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ABSTRACT

AN ANALYSIS OF THE FUNCTIONAL ASPECTS OF CONFLICT

IN PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT GROUPS '

By

Dolori M. Mahon

Purpose of the Study
 

The researcher's purpose in this study was to analyze

functional aspects of conflict in program development groups in an

effort to facilitate an increased understanding of conflict sources,

intensity levels and effects on social structures such as small

planning groups.

Design and Analysis Procedures
 

The study involved data collection by a triangulated approach

with information from an instrument developed by the researcher sent

to three hundred forty-eight program specialists who were members of

the Michigan Association of State and Federal Program Specialists,

interviews with questionnaire respondents and group members. Thirty-

seven percent replied describing three hundred fifteen groups.

A major hypothesis and five sub-hypotheses were statistically

analyzed to examine group differences derived as a result of the

presence of conflict generally, and by five conflict sources. Sources
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tested were: scarce resource conflict, leadership/control conflict,

behavioral/environmental obstacle conflict, value differences, change

and unrest oriented Conflict and conflict in general.

Multivariate Analyses of Variance plus Univariate Analyses,

Scheffé comparisons and frequency computations were used in the

analyses. Pearson-Product Moment Correlations were calculated to

determine relationships between five conflict sources.

Second and third dimensions of analysis involved discussion

of questionnaire items and interviews conducted to validate quanti-

tative data.

Conclusions
 

Testing of the major hypothesis and five sub-hypotheses

resulted in the following conclusions being drawn.

1. Program development groups with minimal, moderate or intense

overall conflict experienced productivity differences related
 

to group ability to: reduce initial tension and allow social

interaction; develop group cohesion; agree on major topics;

experience changing relationships among members; modify lack

of interest; develop new programs and give incentive and

direction to others.

2. When scarce resource conflict was present, groups experienced
 

differences in productivity effecting their ability to: reduce

tension and allow social interaction; deve10p group cohesion;

experience changing relationships and agree on major tapics.
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3.- When groups experienced leadership/control conflict, altered
 

were the group's capacity to: define and clarify objectives;

reduce tension and allow social interaction; develop group

cohesion; agree on major topics; complete original objectives

and make possible additional funding.

4. No substantial group differences were detected when behavioral/
 

environmental obstacle related conflict was evidenced.

5. Differences found that altered productivity related to

presence of value difference conflict were group ability to:
 

establish regular routines; reduce initial tension and allow

social interaction; deve10p cohesion and agree on major

topics.

6. No differences related to change or unrest that was already
 

occurring were noted.

Findings indicate that functional aspects of conflict in

program development groups do exist affecting productivity positively

32 percent of the time and make their impact after the group's

deve10pmenta1 phase is completed. Constructive functions resulted

when scarce resources, struggles over leadership, value differences

and general conflict were evident.

Relationships between conflict sources were moderate; all

groups experienced conflict of at least moderate intensities. Inter-

views supported data adding that: intense conflict may cause groups to

immobilize and disband reorganizing later without dissenting members;

clarity of objectives affected outcomes; lay-person membership groups

find value differences and unclear objectives and roles especially
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difficult to resolve, and that some program specialists use conflict

purposefully and constructively to initiate group effort or stimulate

change.

Results indicate that group deve10pment may be difficult for

individual members and that disagreement content and personal-level

differences may restrict productivity more so than group or task

related differences. Increased sensitivity to conflict's functionality,

extent of presence, impacts and management is recommended. Training

programs and management models applicable to education need to be

developed, made known and evaluated. Only then can effective manage-

ment skill development be considered for administrators, teachers and

students as well to increase professional and personal skills in dealing

with so basic and evident a concept in human nature.
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CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEM

.Conflict is the gadfly of thought. It stirs us to obser-

vat1on and memory. It instigates to investion. It shocks us

out of sheeplike passivity, and sets us at noting and con-

triving . . . conflict if a sine qua non of reflection and

1ngenu1ty (Dewey, 1930).

