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PROCEDURAL MESSAGES IN SMALL GROUP INTERACTION
- The\smali taskéoriented/group is a.popular and essential unit of
most organizations. In an age of specialization and-delegation'of task
functions, small groups serve as project teams, ooordinating agents,
ciearing houses and decision -making bodies for a wide array of tasks.
In order to work efficient]y and satisfactorily on a project, group o
members must concur on the modus operandi fOr'organizing and planning |

their task endeavors ]

To this end, participants in a zero- history
~ group frequently barter and negotiate their diverse expectations about
“how the task should be handled-and when stages of the project should
_be completed. This investigation centers on the expectations members>
_have about!small group work climates and the wayﬁindividuals mani fest
thesefpredispositions in their verbal messages. '-\\__‘
In many instances, groupsAempioy agendas-and prescriptive procei
dures toﬂorganize task discussion and to determine how the group shou]d
proceed Dewey's reflective—thinking pattern and the Kepner and Tregoe

2 Thesev

model of rationai management are .two such prescriptive methods.
rationai approaches for'organizing a task incorporate a series .of large~
iy discrete steps which in formal organizations may -be known to ai] |
group members in advance of their discu551on. _

Laboratory research on the productivity and member satisfaction of _
groups that emplqy such prescriptive models has yielded inconcluSive

findings.3

Moreover, fie]d studies on group process’ reveal that some

. members think group meetings are inefficient, unproductive and waste too _
N
much tIME.4 At appears that in some groups agendas don't work' and .

"...groups 'don't progress via step-by-step»procedures.'s It ‘seems plaUSible -3\\\\\
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then that some groups adhere to preset methods of work, while others:

-alternate between a variety of approaches.

Theoretical Rationale

\ .

“This investigation of group nork climate follows the assumption
‘that members bring with- them to a group setting an'implicit cognitiVe
plan for structuring work activity, That is, when people enter a new
group, they bring expectations about work procedures wnich they find
‘comfortable or whicn they have employed in other similar groups./
These expectations presumably affect interaction among members and
shape uniformity in'ubrk habits. Once work procedures become routinized
. within a normative climate, they exert pressures on members to conform
to group norms and subsequently govern the acceptabi‘ity of message
patterns within the gron 6 Hence, knowledge of member expectatlons :
for small group work climates may aid researchers in tracing work norm

_ development and in understanding the impact of work climates on group

TS
"

cohesiveness and productivity.

“Small Group Work Climates§ Categories of Procedural ﬁessages

| ln’this study ekpectations about group work'procedures fall‘into,‘.
two categories, High Procedural Order (HPO) and'Low Procedural'Order
(L?O) with four corresponding properties in'each category. The four

~ properties of HPO are: 1) use of planned sequential patterns for or-

ganizing task activities, e. g., following an agenda, _ listing_jdeas,__ > —

assigning priorities to alternatives, 2) concern for time management,
e.qg., setting deadlines for completion of tasks, establishing and ad-
hering to timetables' 3) an emphasis on regular, predictable procedures,
@G, use of summaries at. the end of‘meeting regularity in place and

time of meeting, and 4) an emphasis on- clarifying procedures, 2.9.,
. . - |



i using signposts at the beginning of meetings, reminding the_group to
adhere to the task moving the group forward on the ‘agenda.

The four properties of LPO are: 1) use of a chain-association
pattern for developing ideas, e. g . Jumping from point to point, kicking
ideas around without a c]ear purpose 2) fiexibi]ity in estab]ishing and
, changing plans, e. 9.5 adopting a schedule but dropping it when the aroup
misses the first deadline, making a decision but recons1dering it at the
next meeting, 3) oblivious tc time constraints, e. g., procrastinating
dead] ines, sociaiizing without ‘keeping an eye on time- remaining, and 4)
vacil]ating between task and’ socio-emotional issues, e.q.,. interrupting
work process to pursue socia] issues, generating multiple conversations‘
within the group, discussing off«topic themes while simu]taneous]y viork-

ing on task matters.

Purpose of the Study

This investigation attempts to ascertain the reiationship between
Vpredispositions for group work clinate and the types of -procedural mes-’
sages that group members-employ. Individual expectations for group work
climates are derived from szores on a standardized inventory, the Group
: Procedural Order Questionnaire (GPOQ) The GPOQ is a seven-point Likert .
| sca]e vhich consists of thirty-two {tems that discriminate between in-
dividuals who prefer tightly structured, s:gaential procedural climates- .
’ and those who prefer free-wheeling, free-assaciative message patterns - .
” for working on & group task,’ S

The thirty-two {tems on the GPOQ (16 HPO and 16 LPO) yield moder- o
'ately high_ homogeneity of items with item-score correlation roefficientsl

E above .40, p < 001 N u 114 and high discriminatory power as determinedg |



Lo

byat test on each item between the mean item scores of subJects in the
top third of tota] scores and the mean ftem scores of. subjects in the
bottom third of total test scores.” The instrUmen ﬂemonstrates an interna]
consistency coefficient of . 87 as determined by Cronbach alpha and a test- ¢
retest reliability of ~69 for a ten-week interva] Alternate form reli-
ability for the 116 subJects who took the questionnaire within a 12- to 14
day fntefval is .75. ' o

. Putnam reports on three studies w1th a total of 850 subjects"’ that
“support the content criterion and concurrent va]idity of the GPOQ This‘
investigation focuses‘on the predictive validity of the instrument, in
particular on the capability‘of the GPOQ to predict procedural-messages -
of HPO and LPO group members More‘specifically, this paper summarizes
| resu]ts of three 1nvestigations of interaction patterns in HPO and LPO
. groups.’ Ihe first study concentrates on the development ofnwork habits
during'the'first six meetings of two zero- history groups. *hus, it cen-

ters on the frequency and type of procedural acts which characterize the

WOk c}amates of an- HPO_and an LPO group.

