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ABSTRACT

MANAGER PERCEPTIONS OF DIFFERENCES
IN HIGH AND LOW CREATIVE PERSONNEL
IN BROADCASTING STATIONS-

SOME DIMENSIONS
by
ElDean Bennett

High-creative and low-creative personnel may frequently
be found working in the same company. Managers of a company
may have different perceptions of each type of employee and
the work they do.

In addition, managers may be identified by their style
or type of leadership, either autocratic or democratic in
nature. Because of these leadership styles and the different
perceptions of high- and low-creative personnel, the study
proposes that managers may act toward or communicate with
each of these groups of employees in a different manner.

The study sought to do four things: (1) identify any
differences in the manager's perceptions of employees in
high- and low-creative positionsj; (2) to identify a
relationship between these differences and managerial or
leadership style; (3) to determine if managers act towards
or communicate with personnel in these positions in different
ways; and (4) to corroborate the findings of the survey with
managers by conducting a similar survey of people who work

for those managers.
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The method for conducting the study was a questionnaire,
submitted to managers of raaio and television stations in the
United States, designed to identify the proposed perceived
differences and to determine managerial style. A second
questionnaire, similar to the first, was submitted to a group
of six employees who worked for each of the manager subjects
to see what, if any differences occurred in the employee and
the manager ratings of the manager's style, methods of commun-
ication and interaction with employees =nd his perceived
differences among employees. Members of the sales department
of the station were classified as <he low-creative personnel
and members of the program department were clessified as high-
creative personnel.

The results were analyzed by obtaining correlations
between items of the quesiionnaire, and on difference scores
between sales and program personnel as perceived by the
manager. In adaition a factor analysis probed the dirensions
of the differences observed. HManagers and employees from a
total of 21 radio and television stations were studied.

It was found to be impossible to break out leadership
style because of the inability of the instrument to distinguish
adequately between autocratic style and democratic style.

One important finding, however, was that employees consistently
saw the manager as more autocralic in style than the man:ger
saw himself.

Perceived differences were identified, especially in
the area of salsry and special incentives pcid to the two

areas of sales and rrogramming. Other differences were minimal.
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The factor analysis provided three dimensions of the
differences for the manager group and four for the employee
group. Those for the managers were the dimensions of self
satisfaction, efficiency and satisfaction with work done.
For the employee group, the dimensions were efficiency, more
work monitoring by the manager, awareness and work motivation.

It was concluded that managers do perceive some difference
between members of departients were the amount of cre:tivity
involved is either high or low. However, these differences
need to be better defined. It is suggested that more study
is needed on a manuger's perception of creativity, what
c.nstitutes high- and low-creativity, :.nd whether the positions
studied are indeed counsidered high- or low-creative in nature
by the manager and the employeces.

Employees see the mansger as perceiving grester

differences than the manager reports he sees, which is in
line with the predictions of the study. The greatest
difference for both managers and employees is seen as being
in the area of compensation for work done and incertives paid

to stimulate the employee.
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CHAPTER 1

THE PROBLEM

"I know of no subject that deserves more extensive
exploration than the relationship between effective
communication and the executive career. . .Ideas are
valueless if they cannot be conveyed. The executive

must know how to convey ideas succinctly for the slightest

obscurity in his directives will result,kin confusion. .

« oHe must know the power of language."

In this way the importance of the communicative abilities
of management is emphasized by one who manages. In the past
two decades management has been made increasingly aware of
the fact that communication is probably the number one tool
in administering the affairs of an organization. From 75%
to 95% of a manager's time is spent in some form of communic-
ation. Yet the emphasis placed on this facet of administration
all too frequently fails to produce improved behavior in the
organization.

Maier and Hoffman (1961) report:

"Findings in general provide empirical evidence that

substantial commur.ication problems exist at high

management levels in organizations, problems which

one can expect to be reflected in poor organizational

efficiency and disZortion of organ%zational goals
at lower levels in the hiecrarchy."

1president of oteuben Glass, Inc. Juoted in aurner, i.F.

Effective Communication in Business. 4th Ed. Cincinnati:
Southwest Publishing Company. 1956. p. 1lh.

2orman K.F. Maier and Kichard L. Hoffman. "Superior-
Subordinate Communication in Management." AMA Resezrch
Study #52. 1961.
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Prior research in management has dealt with immediate
problems, the end result being a solution to a specific problem
at hand. Once that problem is out of the way, there is little
incentive to expend more time and effort. Little is done until
the next problem appears.

Much of the writing on the subject of administrative and
organizational communication is based on the personal
philosophy of "experts" in the field who have gained their
knowledge from a working acquaintance with management and
its problems. Helatively little is based on empirical
research or on behavioral science theory, though this body
of knowledge is growing.

It is in this light that the rationale for this study
was conceived and developed. Assumptions made about management
and management/employee relationships have come from twenty-
three years of practical experience in the field of radio and
television by the author. This experience is drawn on heavily
in establishing the foundations for the study, along with the
theory and study of other writers and researchers in the field.

The greatest difficulty with communication problems in
business is not the solving of such problems, but the recognition
of them in the first place. The behavioral scientist attempts
to put such problems in proper perspective, providing data to
help recognize them as communication problems and the tools
with which to deal with them, correctively or preventively.

Some organizational problems that need attention of
the behavioral scientist today include: trust, or lack of it,

between manager and the employee; the problem of creating
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interdependence among people, i.e., common goals and

agreement between the superior and subordinate about the means
of achieving them; the distribution of rewards for work done;
agreement about the social structure of the organization, and
so forth. Communication is related to each of these problems.3

Even with identification of communication problems, there
remains among managers a discrepancy between the amount of
knowledge of communication processes, theories, technigues
and skills, and the manager's willingness to allocate time
and company resources for communication development.

It seems natural to equate effective communication and
effective administration. Likert (1961) maintains that high
producing managers are those who are more likely to pay greater
attention to better methods of communicating with employees.
They are the ones who recognize the importance of good
communication, upward as well as downward in the organization,
and who work to have an effectively communicating organization.
They are willing to use company time and resources in developing
effective communication skills and techniques among the
personnel of the organization, and in turn use effective
communication for further growth and development of the company.

It follows that low-producing managers may also be less

effective communicators. Such managers would find it

3Jay M. Jackson. "The Organization and Its Communication
Froblem." Advanced Management. February, 1959.
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difficult to recognize communication problems as such, or be
unwilling to accept them as communication problems. Thus, they
are less able to solve the problems.

Most administrative communication is preplanned in nature.
It flows through the formal or planned channels of the organ-
ization. It contrasts with spontaneous communication, epitomized
by the '"grapevine" in most companies. While most informal
relationships are baseda on the ease with which participants
communicate, the function of the formal structure of the company
requires communication between those who might not otherwise
be inclined to interact with one another. Problems occur,
based on personality factors as well as communicative abilities.

Man is by his very nature a communicative being. He
appears to need social interaction with his peers and with his
superiors in order to function most profitably for the firm.
The Western Electric studies by Mayo, et al, showed that,
isolated the worker becomes frustrated and when his
communication contacts with his peers are reduced or cut off
job dissatisfaction is a likely product. This has been borne
out by other studies including works by French and Zander (1949),
Mathewson (1931) and Stouffer, et al (19’+9).L+

Pope (1956) points out that failure to communicate "is
not a matter of vocabulary but of emotion."s This may be

true in groups as well as between individuals.

kR.F. Hefferline. "Communication Theory: II. Extension
to Intrapersonal Behavior." wtrly. Jrnl. of Speech. Vol.4l. 1955.

5J.B.Pope. "Communication, The Mystery of Management."
The Controller. Junuary, 1956.






Communication systems in organizations are often taken
for granted. Systems have been researched on direction of the
flow of information, upward, downward or horizontally. There
is substantially more information available on the downward
flow, consisting of orders, policy, commands, etc. There is
less on the upward flow from the subordinate to his superiors.
Poor communication, upward or downward, can produce costly
waste, misunderstanding, inefficiency and personal frustration
for all involved in the process.

In a Masters thesis, this author investigated the
relationship between manager type, autocratic and democratic,
and the communication behavior peculiar to each type. 4n
effort was made to determine what part personality or leader-
ship type plays in managerial communication behavior. Fifty-
two managers of radio and television stations in the United
States were used as the subjects in the study.

Typology studies are difficult at best. The accurate
determination of a managerial "type" or "style" is subject
to many variables and unknown conditions and is not easily
measured. Likert (1968) says management style is often
indicative of the organizational system operating in the
firm, or within a department of a larger organization. But
in the experience of the author, it is quite possible for the
firm to reflect the personality of the manager, for the
manager to leave his stamp on the organization.

Every manager has characteristics of each leadership style.

Different situations within the firm will likely call forth that
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characteristics which most adequately cope with the problem
at hand. Yet it is only logical to assume that each manager
is basically one or the other type in his personality makeup.

The premise of the Masters thesis was, that being more
strongly autocratic or democratic, there should also be some
specific communication behaviors common to that management
type. Application of this thesis was also made in the
present study.

The interest of the present study is in whether a manager
perceives a difference in members of his organization who work
in somewhat different capacities, i.e., the sales department
vs. the program department of a broadcasting station. These
two departments will be described later as low-creative, or
high-creative in nature.

The study further sought to determine whether in perceiving
such a difference, the manager would act communicatively in a
different way toward each and the personnel in the specific
department. A further attempt was made to determine whether
such differences in percertion could be identified as belonging
to a particular style of management, i.e., the classifications
of autocratic or democratic styles.

Since this portion of the study was to consist of self-
identification by the manager, a further attempt to verify
the findings was made in a similar study with the people who
work for each manager.

Little has been done in the past in investigation of such

a problem. As was pointed out, the greatest amount of effort






7
in the past has been in response to existing needs, or of
problem solving. Research results have been used in
developing a manager into a more competent writer, a better
speaker, a more acceptable representative of the firm to
the community. Such results are spelled out in "how-to"
formulas.

The development of a theory of organizational communic-
ation based on research to give solid foundation to the
techniques and skills of commurication has been slow in
coming. New communication patterns and methods of working
among managers must be developed and submitted to evaluation

by systematic research.

Rationale Development and Survey of the Literature

At this point the variables of interest in the problem
should be defined and discussed.
A. Management type.

The author was influenced in developing the typology study
for the Masters thesis by the behavioral approach to managerial
style of Jennings (1962). This approach has since been tempered
by exploration into the studies of Likert and his associates
at the Center for Human Behavior Research at Ann arbor and
the leadership behavior studies of otogdill, Coons and
others at Columbus, Chio.

Jennings perceives the organization as being infliuenced
by a strong leader who is able to place his stamp on nearly
all phases of the organization. The three management types

which Jennings defines are as follows:
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1. The Autocrat. The concept of one-man rule is basic to
organization theory. It derived from proprietary rights where
the owner was also the manager. autocracy in many ways is
synonymous with power, but a distinction must be made between
authority and power.

Authority implies the "right" to administer, a right
vested in formal rules and regulations of the firm, recognized
and accepted by all who contract to work for the company.

Power, on the other hand, implies the "ability" to do
things in the organization, even though formal authority to do
so may be lacking. Authority has the essence of legitimacy
whereas power may or may not have. The ideal situation is to
have both power and authority vested in the same individual.

The autocratic administrator must of necessity place
great faith in himself and his abilities. He sees himself
as a masterful individual, unusually competent in his abilities.
He is the key to all that goes on about him, seeking to
control through the power and authority that is his and which
he sees as the dominant factor of management.

2. The Bureaucrat. Differentiating between autocracy
and bureaucracy is difficult. Both are power systems and
overlap considerably. As Jennings points out, "Theoretically
one is to acquire the power of authority, the other the power
to order."6

Bureaucracy is different from autocracy in that the

bureaucratic manager is concerned that his power be based

6Eugene Jennings. The Executive: Autocrat, Bureaucrat,
Democrat. New York: Harper and Row, Pub. 1962. p. 120.



9
on authority. The autocrat is only concerned that he has power.
But the bureaucrat, unlike the autocrat, is somewhat fearful
of the consequences of decision making. So he turns to the
rule book to support his decisions and to committees to share
the burden of decision making and its conseguences.

As might be expected the bureaucrat is highly concerned
with order, i.e., a place for everything and everything in its
place. He views spontaneity and impromptu action as sources
of much inefficiency.

3. The Democrat. Oriented to the group, with a philosophy
based on the idea of sharing, information, time, company
resources, etc., witn all about him, the democrat seeks to
make power and authority of the autocrat and bureaucrat
tolerable, to reduce their negative effects. To this end,
he encourages freeaom of discussion, a lack of formality,
initiative on the part of subordinates and a realization of
the necessity for developing the desire and ability to act
responsibly and productively in behalf of the organization.

He seeks the participation of the employee in as many facets
of the company as possible.

aware of the tendency to abuse and misuse the positions
of authority in the company, the democrat uses the participation
of the subordinates to estublish the guidelines for responsible
channeling of activity, keeping a watchful, out friendly, eye
on all company activities.

The above descriptions are not to say that one style
or type of management is more desirable than another, or

more productive. Indeed, each will accomplish essentially
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the same ends for the company, each with strong points and
weak points. For example, the autocratic manager, because
of his intensive drive, may prove to be the most productive
manager. But on the other hand, he may have more frequent
turnover of personnel than the democratic manager in the
progess of managing.