Statement of the Problem

This study is an attempt to determine the effects of conflict,

if any, on group productivity and whether variables such as source or

intensity of conflict can be shown to provide a significant positive

relationship to productivity.

Few words in the vocabulary of educators appear as grating

and threatening as conflict. The extensive chain of agreement associ-

ated with the word in general symbolizes the extent to which it is

negatively regarded. Like a two-sided coin, admittedly the same coin,

conflict has its functional and dysfunctional contributions as much

in program development in education as in personal, social or organi-

zational settings. Through history in numerous walks of life conflict

has been evident. Educational literature however speaks very little

of conflict with educational theorists not seeming to notice or deal

with it especially from a constructive, or functional, view particularly

as a potential tool with which to facilitate change in some instances.





Program development has become an integral part of education

delivery systems during the past several decades with specific per-

sonnel, even whole departments designated in larger school districts

and institutions to research, plan, implement and evaluate new or

revised programs. The specialty appears to have grown dramatically

particularly after having been stimulated by federal funding directed

toward just that objective. Once established, program development

groups appear to take on their own identity, their own growth

dilemmas, and operational difficulties.

Although not yet unanimously accepted, times have vanished

when educational programs are conceived remotely by a single person

or select few. Instead, increasing numbers of individuals are rou-

tinely actively involved in program deve10pment. Such involvement

is mandated in most federally funded programs where lay, and/or com-

munity advisory representatives are required. Quite naturally then

the group has become the generally accepted, legitimate structure

through which most program development occurs. Such groups are

referred to in this research as program development groups.

In educational research their importance and increased use

has gone relatively unnoticed. Little is documented of program

development group characteristics and/or their productivity. Even

less is said in educational literature of conflict's effects on group

productivity perhaps partly because of: (l) conflict's threatening

nature and, (2) the newness of program development group recognition

in education.





Definitions
 

I. Conflict

Most often in current literature conflict is accepted as

meaning "a struggle over values and claim to scarce status, power and

resources in which the aims of opponents are to neutralize, injure or

eliminate their rivals" as stated by Lewis A. Coser (Coser, 1956).2

Another more recent definer, Morton Deutsch, suggests that:

"Conflict exists whenever incompatible activities occur . . . an

action which is incompatible with another action which prevents,

obstructs, interferes with, injures, or in some way makes the other

action less likely or less effective." He continues by saying that:

"A conflict may arise from differences in information or beliefs . . .

a conflict may reflect differences in interests, desires, or values

. . . a conflict may also reflect a rivalry in which one person

tries to outdo or undo the other" (Deutsch, 1971).3

Coser's definition seems to represent the view most commonly

held. Another dimension might be added defining conflict as a social

relationship in which incompatible interests between two or more

parties (persons, groups or organizations) struggle over value

differences or competition for scarce resources or a combination of

these. Excluded from discussion should be interpersonal dynamics as

a study in itself.

In modifying Coser still further, elimination of his negative

and rather physical phrase, "opponent's aims to neutralize, injure or

eliminate rivals" should be considered since this sort of total

destruction is not present in every conflict struggle especially if
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one accepts varying conflict intensity levels and resolution tech-

niques available, such as cooperation and communication.

Other theorists feel that conflict can become an essential

element in group formation and the persistence of group life.

II. Groups

Respondents are, in this study, members or leaders in educa—

tional program development groups comprised of individuals who include

educators, but may also include lay persons such as parents, students,

community representatives, minority representatives, and/or special-

ists such as lawyers, architects or legislators for example.

The groups under analysis are small in size ranging from four

to fifteen persons and meet an average number of nine times per pro—

ject. Educational levels of group members vary from multiple-degreed

persons to those with less than a high school background. Ages, sexes

and socio-economic variances also exist within the groups. The purpose

of researching, planning, implementing, evaluating, terminating or

any one of these tasks is the linkage for members.

