62 .53



APPENDIX D

DICTIONARY OF VARIABLES FOR
WORK GROUP SURVEY II

TASK VARIABLES

166

I. TASK ECOLOGICAL AND TEMPERATURE IMPEDIMENTS
002. Spread out; open to public; poorly equipped; crowded;

badly laid out*
003. Dirty; dimly lighted; noisy; hot; cold.*

II. TASK PROGRAMMABILITY (PROGGR)
105. Performing our task required little thought.
084. Our task requires no creativity.
021. We do essentially the same thing each day.

III. TASK GOAL CLARITY AND FEEDBACK (GOALCL)
027. The group goal is clear to every member.
048. We're uncertain about goals and priorities.*.
087. It's hard to tell how the group is doing.*
022. We often can't decide what to do next.*

IV. TASK COOPERATION REQUIREMENTS (COOPRE)
085. Group members work on different parts of the same complex

task.
086. We must cooperate very closely in order to succeed.
067. We must work near one another to perform the group's

task properly.

V. TASK POLARIZATION (POLAR')
046. The group does many things not related to its main

purpose.*
065. Outsiders place conflicting demands upon our group.*
019. The group has several purposes which to some degree

are in conflict.*

VI. TASK ACCURACY PRESSURE (ACCPRE)
025. Each person must do his/her job at exactly the right

time and place.
026. Members must be skilled with their hands.

VII. TASK COMPLEXITY (COMPLX)
045. We must perform many separate operations to complete

our group task.
024. Each member of the group must be a specialist in some

aspect of the task.

VIII. TASK GROWTH OPPORTUNITY (GROOPP)
069. My job gives me a chance to develop my talents.
028. Working in this group gives me a chance to learn

valuable job-related skills.
049. In my job, I learn skills that are valuable off-the-job

we well.
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MEMBER VARIABLES

IX. MEMBER SOCIOEMOTIONAL NEEDS (SOCIOE)
If you were to seek another job, how much importance would you
attach to each of these job characteristics?:
006. Friendly associates.
007. Freedom from tensions and pressure.
008. A fair and understanding supervisor.

X, MEMBER INSTRUMENTAL NEEDS (INSTRU)
009. High salary
010. Possibilities for promotion
011. Job security

XI. MEMBER JOB SATISFACTION (JSATIS)
015. I am satisfied with my supervisor.
016. I enjoy the type of work I do.
017. I am dissatisfied with my chance for promotion.*
013. I am satisfied with my pay.
012. I enjoy associating with other members of the group.
018. I am satisfied with my job security.

XII. MEMBER GROWTH NEEDS (GROWTH)
If you were to seek another job, how much importance would you
attach to each of these job characteristics?*
004. Opportunities to learn new things.
005. Making full use of my skills.
088. By working in this group, I discover personal strengths

I din't know I had

GROUP VARIABLES

XIII. FACTIONALISM (FACTIO)
073. There is a tendency for some members to combine against

other parts of the group.
032. Certain members of the group are hostile to other members.
053. Some members of the group have no respect for other members.
106. Group members trust one another.*
092. Group members criticize those who don't go along with the

majority.
101. Our group has real team spirit.
095. .Group members like one another.
042. When conflicts arise, group members negotiate solutions

person-to-person.
075. Group members spend a lot of time with outsiders or members

from other work units.*
080. I feel I am really part of my work group.*
091. The group is controlled by the actions of a few members.*
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XIv. Performance-Reward Contingency (REWARD)
057. Members are not rewarded for their efforts upon behalf of

the group.*
096. It doesn't pay to work hard in this group.*
077. Salary increases and promotions are distributed fairly among

Group members.
036. Rewards for each worker depend upon job performance.
062. Membership in the group serves as an aid in promotion.

xv. Hedonic Tone (HEDONI)
098. Group morale is poor.*
079. The group is highly motivated.
059. Members continually grumble amout the work they do for the

group.*
038. The group does its work with no vim, vigor or pleasure.*
060. I look forward to being with the other members of my work

group each day.
078. Members praise one another for good work.