Likert, contrasted to Jennings, sees the manager as
having his leadership style thrust upon him, or formed or
dictated by the organization in which he operates. He reflects
the company, rather than the company reflecting his style or
type. As an example, the army consistently produces author-
itarian leaders, presumably because it takes an authoritarian
approach to lead men into such an event as war. Government
produces the bureaucrat, fearful of taking responsibility
for his actions and their conseqguences, yet desirous of power.
Religious organizations produce democratic (or theocratic)
leadership, where the password is "love thy neighbor."

Yet each leader brings to his position, something that
is distinctively his, a unique, individualized approach to
his position as a leader of other human beings.

In the experience of the author, it is possible for a
man to stamp his personality on the company he heads. The
great leaders of the media, past and present, have done so,
men like Bennett, Greeley, Hearst, Scripps, Pazley, Stanton,
Sarnoff and others. Their companies reflect the men.

The reasons for this would appear to be centered around

the size of the group the leader initially controlled, the
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great sense of responsibility that comes with working in the
mass media industry, the felt responsibility to the community
and its people and other similar reasons. All may play a part
in aiding the manager to leave his personal stamp on the company.

It may be that type of leadership is not as easily
recognized under the labels of autocratic, bureaucratic and
democratvic. There are in actuality many labels given to
the management systems and leadership styles of business. The
manager may be authoritarian or permissive, charismatic or
low-key, tough minded or humane. As an example, consider
briefly another approach to the situation under different
labels, authoritarian, permissive and integrative.

1. cince World war II, authoritarianism has been a topic
of extensive discussion and study, in part stemminrg from
recognition of the impact which a single dictetor could have
on a large portion of the world. Another factor is the
consideraple experience a large percentage of the male
population of the world has had with authoritarian military
figures and organizations. The authoritarian personality has
been studied and documented extensively, but the authoritarian
leadership role has been less frequently examired, especially
in relation to communication practices.

Like the autocrat, the authoritarian manager is the one
who runs the show himself, reacting personally to each
problem as it arises, rendering decisions as to what is to be
done. His own values and those of the company often become

indistinguishable. He exercises most control in the
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organization. He is generally unaware or unconcerned with
employee needs and values and may frequently be unpopular.

He reflects short term values and strategies, prefering
simplicity, reliability and order. In playing the manager
role, he is primarily concerned with tradition and precedent,
following the role as precisely as he can. He seeks rules
and prescriptions of the role and performs them, in this way
approximating the bureaucrat.

2. The permissive approach to management is essentially
experimental. Under it employees become either very dependent
or very self-sufficient, a situation that is not at all
uncommon with a democratic manager. The manager presents
himself as a blank slate and the employees are forced to
write upon that, from their own fund of knowledge, experience,
temperament, values and skills. It is a useful technique for
producing employee learning, but puts more strain and pressure
on the worker than any other style.

The permissive manager turns full responsibility for
detail and control over to others, requiring only proof of
results. He is generally concerned and highly sensitive to
employee needs and values, reacting to and accommodating them
in timely fashion. He is usually popular with employees.

He has an ability to manage complexity, challenge,
novelty, and ambiguity. In his performance of the managerial
role he acts according to personal preference, being opposed

to form and tradition.
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3. Somewhere between the authoritarian and permissive
styles of management lies the integrative style. With this
approach the manager serves as a link between his organization
and its' market and customers. He becomes the center for the
gathering, processing and dissemination of information and
data about the relationship between the organization and the
outside world.

This style is a technique in building team commitment
as a step toward dealing effectively with the market in all
its complexity. The manager is the chief strategist and
coordinator who operates in an open system in which conflict
is healthy, adaptive and innovative. He uses selective key
controls, but leaves most detail and decisions in the hands
of others, in many ways approximating the bureaucrat.

He is aware of employee values and needs but is primarily
concerned with other matters so is relatively uninfluenced by
these needs. He tends to be distant with employees. He is
aware of traditions in playing the manager role and acts
accordingly. But he is also prone to experiment with fresh
approaches to the role and personal variations.

The above styles are basically strategies, used by the
manager in dealing with the organization, its personnel and
the relationship between the company and the community.

Likert's (1968) four systems of organization approximate
the styles described above. He divides them into two major
categories, authoritative and participative. The authoritative
category is further subdivided into "exploitative authoritative,"”

"benevolent authoritative" and "consultative." The participative
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category has only one division, "participative group."

These appear to be four discrete types of organizational
systems, but this oversimplification is deceiving. The four
systems may blend into one another and may form a continuum
with many intermediate patterns. Likert orders them along
a continuum based on the kinds of controls and motivational
forces instituted by the manager, and the attitudinal responses
each evokes.

In the leadership studies from the literature, one of the
primary concerns is the effective operation of the organization
and how this is affected by the compatibility of manager and
subordinate.

Social scientists engaged in research on management and
organizational performance initially expected to find a
marked and consistent relationship between management systems
of the leader and the attitudes and loyalties of the employees,
and the production of the organization.

Some studies have found a sizable relationship (Likert
and Willits, 1940; Katz, Maccoby and Morse, 1950) but others
(Parker, 1963) have found no relationship between the manager's
leadership style ana organizational productivity. It aprvears
the original expectation may have been too simple a relation-
ship. Many studies found a positive relationship between
employee attitudes and productivity, but again, others obtained
negative results.

Industry spends large sums on training supervisors and
managers in human relations skills, yet the results, according

to some studies, (Fleishman, et al, 1955; Foundation for



15

Research on Human Behavior, 1954; Mann, 1957) are often
disappointing.

One of the difficulties appears to be a widespread, but
erroneous, assumption tlat there are specifically '"right"
and "wrong" ways to manage. As was pointed out earlier, an
autocratic manager may be more productive than his democratic
counterpart, though his style has drawbacks, such as a more
frequent turnover of personnel.

In another study on manager-employee relationship
Pelz (19513 1952) found that for most supervisory practices
there was only slight relationship between the behavior of
the supervisor, as reported by the supervisor, and the
attitudes and morale of the employees. However, when such
population variables as size of work group, kind of work and
length of employment were held constant there was an increase
in the number of relationships which were statistically
significant between supervisory behavior and subordinate
response. However, many of these relationships were negative,
or in the opposite direction of what was predicted.

Since the present study involved a self-rating by the
manager, the Pelz findings appear to be relevant.

In a review of studies done on leadership in various
fields, Jenkins (1947) revorted that:

"The situation does not apuvear to be a particularly

happy one with regard to the deriving of general

principles or of setting up a systematic theory of

leadership from available information.

Leadership is specific to the particular situation

under investigation. Who becomes the leader of a
given group engaging in a particular activity and
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what the leadership characteristics are in a given case,

are a function of the specific situation including the

measuring instruments employed. Related to this
conclusion is the general finding of wide variations

in the characteristics of individuals who become

leaders in similar situations and even greater divergence

in leadership behavior in different situations."

One reason for the lack of consistent pattern between
supervisory practice and behavior as reported by the supervisor
and the response by the subordinates, is the discrepancy that
exists at tines between what the supervisor says he does and
what he actually does. Often a supervisor may not even be
aware of the contradiction which Pelz and others have observed.

The subordinate's reaction to a supervisor's behavior
depends upon the relationship between the supervisory act as
perceived by the subordinate and the expectations, values and
interpersonal skills of the subordinate. This generalization
appears valid for every level in an hierarchical organization
and for all kinds of organizations. It is also consistent with
Lewin's field theory (1951) and is supported by research in

social psychology, which has demonstrated the importance of

intervening variables anu interactional effects.

B. Communication.

In organizational commurication, three areas are of
general major concern:

1. The function which the communication serves.

It may be to inform, evsluate, instruct, influence or
affect. It may have to do with the protocol or etiguette of
the group. But communication serves a purpose, related to

socializing a member of the organization.
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2. The form of communication used.

Managers may prefer to use written messages, reports,
memos, personal notes and so forth to accomplish their ends.
Or they may choose the face-to-face, verbal approach. This
is the channel chosen by the commu.icator to carry the message.

3. Who is involved in the communication situation.

It may be management-subordinate, management-union,
or management-community. It may take place between peers,
horizontally within the organization, or it may take place
with a broader leap in the organizational hierarchy. It is
the "who talks to whom and for what purpose" of organizational
communication.

This was the attempt of the sasters thesis, to relate
specific practices or processes in communication to the style
of managers in broadcast stations. To a degree, it may be
possible to reverse the process, typing the manager by the
form of communication channels, the functions of communicetion
and the parties involved when he communicates.

Research in communication has fairly well documented
the downward flow of communication in an organization, e.g.,
orders, policy, information, commands and sc forth. It has
studied communication messzges funneled through the formal
channels of the organization. This ic a form of preplanned
communicsation, us opposed to spontaneous communication, that
which travels through the company '"grapevine."

Some of the results of studies have shown that the

further down the hierarchy a message must travel, the greater
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the distance between the origination point and the receiver,
the less likely with the content of the message be understood
or passed on accurately through the levels of the organization
to its eventual intended goal.

In contrast, the upward flow of information, from the
subordinate to the superior, is much less well documented.
Previous studies have indicated that managers, and especially
employees, do not see such upward flow of information as
having the same impact or the same degree of success.

In order for sound decisions to be made in an organization
all the relevant information and technical knowledge existing
on a particular problem must flow to the point where decisions
on that problem are to be made. The manager's very position
exercises influence in this flow and his personality may also
have important conseqguences on the freedom with which information
does gravitate to his position.

So the leadership style of the manager would appear to
be a point of important influence on the effective flow of
communication within the organization. His perceptions of
the members of his organization, the positions they hold and
the relationship to them based on those perceptions, would
be capable of hindering or aiding the communication process
which facilitates the movement of information through the
organizational structure.

The expectations, norms and values of each irdividual
in the organization are important variables affecting response
to behavior of others. The kinds of supervisory behavior

which are appropriate and responded toc favorably by subordinates
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but also vary with the treditions of the working situstion,
such as office worked in, type of work done in the organization,
and such as whether that work is highly-creative or low-creative
in nature.

A social value affecting response of the subordinates
to a supervisory act, then, is the personality of the supervisor.
Subordinates expect a superior to behave in a manner or
pattern consistent with his personality, and when he behaves
in ways other than those that fit his personality, communic-
atively or in any other way, 1t tends to create confusion and
conflict in the employee.

Borgatta (1954) determired that the high power-status
individuals, i.e., those of higher ranks in the hierarchy,
initiate more communicztion than do lower status persons.

The study found that persons who were told they were the boss
and could tell others what to do in the experimental

situation sent more messages. These findings were substentially
confirmed by Gersrd (1957).

A positive relationship between power-status and the
number of communications initiated is supported by a number
of studies. Hurwitz, Zander and Hymnotitch (1953) reported
that the power-status hierarchy influences the flow and
content of communications in face-to-face situations. when
there is a recognized power-status hiersarchy all group
members will direct more communication to a high power-status
individual than tc a low power-status one.

However, this author proposes that the type of personalitly

or leadership style exhibited by the high power-status leader
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may influence the quantity or the willingness, or even the
content, of the message sent to him from his subordinates.

Mussen and Porter (1959) found that the content of
communication from low to high order power-status persons
depends in large part on what the low-status person has learned
is most likely to obtain reinforcement. Again, the author
here proposes that the leadership style of the leader may
influence the employee's perception of how readily he may
gain reinforcement from his superior. Aafter all, might not
a highly authoritarian leader exhibit a different willingness
to receive certalin kinds of messages than a permissive style
leader, and each produce a different subordinate reaction
because of their personality style?

The receiver has been the subject of other studies in
communication. Zajonc and Burnstein (1959) of the University
of Michigan explored some of the distortions which occur in
the receiver, measuring the effect of uncertainty on the
acceptance of new information. Uncertainty is a possible
product of the type of manager the receiver works for, and
the expectations developed, based on leadership style, would
reflect the degree of uncertainty the employee perceives
or develops. VUncertainty appeers to affect the way people
distort what they hear or see.

Lawshe and Bolda at rurdue (195¢) have also studied
the receiver. They were concerned with the sensitivity of
the executives in industry toward their employees and the use
of role playing as a training device in increasing the sensitivity

of the executivesto cues about human relations.
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Relating to earlier material, there is a possible measure
here of the difference between autocratic and democratic
management styles, since, according to Jennings (1962) the
democratic manager is more sensitive to the needs and values
of his employees.

Maier, Read and Hooven (1959) examined the amount of
agreement and disagreement between superior and subordinate
on the nature of the subordinate's job. Included were reports
of the kind of breakdowns that occurred at middle management
levels and some of the aspects of the subordinate's job which
are communicated least successfully.

Likert (1968) indicates that such agreement on the nature
of the employee's job is an indicator of how successful the
manager's division or department may be, and that in high
producing, or successful, organizations, there is high
agreement between superior and suvpordinate.

Triandis (1959) concerned with why breakdowns occur
in business communication, examined similarities in thinking
between people and the impsct of similarity and dissimilarity
on communication. He reported finding '"people who think the
way I do" or 'people who operate on the same wave-length'
to be a gratifying experience to most administrators.
Communication with such people comes easier anc appears to be
more rewarding for the manager.

Triandis also found that different levels of the organizaticn
roduced different frames of reference about people, using

different criteria for making judgments. For upper-level
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managers, class criteria and background were important.
For lower-level managers, the supervisor or department head,
povwer was the key. For the workers, reliability, authority
anda pay received were the important criteria. This difference
in values at the different levels could also be carried over
into the frames of reference about jobs and job performance.