Groups are to be reported by a respondent who is a member of a

Michigan professional organization whose objective is to improve

program development throughout the state. The reporter, or respondent,

is further described in the population description in the methodology

section of Chapter III.

III. Productivity

Group productivity being assessed is bi~leveled and will thus

be analyzed. The first level of productivity is group formation



related. It is a known fact that groups experience varying develop-

mental stages and associated characteristics. Francis Trusty in his

research of conflict appears to have found that productivity of

groups experiencing conflict differs dependent on the group's stage

of development (Trusty, 1976).4

The second level of productivity refers to overall outcomes

specifically tied to the group's primary objective and terminal

efforts. The answer to the question, "did this group complete its

original objectives or purposes?" would be an example of this level

of productivity.

IV. Communication

Communication will be taken to mean verbal symbolic inter-

action among group members recognizing nonverbal communication as

playing a role, but sensing a need to limit the very broad, general

possibilities nonverbal communication might open and the difficulty

associated in measuring it by the chosen measurement technique.

V. Resources

Resources referred to in the research will be of two types:

physical and nonphysical, or less tangible in nature. Examples of

physical resources might be money, place, personnel and time while

nonphysical resources might include more theoretical concepts such

as self—esteem, position, power or prestige.



Need for the Study
 

An Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) search of

the literature going back to November, 1966 was completed. Eighty—

three (83) articles were uncovered dealing with conflict in education.

An examination of doctoral dissertations via Datrix Information

Services was also done yielding several additional documents of

interest. On investigation of the literature, it appears that only a

few theorists have dealt with conflict in a positive vein~and as a

change-producing concept. The majority of educational references

focus on racial, administrator-teacher conflict or student dissent

with emphasis on avoidance or quick resolution rather than any

analysis of conflict functions.

An extensive manual search of general social conflict

materials was also done because of the broad nature of the topic and

for an overall knowledge base. Data, from primary source references,

were located of relevance to the study and definitions, as cited,

emerged. A more complete summary of the literature is included in

Chapter II of this document.

Models and concepts, however, on which to base conflict

research appear to be minimal and their development repeatedly

encouraged. For example, Raymond Mack and Richard Snyder specifically

feel that conflict theory has been inadequately conceptualized and

theorized and that: (1) research has been slow to develop within the

disciplines, (2) concepts are often only implicit, (3) theories are

not guided with hypotheses, power and significance, and (4) that few

case materials are based on comparative types of conflicts, unifying



concepts and general hypotheses that have been developed (Mack and

Snyder, 1957).5

Ralf Dahrendorf labels conflict theory as being at a very

rudimentary state and sees a need to analyze it further. He feels

it needs to be asked what forms of struggles (conflict) exist and how

group conflict affects change in social structure (Dahrendorf, 1968).6

To test the notion of functionality of conflict in small

groups would seem sorely needed and yet an enormous task unless scope

is limited narrowly. A few very specific needs emerged repeatedly.

The need to examine sources of conflict, intensity levels and how

conflict affects group productivity seem most critical. Fred Jandt

would agree since he feels conflict may very well be related to pro-

ductivity (Jandt, 1973).7

Purpose of the Study
 

It is hoped that this analysis of functional aspects of con-

flict in program development groups will facilitate an increased

understanding of conflict sources, intensity levels and positive

attributes as they affect social structures such as small groups.

It is hoped the results of the study will be of use to educational

program developers.working with such planning groups, and will help

expand their skills in recognizing conflict's presence and influence

on productivity.

Not to be included in the study are a number of variables

known to be present in groups such as leadership, membership



characteristics, communication patterns, tasks, or organizational

characteristics (Perry, 1976).8

Instead, the researcher will analyze fourteen group-related

and task-related outcomes measuring productivity common to program

development groups in educational settings in hopes of generalizing

findings to similar groups. It is realized that further research

could be undertaken to control for the variables mentioned that would

be contributory and hoped that this study will stimulate interest in

so doing among educators.