.INVESTIGATION 1

Hypotheses and Dr6E‘edures In the. first study, three hypotheses were

posed: 1) the HPO grouo wou1d empio, significant]y more procedural mes-
sages ‘than the LPO group, whereas the LPO group would produce more LPO
messages than wouid the HPO - group, 2) both groups wou]d use more proce-
-~dura1 messages in earlfer than in later meetings, and 3) the HPO group
would fnvolve more members in discussion of procedura] messages while‘
the LPO group woirld inc]ude more members iniinteractions which vaci]]ated

fnom'taskwto.socio=emoﬁiona1wissues._ ' | o
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The first hypothesis is predicated on the.belief that'predisposi-
tions about ‘bechavior: affect - the way members interact—with—one another
. That is, if a person expects a group to use an agenda to- set dead]ines,
and to adhere to task-re]ated discussion, he or she would initiate or
support or expound upon messages which embodied these request? Simi-
larly, if an ¢ndividua] prefers work clinates characterized.by fTexi-
' bility in "the use of procedures and a tendency to jump from one idea to
another, he or she would generate a message system which refie'ts these

predispositions. _ e B
. The second hypothesis stems from previous findings that procedural
themes are more preva]ent during the first three phases of a group S
interactions and gradua]]y deciine in overall frequency from the third’
to the sixth phases.8 In effect, discussion}on.hom a group should pro-'
- ceed {s more critical in the early stages'of a groupis'deVelopment.. A
- rationale for the third hypothesis is.derived'from the relationship be-

9

, tween member participation and satisfaction with the group, f.e., more

members wou]d participate in group discussions on issues. which provide
them with a sense of comfort and se]f-fu]fi]lment within the qroup
Subjects for this study were students ina small group discussion
class who’ were assigned to five-member‘ad hoc committees based on their
GPOQ‘scores. Members of the HPONgroup scored one standard‘deuiation
uabove the‘Qprmative_mean whiie members.of.the LBOegroup scored one stan-
fdard'deviation below'it']ql The'ad hoc commiffzes'metJonce a Week'in ag'
one-hour session to p]an panel-forum presentations on po]icy issues.

.Interaction during the first six sessions of HPO and of LPO. groups were

,audiorecorded thus researchers coded twe]ve one-hour sessions of group



discussion. In‘addition, group-memberslk pt Journal accounts of each.-
meeting and: wrote case studies on leadership, cohesion, task norms,

<

y .Esocial tensiOns, andfshared fantasies.of their respective groups{
h The category system for analyzing proceduralfmessages‘invoived a
two-steplprocess, First, the coders deterriined whether the message
unit fit into an HPO or into 2 LPO category based on the characteristics
- of these concepts and secondly, whether only one or possibly severa]
-properties of these headings viere embedded in the message unit A com-
r———————p}ete—thought—pattern—on—a—particuiar*topic—constituted“the—unit“of ana1y-
sis for this study. _ Thus, when the topiC'under discussion shifted from -
content to procedure, procedure to content, or content'to_content, coders
ciassified message unit into an HPO or LRO category and then determined .
the properties of that unit. ‘Since properties, unlike category headings, ;
were interdependent coders could qssign as many as four properties to

each category 1abe1~._n

This category system, although cumbersome and
.admittedly exploratory, was {sqmorphic w1th the GPOQ and thus considered '
a better system for this study ‘than other standardized category schemes.

Scott s Pi reliability coefficients between the two coders was 84%
for the genera] category headings, HPO and LPO and .69% for assignment
.of category properties. A lower re]iabi]ity coefficient for the proper- |
,ty designation reflected problems in c]assifying message units unto ‘over-
.-_lapping properties. . . | N ,
indings. As predicted the HPO group used si;/)ficantly more HPOmthan .

LPO message units (K2 = 6.27, df =1, p < ',01,/HP0 = 875 LPO = 43). But

‘both groups employed an equiva]ent number of lPO messages (HPO = 59,

. LPO 58) Inasmuch as LPO groups contributed more LPO messages in four'




} .
conceal a; fmbalance between LPO'and HPO‘groups in the regularity of pro-
cedural messaqeiusage Yet in effect _the first hypothesis vias confirmed ,
for HPO messaqes but not for LPO ones -

| To test the second hypothesis, the investigatorlcollapsed procedural
statements into»three phases-Jearly, middle and late.” The distribution of
procedural messages across these time periods failed to support the second
.hypothesis in that members of both groups contributed a parity of HPO
statements and a disparity of LPO acts from ‘one stage to the next (HPO
;F =51, M =51, L =44 LPO, E = 48 M =30, L= 23; x? = 4 05 df = 2,
l3) In essence. the frequency of HPO .contributions. rendined rela- |
tively constant from one time period to the next while the number of LPO
statementa gradually declined from the earlier to the latter sessions
_ Further analysis of message usage across time periods revealed a
-significant difference between HPO and LPO contributions in the forth
meeting HPO members presented 78% of the 30-HPO messages in this session
whereas LPO members contributed 63% of the 21 LPO messages offered in this
meeting (X2 = 6 93, df = l p < ,009). In generdl distribution of HPO
if.and LPO messages between the two grgups/du:ing the other five meetings
‘adhered to similar patterns but the proportional differences vere not as
- pronounced as they’ were for the forth meeting. | N
Different operational'definitions of procedural“%égtements may‘ac?
count fothhe apparent discrepancy between the results of this- study and__
- those uf previots research on procedural themes in stages of group develop—
ment. Since this investigation posited a broad yet specific definition of
procedural contributions and past research operationalized procedures as

v 12

messages about the mechanics of planninq, it was probable that a- wider

range of acts was incorporated into the general category of HPC than was -

Gt
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_included in categories labeled ‘proceduraiithemes;‘ The-researcher found
some support for this assumption in the anaiysis of HPO prOperties. -That
'is, HPO' members initiated more statements which attempted to organize or
structure the group's activities during the first three meetings than in
the last ones. In effact, messages which promoted p]anninq and sequen-
tia] activity were offered more frequentiyJin the inftial group sessions
but HPO messages in general were more preva]ent in the iatter discussions
after work habi*s became somewhat stabie and repetitive.

_ The number of members who participated in the discussion also af-

fected the frequency and type of procedurai messages for both groups.