Managers communiicating with a particular group, Triandis
concluded, can increase the effectiveness of their communication
by taking the criteria and values characteristic of that
groups thinking into consideration.

Interpersonal relationships in organizational communication
was the subject of Shepherd and wechsler (1955) who concluded,
supstantiating an assumption generally made, that people tend
to associate with those with whom they experience the least
communication difficulty, a conclusion similar to Triandis'
above.

The attempt to summarize some of the studies in the
area of leadership style and organizational communication
most pertinent to the present study, by no means exhausts
the possibilities. In this respect, other areas, mass
communication, the sociology of communication and communication

technology may at times be highly relevant to the subject.

The Problem
Historically we have seen autocratic organizations in
which pure coercive power determined who controlled the

behavior of others. We have also seen benevolent autocracies
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paternalistic organizations and egalitarian ones which
deliberately distributed power wisely among the membership
and used a rational-legal basis for authority. There is no
one right way for an organization to be managed. It depends
instead on the fit between management's assumptions about
people and the actual characteristics of the organizational
members. Whether conscious of it or not everyone makes some
assumptions about what people are like, what motivates them
and how, therefore, they should be dealt with. The manager's
assumptions not only determine to some degree the form of
organization to be utilized in fulfilling a task, but also
will determine his management strategy concerning employees.
The kinds of expectations or perceptions the manager has about
people, e.g., his employees, will be primarily an expression
of his assumptions about them.

But as has been pointed out, employees have expectations
too. They make assumptions abcut the organization, assumptions
about the people who manage them. Therefore, the actual inter-
action between the employee and the organization can be, as
Schein (1965) has put it, "the working out of a psychological
contract."

Avery manager makes assumptions about people who work for
him. It may be personal, based on the individual himself, or
more general, based at least in part on the position which the
individual occupies within the framework of the organization.
The manager's effectiveness in dealing with his employees
will depend in part on the degree to which his assumptions

fit reality.
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It is proposed as part of the rationale of this study
that some of these assumptions may be based on the manager's
perceptions of a difference between high-creative and low-
creative personnel in his organization. It is generally
assumed that an employee may be classified as "crestive" or
not, and whether the position which he fills is considered
either a creative or a non-creative position. For this study
members of the sales department of a radio or tv station are
labeled as "low-creative'" when compared to those employees
who work in the program department in such activities as on-air
work, writing copy, composing music, activing and conceiving
new and different program ideas.

It 1is the responsibility of the program depsrtment to
produce, to create new and better solutions to the problems
of the station, i.e., how to get higher ratings than the
competition. OSales, meanwhile, has the charge of implementing
and applying these solutions to produce the revenue on which
the station is able to operate. It is admittedly a teamwork
situation, but the sales techniques are fairly standard while
novelty is of prime concern with programming, or the creative
end of the organization.

But what is creativity? How can it be determined?

Creativity has been defined a number of ways in the
psychological literature, in business discussion, in the
arts and sciences. One distinction seems central to all
these definitions: Creativity has to do with the development,
proposal and implementation of new and better solutions.

In contrast, productivity has to do with the efficient
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application of current solutions and/or methods.

In 1964 a Universily of Chicaro School of Business

sponsored seminar on creativity produced the following

characteristics of the "creative individual."

A,

Intellectual Characteristicse.

1.

Conceptual fluency: able to generate a large
nunber of ideas rapidly.

Conceptual flexibility: ability to discard one
frame of refererce for another, spontaneously.

Criginality: ability and/or tendency to give unususl,
atypical (probably new) answers to guestions,
responses to situztions, interpretstions of events.

Preference for complexity: exhibiting a preference
for complex, and to tkem intriguing, ideas and
processes.

Personality Characteristics.

1.

4.

Indenendence of Judgment: morc spt to stick to their
position when found in disagreement with others.

Devicrce: seeing themsclives as more different from
their peers, and ir fect they apucar to be more
different in any nunber of significant as well as
trivial charecteristics. womctimes feel lecnely and
apart with a sense of mission which Iisolates them,
in their minds, from the average man and corcerns.

sttitudes toward auvthority: less likely to view
authority as final and sbcolute, bul as conventional
ar.d arbitrary, contingent upon continued znd demcn-

4.

stroble suvperiority; to zccert derenderce on authcority
as a matter of expealence and view autrority ss tesnor

Imyulce acceptance: more willins fte entertain and
exrress rerscnal whins and impulses.

Approach tc Froblems.

1.

Motlvation: more perceptive to and more motivatea

by the interest inherent ir the problem and its
solution. =accordingliy get mere involveos in the tesk,
werk harder and longer ir the absence of external
pressures or incertive. Generelly place relatively
greater value cn "job interest" versus such

extrinsic rewards as salary or status.

DY e
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2. Orientation: more apt to think in terms of a larger
community, both residential and professional, to
view themselves as more of a profession than as
members of "Company X," to take their cues from
the larger professional community and attempt to
rise within it.

3. Face: often spend more time in the initial stages
of problem formation, in broad scanning of the
alternatives. 4An interpretation is that highly
creative persons have less anxiety to produce,
confident of their eventual success, thus able to
step back an9 take a broad look before making
commitments.

The appearance of the creative process, especially in its
early stages, poses a problem to most administrators. Up to
a point, it may be hard to distinguish from totally non-
productive behavior, undisciplined disorder, aimless rambling,
even total inactivity. For creativity is rarely a matter of
gradual, step-by-step progress. It is more often a pattern
of large, and largely unpredictable, steps or leaps after
relatively long periods of no apparent progresse.

The Chicago seminar concluded that management should
prize and reward creativity, increasing the chance of
maximizing creativity. However, most administrators are
more highly concerned with productivity first. Berelson, a
participant in the seminar, pointed out that the concern is
with the "sowing and reaping aspects" of an orgunization,
thus greater rewards are given for work that shows immediate
results, e.g., sales, as against that which may pay off only

in the long run. Somewhat aware of this, many organizations

offer a sop in highly structured "research and development"

7Gary A. Steiner, ed. IThe Creative Organization.
Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press. 1965. ppg. 7 - 9.
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departments who are then '"commanded" to "create."

Studies of formal channels of advancement in organizations
show that those who produce more immediate results generally
are advanced faster, given greater status, greater financial
and economic rewards. Thus it is that most of the managers
in broadcasting in the past two decades have come to their
position from the ranks of the sales department where the
emphasis is on immediate results as a consequence of the work
sales people do, and where the results are more easily measured
and recognized, e.g., in the profit-loss columns.

As an example, of the 21 managers who became subjects
for this study, 12 listed their previous position as a sales
position, generally in broadcasting. Eight listed other
managerial positions as the previous job, and only one listed
his previous position as a program director. The study did
not seek beyond the one previous step to the managerial spot
so it is possible that those who listed manigerial positions
may also have come from the sales ranks earlier.

It is the above rationale for creativity that has helped
determine the dimensions of the problem to be studied here.
Do managers see much difference, as described above, for the
creative persons in the organization, as compared to persons
in other, less creztive roles?

Greater freedom is needed for maximization of creativity
and the development of satisfactions that are important to
the creative individual. But the problem of keeping the
creative person's work relevant to the immediate problems

of the firm is difficult. The problems of a creative person
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rarely match the day-to-day operating pace and objectives of
the organization. Thus the person in the '"creative position"
is ordered to create, to provide solutions, and when he does
not do so on schedule, there is disappointment on both sides.

Potential creators, the seminar pointed out, need free
and open channels of communication. They need, and will seek,
relevant information wherever it may exist. Ideas wither for
lack of a grapevine. Any idea or possible approach must be
able to be communicated to somecne with the power to evaluate,
authorize and implement. Channels which become bogged down,
clogged with paper work, create an air of neglect and apathy,

which is stifling to the creative individual.

Rationale and Hypotheses

As described earlier, the proposed intent of the present
study was to determine whether a manager perceives a difference
in members of his organization who are working in high- and
low-creative capacities. ©Specitically, the personnel are
described as those who work in the sales department of a
broadcasting station, who implement and apply the solutions
worked out by members of the program and promotion departments,
whose primary responsibility is to produce the new and better
solutions to programming and more creative approaches to selling.

Further interest is in whether or not the manager of a
radio or TV station, in perceiving such a difference in his
personnel, might not respond to them in a different manner,

especially in a communication setting.
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A further attempt was made to determine whether differences
could be identified on the basis of the manager's style of
leadership, autocratic or democratic.

The approach to the investigation was made by studying
managers of radio and TV stations, and also conducting a
similar study with employees who work for those managers.
This provided a check on the self-identification process
used with the manager subjects and should provide a more
objective and abstract view of the problem.

Because of the exploratory nature of the study, it was
not deemed advisable to formulate highly specific hypotheses.
Rather the investigation of the problem is made from the
standpoint of seeking answers to questions of a general
nature, and testing some tentative assumptions. However,
two formal hypotheses have been developed, based on the
assumptions about the area of interest. Those assumptions
are as follows:

1. Monetary and status rewards will be higher and

more freguent for sales department personnel than
for program personnel.

2. Written memos, reports and other highly structured
forms of communication will be rated more effective
for getting information to sales department personnel
than program department personnel.

3. Informal reporting, staff meetings and other verbal

and personal forms of communication will be rated
more effective in getting information to program

department personnel than to sales department members.

L4, Bonuses and special incentives will be offered more
often to sales department personnel than to program
department personnel.

5. Members of the program department will feel more free
to discuss matters about their jobs and its aspects
with the manager than will members of the sales
department.
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6. The manager of the station will find more time to
listen to and interact personally with members of the
program department than with sales personnel because

he recognizes the need of creative people for this
type of interaction.

Based on the foregoing assumptions, which will be tested
in the study, the first main hypothesis is developed.

H1: The manager of a radio or television station will
perceive a difference between members of his
organization employed in the sales department and
those employed in the program department, such
differences basea on the low-creative and the
high-creative nature of the work done in the two
departments. Further, that because of this perceived
difference, he will act differently toward these
personnel, especially in the forms of communication
used with them.

The differences exvected are established in the set of
assumptions which vrecedea the hycothesis. Freference for
formal, structured forms of communication as opgosed to the
less formal, usually verbal apcroacn to communicztion will be
one measure of the difference in communicative :ractice. The
difference in level of pay and freqguency of bonuses is a
measure of the differenc«s perceived by the manager in the
two departments.

The second part of the study, concerning the employee
perceptions of the manager, produces the second hypothesis.
Likert (1968) says the subordinate does not always see the
situation exactly as the manager does. For examrle, he sees
the manager as willing to part with less authority than the
manager believes he gives to others. On this assumrtion,

as well as those that preceded the first hynothesis, the

second main hyrothesis is oroduced for this study.
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H2: Employees of & radio and television station will
recognize a greater difference in the manager's
perceotions of employees in thc sales and program
departments than the manager himself perceives.
Such differences will be based in part on the
low~-creative and high-creative nature of the work
performed ir. the two departments.

It should be emphasized again that the assumptions used
above are at least in part the uroduct of twenty-three years
experience in the commercial broadcast field, in positions
ranging from the beginning employee to management, tempered
by the studies of the works of Jennings, Likert, Stogdill,
Coons ana others in the course of four years in the departments
of Communication and Manegement at Michigan State University.
It remains to be seen if the perceptions of the author about

management style and communication in orgenizatlions are given

strength by the results of this study.

Summary

In this chapter a problem is posea. It is recognized
that high-creative and low-creative personnel may be found
working in the same com:rany, and that managers may have
different percections of each type of employee and the viork
they do. In addition, because this verception cof differences
the manager may act differently ir. his work relationshirs
with the personnel in each area, especislly ir those reletion-
ships which involve communication.

Further assumrtions have been made about person:lity
types of leadership and the impact that the difference in

leadership style may have in a manager's approach to the
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problems of the company. The perception of people who work
for them may be a function of their own personality type.
It is proposed that those types can be identified.

Given these assumptions, the problem posed consists of
four parts: (1) to identify differences in a manager's
perceptions of employees in high-creative and low-creative
positions in the organization, in this instance, a broadcast
station with program and sales department personnel
representing the high-and low-creative positions; (2) to
identify a relationship between these differences and manager-
ial or leadership style, i.e., identified as autocratic and
democratic; (3) to determine if managers interact with or
communicate with personnel in these positions in different
ways; and (4) to corroborate the findings of the survey of
a group of broadcast managers with a similar study of employees
of the stations managed by the manager subjects.

The methods and procedures for testing these hypotheses

will be presented in the next chapter.



CHAPTER 2
METHODS AND PROCEDURE

The purposes of this study are four-fold, as stated in
the previous chapter. The study was conducted with the
managers and employees of 21 radio and television stations
of a total of 70 approached through a written questionnaire.
(See Appendices A and B) The questionnaire was sent with
covering letter to the managers of the stations located
throughout the United States which were large enough to
have a diversified employee group in the sales and program
departments. Nine radio and 12 television stations are
represented. (See Appendix E for list of responding stations)

As was stated above, 21 stations of 70 contacted
responded with questionnaires returned from both the managers
and employees of the same station. There were three stations
which returned employee questicnnaires but no manager guestionn-
aire, and five stzations which returned only the manager
questionnaire. This provide 21 managers for the study and
a total of 88 employees representing 21 stations.

Although the stations and the subjects approximate a
national sample, there was no attempt to approximate national
distribution patterns of broadcasting stutions in selecting

the sample nor to represent every kind and size of station.