General Statement of the Hypothesis
 

The study will be a two-fold endeavor in which both question-

naire and interview techniques will be employed. For the statis-

tical portion of the study, a hypothesis has been developed which

relates to the target population of Michigan program specialists who

are members of a professional organization dedicated to program

development. The hypothesis is designed to determine whether the

presence of conflict has effect on group productivity. A specific

concern dealt with is productivity differences in groups experiencing

intense conflict of five types versus those groups evidencing minimal

amounts of conflict. The hypothesis will be restated in statistical,

testable format in Chapter III.

Theoretical Background
 

However primitive, one of the first political historians to

formulate a theory concerned with the origin of a state based on





conflict was lbn Khaldum of Tunis who lived between 1332-1406.

Looking at agricultural villages and nomadic groups he sketched an

outline of patterns of conflict between them (Schofield, 1975).9

In Germany in the early 19005, Georg Simmel (1858-1918) defined

sixteen propositions dealing with conflict and groups that still

represent the basis for social conflict theory. The propositions

constituted the first organized series of ideas researched. They

remain only minimally tested by applied researchers in the social

sciences.

In 1907, the newly organized American Sociological Society

had social conflict as its conference tepic of discussion. Thomas N.

Carver assigned importance for the Society to the study of conflict

in his central paper. Leading sociologists of the time did not

choose to question the assigned emphasis. In 1930, the Society had

its twenty-sixth annual meeting. At that time President Howard Odum

stated in his address that: "Social conflict (again the main topic) is

sociologically an unexplored field . . . the sociology of conflict

has yet to be written." Over twenty-three years had passed and little

progress had been made (Coser, 1956).10

Jessie Bernard, writing in the American Journal of Sociology
 

twenty years later yet, once more asked: "Where is the modern

sociology of conflict?" He went on to say, "Since the time of early

pioneers as Small, Park and Ross little progress has been made.

American sociologists in recent years have been content to leave the

scientific study of conflict where Simmel left it." This meant that
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in the mid 19505 conflict theory was essentially unexplored (Coser,

1956).11

It was not until 1956 when Coser, using Simmel's original

sixteen propositions, took on the task of updating and clarifying

the propositions. Titles of his restatements are cited:

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Proposition 1: Group-Binding Functions of Conflict

Proposition 2: Group-Preserving Functions of Conflict and the

Significance of Safety-Valve Institutions

Proposition 3: Realistic and Nonrealistic Conflict

Proposition 4: Conflict and Hostile Impulses

Proposition 5: Hostility in Close Social Relationships

Proposition 6: The Closer the Relationship, the More Intense the

Conflict

Proposition 7: Impact and Function of Conflict in Group Structures

Proposition 8: Conflict as an Index of Stability of Relationships

Proposition 9: Conflict with Out-Groups Increases Internal

Cohesion

Proposition 10: Conflict with Another Group Defines Group

Structure and Consequent Reaction to Internal

Conflict

Proposition 11: The Search for Enemies

Proposition 12: Ideology and Conflict

Proposition 13: Conflict Binds Antagonists

Proposition 14: Interest in Unity of the Enemy

Proposition 15: Conflict Establishes and Maintains Balance of
 

Power



11

Proposition 16: Conflict Creates Associations and Coalitions
 

(Coser, 1956).12

One of the reasons Coser undertook to clarify and update

Simmel's well formulated findings may have been concern regarding a

significant change that had occurred with regard to conflict's

connotation in sociology which may have been closely related to what

was occurring in the field itself.

Early, first generation American sociologists viewed conflict

much as Simmel did having decided positive functions such as the

central explanatory category for the analysis of social change and

progress. This group was referred to as "the reformers" who sought

social change and fully recognized conflict's potential for a role

in that process.