“ .'As predicted, five-member participation in the HPO group produced a

- significantly higher percentage of HPO than LPO messages (78%, HPO = 29,
LPO =s4). “In contrastT{Lio groups initiated more bPO than HPO messages
,.when five members were involved in the interaction (X2 = 8, 96 df = 1,
Cp < 003) However, the’ iargest number of LPO acts occurred during
 three rather than five-person interaction “for LPO groups. The number
"_of individuals invo]ved in the discussion had a significant affect on
the proportion of procedurai messages in HPO and LPO groups for only
five-member, net one through four-member interaction thus. the third
. -hypothesis was supported ” (' ’
| ‘In addition to testing the three hypotheses, the TWVestigator con-
~ ducted exp]oratory research on the properties of HPO and LPO messages _
' to determine differences between HPO and LPO groups in the use of these
prOperties, relationships between each property and the number. of mem-
bers who participated in the interaction and associations between the
. frequency of properties ‘and the time periods in which they occurred

iTable 1 summarizes overa]] frequencies, percentages and chivsquares

between HPO and LPp groups for thg-eight properties.
.. . . . N . .\’ -



: Since coders couid assign more than one property to any 51nole
' LHPO or LPO message interpretation of differences between these mes-
~-sage types amorg the properties or between the cateaories was not a
meaningfu] procedure vHowever, a comparison between HPO andePO groups
on each property seemed within the limitations ofﬂinterdependent cate-.
gories. - . %i ' |
Of. the eight properties of procedural messages HPO and LPO groups
differed 51gnif1cant1y in the1r use of two of them planned, sequen- f"
tial patterns for organizing task act1v1ty and -vacillation between task_’
.and soc10 emotiona] activity As Table 1 i]lustrates, the HPO group.
generated more procedural contributions characterized by p]anned, se-
quential activ1ty and the LEO group produced ‘more comments which va-_
~ cillated from task to socio;emotional issues Moreover, 41% of;state-"
ments on p]anned sequential activitv were produced by interactions
among four and- five menbers of the HPO group (X = 6. 54 df = 2
04) These messages a]so c]ustered into time frames with HPO .
members initiating more attempts to organize and structure the group
- during sessions one through three than 4n the latter group meetings
(x% = 9.33, df = 2, p < .009). |
| Furthermore HPO members clustered statements which vacil]ated
from task to socio-emotional activity in the fifth and sixth meetings
whereas LPO members dispersed such messages evenly throughout the ‘ |
series of meetings . (X = 25 39, df = 2 P < 001) In the main HPO
;group members initiat}d p]anning and structuring messages which stimu-

lated interaction among more members and which emerged during the :

first ‘three rather than the latter meetings. LPO’ members, on the

other hand contributed more statements which vacil]ated between socio- -

- emotional and task.information than did H?D group'members.

” X . .
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Two other properties a]so demonstrated a significant re]ationship

| with member participation and neeting sequence Both HPO and -LPO groups

"'emp]oyed a chain-association or cyclical pattern of organizing oroup .

activity in the first.and second than in latter meetings (HPO qroup,

%2 =.7.60, df =2, p < oz LPO group; X2 = 7,28, df = 1, p < .02).

Perhaps brainstorming and other circu]ar patterns characterized the )
4initia1 stages of work habits for both the HPO and the LPO group. * But

for the LPO group, more members were invo]ved in the deve?opment of these_"

cyclical patterns (X2 =\6 76, df = 2, p-< 03) Another LPO pattern

© wWas a propensity.to give messages which showed'flexibiiity in estab]ish-

ing and changing(ﬂgns in meetings one through four, but not in the e

-
latter sessions ( 6. 25 df = 2, p < .04).

e
In total this investigation of procedura] messaqe usage in an HPO
and a LPO group led to these distinctions 1) HPO group members pro-
‘duced more HPO messaqes than did LPO members, particu]ar]y during the
'forth meeting and during five-member participation' 2) HPO members ini-
tiated more messages geared to plan and to organize task endeavors than
did LPO members, especia]]y during five member participation and during _
the first three sessions 3) LPO members generated‘more LPO statements ' ,”
g than did HPO members during the forth meeting and when five members
: were invo]ved in the discussion and 4) LPO members offered more comments L ~
which vacil]ated between task and socio-emotiona] 1ssues throughout the
51x meet'h‘l/g perfod . / 2 L ; o &‘ .
' Journal entries and case studies submitted by the ten participants Co.
‘reinforced these empirica] distinctions between the HPO and the LPO |
_. groups. HPO members comented that their group worked from an agenda,

' ~ took notes during meetings and read them back at the next meeting, and-
. : _ 0_.-' _' . - R
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set deadlines “for compilinq data and completinq other tasks One per-
'son remarked that she felt a need to see if group menbers vere moving
in the’ right.direction and if they were abreast of their time schedules.
_ chershnotedzthatﬂwhen;digressionsloccurred, one member admonished,them
to.return.to-the task by reminding the group of time limitations. Every.
”member, however, served as a watchdog to keep the group focused on the
| :agenda The HPO group had one chronic disagreer whose tendency to make-
_repetitious, off -topic comments made him unpopular with othér members.
Despite this problem, HPO mombers described their group as cohesive,

,'efficient, and the most effective_group in class

LPO group members also developed a set of work norm&,Aalthgl h

these work habits differed radically.from_those of the HPO group. Flexi-
bility'and.tolerance governed the norm structure~for this group. Mem- .
bers - noted that absenteeism was overlooked, lateness was common,, and -
laxity an accepted practice 1n the group, with the exception of meetings .
immediately prior to group presentations In effect, procrastination
| characterized the group s worP habits until members felt pressured to
produce : fl '_ R ,f . - g
| Durinq the procrastination stage, members skipped deadlines without

_.retributi01 from others, frequently changed topics in mid- stream of a

.