33






34
Thus, though the sample is not randomly selected, it is
representative of broadcast managers, basea on type and
size of station chosen for the study.

The reason for more employees than managers is that a set
of six questionnaires asking the same questicns asked of
the managers were mailed with a covering letter to the
Program Director of each station. The Program UYUirector was
asked to distribute a guestionnaire to each of the following:
(1) a local account executive (salesman); (2) an on-air
personality; (3) the director of continuity or a staff writer;
(4) a member of the sales department other than a salesman;
(5) the BSales Manager; and (6) the Frogram Lirector.

The questionnaires were gathered following their
admiristration and returned together. However, not every
employee was willing to fill out a questionnaire, so the
number of questionnaires returned from a single station
varied from three to the full six. In only three instances
were both manager and employee questionnaires returned unused,
with the explanation that the stution could not or did not
wish to participate. Others may not have been able or desirous
to particirate, but simply chose not tc say anything and
ignored the request for information.

In any event, every station included in the study is
represented by a manager and members of voth the sasles and
the program departments, though the overall percentage of

return for the study was relatively low, 30%.

The Instrument

The development of the instrument made use of some
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previous work done in the management-employee relation field
by Likert and his associates at the Center for Research on
Human Behavior at ann arbor, Michigan, and on work done on
leader behavior at Chio otate University by sStogdill, Coons
and others. The questions were scored on a five-item scale
with the exception of the last grcup of qguestions which were
designed to gather information of a demographic nature on
people in broadcastinge.

One of the concerns in development of the guestionnaire
was that of requiring two answers on a single scale for most
of the questions. One answer was for the manzger/sales
department relationship, the secona for the manager/program
department. woince each question sought the same information
on both departments, it was felt that by indicating each of
the answers on one scale, one by an "S" for sales, the other
by "P" for programming, would prove no real problem. Likert
in some of the Ann aArbor studies has used a similar procedure.
Results from this questionnaire seem to indicate the attempt
encountered no serious problem. Only three guestionnaires
returned were unusable because of confusion or failure on the
part of the respondent to adequately hanale the two answers
on the same scale. There were also wide differences in ratings
by one manager on a single scale for sales and programming
while they rated the two the same on other questions.

The differences that occurred on nearly every questionnaire
gives hope that the combining of two ratings on a single scale

did not bias the aata in any way.
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The first section of the questionnaire, encompassing
questions one through seven was used to identify the managerial
type. They related to material discussed earlier on the
identifying characteristics of autocratic and democratic
types of managers. Again, it is difficult to accurately
identify a versonality type, and individual managers are
expected to have characteristics of both autocratic and
democratic style in their makeup, though being dominantly
one or the other.

The second section of the guestionnaire, questions 8
through sixteen, were designed to identify a difference in
the manager's perceptions of his sales and program department
personnel. admittedly the hypotheses are dealing with an
idealized situation, sharply defining a difference between
high- and low-creative pesrsonnel. tho is to say that a
highly creative person has not been caught up in a low-creative
position as it is defined here, or vice versa. But this is
a chance which must be taken, and hopefully, over a larger
group of employees the distinction will hold.

The third portion of the qguestionnaire relates to the
kinds of relations, interactions and communicstive prccedures
of the manager with his employees. This section, including
questicns seventeen through twenty-three, is ccncerned
primarily with the follow-up proposals found in the assumptions
given in Chapter Ore.

The fourth section sought general aemographic information

on people in broadcasting, and follows generally that



37
information gathered by the research study conducted by
the Association for Professional Broadcasting in rducation
and the National association of Broadcasters released in
1962.
The information, however, is much less detailed here

than in the AFPBE-NAB study.

The subjects

All twenty-one subjects used in the manager's portion
of the study held the position of General Manager or Station
Manager of a radio or television station in the United States.
Some held dual titles such as Vice President and General
Manager, or President ana General Manager. The important
criterion was that the individuel be actively engaged in the
managing of the affairs of a broadcasting outlet.

The eighty-eight employee subjects were all people
working for the manager subjects defined above. In some
instances there were slight deviations from the specified
list of employees given in the letter to the frrogram Directors
and as pointed out above, not all questionnsires were returned
from each station. But in all stations where a change was
made, the alternate chosen, e.g., a promotion department
director or employee for a continuity writer, closely
approximated the reguested position. 4And in each station
represented, the sales and program departments both are
represented by questionnaires that were returned.

Following are descriptions of the sample subjects
specified by the three groups, the managers, the employees

and the total, combined managers and employees.
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TABLE 1.--Description of the Sample by Age Group

AGE GROUP NO. %

Manager subjects

20-29 2 oo.g
30-39 23.
4oLl 3 13.3
45-49 & 14.3
50-5k 19.0
55-59 2 9.5
60-+ " 19.0
21 100.0
Employee Subjects
20-29 10 11.4
30-39 38 43,2
Lol 21 23.9
4549 9 10.2
5054 3 3.4
55=59 5 57
go-xn 1 1.1
o Answer 1.1
E% 100.0
A1l Subjects (Manager and Employees)

20-29 iO 9.3
0-39 39.
30-44 2& 22.0
45-49 12 11.0
50=-5k4 7 6.4
55-59 7 6.4
60~ 5 4.6

No Answer
109 100.0

The age group table indicates that men in broadcasting
rarely (we cannot say '"never) become managers before the age
of 30. This again bears out the information gained in the
Masters thesis study by the author. The managers are
grouped in a bi-modal pattern with egual groups in the

40 to 50 and 50 to 60 age group brackets. The largest
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concentration seems to be between ages 50 to 54. There
appears to be a strong group of younger manugers between the
ages of 30 and 40, coming up, a fact which emphasizes the
recent youth movement in management development in the U.S.
The employee group on the other hand has its greatest
concentration in the 30 to 40 bracket. Few employees are
in the above-50 age group, as expected.
The factors of experience and background are borne out
by the following table having to do with the amount of time

spent by the individuals in the broadcasting field.

TABLE 2,--Description of the sample by Years in Broadcasting

YEaKS IN BROADCASTING NO. %

Manager oubjects

0O - § 0 0.0
6 - 10 3 14.3
11 - 15 2 9.5
16 - 20 3 14.3
21 - 25 2 9.5
26 - 30 7 33.3
31 -+ b _19.9
21 100.0
Employee Subjects
0O=- 5 8 9.1
6 - 10 15 17.0
11 - 19 22 25.0
16 - 20 23 26.0
21 - 25 11 12.6
26 - 30 3 3.4
31 -+ 5 5.7
No Answer _1 l.1
88 100

'O
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TABLE 2.--Continued

A1l Subjects (Manager and Zmployee)

0 - 5 8 703
6 - 10 18 16.5
11 - 15 24 22.0
16 - 20 26 23.9
21 - 25 13 11.9
26 - 30 10 9.2
31 -+ 9 8.3
No Answer 1 .9
109 100.0

Managers have had between 21 and 25 years experience
in broadcasting while employees have had just under 15 years
experience. The largest single group of managers had had
better than 26 years experience. The largest single group
of employees had had about 16 years, with another group of
almost the same size reporting 11 years experience. DBut a
somewhat different picture is given when length of time in
the present position is reported for both menagers and
employees. The data here besrs out the concept of mobility
in the industry, with freguent job changing the rule rather

than the exception

TuBLE 3.--Uescription of the oumrle by Time in rresent tosition

YEAKS 1IN FRESENT rOs5IiIO0 NO. %

—. el

Manager Suvjects

0- 5 13
6 - 10 L 19.0
11 - 15 2 0.5
16 - 20 1 4.8
21 - 25 1 4,8
26 - 30 0 0.0
31 - + 0 0.0
o1 100.0

-
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TABLE 3.--Continued

Employee Subjects

0- 5 59 67.0
6 - 10 14 15.9
11 - 15 9 10.2
16 - 20 3 3.4
21 - 25 1 1.1
26 - 30 0 0.0
31 - + 1 1.1
No Answer 1 1.1
B 88 100.0

A1l Subjects (Manager and Employee)
0O - 5 72 66.1
6 - 10 18 16.5
11 - 15 11 10.1
16 - 20 L4 3.7
21 - 25 2 1.8
26 - 30 0 0.0
31 - + 1 .9
No Answer 1 .9
109 100.0

Better than 80 percent of the managers have been in their
present positions less than 10 years. However, eight of the
twenty-one managers had come tc the position from other
managerial positions, either managers of other stations or
assistunt managers of the present or another station. Twelve
managers arrived at the present managerial post through a
position in sales. Only one had been in a programming
position prior to becoming a manager.

Employee time in the job now held approximated that of
the manager, with better than &2% having held their jobs
less than 10 years, and 66% less than five years. In the
broadcast industry mopnility appears to be even greater in

the earl ears as experience is gainea and better oprortunity
£ PI
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in bigger stations located in lcrcger markets is scught.
Higher saleries are paid in larger markets. The
bigger salary is also reflecied in years of experience in

the industry.

TABLE Y4.--Description of the Sumple by Salary Ezrned

SALARY RANGE NO. %

Manager bSuojects

$10,000 - 2€,000 1 4.8
21,000 - 29,000 1 4.8
30,000 - 39,0C0 2 9.5
0,000 - 49,000 2 9.5
50,000 - 59,C00 3 14.3
60,0C0 - + > 9.5
No Response 10 47.6

21 100.0

Emplcyee oubjects

#10,000 - 20,000 26 29.5
21,000~ 29,000 30 3,1
30,000 - 39,000 8 9.1
40,000 - 49,000 0 0.0
50,000 - 59,C00 0 0.0
60,000 - + 1 1.1
No Response 23 26.1

88 100.0

A1l Subjects (Manager and mmployees)

$10,000 - 20,000 i 24,8
21,000 - 29,000 31 284
30,000 - 39,000 10 9.2
40,000 - #9,000 2 1.8
50,000 - 59,000 3 2.8
60,000 - + 3 2.8
No RHesponse 33 3Cq3

109 100.0

Unfortunately a grest many of tre resgondents chose not
to revegl their uresent salary bracket. 7This wss esvecially
true of the manager respondents with nearly 5C% of the subjiects

declining to disclose their salaries. Some 2€% of the emtvleoyees
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did not reveal what they were making as a salary in their
present position.

Managers earn relatively greuter salaries than employees
reflecting not only position, but also years of experience and
perhaps to some extent the fact that they have attained their
position through the sales ranks, where they had a high income
before becoming managers.

As expected, employees salaries ranged in the lower
brackets, though the 34 per cent who earn between twenty and
thirty-thousand probably reflects the fact that a number of
supervisors and department-head-level respondents were
included in the sample. The one employee who indicated he
earned better than $60,000 a ycar is an on-the-air performer
who commands a top price in a major market.

Education is also a good indicator of success in the
broadcasting field. The educationzsl level of management is
quite high with better than 95% of the respondents irdicating
college or post-grsduate educaticnal experience. 4 third
of the managerial respondents indicated at leust some post-
graduate traininge.

But employees too had high educaticn levels, with more
than 85% irdicating college or beyond. approximately 20 percent
of the total rescondents had sose post-graduate education.

This is undoubtedly a reflection c¢f the greater number
of students who are takirg their broadcast training in the
many departments of Kaaio and Television, ~dvertising or one

of the related fields todaye
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TABLE 5.--~Description of the sample by Education Level

EDUCATION CATEGURY NO. %

Manager Suojects

High School 1 4.8
Vocational/lTechnical Schooling 0 0.0
College 13 61.9
Post-Graduate _Z 33.3,
21 100.C
Employee Subjects
High School 8 9.1
Vocational/Technical Schooling 3 3.4
College 62 70.5
Post-graduate 14 15.9
No Response L 1.1
88 100.0
A1l Subjects (Mznager and gmplcyees)
High School 9 8.3
Vocational/Technical Schooling 3 2.8
College 75 68.8
Post-graduate 21 19.3
No KResponse 1 .9
109 1C0.0

In connection with the question on educational beackground
another question was asked of the respondents as to the nature
of broadcasting experience or background which would be
recomnended for people interested in entering the field.
Response generslly was strongest where the following categories
were concerned: small market experience in broadcasting,
liberal arts education, college radio and television courses,
business management and marketing background, either in school
or through practical experience. Of less importance, out still

mentioned by some of the subjects were the traditional subjects
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such as knglish, jourralism, speech and other specialized
areas such as engineering and accounting. sabout half the
subjects mentioned communicaticn courses as such, emphasizing
the theory as well as the practice of communication.

Two other questions asked of the subjects are worthy
of reporting here. They concerned the degree of satisfaction
of the subject, manager or employee, with present compensation
procedures and with promotion policies in the company.

TABLE 6.--Description of the Samnple by batisfacticn with
Present oalary

-

DEGril OF SaTIiSKFACILION KO.