XVI. GROUP INTIMACY (INTIMA)
039. When someone is absent, others do his work.
035. Members of the group are personal friends.
056. Some members of the group discuss their personal affairs

among themselves.
076. Group members do not know one another well.*

XVII. GROUP HETEROGENEITY (HETERO)
051. As people go, group members are pretty much alike.*
071. The group contains members with widely varying backgrounds.
104. Group members have differing opinions and values.

XVIII. GROUP ROLE CLARITY AND INTEGRATION (ROLECL)
014. I have a clear understanding of my job responsibilities.
093. I understand the responsibilities of each other member

of my work group.
033. In general, group members are confused about their responsi-

bilities.*
054. Group members depend upon supervision to coordinate their

efforts.*
064. We adapt quickly to changes in work routines.
074. I have a clear understanding of my job responsibilities.

XIX. GROUP STRATIFICATION (STRATI)
052. Each member of the group has as much power as any other member.*
072. Certain problems are discussed only amorg the influential

members.
031. Some members of the group have no say in decisions.

XX. GROUP ORGANIZATIONAL AUTONOMY (ORGAUT)
034. The group's activities are infludenced by the central adminis-

tration.*
094. The group depends heavily upon other groups in the organiza-

tion.*
055. The group joins with other groups in carrying out its

activities.*
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XXI. GROUP INSTABILITY (INSTAB)
061. The group is changing rapidly in size.
040. There is a large turnover of members within the group.

XXII. AGGREGATE MEMBER COMPETENCE (COMPET)
029. Members are fully qualified for their jobs.
089. The group is staffed with competent persons.
070. Some group members lack necessary skills.*
050. Our group members need training.*
090. A few members of the group have greater ability than

others.

XXIII. GROUP STATUS (STATUS)
099. Top management feels the group is important.
081. We exert lots of influence over other groups in the

organization.
041. Being part of this group gives members a feeling of

superiority.

XXIV. PREVALENCE OF NEGOTIATED ORDERS (PERFCOM)
097. Group members give one another feedback about how

individual behavior affects group results.
083. Group members communicate their plans and problems to

one another.
037. MeMbers feel free to express their feelings to one

another.
100. GrOup members seldom discuss their responsibilities

and performance among themselves.*
068. We often can't decide what to do next.*

GROUP OUTCOME VARIABLES

XXV. GROUP PERFORMANCE (PERFOR)
001. On the basis of your experience and information, how
would you rate your group on performande? (Circle one):
030. The quality of our work is high.
103. Our group is known for not getting much done.*
058. We waste time, money or materials.*
020. We anticipate problems and prevent their occurrence.
044. Those we serve feel we do a good job.

XXVI. GROUP ADAPTABILITY (ADAPTA)
083. We produce new ideas that help the organization.
043. We keep up to date with new developments in the fieldl
102. We adapt quickly to changing college goals.
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APP:NDIX

StrYi7=:Y INSTUCTIONS

This questionnaire is part of a study designed to

learn how people work together on different types of

tasks. Specifically, the aim is to learn what makes work

groups effective and satisfying.
If this research is to be helpful, it is

important that you answer each question thoughtfully and

frankly. This is not a test, and there are no right or

wrong answers. In fact, a basic assumption of this

research is that groups differ and therefore their needs

differ. Therefore, I am going to be asking you questions

about yourself, the kind of work your group performs, the
group's behavior, and the group's output.

By "work group" I mean yourself and those persons

who report to the same supervisor. Thus,
fulltime/regular employees will describe the task,

behavior and effectiveness of all the other regular
employees in their work unit as a group.

Please be sure to answer every question. Don't

spend too much time on any one question: your first hunch

will usually be the most accurate response.
You are not asked to identify yourself only your

work group. The first page of the questionnaire is color

coded only to help me recognize three general
classifications of work groups--instructional,
instructional support, and operational support.