Coser describes two types of "reformers" that existed:

l. structural reformers who included such leading figures of

the time as Ward, Small, Ross, Veblen and Cooley, and who

believed in social change through social structure change

while,

2. detail reformers, like Sumner, Giddings and Park, felt

adjustments within current structures were more in order

(Coser, 1956).13

Ever increasingly sociologists, including the foremost

Weberian scholar Talcott Parsons, began to describe conflict as

endemic and problemsome. Parsons discussed racial and religious

antagonisms with emphasis on conflict's disruptive elements--causing

tensions and strains. Medical analogic views grew as a result and
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use of the term "disease" to describe conflict resulted. Those who

supported the "disease" connotation were: George Lundberg whose

orientation was toward communication and adjusting to conflict, and

Elton Mayo, who first used the label "social disease," promoted

"equilibrium" or "social health" as its counterpart primarily from a

management oriented point of view.

Lloyd Warner was equally negative as he discussed class con-

flict, while Kurt Lewin was concerned with avoiding conflict by

group skills while at the same time appeared contradictory to this

view occasionally in his writings.

The change in view may have been related to what was happening

in sociology research. As a shift from structural reform to an

adjustment orientation within structures occurred, an accompanying

change in the type of research being done took place. A switch from

"pure" academic research to applied research came about perhaps due

to increased financial support from a large number of private and

public bureaucracies. As financial support for researched changed

so did the researcher's audience and perspective. A certain loss

of freedom on the part of theorists to elect his/her own areas of

interest resulted. It was in this setting that conflict came to be

redefined no longer capable of positive or functional aspects, but

as being totally dysfunctional and "disease" like.

It was not until 1956 when Coser restated Simmel's propositions

that interest was rekindled in returning the concept to its original

functional connotation. Since then a number of modern theorists
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using the propositions as a theoretical base, are gradually offsetting

the setback and loss of theory development years.

It is toward the purpose of renewing the earlier connotation

of conflict that this research is slanted. Accepting the functional,

or constructive, definition of conflict clarified by Coser, several

of Simmel's propositions will be described. An itemized narrative

analysis of questionnaire and interview responses is planned centered

around the following findings:

1., whether conflict does, in fact, exist within small educa—

tional program development groups,

2.‘ to what levels, or degrees of intensity, does it exist,

3. what sources of conflict are most prevalent, and

4. what effects, if any, does conflict have on group pro-

ductivity.

A hypothesis relating the presence of conflict to productivity

will be statistically tested. Conflict's effects, if any, on group

development will also be discussed hoping to contribute to our present

knowledge of group processes.

By so researching a relatively untouched area for educators,

it is hoped future research will ensue related to conflict theory

development. It is also hoped that the study will be relevant enough

to draw the attention of education administrators to: (l) the rela-

tively new area of program development group process and (2) the

renewed interest in the functional aspects of conflict.
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Overview of Thesis
 

In Chapter II of the thesis pertinent literature is reviewed

with a summary given. In the summary there is an indication as to

the overall current stance of theory development dealing with group

productivity and conflict. The design of the study in Chapter III

includes description of the target population including its demography.

Also cited are data collection measures, the design including a

stated testable null and alternative hypothesis, variables, signifi-

cance level and data analysis motif. As in previous chapters, a

summary is provided.

Chapter IV sets forth the analysis of results and gives an

order of presentation of data, including statement of sub-hypotheses,

restatement of the major hypothesis, interpretation of results,

narrative discussion of questionnaire responses and interview sum-

maries.

The summary and conclusion in Chapter V finalize the thesis

by stating implications for future research.

Bibliography and appendices follow.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Introduction
 

Throughout history a voluminous collection of conflict litera-

ture has been written recording political science, sociology, psychology,

management and social work research. Comparatively, a far lesser amount

of education research has been completed concerned with conflict char-

acteristics. An Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) search

located eighty-three (83) articles related to conflict, a number of

which discussed conflict's effects on productivity. A Datrix II Uni-

versity Microfilm search of dissertations was also completed that yielded

ten (10) additional articles of value. Other general conflict sources

also were located. Studies relating to the nature of conflict, its

types and sources, group communication, leadership, power, value differ-

ences, intensity levels, escalation, induced and suppressed conflict

will be reviewed.