'discussion, and pursued more socio-emotional than task«related ‘topics.
”-'fThis pattern of procrastination and flexibility was apparent in the |
| description of group activity of each meeting. The first journal entry
noted‘that the group planned what they wanted to accomplish during the '

next meeting, the second one emphasized postponing decisions until. the

next neeting, the ‘third one indicated that the group discussed an agenda

for the next session, etcetera. ’hus LPO work norms were not devoid of

-
-
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"procedurai issues-but dealt with these'matters in an atmosphere of ;
flexibility and free-whee]ing exp]oratiOn of ideas. | -
At first these habits bothered several members but as work norms
solidified and as the group accomp]ished its tasks within this norm
structure, LPO members expressed overa]l satisfaction with this work.

climate. In fact, they described their group as ‘highiy'cohesive,'fun, ‘

unique,'and in general, the most successfu]tof any,of-the other'groups.‘

Discussion ~Since this investigation did rot include quantitative mea-
sures of productivity and satisfaction, the researcher cannot verify

~ -whether group members weré indeed productive and satisfied ‘with their

~ group experience. Nevertneless, Journal entries and case studies dis-
»;:closed that members perceived their respective groups as effective, P
‘productive,\and satisfying. But on]y the HPO members. emp]oyed effi—
: ciency as a description of their group s endeavors.
On the who]e, information from case studies and journa] entries'}
reaffirmed the conclusions drawn from analysis of HPO and LPO messaqes

b~

in group interactions. HPO members employed agendas, summarized inter- .
action,~took notes ‘during meetings, deve]oped timetables, and adhered to-
the task business whereas LPO members, who also constructed agendas and
nset,deadlines deve]oped these procedures w1th1n a'climate of flexi-
 bility and fluctuation betw°en task and socid-emotional needs. .
This. pattern “of postponing decisions and ignoring established pro-
; cedures provided an exp]anation ‘for~the - abrupt.decline in flexibility |
messages of LPO members after the fourth meeting, That is, since groups-'

- - - were- scheduled~tormake-theirmfirst—panei~presentationsaduringuthe‘sikth”sw»ffw

~ week, ‘the pressure to organize the group was more intensegduring'the S~
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fifth and sixth meetings; thus LPO members felt pressured to produce
and required that members structure their endeavors.
In contrast HPO members appeared more task. mot1vated in earlier
than later .group sessions Messages which promoted planned, sequen-
tial activitv occurred frequent]y in the first three meetings and even
: though members continued to generate a substantia] number of HPO mes-

sages during the last two sessions, they also increased‘the number of

~——

‘f\‘fstatements_which moved'the group from task to socio-emotional issues. . .

- Hence, the HPd‘g;oup:‘asmonefmemberfobserved, worked through ideas in o

[

- initial meetings and socia]ized more during later stages of group pro-

. cess. Vhile message patterns in this study paral]e]ed expected be-

!

haviors of HPO and LPO members, the use of a small samp]e size and of
‘;anNuntested category system 1imited interpretations of these findings._
Moreover, the category system, though isomorphic with the GPOQ, pro-
'vided only a modicum of information on' the mo]ecu]ar message patterns

that distinguished HPO work c]imates from LPO ones. L ;,,;,;,w—~rf”“'f"

S S
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Investigation #2

[

Procedures. Thus a second study’ was conducted on three HPQC and three LPO
groups; The unit of ana]ysis in this experiment was an uninterrupted
» - utterance or a comp]ete contribution by one member. :When a contribu-
| tion contained several sentences of different category types coders
".were instructed to select the one which. seemed to direct subsequent
:message patterns. . . |
For this study, a unidimensional category set was deve]oped based

»——————-on—a—typoiogy~of procedurai—statement57"~1able—2~presents this- cate- = o

gory schene with frequencies, means, and t-values for differences

|3 . '
or




between HPO and LPO groups. The ten categories'were g]eaned from

items on the GPOQ and from other coding systems which inc]uded a pro- o
cedura] category Suggestions about how the group should conduct its
business, e. g., list or rank alternatives, write down information,

Lol

outline 1deas, and use agendas and set deadlines for comp]etion of '

wtasks, were clustered into one category. Statements which c]arified

summarized or emphasized procedural issues e.g., remarks about the

ﬂg,gl_nr—purpeses—of”tﬁ”*oroup, attempts to summarize or integrate con-
tributio.s, and presentation of a siqnpost at the beginning of a meet :

ing, formed a separate category 9.,
~-.ﬁ

The development of a coding scheina which focused on 1nd1vidua]
utterances generated more HPD than LPO categories because one set of
LPO patterns centered on group responses to procedural action, e.g.;
o the group adopts‘a‘scheduie but drops’ the’ jdea when they" ‘miss the ‘
.T___;“___finstumeetings_or;were_aimed_at_message_structure,_e,gas_the_groun

Jumped from point to point without transitions or 1inks between topics.14 ~

In an attemnt to tap these chain-association patterns, I generated
two categories which represented the ways HPO and LPO groups initiated
;“~’ i? topic changes and two which focused on the duration of these initiated
o changes. It seemed that chain-association patterns deveioped from
ihlswitching topics without prov1ding summary comments or without offering
4a category label or genera] heading to signa] a topic change whi]e pro-.
..cedurally organizing the discussion. o | )
For example, if a group was p]anning a party and the members ini- oo
‘ tiated topic changes by. moving from one issua to another via general |
T 'headi‘gs, e g., time, place; refreshmentS“entertainments:‘this pattern -

would represent HPO behaviors. In contrast,»if group-members develpped
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their discussion'by»bouncing ideas around the group and switching topic§

_through the use of specific rather than general headings,.e.g,, "He can

get a sixteen gallon keg for about forty butks,"'followpd by; "I think
we should spend about ten dollars on.sandwicﬁés and munches," this pat- |
tern would represent LPG chain-association activity

Two categories centered-on continued discussion of topic changes,

one fnitiated by general headinqs and one by chain-association patterns.

" The author felt that HPO members would expound at length upon one topic

before introducing another subject vhile LPO groups would change dis—

cussion: themes frequently. Thus codinq ofecategonle._nequined con-

vsiderafion of’ preceding statements as well as assessment of abstraction

';'\;
-

levels within each contribution. I - "_- 5

In addition to classification of topic changes, the. investigator

. added one category for statements on division of labor'or messaoes

about task implementationlm__Xen though this. proceduraJ_activity wac' -

‘ :excluded from the 1ist of best items on the GPOQ, it was internally con-

sistent with other items but. did not distinquish between HPO and LPO

”subjectsﬂf It is assumed then that both HPO and LPO groups use these ’

language patterns to accomplish their respective tasks.