RN

Manager Subjects

Very Satisfactory 8 38.1
Satisfactory 10 47.6
Unsatisfactory 1 4.8
No Response 2 9.5
21 1C0.C
Employee subjects
Very ocatisfactory 16 18.3
Satisfactory 63 71.5
Unsatisfactory 7 8.0
No Response _2 2.3
88 1C0.C
All Subjects (Manzger and Employee)
Very Satisfactory ok 22.0
satisfactory 73 67.0
Unsatisfactory 73
No Response Y — 37
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TABLE 7.-=bescription of the Sample by satisfaction with
the Company Promotion frolicy.

p—

DEGREE OF SATISFACTION NO. %

Menager Subjects

Very Satisfactory 9 L2.9
Satisfactory 9 42.9
Satisfactory with reservations 3 14.3
Unsatisfactory o) 0.0
No Response 0 0.0
. 21 100.0
Employee Subjects
Very Satisfactory 25 28.4
Satisfactory L3 L4L8.9
Satisfactory with reservations 13 14.8
Unsatisfactory L 4.5
No Response 3 3.4
88 100.0
All Employees (Manager and cmployee)
Very satisfactory 34 31.2
Satisfactory 53 47,
Satisfactory with reservations 16 15.0
Unsatisfactory L 3.7
No Response -3 2.8
109 100.0

C—

Obviously there should be few managers displeased with the
promotion policies of the company since they have reached one
of the top rungs on the organizational ladder. It was suspected
some might have been slow in getting there, a situation which
may have provided some unhappiness with the promotion policy.

As for the employees, those who expressed dissatisfaction
with advancement policies were older employees who had been
with a company for many years and were still making only
moderate salaries. For the most part, satisfaction wes

evident.
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Summary

The questionnaire appears to have provided the necessary
means of gathering the information sought to test the
hypotheses, as well as some vital information on the subjects
themselves. 4As was pointed out at the beginning of this
chapter, the sample is not a randomly selected sample of
managers and employees in the broadcasting industry, but it
is representative of the kind of station which should jproduce
the variety of personnel needed for the study.

Data from the questionnaire was analyzed in the Michigan
State University Computer Institute for social Science Research
on a CDC 3600 Computer. <Lests avplied sought ccocrrelations
between items of the guestionnaire, and differences between
sales and program perceptions of the managers, from both the
manager and employee viewpoint. In addition it was decided
to do a factor analysis to probe the dimensions of any
differcnces observead.

The results of these tests are tabuluated and discussed

in the next chapter.



CHAPTER 3
ANALYSIs AND FINDINGS

In this chapter are presented the findings of the study.
They include a test of the means of the difference scores
between sales and programming on the two main hypotheses,
factor structures obtained through factor analysis to delineate
the dimensions of the differences and the scales which are
most descriptive of these structures, and an informal test
of the assumptions of the study through a matched-pairs
design using a "t"=test for ecuality of means.

First, an important finding that had an impact on the
study should be reported and discussed.

One of the concerns of this study was with the leadership
style of manegers of broadcast organizations. attempts were
made to ldentify two types of leadership style, autocratic
or authoritarian, and democratic or participatory.

Items one through seven of the questionnaire were coded
for this identification. High scares led toward the autocratic
type and low scores toward the democratic type. This allowed
a range of scores for each subject with a maximum of 35, most

autocratic, and a minimum of 7, most democratic.

48
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In tabulating the scores from the manager group, the
range of scores was very small, the scores grouping from
a low of 13 to a high of 20. Though the indication was that
most of the 21 managers fell in the direction of the democratic
style, there was not enough variabion to give strong identif-
ication between autocratic and democratic styles. It thus
became impossible to rate each manager individually as one
type or the other.

However, though such a distinction was not possible, it
was felt that comparisons should be made, according to the
hypotheses, with or without the use of the leadership style
variable. Thus, the discussion of the hypotheses becomes an
informal, more general aprroach toc the manager's relationship
with his employees.

When employee scores on managerial leadership style were
considered, the range of scores changed but little, ranging
from a low of 13 to a high of 27, for individual employees.

But when employees were matched as a group with their managers
and a mean score was drawn from the data, the range narrowed
greatly, from a low of 15.33 to a high of 21.83, once again
making it impossible to break the managerial group into a
leadership style difference.

What was apparent, however, was the fact that the employees
see thelir manager as much more autocratic than the maneger sees
himself. Of the 88 employees, 65, or 73.9% rated the manzger
as more autocratic, 14, or 15.9% rated him more democratic than
he rated himself, and nine, or 10.2% rated the employer the

same as he had rated himself.
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When employees were matched with their own manager and
a mean score drawn, the difference between manager and
employee perception of leadership style became more pronour.ced.
Only one employee group rated their mansger the same as he
rated himself. The other 20 groups all gave him a higher
rating, indicating that they thought he was more autocratic
than he thought he was. The mean differences ranged from a
high of 5.40 to a low of .25.

Over the ten employee groups with the greatest differences
the mean difference was 4.0. The five employee groups with
the greatest difference had an average difference of L4.6k4.

On the other end of the scale, the five employee groups with
the smallest difference had a mean difference of 0.1l2.
This included the group with no difference.

The tabulated data suggests that in most instances, the
manzger may be misperceiving his style of leadership, believing
himself to be more aemocratic than his employees see him, or
than he really is in his mancgerial role. The fact that
employees would see their boss as more authoritarian in his
methods of operation than he sees himself should not be
surprising. It bears out Likert's (1968) findings concerning
differences in manager-employee relationships mentioned
earlier.

The tuble in Appendix C gives the comparative ratings of
the manager, the employees who work for him, and the mean of
the employee group scores for each of the 21 managers.

It should be emphasized again that the analysis of the
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hypotheses is both informal and exploratory, especially in
view of the fact that it was not possible to rate the managers
on their leadership style, and break them into distinct style

groups.

Testing the Hypotheses

The results of the tests of the hypotheses are as
follows:
H : The manager of a radio or TV station will perceive
1 a difference between members of the organization
employed in the sales department and those employed
in the program department, such differences based

on the high-creative and low-creative nature of
the work done in each department.

In considering the first main hypothesis, correlations
were run on each variable (items 8 through 16 of the gquestion-
naire) as it related to each other variable. Difference
scores were drawn on each item for all managers, the differences
being between the manager's rating of sales and his rating of
program personnel. <The correlation tables are found in
Appendix D for both the manager subjects anu for the
employee subjects.

Table 8 lists the data on the mean differences on each
question over all managers, the standard deviation for each
mean, the "t" of the mean and its significance level.

A difference was found in questions 8 and 9 of the
instrument, significant at the .00l level, indicating thazt
managers do perceive a difference where salary and other

forms of motivation are used, either monetary, as in item
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8, or satisfaction in the work, as in item 9.

TABLE 8.--Mean differences, all lManzgers, Sach Variable

— nen N 3 3
Variable X Lifference Standard t" of the Significance

Deviation Mean Leval
PS Dif 1 0.76 0.70 4,98 ¢.001
PS Dif 2 0.52 O.74 3.20 {001
PS Div 3 0.1k 0.57 1.1% .261
PS Dif L 0.38 0.86 2.01 (05
PS Dif § 0.05 0.66 0.32 .75
PS Dif 6 -0.14 0.57 -1l.14 .27
PS Dif 7 -C.05 1.07 -0.20 .84
PS Dif 8 0.10 O 4kt 1.00 <33
PS Dif 9 O.14 0.91 0.72 L8
PS Dif 10 -0.10 O.54% -0.80 L2
PS Dif 11 0.14 0.65 1.00 .32
Ps Dif 12 --.10 0.30 -1.45 .16
N=21

The differences were created by subtracting the sales
igares from grogramming scores. It had been predicted that
sales personnel would be more motivated by the financial and
status rewards offered, and that programming personnel would
be motivated by the satisfactiorn in achievement. The data
in this instance would appear to suprnort these contentions.

Significance was also achieved at the .05 level for
item 4, having to do vith the production in the departments.
The manager, as expected, sees sales as a more productive
department then programming. This is in line with the
hypothesis tl.at managers, many of them sales oriented in
their broadcasting background, see the immediate results of
a sales tabulaution sheet as representing successful production
more than the work of the programming department where high-

creative individuals ususlly make advances in sporadic, t..ough

large, strides rather than in steady, day-by-dcy progress.
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The other questions did not produce significant
differences between the manager's ratings of sales and
program personnel. The general feeling is that managers do
see a difference between employees in the two areas, but
only in certain, specific ways. It becomes difficult to
generalize and say flatly that managers do see a difference.
The difference needs further defining.

Hy: The employees of a radio or television station
will recognize a greater difference in the
manager's perceptions of employees in the sales
and programming depzrtments than the manager
himself perceives, based on the low-creative and
high-creative nature of work on which the two
departments spend most of their time and energy.

The numoer of items which produced significant results
in the tests oi the differences for sales and programming
was five, two more than for the managers. On the basis of
this it is possible to say that employees see a difference
in more items than the managers. However, the magnitude of
differences between managers and employees on conmparable
items is not significant. Table 9 gives the means of the 88
employees on each item, the standard deviations, the "t" of
the mean and the significance level.

The first variable and the second matched those of the
managers, salary and self-satisfaction, and were in the same
direction as the managers'. Programming personnel seem to
be motivated by self satisfaction in work done more than

sales personnel, who in turn are more motivated by the

financial and status rewards to be gained in the company.
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TABLE 9.-~Mean Differences, all Employees,Each Variable

—_—

Variable X Difference oStandard  "t" of the Significance

Deviation Mean Level
PS Dif 1 1.11 0.95 10.97 {.001
PS Dif 2 043 1.00 4,03 ¢. 001
PS Dif 3 0.09 0.81 1.05 .29
PS Dif & 0.35 0.95 344 {001
PS Dif 5 0.01 0.87 0.12 .90
PS Dif 6 0.01 0.87 1.51 .13
PS Dif 7 0.19 0.96 1.86 .06
PS Dif 8 0,20 0.98 1.94% (.05
PS Dif 9 -0.09 0.9% -0.90 .36
PS Dif 10 -0.02 0.93 -0.02 .82
PS Dif 11 0.07 0.78 0.81 1
PS Dif 12 -0.33 0.87 -3.56 {.0001
N=88

In addition to the two items, the employees also saw the
manager as seeing a significant difference in the area of
productivity in the two depa.tments as did the managers, the
employees seeing the manager as perceiving sales as more
productive than programming. They seemed to also feel that
the manager looks out for the personnel in the sales department
more than he does for the personcl welfare of progromming
personnel. This may be drawn from the fact that this greater
concern is evidenced in the larger salariss paid, in the
minds of the employeese

A significant negative difference was seen in the commun-
ication or exchange of information on a horizontal level in
the organization, indicating progazm department personnel
may interact among themselves more than do sales personnel.
This holds to the proposition, discussed in Chapter 1, that
high-creative personnel have a need for informstion relevant

to their work and will seek it from any and every source.
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In order to define further the elements which play an
important part in determining the differences between sales
and programming personnel in the organization a factor
analysis was run to determine the dimensions of any differences.

A check made of the correlations between each variable
and every other variable found some good definers of these
dimensions. Correlation tables for the varidables may be
found in Appendix D for both the manager group and the
employee group of subjects.

For the Managers, variable eleven, represented by item
15, which had to do with the vertical communication in the
organization, was highly correlated with many other variables.
The difference in amount of communication between managers
and personnel in sales and programming appears to be a
significant variable.

Item 10, the amount of freeaom to make decisions and
choose methods of word produced the highest correlation (r=.69)
with the amount of satisfaction members of the department
derive from the work they do (variable 3). Those members
of the program department who are allowed to handle their
own decision making and do their work without undue inter-
ference or very close supervision, appear to find more
satisfaction in the work they do, as was predicted.

Item 10 was also correlatea with item 7 (r=.44), the
quality control of work done, with item 8 (r=.46), the extent
to which the manager looks out for the perscnal welfare of
individuals in the department, and item 9 (r=.48), the extent

of criticism of the department made by the manager.
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Item 8 was also correlated with item nine (r=.53), the
amount of management criticism, with item 10 (r=.46), the
degree of freedom for the making of decisions and doing the
work, and item 11 (r=.40, the adequacy of vertical communic-
ation, from the depsrtment to the manager.

Thus, some of the best predictors prove to be the
vertical communication adequacy, the interest of the manager
in the personal welfare of the individual employee, and the
degree to which the manager leaves members on their own in
getting work done.

In the factor analysis, the investigution first
undertook to look at the data through the Mc{uitty Elementary
Linkage snalysis.

This form of analysis enables one to identify the pairs
of variables vwhich have the largest correlations. The
subsequent linkages of this correlation with other high
correlations in each variable involved gives the pattern of
relationships. The diagram cf linkages for the manager subjects

is shown in Figure .

Figure l.--Elementary Linkage Analysis: Manager correlations

A, B. 2
364—=10e= 9=—75 /
1 1 b e—— 11— 6
7 8 1

1€<=—= 1>

The Mc@uitty linkages provide a sense of prediction on

8Louis L. Mc@uitty. "Elementary Linkage Analysis for
Isolating Orthogonal and Oblique Types ana Typal Relevancies.'
Educational and tsychological Measurements. Vol. 17, #2. 1957.
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the loadings of variables on factors that were found in
the facter analysis.

Table 10 lists the variables in rank order by magnitude
of factor purity value under the factor on which the variable
had its primary loading. In addition, the loading on the next
highest factor is also given.

Criteria used for selecting the best factor rotation for
each group, managers and employees, were:

1. Coefficients of factor similarity across the rotations
within the group should show stability of factors once they
have been extracted in rotation. ©Stabllity may be defined
as showing a coefficient of similarity of at least 0.50 or
greater,

2. The varizbles which emerge with the highest and
purest loadings on factors must form a cluster that is
psychologically mecaningful, in the judgment of the researcher.

3. The factors in the rotation selected should account
for 50 percent or better of the total variance.

Using these criteria, a 3-factor rotation was selected
for the manager group and a four-factor rotation for the
employee groupe.