In return for your help, your work group will
receive feedback about the survey results. I want to

thank each of you for participating in this project. It

will help me in my research and give you a chance to be

heard as well.
Please read the list of work groups below and

indicate your work group by circling the number which

preceeds your work group. If your work group is not
listed, pledse mark "other."

1. Biological Sciences
2. Physical Sciences
3. Mathematics
4. Water and Wastewater
5. Other
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APPENDIX F

WORK GROUP SURVEY II*

I. How would you rate your group on overall performance?
A. Poor

B. Fair
C. Good
D, Very Good
E. Excellent

2. Our work place is too: (mark as many as apply)

A. Crowded
B. Spread out
C. Open or public
D. Poorly equipped
E. Badly laid out

3. Our work place is also: (mark as many as apply)

A. Noisy
B. Hot

C. Cold
D. Dirty
E. Dimly lighted

If you were to seek another job, how
much importance would you attach to
each of these job characteristics?
(circle answer)

0

4. Opportunities to learn new things

5. Making full use of your skills

6. Friendly associates

7. Freedom from tension and pressures

8. A fair and understanding supervisor

9. High salary

10. Possibility for promotion

11. Job security

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4

1 2 3

1 2 3 4 5

This survey was adapted from the original instrument developed by Dr. Alan

C. Bare, Cornell University, 1976.



Please mark the number which indicates
how strongly you agree or disagree with
each of the statements below. Mark

only one number for each statement.

12. I enjoy associating with other members of my

work group

13. I am satisfied with my pay

14. I have a clear understanding of my job respon-

sibilities

15. I am satisfied with my supervisor

16. I enjoy the type of work I do

17. I am dissatisfied with my chance for promotion

18. I am satisfied with my job security

19. Our group has several purposes which to some
degree are in conflict

20. Our group anticipates problems and prevent their

occurrence

21. We do essentially the same thing every day

22. We often can't decide what to do next

23. The group performs several different types of

functions

24. Each member of our group must be a specialist in

some aspect of the group's task

25. Each person must do her/his job at exactly the
right time and place

26. Members must be skilled with their hands

27. The group goal is clear to every member

28. Working in this group gives me a chance to learn

valuable job-related skills

29. Members are fully qualified for their jobs

172

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

2 3 4 5

2 3 4

2 3 4

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5
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Please mark the number which indicates
how strongly you agree or disagree with
each of the statements below. Mark

only one number for each statement.

30. The quality of our work is high

31. Some members of the group have no say in
decisions

32. Some members of the group are hostile to other

members

33. In general, group members are confused about
their responsibilities

34. The group's activities are influenced by the
central administration

35. Members of the group are personal friends

36. Rewards for each member depend upon job
performance

37. Members feel free to express their feelings to

one another

38. The group does its work with no vim, vigor, or
pleasure

39. When someone is absent, other people do his/her
work

40. There is large turnover of members within the
group

41. Being part of this group gives members a feeling
of superiority

42. When conflicts arise, group members negotiate
solutions person-to-person

43. We keep up to date with new developments in our
field

44. Those we serve feel we do a good job

45. We must perform many separate operations to
complete our group task

1.1
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1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5



Please mark the number which indicates
how strongly you agree or disagree with
each of the statements below. Mark
only one number for each statement.

46. The group does many things not related to its
main purpose

47. Our task requires a lot of physical activity

48. Were uncertain about our goals and priorities

49. In my job, I learn skills that are valuable off
the job too

50. Our group members need training

51. As people go, group members are pretty much
alike

52. Each member of the group has as much power as any
other member

53. Some members of the group have no respect for
other members

54. Other members of the group understand my job
responsibilities

55. The group joins with other groups in carrying out
its activities

56. Some members of the group discuss their personal
affairs among themselves

57. Members are not rewarded for their efforts on
behalf of the group

58. We waste time, money, or materials

59. Members continually grumble about the work they
do for the group

60. I look forward to being with the other members
of my work group each day

61. The group is changing rapidly in size

62. Membership in the group serves as an aid in
promotion
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1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 S

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

174
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63.