’

SubJects for the second investiga*ion were 30 students from qraduate

2

and undergraduate management classes, l5 who received scores one standard

: deviation above the normative mean and 15 who obtained scores one stan- ,'

dard deviation below the mean. Students were randomly assigned to three, .

five-member HPO groups and three, five-member LPO groups to work for one
hour on either a structured or an unstructured task

An—independent sample of fifty - subjects-employed*a*seven-point .

£J-

scale to rate the two tasks on Shaw s categories of task structure-- -

T Ind
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so)ution mu]tipiicity, goa] path multip]icity, and decision verifiabi]ity 15
The structured task received ratings in the predicted direction on two of

. the three variables (solution muitip]icity, t = 2.03; goal-path" mu]ti-
p]icity, t = 1 97; and decision verifiabi]ity, ts= .44), ‘The HPO groups
received two. structured and one unstructured ‘task whi]e the LPO groups
worked on two unstructured and one- structured task Group interactions

~ vere audio-recorded and transcripts of each group's discussion were’ pre-

pared’ Scott's Pi- re]iabiiity coefficient for the two trained coders was
76 for both\tasks a figure above the minimum acceptance ieve] of .70. ]6;

It was predicted. that uDo—n oups~wouid‘use siqnifidantly more nes-'

sages. in categories 1 2, 4, 5 and ‘6 while LPO groups would emp]oy more )
| statements in catecories 7-10. The two groups would offer an equivalent

number of utterances in category 3, division of labor and task implemen-

tation contributions.

~———————Finding3‘ HPO and LPO groups produced significantly different message

frequencies in four of the ten categoriEs (Table 2) 17 Specifica]]y,
- HPO group members presented more statements than did LPO discussants ,
which summarized interaction and linked contributions to. group qoa]s,
which attempted to c]arify procedura] direction and which introduced
topic changes with a general heading. Moreover HPO individuals eiabor-
ated and continued discussion longer than did LPO; participants on topic
areas prefaced with a category label These findings were consistent -}
| with predictions about HPO groups. but an examination of’ mean frequen---
cies for categories 7 through 10 demonstrated that LPO groups produced

fewerp/;terances in-all of the categories (Figure 1) In this study,

' then the GPOQ effectively predicted message patterns of HPO but not of

N S .

. —
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~LPO discussants. Furthermore;;t:tests on the mean frequencies for:
M structured and unstructuredwtasksrrevealed no significant-differences"
on the ten categories for either'HPO or'LPD groups. Task structure; -
then, did not provide an exp]anation for the procedural characteristics \;

\\
of LPO members

To discern message sequence patterns of HPO and LPO p articipants,
——————————J{}4%4{}4natri*es—eéleategery—interaets—were—eeestrueted—and—twegve '
‘. multiple f-tests between HPO and LPO groups were conducted on the cells

which cnnfained_feequeney—eounts—above‘zﬁ ’”Again‘—tﬁe results of this E

\ procedure evinced the type of interact patterns that typified HPO but .
not. LPO groups. |
As Table 3 shows, HPO individua]s produced 51nn1ficant1v more con~ l
tributions about group goals which were fo]]owed by additiona1 conments :

) about group purpose Thus,VHPo members not on]y ‘offered more goal . ;

~ clarification messages than did LPO discussants but also elaborated
on these-statements "HPO: participants, un]ike,Léo ones, moved the
group from discussion of topics initiated by genera] headinqs to goa] .
. c]arification messaqes--a procedura] pattern which tended to unify and

systematiZe “the content of interaction

. _ Investigation #3 _
~”Procedures A third study on the predictive validity of the GPOQ empioy-
ed procedures similar "to. those used in the previouS‘investiqation How- g
ever, 299 upper-division students in communication classes at:a midwestern
university comp]eted the GPOQ,. From. this samp]e, 13 HPO three—person

groups and 13 LPO three-person groups were formed ‘thus 78 subaects ‘were .

inc]uded in the third experiment
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Students were asked: to function as ad hoc socia] groups for a
campus organization Their specific assiqnment was to pié;“; party and
K report their recommendations to their respective organizatiyps They’
: vere given a budget of $75 to cover 30 club members and were asked to
. o - complete their task within fifteen minutes.18 Coders applied the
' category systen used in the second investigation, but coded from audio-

| tapes rather than transcripts of interaction Scott' s Pi re]iability

K coeff‘cient for the two trafaed coders vas .75.

Findings. .There was a significant difference between HPO and LPO groups

on three of the ten categories, three which did not yield differences in

. L 3

~\\the second study, HPO discussants offe ed norelftatements on deadlines, L

L - agendas and iists of alternatives than did LPO members while LPO groups

\

. emp]oyed more, talk-overs ‘interruptions and mu]tip]e conversations In

vadoition, LPO.partieipants switched opics Via chain—association patterns
‘ -,: more frequent]y than HPO subjects did The third experiment inceffect\*~:¥\L\
s disc]oSed message patterns vhich, characterized LPO groups and which '
were congruent with expectations derived from the GPOQ, A]thouqh find- '
, ings for the other categories were, not statistical]y significant,.the
mean frequencies of HPO- and of LPO- partiripants were in the predicted -
direction for nine of the ten categoriesz(See Figure 2).
Hatrices of interact sequences were prepared for HPO apd. for LPO .
groups in this study. Mu]tip]e t- tests on eighteenr ce]]s which con-
tained tota] frequencies above 20 yie]ded significant differences be--
| . tween HPO and LPY subjects on three interact patterns. As Tabie 3 11lus-
__Aetrates,_two—patterns that LPO discussants produced more often than HPO -

members did were. moving from comments about procedura] direction to ;

a
LR

b,

‘ ' . . ". . _ ' 20 ‘A T - - t 7_.A LI
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'topic changes'via'specific details and utii;;;ng topic changes to re-"
'"' turn to task discussions after,digressions From socio-emotiona] issues.
Task communication in the LPO work environment i+ seemed, eased into
.,sand out of socio-emotiona] issues through_the use of specific detai]s
as transitionS'from one topic to.another; HPO participants, in .con-
trast, offered contributions which advanced from discussion of group

goals te introduction.oi'topic changesivia_genera]'headings. Hence

HPO members integrated subject matter changes_intougroup'fhtera°t7°"