The McRuitty Linkage sunalysis was helpful in verifying
criterion 2 above, the formation of clusters that were
meaningful as comparison of the linkage patterns in Figure
1 and the factor loadings in Tables 10 and 11 will show.

The Kiel-Wrigley criterion (Kiel, 1966) was used to

select the factor solutions. (Kiel-wrigley = 2)
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TABLE 10.=-=-Factor oStructure for Twenty-one Managers

Variables Rotatea Factor Loadings on
Loadings/Pyrimary Next Highest
Factor Factor B
Factor 1
10 Independence in  =0.82 0.26
work
3 Satisfaction ~-0.76 0.42
in work
9 amount of Mgr. 0.76 0.09
Criticism
8 Manager interest -0.71 -0.17
in Employee Welfare
Factor 2
4 Productivity 0.91 C.20
2 Motivated by work 0.78 -0.09
satisfaction
11 Vertical Communication 0.72 0.47
Upward
6 Use of Time, talent, 0.56 O.41
Materials
Factor 3
1 Motivation by 0.85 0.47
fcon./status rewards
12 Horizontal communication -0.66 -0.21
aAadequacy
7 uality control of -0.54% 0.50
Work
Proportions and Total 0.25 0.23 0.15 Total = 0.63

Variance accounted For

For the employees, there were fewer high correlations in
the matrix. (See appendix D) The highest (r=.56) came between
items seven and six. oSeven, the quality control of work was
correlated with six, use of time and talents, and was also

correlated (r=.42) with variable four, productivity.
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The three would seem to logically relate to one another.
Variable four was also correlated (r=.4%41) with variable six,
which in turn was also correlated with variable three (r=.49),
the amount of satisfaction gained from work done.
Loocking at the matrix through the Mcyuitty Linkage
analysis once again, variables 6, 7 and 4 form the core of

the linkage pattern with other variables grouped about it.

Figure 2.--Elementary Linkage analysis: Employee Correlations

—

A. 11 B.
{
2 12 1 ll== 12 =1
{ { {

10—3 — 6557« he 5
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Generally correlstions among all variables for the employee
sample were lower than those for the sample of man:zgers on the
same variables, indicating that employees perhaps do not see
the manager as perceiving as great a difference than the manager
seems to see himself, but seeing differences in more areas than
does the manager.

The Mci@yuitty linkages are an indication of relative strength
of loadings of variables on factors found in the factor analysis.
Table 11 lists the variablcs for the employee subjects in rank
order by magnitude of factor purity value under the factor on
which the variable had its primary loading. It also lists the

loadings on the next highest factor for comparison's sake.
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Table 1ll.--Factor Structure for Eighty-eight Employees

Variables Rotated Factor Loadings on
Loadings/Primary Next Highest
Factor Factor
Factor 1
5 absence & 0.87 0.12
Turnover
L Froductivity ~0.54 0.40
Factor 2
Manager interest 0.78 -0.23
in smployee welfare
9 Extent of Mgr. 0.71 0.21
Criticism
Factor 3
12 Horizontal Comm- 0.77 0.18
unication
11 Vertical Communic- O¢ 74 0.20
ation
7 quality control of -0.58 -0.34%
work
1 Motivation by 0.35 0.26
economic/status rewards
Factor 4
3 Sutisfaction from 0.81 0.15
work
2 Motivation by 0.75 -0.10

work outisfaction

Proportions and total 0.12 0.13 0.17 0.17 Total = 0.59
Vuriance 4ccounted for

S— —
=

Again, using the criteria for selecting the best factor
rotation for each groug, a four factor rotation was produced

using the Kiel-wrigley criterion (Kiel, 1966).

Nature of the Factors and Factor Structures

A comparison of the variubles in the factor structure
table for managers indicates two strong factors, and a third

that is perhaps not as strong. The three factors account for
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63% of the total variance, while the addition of a fourth
factor accounted for only 9% more, or a total of 72%.
The dimensions which emerged for the managers were:
(1) the dimension of self satisfaction, or what might be
termed independence; (2) an efficiency dimension; and (3)
a work satisfaction dimension. A discussion of each follows.

Dimension 1: The combinuation of variables in this factor

seem to point to a dimension of satisfaction within the
individual with his job, company and the work he does.

The manager may see this as one form of his democratic

makeup as a leader, allowing freedom of decision making and
doing work at one's own pace, where the employees may feel

it's a measurement of the independence to which he is entitled.

The vuriables of this dimension go together well when
considered in this framework. Independence in making decisions,
choosing work pace and so forth, as long as the employee meets
overall general expectations, ought to lead to a high amount
of satisfaction with one's work. In essence the employee is
his own boss and therefore should be satisfied with the work
he is doing. As indicated, this received the highest
correlation (r=.69) on the mutrix.

But the degree to which the manager criticizes the
department and its personnel should also lezad to a certain
amount of job satisfacticn, low criticism equaling work being
well done, thus more freedom and independence of working
conditions, and finally greater job satisfaction.

The fourth variable, the manager's interest in personal

welfare should add strength to the belief that the manarer
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trusts you and is willing to give the added room for
independent decision making.

These variables go together logically as well as
mathemztically. sand referring once again to McQuitty's
Linkage Analysis, we find the four variables, 3, 10, 9 asnd 8
forming the center of the linkage pattern with only 5 and 7
not showing up strongly on the factor table. Variubles
5 and 7 do have relevance to the independence dimension,
however, as logically there should be less turnover and
absence under a situation of job freedom, where the work is
enjoyed «nd where the quality of work is high because of the
conditions described auove.

Dimension 2: The variables which make up this factor

seem to lead to an efficiency, or perhaps to the qualification
or expertese factor.

Consisting of productivity levels, work satisfaction
as a motivating force, thec adequacy of upward communication
and the use of time, materials and talent, the combination
seems to relate well, or hang-together well. It makes up
the major portion of the secondary Mceuitty Linkage patterns
too.

An employee, motivatec by wvork satisfaction, is vary
likely to produce at a better rzte thzn one who is not happy
with his work. He will also maxe better use of his time,
talents and the materials jrovided by the cowvany for the
performance of his work.

Relevant to this is the opecnness of communicetion upwerd
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to the manager, a sign that the manager trusts the employee's
judgments and/or respects the employee's knowledge or expert-
ese in his field. This particular variatle relationship bears
out one of the premises of this thesis, that good communicstion
between management and subordinates will ease tensions, produce
greater production quotas and will, in general, create more
harmony within the organization.

Again, referring back to the Mcyultty Linkage ar.alysis,
variables four (productivity) and eleven (vertical communic-
ation) form the core of the linkage pattern.

Dimension 3: Hanging together a little more loosely

is the third factor, one that might be labeled work satis-
faction. Made up of the three variables, motivation by
economic or stztus rewzrds, horizontal communication
adeguacy and th= guality control of work, this dimensiocn
woulé avpcar to »oirt towsrd a saticsfrction with the kind
of work the incividual ewmrlcyee dons. Setisfaction is
expressed in the kind and size of salary and/or ststus
rewsrds received, and also in the fact tlat communication
among the members of the department is good, open and free.
Both these should lead to an improved quality of work
accomplished by the members of the department. rherefore
this dimension might pbe referrec to as a dimension of work
satisfaction, hicghly importent to the successful operztion
of the organization.

The third varisble, qguality cortrol of work, is comewhat
more vague than the other two, being temrerec vy the fzct

that the loadings on the next high-st factor for this varizble
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were very close (=0.54% and 0.5C0). But it is still relevant
to the dimension of work satisfaction.

Turning to the dimensions which appeared for the
employee subjects, it would be expected that some differences
may be found from the manager dimensions. This is based on
earlier Jdiilerences between managers and employees, in the
perception of leadership style, strength of cor.elztions
and so forth.

Dimension 1: This factor consists of the variables,
degree of absence and turnover in the depsrtment and out,
or production. It might be termed an efiiciency dimension.
It appecrs logical that less absence and turnover in a
department would assist the production of the department's
output. The percentage of variance accounted for by this
factor was .17.

Vimension 2: The second dimension, including variables

8 snd 9, might ve termed a monitoring ifactor. MHenager
interest in the individual ewploy<e and his welfare is not
highly correlated with the extent of the manager's criticism
of work and employees in the department. But together in

the rotated factor loadings, there are also moderately high
factor correlations on v.riable 4, production, and ten, the
degree to which employees are left on their own. Both relate
to 4 in the Mcwuitty analysis, but not to variable 10. This

dimension accounts for .13 of the vazriance.
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Dimension 3: This includes horizontzl communication,

vertical communication, guality control and motivation by
economic and status rewards. This might be termed an aware-
ness dimension. Both communicoticn variables indicate that
employees are cognizant of what is sgoing on through their own
interaction with their peers and through open organizational
channels. Such free exchange of information is certainly

a factor which cun lead to improved quality of production,
especially for program personnel, and which may itself

lead to improved szlaries and economic rewards.

The relationships are there, and have some strong
reasons to reinforce the assumptions about such relationships.
The percentage of variance accounted for by this factor was
«17.

Dimension 4: Variasbles 3 and 2 are veryclose in

concept. 7To be rmotivatew by the work you are doing is to

receive some degree of satisfaction fromw doing that work.

This might be termed a dimension of work satisfaction, the
second dimensicn that would msten one of the airensions in
the mansger's porticn of the study. However, there are none
of the same variables repested in the two dimensions, from
group to group. &Another high loading is found on variable
six, the use of time, materials and talents which relates

to work satisfaction as a dimension. This factor also

accounted for .17 of the verlance, the same amount as did

variables in dimension three.



66

One noticeable feuture of the dimensions of the results
of the present study is the strength of the dimension of the
type of work that is done by the employees. This, of course,
is one of the key points of interest in this study. Behind
the hypothesis is the assumption that people are different
because of the type or kind of work they do, and the things
within the organization which relete to this kind of work.

This concept appears to play a pert in all three of the
factors produced by the factor rotation in the mansger group.
It does not appear so strongly in the factors uncov:red in
the employee group, a fact wnich, again, would appear to
support the main hypotheses of the study which hsd to do
with the manager group in broadcasting, and their percepticns
of differences in employ=ses caused by the type of work they
do, or the position they occupy in the ccmpany.

In testing some of the assumptions of the study, it 1is
interesting to look at other vortions of ths questicnnaire.

Items 17 through 23 of the instrument were designea
to help investigate the aimensions of the differences, if
any differences were found. Instead a teat of the means of
the raw scores on each guestion was made. Using a matchecd-
palrs design, the means were tested for slignificance by a
"t" test for ecuality of wm:ars. This was dene for both the
manwger subjects and the employee subjects. The categories
of autocratic and democratic styles of leidership were
dropped snd s single "manager' category was used. The

results of the tests on the assumiticns follow:
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1. Monetary and status rewards will be higher and

more frequent for sales department personnel than
for program department members.

For managers, the mean score was 4.24 for sales. For
programming personnel it was 4.38. The "t" of =~1.31 was
not significant, an indication of little difference in this
area.

Yet, this contradicts some of the information found
earlier in the analysis. In adaition, further strength for
this finding was present in a comparison of salaries for
programming personnel in the stutiony and for sales, «s
reported in the demographic section of the instrument.

A test for significence was mude of the mean salary of
both sales and programming personnel. Table 12 lists tle

information from the salary comparisonse.

Table 12+.-~Mean Selary, sales vs. Programming, Employees only.

Category Freq. Mean Std. Lev. F. Stat. Probability
Sales 30 1.60 0.76 0.G0 1.00
Programming 35 1.80 1.08

N=65

There was no difference found at all. However, it should
be pointea out that the divulging of the incividuzl's salary
category was the one area that received a great many "no
response" checks. Fifteen sales personnel declineda to reveal
their salary category and 8 programming personnel would not
reveal theirs, a total of 26.1% of the subjects in the euployee

stuay.
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It becomes difficult to accept this information as
reasonable or logical, «nd to seek explanation for it. &
number of variables have likely had impact on this finding.
One, the categories for salary range were large, $10,000
for each step. oSecond, a few of the programming personnel
were thne on-air talent which is highly paid, above $60,000
per year. These few meibers of the talent pool are non-
representative and may have overloaded this one category.
Further investigation is called for here.

2. vwritten memos, re.orts and other highly structured
forms of communication will be rzted more effective
for getting information to the sales dep:urtment
personnel than to program department personnel.

For the managers, sales department mean was 3.71, the
program department mean 3.57. The "t" was 1.31, and again
significance was not obtained.

For the employees the sales mean was 4.0l, the program
aevartment mean 3.82. This gave a "t" of 2.35, which would
be significent at the .02 level.

In explanation, the employees appear tosee the efriectiveness
of memos and written reports as more a function of the sales
depertment than of tne program department, which is in line
with the direction of the hypothesis.

3. Informal reports, staff meetings and other verbal
(cral) forms of communication will be rated as
somewhat more effective in getting infcrmation
to program depertment personnel than to sales
department personnel.

This is an attempt to say that programming, or the

high=-creative personnel seek anu use more face-to-face
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interaction with other members of the organization. This
did not hold up for the manugers who rated sales ana vrogramming
exactly the same, each with a mean of L,.33.

Results were not significant for the employees either.
The sales mean was 4.C7 and the programming mean 4.00. This
produced a "t" of .8k4%.

Y4, Bonuses and special incentives will be offered more
freguently to sales department persomnmnel and will be
higher then for program department personnel.