A list of the functional aspects of conflict also will be

deve10ped with supporting theorists named. A number of more prevalent

theoretical models of conflict will be cited along with reports on

conflict management skill development. These will be followed by

research reports of studies done specifically on group productivity

and group process effects on productivity.

16
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The Nature of Conflict
 

The nature of conflict would be and has been debated, researched,

hashed and thrashed about over centuries. Is conflict a process,

relational state, feeling, set of behaviors or what? GMiller, 1974).1

No clarification it seems yet has been universally accepted, nor

perhaps will it ever be. A number of theorists, however, have spoken

descriptively of its characteristics and nature which may be the only,

and best, way to discuss so general a concept.

An early prominent and respected sociologist, Robert E. Park,

reported that conflict represents a very basic form of human interaction.

In speaking of individual, or intra-personal conflict, he felt that

only where there is a conflict of behaviors can there be conditions for

rational conduct (Park, 1941).2

Louis Kriesberg, a modern day sociologist, agreed and sensed

social conflict all about us, particularly present in human relations.

He did not imply that every relationship is entirely or even partly

conflicting all the time. Nor did Kriesberg mean that every underlying

conflicting relationship will be expressed with the same degree and

kind of hostility or violence (Kriesberg, 1973).3

Examining the nature of conflict from an individual-organizational

perspective, Chris Argyris stated that, "There is always," in his words,

"a basic incongruency between the needs of a mature personality and the

requirements of a formal organization." So it would seem, as Raymond A.

Ehrle summarized consistent thinking of a number of theorists, that

conflict is definitely part of human nature and not to be construed as

inherently bad (Argyris, 1957)4 (Ehrle, 1971).5
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Types of Conflict
 

Six levels of conflict are generally recognized. They represent

the individual and his/her interactions with other individuals, the

group and its interaction with other groups, and the organization and

its interaction with other organizations. They are respectively:

intrapersonal conflict, interpersonal conflict, intragropp and inter-
  

grogp conflict, and intraorganizational conflict and interorganizational
  

conflict. The level most frequently referred to in this study is

intragroup conflict, conflict within the group with conflicting

behaviors or attitudes occurring between members for the most part.

Kurt Lewin felt that the type of conflict depended on the

situation and he described three fundamental types attaching valences

to each. One he labeled 2+ conflict and used it to represent those

situations where a party is located midway between two equally positive
 

stbmuli. He cites as an example the jackass standing midway between

two haystacks, each equally desired. A 2- type of conflict would

again be a midway position, but between two equally negative, or
 

punishing, conditions while the third type is used to describe a con-

flict situation where one stimulus is of positive value and one of
  

negative quality (Lewin, 1954).6

Looking at types of conflict from a different perspective were

Harold Guetzkow and John Gyr who, in their analysis of conflict in

decisionrmaking groups, established two types of conflict in a way

prior researchers had referred to as realistic and non-realistic. In
 

the past realistic conflict was in reference to the group's task while

non-realistic conflict dealt with personality dynamics and differences

not part of the group's objectives (Guetzkow and Gyr, 1954).7
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Guetzkow and Gyr labeled conflict associated with intellectual

opposition among participants on items related to the agenda's content

as substantive conflict and those emotional clashes involving inter-
 

personal struggles as affective conflict. Affective conflict centered

about solving the group's agenda problems.

In another study, Harold Guetzkow, this time with Harry E.

Collins, continued investigation of substantive and affective conflict.