A.’f'throggﬁ'thE'UsE‘of’generéT”headings and through references to group
'goals. | |

Summary and Conc]usions

Resu]ts of these: three stud1es support the GPOQ's power to predict '
' 'the tjpe of procedura] messages in HPO and LPO groups,. Analysis of
o interaction across six group meetings demonstrate that HPO part1c1pants
| initiate HPO statements, particu]arly those which cal] for p]anned

sequential patterns for organizing task activity._ Moreover, these\pro-;gg;cm_
3 cedura] messages are prevalent during the forth meeting and during f1VE° \f'\’
- member participation. LPO members, on the other hand, generate socio- |
. emotiona] s;atements, especial]y during the forth meeting and during

§\\: five-member participation..H o S
K"-\\\\;;-" In the second study HPO discussants surpass LPO ones in their use

rOCedural clarification acts, in their app]ication of’summaries and

In contrast in the third study, LPG sub-

¥

;topic areas..
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produce messaqes that pertain to agendas, Tists of aiternatives, and
task deadlines. | | ' _
One issue which surfaced during this research and remains unre-

solved is the saliency of predispositi‘ns for HPO and LPO work environ-'

ments. Although resuTts of the three nredictive vaTidity studies cor- -

roborate a reTationship between attitude and verba] behavior, the po- -

tency of ‘HPO' and LPO- predisp051tions may depend upon contextual factors

in a group process. The fact that both HPO and LPO groups in the first

7 experiment.generated an equivalent number of LPO messages, that HPO

groups in the second project emp]oyed more: category 7-10 'statements than
'LPO gnoups did, and that LPO messaqes seemed more dominant in the th1rd

study suggests that an individua] S predisposition for a’ particular work

c]imate may be superseded by other needs which are-more potent at a

given time. That is, preference for procedura] order in groups, in

. re]ation to other members needs, may not be a sa]ient drive or other

>

concerns in a group S development e.g., task Qifficult} time para—;“,’;‘ .

‘ unstructured task as moderateTy difficu]t M= 4 6 and

metéfs-for working on a. task headership emergence, may mediate a per- -
son' s attempts to promote certain work. habits within the group In the
second experiment, independent raters judged both the structured and the

in the third study, independent raters assigned a’ 3 5 difficu]ty rating

to the party-task : However. participants in the third experi-

ﬁ ment viewed the party p]anning task as easy, HPO M = T 9 LPO M = 2 1.

Thus, discrepancies in task difficulty befWeen the two studies miqht i

'>; account for the shift in predominance from HPO to LPO message patterns .

between the two expernmentSe R 2

N Y



Another exp]anation for- discrepancies in the potency of the two _

CIimates is ‘the be]ief that HPO behaviors are less invariant than LPO .

9 —

ones. The?efore, if a category systen is more sensitive to the overt

<

»\\\} : message-patterns of HPO characteristics, the dominance of HPO patterns
o may be an artifact of the.measurement methodilg' The"results of theli
' third 1nvestigation cast doubt on this assumption but the coding system

enp]oyed in this research does’ not tap group actions as responses to

j’°‘*—'“‘member“benaVior hence 1t exciudes a critical variab]e in the composi-j

tion of an LPO c]imate--flexibility in changing procedures. Additiona]
support for- the steadfastness of HPO behavinrs is Wiseman's" finding
that particu]ar members of HPO groups regu]ar]y initiate procedura] 'h“funumf

messages whi]e LPO participants diffuse contributions Pn work habits

from menber to member. . , '~‘i --)'”: o \ ~
X . T Y , R o
Preference for procedura] order as a communicative-based construct
refers to a predisposition for grouB'work norms characterized by two |
sets of procedural message pattern5° high procedural order and ]ow pro-

' cedunal urder. Factor ana]ysis of—the—GPGQ—suggests—that—these—two_sets______

2

'<are not mutuai]y exc]usive, in that a given group may incorporate as- -
£ pects of both types of work c]imates.. This research however, substan- ”
| o tiatee the premise that some individuaTS have strong predispositions '
'for either high or 10w procedural climates.. The properties or character-
nmistics of each c]imate refer to the the of. message patterns which tends-

' *““.to dominate that group 'S work habits. The inverse of these properties

: then is not-necessarily the work habits of the other c]imate. ‘That is,

1 an LPO pattern of'emphasizing flexibi]ity and vaciliation between task
L ,and socio-emotional issues does not infer ‘that HPO members are inflexib]e

- -and anti-social It does imp]y, however, that other climate factors, i e.,f:‘

. P K
T s o ~ -
‘ s o
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_.USE of .agendas, task 1ists dead]ines are more preva]ent than concerns : g§
h with flexibility and socio-emotfonal issues. [ . |
COHCEPtUd11Y. then HPO and LPO work environments are characterized
by a set of behaviora] phemenona which integrates coqnitive processes
for organizing a task with,expectations about group process. In effect,
“the properties.act co’lective]y to form an HPO or an LPO wvork climate;
consequently to claim that HPO discussants are simp1y task- oriented
w—~¥%¥z-uwhi1e LPO members are socio-emotionally oriented misrepresents the com-
- plex dynamics of work habits and procedural activities in task. groups.