Please mark the number which indicates
how strongly you agree or disagree with
each of the statements below. Mark
only one number for each statement.
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Group members depend upon supervision to
coordinate their efforts 1 2 3 4 5

64. we adapt quickly to changes in work routines 1 2 3 4 5

65. Outsiders place conflicting demands upon our group 1 2 3 4 5

66. Many members of the group have the same job title 1 2 3 4 5

67. We must work near one another to perform the
group's task properly 1 2 3 4 5

68. We often can't decide what to do next 1 2 3 4 5

69. My job gives me the chance to develop my talents 1 2 3 4 S

70. Some group members lack necessary skills 1 2 3 4 5

71. The group contains people with widely varying
gackgrounds 1 2 3 4 5

72. Certain problems are discussed only among the
influential members of the group 1 2 3 4 5

73. There is a tendency for some members to combine
against other parts of the group 1 2 3 4 5

74. I have a clear understanding of my job respon-
sibilities 1 2 3 4 5

75. Group members spend a lot of time with outsiders
or members of other groups in the organization 1 2 3 4 5

76. Group members do not know one another well 1 2 3 4 S

77. Salary increases and promotions are distributed
fairly 1 2 3 4 5

78. Members praise one another for good work 1 2 3 4 5

79. The group is highly motivated 1 2 3 4 5

80. 1 feel I am really part of my work group 1 2 3 4 5

81. We exert a lot of influence over other groups in
the organization 1 2 3 4 S
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Please mark the number which indicates
how strongly you agree or disagree with
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82. Group members communicate their plans and
problems to each other 1 2 3 4

83. We produce new ideas that help the organization 1 2 3 4 5

84. Our task requires no creativity 1 2 3 4 5

85. Group members work on different parts of the same

complex task 1 2 3 4 5

86. We must cooperate very closely in order to succeed 1 2 3 4 S

87. Its hard to tell how well the group is doing 1 2 3 4 5

88. By working in this group, I discover personal
strengths I didn't know I had 1 2 3 4 5

89. The group is staffed with competent persons 1 2 3 4 5

90. A few members of the group have greater ability
than others 1 2 3 4 5

91. The group is controlled by the actions of a few

members 1 2 3 4 5

92. Group members criticize those who don't go along

with the majority 1 2 3 4 5

93. I understand the responsibilities of each other
member of my work group 1 2 3 4 5

94. The group depends heavily upon other groups in the

organization 1 2 3 4 5

95. Group members like one another 1 2 3 4 5

96. I doesn't pay to work hard in this group 1 2 3

97. Group members gi4e one another feedback about how
individual behavior affects group results 1 2 3 4 5

98. Group morale is poor 1 2 3 4 5

99. Top management things our group is important 1 2 3 4 5

100. Group members seldom discuss their responsibilities
and performance among themselves 1 2 3 4 5
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Please mark the number which indicates
how strongly you ayrve or di!Agree with
each of the statements below. Mark

only one number for each statement.
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101. Our group has real team spirit 1 2 3 4

102. We adapt quickly to changing college goals 1 2 3 4 5

103. Our group is known for not getting much done 1 2 3 4 5

104. Group members have differing opinions and values 1 2 3

105. Performing our task requires little thought 1 2 3 4 5

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND EFFORT TO COMPLETE THIS SURVEY
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APPENDIX G

RANK ORDER OF MEANS FOR EFFECTIVE AND LESS
EFFECTIVE WORK GROUPS

FUNCTIONAL

OARACTERISTICS
EFFECTIVE

Moran Rank

2.81 24
3.02 13
3.46 4
3.18 7

2.79 25
3.05 12

LESS EFFECTIVE

Mean Rank

2.47 23
2.98 12/13
2.81 17
3.15 8/9

1.2.86 6.

3.05 11

Ecological Impediments
Programmability
Goal Clarity and Feedback
Cooperation
Polariziation
Accurracy
Complexity 3.34 5 3.96 A
Growth Opportunities 3.06 11 3.15 8/9

Socioemotional Needs 4.12 1 3.88 2

Instrumental Needs 3.01 14/15 2.98 12/13

Job Satisfaction 3.96 2 2.93 14.