I'he mancgers mean for sales was 2.42, and for programming
1.81. The "t" was 2.91, significant at the .01 level. This
appears to uphold the contention of the hjypothesis that sales
is favored in the monetary reward areuz in the form of srecial
incentives and bonuses.

For the employee group, m-ans of 2.98 for sales and
1.97 for programming were produced. The "t" was 5.380, highly
significant beyona the .00l level. In this at least, it
appears the two groups are in agreement, though once again,
it should be pointed out that the employees see grester
differences thun do the mansgers.

5. Members of the program depsrtment will feel more

free to discuss matters about their jobs and its
aspects with the manager thar will members of the
sales department.,

The managers saw little difference in sales and programming
on this question. The sal-s mean was 4.61, the progremming
mean 4%.42. The "t" was .97, which is not significant.

For the employees, the sales mean was 4.25 ana the
program depasrtment mean was 4.23, producing a "t" of 0.1k,

certainly not significant.
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The high means from the above data seem to indicate
that both sides, sal:s and programming, generally feel free
to discuss matters about thelr vwork with the manager of the
station.

6. The manager of the station will find more time to
listen to ana interact personally with members of
the program depsrtment than ne will the sales
department.

The mansgers' mean for both sales and programming was
4.76, giving no daifierence at all. The employee mesn for
sales was 4.17, for progrumming 4%.09. The "t' was .9c,
not significant.

Ihe overull icpression gaineua from the tests of the
wssumptions 1s ore of littlie aiffeience between tne menbers
of the programwming ena sales dep.riments in the eyes of
the manager. Lne only signiflcant difference showed up in
the areas of oonuses .n.¢ specisl iucentives given to memcers
of tne Cwo departments. Lowever, the ea.lier test of the
main nypotheses diu not inuicate guluve that narrow of &
range of aifferernces. Ine non~signiricant items, it should
be poiiiteu out, on the aszurpitons were on items that did
not incliude the leadersnlip variatle. Ihe arez of leadership
style needs to be more closely cefineu irn orcer to obtain
alfferences in styles before o Lest may oe wmade on the

original hygotvneses.

Summary
The leadersnip style variauvle of the stuay was aropncea

nstrument to distirzsulsh

ol

}..‘.

because of the inability of tThe
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adequately between autocr«tic stylss and democratic styles
of leadersnip. This lea to a general analysis of the data
skirting the airect tesiing of the ascumptions which concerned
the leadership style variable.

Une difierence was noted between manager perceptions
of self in leadership style anc the perceptions of the
employees on the same variable. Lmployees generzlly reted
the manager as much more autocratic than the manager rated
himself.

Factor analysis was used to further analyze the data
for the study in an attempt to determine the dimensions of
the differernces identified. It provided three factors for
the manager group and four for the employees group.

In testing the hypotheses, portions of the first main
hypothesis were found significant, but some portions were not.

In gereral, only part of the first hypothesis provead
to be in the airection predicted, but enough did not so that
all considered, it is difficult to say that managers do
perceive any significant difference petween high-creative
znd low-creative individusls who work for them, or such a
difference in the jobs which are classified as high-und
low=-creative.

he second main hypothesis produced more thst was
of interest. DMore items were rated as having significant
differences, waichlends supyort to the prorosal that there

may be some sort of perceived difterence between sales and
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programming personnel in a broadcast station by the manager.
However, managers may not be willing to admit to such a
difference, or may be unable to recognize it for what it is.
The employees, from their position within the organization,
do perceive thet the manager recognizes some differences.

The factor analysis rotations brought out the dimensions
of satisfaction with self, efficiency, and satisfaction with
work from the manager group.

Employee group dimensions were efiiciency, more monitoring
by the man:ger, awareness and work motivation. oimilar dimen-
sions were the efficiency and work satisfaction dimensions
from both groups.

The assumptions were tested by a matched pairs design
using the "t" test for ecuality of means. Significant
differences were found only in the aimension of economic rewards
and bonuses as inceuntives for sales and progrumming. =»l1l
others provea to be non-significant.

Despite the number of non-significent results in the
study, some aress for future consider:tion and exploration
were opened up, sore strong indications given in the direction
of the perceived differences hypothesized by the study and
some of the nethodology needs refining and modifying for
future study in this area.

This area of findings will be discussec in Chapter 4

which followse.



CHAPTER 4
DISCUSSION

Most of the rationale for this study came from the
research conducted by the author for a Musters thesis study
made in 1969. 4t that time, reason was found to believe
that there were ways to discern a manager's leadership
style. The fact that the present study did not delineate
strongly between the autocraztic and aemocratic styles should
not be taken to indicate that such a distinction cannot be
made. Indeed, with the results of the present study, there
is reason to believe that it is simply a matter of more time
and study to refine the instrument for making the distinction.

It may, however, be an uphill bsttle since the process
of integration of the various styles is being speeded up by
the manu:erial schools and the broadening asrects of the |
manager's pgosition in today's world. It would now avpear
that the manager of the future will be an individual in whom
is combinea traits of the autocrat, the bureaucrat :na the
democrat, znd with trsining advancea to the point where he
possesses the cazpubilities of using that talent which is
needed at a specific time and in a particular situation.
This is not to say that an individual's personality may no
longer dominate the manager's actions, or influence him on

the job, but rather that he will be much more hishly tr.ined
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and skilled in the managerial skills and these skills will
subordinate the individual personality. The day of the
strongly individualistic manasger ‘e likely nearing its end.

There remains, hovever, a nced to understand the ways in
which the mancger's indivicduzl rersonzlity is likely to
influence the way in which he interprets the difficult roles
he playse.

The characteristics of the factor structures for the
group of subjects in the study had high similarity to the
verbalization of the categories used as a gulde in preparing
the instrument and developing the rationale for this study.
The dimensions produceo by the fector analysis are like the
concepts which the guestionnaire was designed to find and
bring into the open, the degree of satisfaction with the job
as seen by the manager the em:loyee, tre efficiency of the
employees ss they work in thie two areas, and so forth.

Although the factor analysis produced meaningful 3-factor
solutions they were not strongly consistent from one groun to
the other. It appears thet the nature of the worx the indiv-
idual does i1s highly related to his other operceptions and
experiences in the broadcasting organization, which is in
line with the stctement of the hypotheses.

Most of the fsctors werc moderately strong, acccunting
for good portions of the varisnce. Thig is esypecially true
in the mansger's group, where the first factor, the dimension
of self-satisfaction, accounted for 25% of the variance, and

the second, an efficiency factor, accountea for 23%.
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The efficiency factor, which also accounted for 12% of
the varisnce in the employees group, was the lowest of the
four factors there. The last two variables, awareness and
work satisfaction, each accountea for 17% of the vsriance
among the emgloyees.

Even though there are differences between the two g roups
the results of the factor analysis have indicated some of the
areas of comronality between managers' and employees'
perceptions of the superior/subordirate relationshiyp for
future study.

Of trhe concepts hvoothesized zs components of the manuager's
perceptio:;is, theadecuacy of communication between levels of
the organizstional hierarcny, esyecially upward communication
from employee to manzger, ana the degree of trust shown by the
manager in allowing empleyees freedom to make their own decisions
and work at their own race, appear tc be the best predictors
for other concepts. Both scored high correlations in the
manager's group. Item 8, the extent of the managerial
interest in the emplcyee, should also likely be a good
predictor, generslly reting high correlations.

For the emplcyee group the ricture was less cleur.

Eighest correlations ceme in the ar.& of use of time,

telent, and materials, -uality contrecl in vork, zund production.
Mone of these three items had more than twc high correlations
and apgezar as only falr preaictors of the other items.

The employees seem to see the aifference petween the

departments as centerirg on the amount of pyroduction theat
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the manager perceives and the motivational rewards given
because of this production difference, perceived or actual.
The manager, as might be expected, is more concerned with
progress that can be measured on a day-by-day basis, rather
than on the sporadic, though perhaps larger leaps of progress
which may come from work by high-creative people. The steady,
consistent progress is typical of that which 1s put forth
through the efforts of the sales department, the ar-a classifiead
as low-creative in the present rationale. In this respect,

the contention of the hyiothesis is upheld.

The Hypotheses

Claim for supuvort ol the hypotheses could conceivably
core frcm the few significant items which were produced in
the comparison of differences on each item and the analysis
of the factor structure.

The first main hypothesis cannot e rejected because
parts of it, at least, were upheld. Manugers appear to see
a significant difference as demonstrated in the way they see
lovi-crestive personnel as motivatea by the reward system of
the organization, by the extent the high-crestive individuusl
is motivated by grcater satisfsction in work done, and in the
oprortunity to create something new and cifferent.

There appears to be also an avparent perceived difference
in the two departments in the srea of uroductivity, possibly
the productivity of income for the station. 4agsin, it wes

hypothesized that the manager is more impressed by the ability
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to measure the work aone on a more regular basis, and that a
sales chart is a more definitive measure of where the company
is today in comparison with yesterday, last month or last
year, than is the untested program or new advertisement.

The question that did more to show this was the question
number ll-a of the questionnaire.

What makes this area interesting and a little confusing
is the fact that the low-creative sales area needs the product
of the high-creative program department in order for the
sales department to be successful. Unpopular, i.e., poor,
products out of the program department do not generally
sell well in the advertising marketplace.

As predicted, the employee sees the manager as perceiving
greater differences tian the manager says he perceives. Five
of the twelve items produceu significant results for the
employee group, including the same three that were significant
for the manager group. <1he other two items, 3 and 12, concerning
the interest in the inaividual by the manager and the adequacy
of horizontal communicztion would appexsr tobe netural areas
of interest to employees. Four of the five were significant
at the .00l level for the employee group.

Confidence in the validity of the hypotheses i1s gained
from a comygrehensive look at the results of the tests of the
data. The first main hycothesis cannot be szid tc huve been
strengly supoorted, but the null hypothesis can likely be
re jected.

For the second main hyvothesis, on the strength of the
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number of significant items, we can reject the null
hypothesis and say that employees do see the manager as
seeing greater differences between sales and programming
than the manager says he perceives.

It is unfortunate that the lack of definitive measrements
in the leadership style variable made it impossible to follow
through with a test of the assumptions for the main hypotheses.
The tests that were run on the results were mostly non-
significant and did not give the sense of completion that
had been intended. There appears to be some need and opuor-
tunity for further study among the assumptions, but further
werk should be attemptea at testing the proposals as they were
originally written for the study.

More effort is needed to refine the instrument to
measure leadership style. It would have perhaps helped if
the size of the sample had been larger. The questionneire
needs further refining to provide items that are more
definitive on the specific concepts. If differences can be
discovered in future approaches, a factor anzlysis of these
differences wouid enhance the pocsibility of identifying
areas wnich need ccntinued study and attention. Much of
the basis for development of the instrument came from studies
done at ann arbor and Columbus, Chio. But the subjects
used for at least some of these studies did not particularly
fit the pattern of the business executive. ©Some studies
were conducted with members of the armed forces, a very
authoritarian organization which would seem almost sure to

produce the autocratic style of leadership.
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There was a tendency in the answers of the managers of
the present study to be too much middle-of-the-rcad, or to
provide answers which are ideal solutions rather than a
description of existing or actual conditiona. The possibility
exists, of course, that the managers may be playing ostrich
in their assessments of their own organization. Indeed, the
data from the employee subjects would seem to indicate that
they may be misperceiving their own role and their relation-
ships with the subordinates in the compeny. This is an area

that needs much more attention in future studies.

Implications

The findings of this study seewm to point in the direction
of need for further study in msnagement perception of company
personnel. But additionel work appears needed prior to
undertaking so broad &« study. tor example, future studies
need to concern themselves with an assessment of a manager's
perception of crestivity, what is creativity in the mind of
the mansger, how does it operute, what are some of its
dimensions? <Then it should be established whether or not
the manager feels given positions within the organization
are positions involving high- or low-cresativity for their
output.

It is pocssible that there are some very creative people
in low-creative positions, and low=-creative incividuals in
positions which should be or demand high-creetivity. As the

study should indicate, an attempt to avoid this vroblem was
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made when it was decided that larger stations, in larger
markets, should provide the subjects for this study. This
was done in the belief that such stations are much more
likely to hire gualified individuals for the various station
positions, first because they can afford to specialize, and
second because they would need to do so to meet the higher
competitive aspects of the market in which they are operating.
In too many smell markets and in small stations, individuals
are asked to do a broad variety of things in the course of
their work dey, and do not normally specialize in just one
kind of work. Greater attention needs to be paid to this
variable in future studies.

There have been a number of works written on management
of the creative individual and/or creative departments or
areas in organizations. Perhaps, too, the use of the
broadcast station is too confining and a look should be
made at managers in other industries where the possibility
of high- and low-creative divisions in work are likely to
occur.

The findings of this study have provided the beginning of
a set of dimensions which may be used in future research for
determining where differences might occur between groups of
personnel in organizations. These dimensions meed more
refining, further study in order to provide evidence that
is more definitive, but, hopefully, this study is a start.

With the differences proposed in this study between

manager perceptions of high-creative and low-creative
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personnel in programming and sales departments of a broad-
casting organization, another direction in which the work
should be expanded, is to include the other departments of
the company, specifically the financial function, the
promotion or advertising (marketing) department, continuity
as a specilal area, news, engineering and so forth.