Moreover. since it is probable that variations of HPO and LPO work

“*-~_habits become—normative_uithin a2 _group, both™types °f climates are ’
Aln 2 group, both types o:

considered orderly and routinized ‘one is: a more v151£TE?‘§§§EEaat c ’
~.pattern whi]e the other is a covert chain-associative manner of organiz- )
ing task behaviors 'Order,' 4n this: sense, refers to redundancy and
repetition of. behavidrs over time.20 . ‘ E

Future research on procedura] order shou]d concentrate on the rela-
tionship between the GPOQ and other group-re]ated variab]es such as

__&Tff—_—Teadership‘*consensus——eon£1ictzflight patterns,. and decision makjng. To
. - \'\. P

T——

incorporate .message units 1inked to specific group actions and to deter- . .
mine functions and interdependence of procedura] order by- examiningqthe
‘message - structure and redundancy patterns embedded within a sequence of

utterances.

- In addition to interaction ana]ysis research the GPOQ cou]d be used

in a tempora] modeP to. study thc evo]ution of work norms . in group deve]op-

ment. Knowﬂedge Of group member predispositions for work environments

-
g

s




.approva] motivation collective se]f—interests and social deviancy
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could aid researchers in tracing this development and in understanding
its impact on group cohesiveness and product1vity Previous research

on norm deve]opment in groups centers on power re]ationships, socia]
21

hA]though these approaches produce insi'hts about the ob]igatory effects

L of norms, they provide incomp]ete explanations as to how norms evo]ve
' 1through group process, and in particu]ar, how message patterns lead to ©
:*;4———*‘umiformryet—binding group member work behaVior

‘ sion,making rather than to the modus operandi of a.task group.

Initia] research’ on work procedures in sma]q groups centers al-

' most-exc]usive]y on the use ‘of an orderly, step-by—step out]ine for

so]ving a prob]em. In previous research agendas are ]1“n€d to. deci-

22_ This |

investigation, in contrast, espouses the position that_task’procedures

- evolve from within the group andsmay be characterized to some extent;

by the predispositions of its members.. This- study then presents an

alternative for examining a group's task process, in that 1t broadens

the traditiona1 definitions of work procedures, conceptua]]y and opera-

7;tiona11y, by setting forth a system of characteristics and cateqories

which represent different orientations toward group work climates and

"~3 by deve]oping an instrument which attempts to measure these diverse

orientations..

3
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. nThosezwho develop category schemes traditionally follow quide-
*". 1ines of .mutual exclusivity and exhaustiveness. Although this codina
: system classifies all behavioral units into two mutually.exclusive
N, categories, HPO and LPO,. it treats the properties of HPO and of LPO as
"mixed categories. Even ‘though simultaneous multiple-coding causes '
problems in data analysis, .it: provides the full richness of behavioral
responses, for examining HPO-and’ LPO message patterns. For a.discussion
.of uses and abuses of mixed categories, see Harold Guetzkow, "Unitizing
Data," Journal of Clinical Psychology, 6 (1960), 47-57; and Donald G.
El1is, "Issues in Analyzing Sequential Interaction Data: A Plea for
Rigor in Matters of Observation," paper presented at the Speech Communi-"
cation Association Washinqton «D.C. December, 1977 -

lzLaura Crowell and Thomas Scheidel, "Categories for Analysis of.
. Idea .Development in Discussion Groups," Journal of Social Psychology,
' 54 (1961), 155 163. : Lo _

3l’he researcher collapsed the six time periods into three: lst
and 2nd meetings, 3rd and 4th meetings, 5th and 6th meetings, and the’
5 member situations .into _three: ,1 and 2 members, 3. members, 4 and 5
- members. Then she ran X2 statistics on.the frEquencies of -each message’
)  property for HPO and LPO grogp . 1f a significant X2 was obtained, the -
“, .+ researcher partitioned the X¢ tables to determing, which cells 'in the
' “contingency table-contributed significantly to the discrepancies between
.groups. See John N. Castellan, Jr., "On_the Partitioning of Contingency
Tables," Psychological Bulletin 64 (1965), 330-358. -

el ]4Note that ‘the category labels are derived through the message
s patterns of group members and not from a pre-set agenda. In effect, the
T cognitive processes ‘of members are attuned to organiZing discussion via
general headings versus specific facts .

]5Marvin E. Shaw, “Scaling Group Tasks° A M thod forfDimensional
. Analysis,“ Technical Report No. 1, ONR Contract NR 170-266. Honr-580C11
(Gainesville° University of Florida, 1963). . R
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Holsti, pp. 139-140 o ST , - i
]7Multiple t- tests were used to q!'ck fer differences in mean cate-
gory frequencies™ for HPO and LPO groups.: Al though -some statisticians
" treat frequency counts as nominal data, others contend that ‘means and
standard deviations of frequency data are appropriate measures See Jum -
_C. Nunnally, Psychometric Theory, (hew York: McGraw-Hi11, 1967), pp.
- “113-114.. ‘Moreover, the ten categories are not fully independent "thus
7 with-alpha set at p < .05; it is -probable that some significant differ-
s wik by, chance. I decided that the Bonferroni procedure,
an-admftie 1y consepvative method of reducing Type II error, was inap-
propriate‘forbfheﬂex fbratory purpose of this investigation.‘. -

]BAn independent group of 52 subjects rated the’ party-planning task .
. in accdrdance with Shaw's eight categaries of task anmalysis. Mean |
- ratinqs on-a seven-point scale for each category were: Difficulty 3 5, .

a




Solution Multiplicity 3.9, Goal-Path Multiplicity 4.0, Decision Veri-

- fiability 5.0, Intrinsic Interest 5.7, Cooperation Requirements 5.7, -
Intellectual Manipulation 5.1, and Population Familiarity 6.0, Thus
independent raters.viewed the task as moderately easy, relatively
structured, and high in interest.value. See Shaw, "Scaling Group
Tasks," pp. 3-8. e :

- lgwiseman used Bales IPA to conduct an in-depth study of six ses-

'sions of a five-member group. His findings- suggested that the IPA
categories were slanted. toward HPO qroup functions. Richard L. Wiseman,
""Further Considerations of the Construtt of Procedural Order," unpublish-
ed manuscript; Department of Speech-Communication, University of Minne-
sota, 1977, - ; . o ‘ .