Growth Needs 3.01 14/15 2.37 25

Factionalism 2.91 19 3.23 6

Performance/Reward
Contingency 2.84 22 2.51 20/21

Hedonic Tone 2.94 18 2.48 22

Intimacy 2.78 26 2.46 24

Heterogeneity 3.08 9/10 2.63 19

Role Clarity and
Integration 2.96 16 2.51 20/21

Group Stratification 2.90 20 3.21 7

Organizational Autonomy 2.83 23 2.33 26

Group Stability 3.17 8 3.64 4

Aggregate Member
Competence 3.72 3 3.70 3

Group Status 3.19 6 2.69 18

Prevalence of Negoti-
ated Order 2.86 21 3.13 10

Group Performance 3.08 9/10 3.59 5

Group Adaptability 2.95 17 2.92 15
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RANK ORDER OF PERFORMANCE EFFECT:VENESS SCORES

WORK GROUP X
RANK
OF X Y

RANK
OF Y

1 7,3 13 3.51 15

7.7 10 2.79 25

3
4

4.o
4.6

25
18

3.57
3.57

12.5
12.5

5 6.2 15 3.58 11

7 4.9 16 2.72 27

8 2.3 26.5 2.83 23

9 4.3 21 2.88 20.5

10 4.1 24 2.87 22

11 2.3 26.5 3.59 10

12
13

8.0
6.9 12

2.96
2.88

19
20.5

14 4.7 17 2.73 26

15 4.4 20 3.71 7.5

16 4.2 22.5 3.53 14
18 7.6 11 3.44 16

19 8.5 6 3.71 7.5
20 8.6 4.5 3.6o

21 4.5 19 4.08

22 10.9 3 3.21 17

23 7.5 12 3.07 18

24 8.2 8 2.81 24

25 11.5 1 3.82 6

26 11.4 2 4.17 3
27 8.6 4.5 4.26 2

28 4.2 22.5 4.29 1

29 8.3 7 3.92 5

X= Administrative Rating
Y= Work Group Self Rating



RANK ORDER OF MEANS BY WORK GROUP CLASSIFICATION

Functional
Characteristics

Operational Support
Mean Rank

Instructional Support
Mean Rank

Instructional
Mean Rank

1,

m

Ecological Impediments
Programmability
Goal Clarity & Feedback
Cooperation
Polarization
Accuracy
Complexity
Growth Opportunities
Socioemotional Needs
Instrumental Needs
Job Satisfaction
Growth Needs
Factionalism
Performance/Reward
Hedonic Tone
Intimacy
Heterogeneity
Role Clarification
Group Stratification
Organizational Autonomy
Group Stability
Aggregate Member Competence
Group Status
Negotiated Order
Group Performance
Group Adaptability

2.91
4.01
3.48
3.66
3.76
3.97
3.93
2.71
4.26
3.19
3.33
2.69
3.09
3.03
2.74
2.73
3.21
3.06
3.17
2.42
3.91
3.29
2.81
3.17
3.76
2.86

19
2

9
8

6/7
3
4

24
1

13
12
25
16
18
22
23
11
17

14/15
26
5

10
21

14/15
6/7
20

2.86
3.59
2.81
2.93
2.97
3.33
3.87
3.84
3.76
3.29
3.92
3.72
2.95
2.91
3.95
3.18
3.46
3.10
3.12
2.83
3.81
3.96
3.68
3.21
3.79
3.68

24
12
26
22
20
14
4
5
8

15
3

9
21
23
2

17
13
19
18
25
6
1

10/11
16
7

10/11

2.84
3.44
3.61
2.79
3.54
2.86
4.21
3.88
4.16
3.19
3.86
3.59
3.33
2.73
3.46
2.76
3.57
2.74
2.81
2.87
3.84
3.91
4.14
3.06
3.60
4.12

21
15

9
23
13
20
1

6

2
17
7

11
16
26
14
24
12
25
22
19
8

5
3

18
10
4

0