There are three primary departments in a broadcasting
station, each of them necessary for the proper functioning
of the station. These are the engineering, or technical
department, programming and sales. All other depzrtments are
service units to these three primary departments, and may
be absorbed into the primary departments, exist autonomously,
as separate and distinct departments, be handled outside the
station entirely, or be handled in other ways. A manager's
perception of the roles these service departments play, their
relative role importance and thus the importance of the
individuals within the department offers another dimension
into which the study could be broadened.

Future research needs to be done on leadership style,
on the content of 'creativity" as defined in this study,
on perception or creativity, and on perceived differences
based on a variety of dimensions, including those identified
in this study. «&nd most importznt, some definitions of comm=-
unication in these situations needs to be established.

The findings here seem to support the broad, theoretic
framework for approaching difference perception on a managerisl
level. If so, the established framework may fruitfully be

used to explore other questions of communication in organizations.
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Broadcast Leader
survey

This questionnaire was developed for the purpose of describing
the management of broadcast stations in the United States and

the relationship of managers to their personnel.

In completing this questionnaire, it is very important that each
individual answer each question as thoughtfully and frankly as
possible. This is not a test. There are no right or wrong answers.
It is important that you answer each question the way you see things
or the way you feel about them. Please follow instructions at the

beginning of each section of questions closely.

FORM M 1970




INSTRUCTIONS: On the line below each item place a check ( V) at the point which, in your experience, best describes
the form of management which you practice in your organization.

1. To what extent do you attend to a wide variety of details personally, exercising most control and making most
decisions?

| |

To great extent Fairly much To some degree Seldom Never

2. To what extent do you feel your employees can influence the goals, methods and work patterns of the stationm,
especially in their own departments?

| 1 | | I |

A great deal Fairly much To some degree Seldom Never

3. To what extent do you feel you are concerned with employee needs and personal values in the operation of the
station?

l | | | | |

A great deal Fairly much To some degree Seldom Never

4, To what extent would you say you act in managerial capacity without consulting the group of employees?

| | l | | |

Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never

5. To what extent would you say goals in your organization are set through orders from the top echelon?

| | | | l I

Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never
6. How often would you say organizational goals are set or established by means of group participation of your
employees?
" Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never

7. To what extent do you let your subordinates do their work the way they think is best?

1 I I | I |

A great deal Fairly much To some degree Seldom Never

ON THE FOLLOWING ITEMS PLEASE PLACE TWO MARKS ON THE SCALE BELOW EACH ITEM. To rate personnel in your Program
Department, place a '"P" on the scale at the point where you believe they should be rated. Place an "S" on the scale
at the point where you believe your Sales Department personnel should be rated.

EXAMPLE: Q. To what extent do you feel you should look out for the personal welfare of members of your sales/
program department?

S P
Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never

The marks may be at the same place, or they may be placed at different locations. Remember, what is important is that
each department should be rated independently of the other. Do not rate the difference between the two departments.

8. To what extent are personnel in your sales/program department motivated by financial, economic or status rewards?

N | 1 |

A great deal Fairly much Seme Comparatively little None




9. To what extent do you believe personnel in your sales/program department are motivated by self satisfaction in work
done, participation in company activities and social activities and needs?

I I | | | |

A great deal Fairly much Some Comparatively little None

10, How much satisfaction do you believe members of your sales/program department derive from the work they do?

I | | | I |

A great deal Fairly much Some Comparatively little None

11. How would you rate the following performance characteristics of the personnel in your sales/program department?

A. Productivity.

| | I | | |

High Fairly high Medium Somewhat low Very low

B. Absence and turnover.

L | I | I I

High Fairly high Med ium Somewhat low Very low

C. Quality control of work done.

| I I I I |

" High Fairly high Medium Somewhat low Very low

D. Use of time, talents and materials.

I | | | | |

High Fairly high Med ium Somewhat low Very low

12. To what extent do you feel you should look out for the personal welfare of members of your sales/program department?

I I I | | |

Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never

13. To what extent do you criticize work or practices in the sales/program department of your organization?

I | | | | |

Very frequently Often Occasionally Seldom Never '

14. To what degree do you leave members of your sales/program department on their own in getting decisions made, work
done, etc.?

| | I | | I

A great deal Fairly much To some degree Comparatively little Not at all

15. How would you describe the adequacy of communication, information, received from the sales/program department?

Very good Fairly good Adequate Limited None/extremely
little

16. How would you describe the communication (exchange of information) among members of the sales/program department in
terms of adequacy?

Very good Fairly good Adequate Limited Not good at all

INSTRUCTIONS: On the following items, place an "S" on the scale at the point which best describes your relationship
with members of the sales department. Place a "P'" at the point which describes best your relationship with program
department personnel.

17. To what extent do you generally try to get subordinate ideas and opinions and make constructive use of them
from the sales/program department?

| | | |

Always Usually Sometimes Seldom Never

18. How effective would you say formal, written memos and reports are in getting information to members of your sales/
program department?

| | | | | |

Very etfective Fairlv eftective Adequate Limited Not at all effective




19. How effective would you say informal reporting, oral reports, staff meetings, etc., are in getting information
to members of your sales/program department?

Very effective Fairly effective  Adequate Limited Not at all effective

20. How great do you feel the need is in your sales/program department for structured methods, e.g., suggestion boxes,
to get information to you from and about the department

21. How often do you feel it necessary to offer special incentives, e.g., bonuses, prizes, etc., for members of your
sales/program departments?

22. To what extent do you feel members of the sales/program department feel free to discuss important things about
their jobs with you?

| I | | |

Very free Fairly free Somewhat free Not very free Not at all free

Very great Fairly great Moderate Occasionally Not needed

Very often Often Hoderately often  Seldom Never

23. How often do you find time to listen to your subordinates in the sales/program department?

Alvays Often Occasionally Seldom Never

The following is general information on broadcast personnel. Please fill in the blanks.

What is your present position?

Your age? Age at time of first full-time in

Length of time in broadcasting ? Length of time in present job?

What job did you,hold before the present ome?

Reason for leaving previous job?

Reasons for entering broadcasting in first place?

Your present reaction to your decision to enter broadcasting? Good decision It's a job Wish 1
hadn't No specific reaction

Your educational level? High School
Vocational School or Technical
school.
College
Post Graduate work

Present weekly compensation for your job?

Do you feel your present compensation is: Very satisfactory
satisfactory
Unsatisfactory

From your observations of the promotion policies of your present employer, would you say promotions are handled on
the basis that is:

Very satisfactory

satisfactory

satisfactory with reservations

Unsatisfactory

What kind of broadcasting experience or background would you recommend for people interested in entering the field?
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Broadcast Leader
survey

This questionnaire was developed for the purpose of describing
the management of broadcast stations in the United States and

the relationship of managers to their personnel.

In completing this questionnaire, it is very important that each
individual answer each question as thoughtfully and frankly as
possible. This is not a test. There are no right or wrong answers.
It is important that you answer each question the way you see things
or the way you feel about them. Follow instructions at the beginning

of each section of questions carefully.

FORM E 1970



INSTRUCTIONS: On the line below each item place a check ( {) at the point which, in your opinion and experience,
best describes the manner in which the manager of your station acts in doing his work and in his relationship to his
employees.

1. To what extent does he attend to a wide variety of details personally, exercising the controls and making most
decisions?

Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never

2. To what extent do you feel you can influence the goals, methods and work patterns of the station, especially in
your own department?

A great deal Fairly -much To some degree Seldom Never

3. To what extent do you feel your manager is concerned with employee needs and personal values in the operation of
the station?

I | I | I |

A great deal Fairly much To some extent Seldom Never

4, To what extent does the manager act without consulting his employees?

I I I | I |

Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never

5. To what extent would you say goals in your organization are set through orders from the top echelon?

I I I I I ]

Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never P

6. How often would you say organizational goals are set or established by means of group participation of the employees

I I I I | |

Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never

7. To what extent does the manager let his subordinates do their work the way they think is best?

| I | | I |

A great deal Fairly much To some degree Seldom Never

ON THE FOLLOWING ITEMS PLEASE PLACE TWO MARKS ON THE SCALE BELOW EACH ITEM. To rate personnel in your program
department place a "P'" on the scale at the point where you believe the manager's perception of department personnel
would be. Place an "S" for the same perception of personnel in the sales department.

EXAMPLE: Q. To what extent does the manager look out for the personal welfare of members of the sales/program
department?

I P s |

Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never

The two marks may be at the same place, or they may be placed at different locations on the scale. Remember, what is
important is that each department should be rated independently of the other. Do not rate the difference between the
two departments.

8. To what extent are personnel in the sales/program department motivated by financial, economic or status rewards?

| | I | I I

A great deal Fairly much Somewhat Comparatively little None A

9. To what extent are personnel in your sales/program department motivated by self satisfaction in work done,
participation in company activities and decision making and social activities and needs?

| I | | | |

A great deal Fairly much Somewhat Comparatively little  None




10. How much satisfaction do you believe members of the sales/program department derive from the work they do?

A great deal Fairly much Some Comparatively little None

11. How would you rate the following performance characteristics of the personnel in your sales/program department?

A. Productivity.

—

High Fairly high Med ium " Somewhat low Very low
B. Absence and turnover.
High Fairly high Medium Somewhat low " Very low
C. Use of time, talents and materials.
" High Fairly high Med ium Somewhat low " Very low )
D. Quality control of work done.
High " Fairly high " Medium " Somewhat low " Very low
12. To what extent do you feel the manager looks out for the personal welfare of members of your sales/program
department?
Always ~ Often " Occasionally " Seldom " Never

13. To what extent does the manager criticize work or practices in the sales/program department of the organization?

I | | | | |

very frequently Often Occasionally Seldom Never

14. To what degree does the manager leave members of the sales/program department on their own in getting decisions
made, work done, etc.?

l | 3 I | |

A great deal Fairly much To some degree Comparatively little Not at all

15. How would you describe the adequacy of communication, information, from the sales/program department to the manager?

L 1 I | I |

Very adequate Fairly good Adequate Limited None, extremely little

16. How would you describe the communication (exchange of information) among members of the sales/program department

in terms of adequacy?

I I

Very good Fairly good Adequate Limited Not good at all

INSTRUCTIONS: On the following items place an '"S'" on the scale at the point which best describes the relationship of
the manager with members of the sales department. Place a "P" at the point which you feel best describes the manager's
relationship with the members of the program department.

17. To what extent does he try to get ideas and opinions and make constructive use of them from the sales/program
department?

I I |

Always Usually Sometimes Seldom Never

18. How effective would you say formal memos and reports are in getting information to members of the sales/program
department?

A

Very effective Fairly effective Adequate Limited Not at all effective




19. How.effective' would you say informal reporting, oral reports, staff meetings, etc., are in getting information
from the manager to members of the sales/program department?

Very effective Fairly effective  Adequate Limited Not at all effective

20. How great do you feel the need is in your sales/program department for structured forms of communication, e.g.,
suggestion boxes, to get information about the department to the manager?

| | | | |

Very great Fairly great Moderately great  Occasionally Not needed at all

21. How often are bonuses or other special incentives offered to members of the sales/program department?

Very often Often Moderately often  Occasionally Never

22. To what extent do members of the sales/program department feel free to discuss important things about their job
with the manager?

Very free Fairly free Somewhat free Not very free Not at all free

23. How often does the manager find time to listen to the subordinates in the sales/program department?

Alvays Often Occasionally Seldom Never

THE FOLLOWING IS GENERAL INFORMATION ON BROADCAST PERSONNEL. PLEASE FILL IN THE BLANKS.

What is your present position?

Your age? Age at time of first full-time employment in broadcasting ?

Length of time in broadcasting? Length of time in your present job?

What job did you hold before the present ome?

Reason for leaving previous job?

Reasons for entering broadcasting in first place?

Your present reaction to your decision to enter broadcasting? Good decision It's a job. Wish I hadn't

No specifi¢ reaction

Your educational level? High school
Vocational or Technical school
College

Post graduate work

Present weekly compensation for your job?

Do you feel your present compensation is: Very satisfactory
— satisfactory

Unsatisfactory
From your observations of the promotion policies of your present employer, would you say -promotions are handled on
the basis that is: Very Satisfactory
satisfactory
satisfactory with reservations
Unsatisfactory

1]

What kind of broadcasting experience or background would you recommend for people interested in entering the field?
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PARTICIPATING

KCBS Radio o o o o o o @

' KID Radio-Television « .

WFLD Television .« « « &

WXYZ Radio « o o o & o &

.

WJRT Television « « . «

WGN Radio o o o ¢ o o &«

WMAQ Radio o o o o o o »

WSB Radio o ¢ o o ¢ o »

.

WMAL Television . « o« «

WTOP Radio « o « o o o @

! KLZ Television « « « «

WHAS Radio o « o o o o &

.

KHJ Radio o o o o o o @

WLS Television « « « . &

KRON Television « « o &

WFAA Television .« . « »

KRLD Television .+ « « &

KYW Television . « o « &

KDKA Television . o « «

WISN Television =« « o

WJAR Television . . . o«

STATIONS

San Francisco, California
Idaho Falls, Idaho
Chicago, Illinois
Detroit, Michigan

Flint, Michigan

Chicago, Illinois
Chicago, Illinois
Atlanta, Georgia
Washington, D.CL
wWashington, D.C.

Denver, Colorado
Louisville, Kentucky

Los 4ngeles, California
Chicago, Illinois

San Francisco, California
Dallas, Texas

Dallas, Texas
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania
Milwaukee, wisconsin

Providence, Rhode Island
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