.o

onhis conceptualization of ‘order' stems -from Barroﬁfs description

~of disorder as a state of order which is not-clearly developed in-a
normative framework or which violates the -normative -assumptions for or-

- der in a particular context. For instance, an 4dult who examines a room

in which a child has been playino may consider the area messy and ‘dis-
orderly, but to the child, the room is quite orderly, in terms of objects -
assembled for play. See Frank E. Barron,-"The Need for Order and Nis-
order as Motives in Creative Activity," in Scientific Creativity: Its

Recognition and Development, ed. Calvin W.  TayTor and fFrank E.” Barren
- [New York: John Wiley & §on§, 1963), p.-154, : _

“5"2]Sée Richard M. ﬁmerson, "Powef—Dependence Relations,",Aherican': ‘

Sociologfcal Review, 27 (1962), 31-41; George C. Homans, Social Behavior:
Its Elementary Forms (New York: -Harcourt, .Brace and Cp., T960); Stanley
Schachter, "Deviation,:Rejection and Cormurifcation;!-Journal of Abnormal .
and Social Psychology; 4 951), 190-207; and Muzafer Sherif, "Forma-
~ tion of Soc?ai,ﬁorms:. The Experimental Paradigm," in Basic Studies in
-Social Psychology, ed. - Harold Proshansky and Bernard Seidenberg (New
- York: Hoit, Rinehart and Winston, 1965)." o ' _
22See Harnack and Fest, pp. 137-145; and Carl E,~tarson, "Forms of

Qnalysis'and Small Group Problem-Solving," Speech Monographs, 36 (1969),
‘452-485. . g o S o

.28



]

N0 Propertes T poge voGow R
Total Neat6 © o Messages N=168 N=108 - df=1
1. e of Plamed, Seent] TR 0. N s
-~ htterns for Organizing . | *
Task Actiyities _
2, Concern for Tie: 30 o 6 W 3
Hanagement o
3. Emphasis on Reqular, \ 8 - o 5 ¥ - ) 02
Predictable Procedures : .
4, Enphasts on Clartfying o % X .
~Group Procedures and - | .
" Reminding Members to
~ Adhere to the Task n
" [P0 Propertfes " B " T X T 1 S
Total N = 169 | . Messages LA =l df e
. e of Chinhssoctation | %oy IR weoo
'nr'Cyclical Pattern - = : | o :
2, Flexfbility fn Establishing 7 164 B T R T
- and CHanging Plans ~ ° | | o o -
3. Ohvies.to Te 1 m $ IR
-~ +Constraints | o . .
b, Vactllate Between Task 4 0y 8 2 e
| and&)cin-Enotinnel Needs ; - '
RITR

Table l xﬁ\\\‘

Propert1es of Procedural Messages -
Frequencies, Percentages, and Differences Between HPO and LPO Groups

i

N

.’\‘.l‘;,“ oW
B ™

Toxt Provided

%mmmmmmwwwmne

-, 0005 30



Tab]e P

7Q1fférences Hifhﬁn -Categories. Between HPO and LPO Groups

2nd Investﬁgationl o 3rd Invest1gat1on
Category » ; HPO LP0 . v HPO LPO -
: : : . Mean f Mean f _ t ~Hean f Mean f- t

N

v 1. ‘Requests or suggests . 5.67 - .33 . 2.05 . 2.15 S .92 2.30%*
dead]ines, agendas, task - . : L -
.+ Tlists or ranking of
N _alternatives

2. Requests or makes state- 49.73 ° 10.00 9.15%** . 10.2 9.50 .43
- .. _ments about group goals; . . o o S - , o
-suggests a signpost at the
beginning of group meeting; - ,
summarizes and integrates L :
= .contributions N )

3. Suggests or requests , 2.00 - 1.00 .613 .. 4.15 3.76 -.15%
division of labor; -, - : ' : L to
suggests inplementation
of a task or a course of

- action

4, 'Requests procedura] ‘ 34.70 13,70 2.54* = 2.61 =~ 2.76 =-.70
. direction;. questions ‘ , o . : o
and comments which
attempt to clarify-
- Specific-procedures :

5.- Changes task-related - 20.00 7.67 3.59* . 9.54 7.92 1.35
- topic of d1scussion : o L ] ' S
by introducing an"
: abstract label or .-
—— -» general heading

6. Continues task-related  81.00 15.70 -3.40%*  -24.20 1500 1.67

discussion initiated by T
_.a.general heading or-~. - y
. agenda categony - . . ‘ )
T Changes task-related 33,33 22.67 1.27- 10,74 . 14,52 -2.14%

discussfon by switching -

topics via jumping from .- DA oo
specific detail to - U . ' -
-specific detail ' ’ . AR .

-




" Table 2 (Continued)

8. Continues task discussion 48.70  -39.02 .64 . 25.93 35.89 -1.31
initiated by a topic . _ ' h
-change via specific
- details. L

9: Intronces a digression - ”. N ‘ 19.34 ,29.34 -.05
- from task to socio- ' o :
-~ -emotional iSSUES‘

10. Initiates an ‘interruption,  87.67 3.67: 1.39 23 2.62 -2.28%
- - a. talk-over, or another ' . ' N ST ;
J conversation while a I o ) . : _ ,
- member is speaking ) o : _ - o N
 *p < .05 aIn the second investigation, frequency counts for categories
- *p < 02 9 and 10 were combined because category 9 contained only 7 -
“Akkp < 001 : , utterances. ' . T .
!

0




T o o ~ Table. 3 N

~ HPO and LPoroiffefgﬁCes in Interact Sequences.

]

Pattern ~HPO. - .- LPO - - L -
S : Mean fe = - Mean f = ~ t - P

T

. 2nd Invest?gation (N = 30, N Groups = 6) -

2,2 190, 17 303 .03
. ez . . 717 . 08" ms oo
6,6 57.0 0.7 - 292 .04
5,6 - 13.3 e 4;7{ o 2.1 .95‘-

" 3rd Investigation (N = 78, N Groups = 26)

2,5 . w0, .83 2.4 007
4,7 . .3 1.8 oam . Los

gl 7 .54 1.8 -1.92. . .05
, B - | _
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