They located the presence of either substantive and affective conflict

when: (1) little personal or self-oriented needs are expressed,

(2) self needs are expressed and satisfied in the meeting's regular

course, (3) generally a pleasant atmosphere exists and members

recognize the need for unified action, and (4) the group's activity is

understandable, orderly and focused on one issue at a time (Collins

and Guestzkow, 1964).8

Substantive conflict alone was found when: (1) facts were

available and used, (2) the chairperson aided the group by proposing

solutions and worked with an agenda, and (3) members felt warm and

friendly toward each other. Affective conflict was present in situ-
 

ations where: (1) members withdrew and were able to handle only

discrete, simple agenda items, (2) members withdrew and had little

interest, and (3) members withdrew from interpersonal contact with

each other (Collins and Guetzkow, 1964).9

In their excellent resource book on conflict, Gerald 1. Miller

and Herbert W. Simon quoted Louis R. Pondy‘s 1967 study of organi-

zational conflict and listed five useful conflict descriptors:

(l) latent conflict-—conflict having underlying sources such as
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competition for scarce resources, drives for autonomy and divergence

of subunit goals, (2) perceived conflict-—with or without latent

conflict conditions present which is usually handled by semantics or

communication (the speech field has done extensive work in deve10ping

this descriptor), (3) £215 conflict--involving the affective domain and

personality, dysfunctional aspects of conflict and venting of anxieties

seen as necessary to maintain internal equilibrium, (4) manifest

conflict--perceived as being present, knowingly induced to frustrate

another's goals. A result of this type of conflict may be interpersonal

conflict, and (5) conflict aftermath--resolution, cooperative relation-

ships and task completion are included (Miller and Simon, 1974).10

Conflict Sources
 

Equality and homogeneity seem to be more often the exception

rather than the rule in groups in conflict, particularly with regard

to values and beliefs. People differ, values differ. Value differ-

ences are a source of conflict. Morton Deutsch in defining conflict

says, "A conflict may arise from differences in information or belief

. . . a conflict may reflect differences in interests, desires or

values . . . a conflict may occur as a result of scarcity of resources

such as money, time, space, position . . . a conflict may also reflect

a rivalry in which one person tries to outdo or undo the other"

(Deutsch in Jandt, 1973.).11

Though value differences exist everywhere they seem more

pronounced in different cultural settings especially where a number of

diverse cultural groups are combined such as in the American operated
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educational institutions in other countries. Samuel A. Moore speaking

about cultural differences as a positive force for change, described
 

constraints experienced by the educational institution, and multi-

cultural coalitions that are quick to develop. Such coalitions Moore

felt are geared toward effectiveness rather than efficiency, and help

to reduce attention to differences that exist by emphasizing and

heightening similarities. This he sees as beneficial to change saying

that, "Doting upon differences among people tends to do little more

than accentuate abrasiveness in relationships" (Moore, 1975-76).12

Kriesberg discusses value differences but from a totally

different dimension. Dissensus, he stated, is when people differ about

what is worth striving for and how to get what they want, while con-

sensus exists when people agree, but a supply of what is sought is

limited such as wealth, power or prestige (Kriesberg, 1973).13

The more figgd the size of the "pie," or resource, the more

intense the conflict so says Clark Kerr in his discussion of industrial

conflict. He reported conflict in a more violent way and wrote that,

"Conflict behaviors are designed to destroy, injure, thwart or control

another party or parties." It is agreed that some conflicts can be

violent and involve different patterns of behaviors. Irvin Janis

described such patterns of emotional behaviors in man as either that

of avoidance, immobility, docility, apathy or depression, and aggressive

irritability present in the face of conflict (Kerr, 1954),14 (Janis,

1954).15

In 1974 Stephen P. Robbins, a.modern day model developer,

described in his conflict managenent book three main sources of
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organizational conflict. Inadequate communication within the organi-
 

zation, he felt, was a very significant source of difference. Another

source he gave was that of organizational structure itself--"is the
 

organizational framework adequate and/or appropriate to satisfy

objectives?" needs to be asked. The third source of conflict Robbins

stated was diversiry of personnel within the organization and the
 

contributing behavioral factors of each organization member. All three

sources are no doubt interrelated. Robbins also felt that the larger

the organization, the greater the likelihood of existence of conflict

at any time (Robbins, 1974).16

Earlier research dealing with conflict management grew out of

Apollo projects. As a result of analysis of conflict that was occurring,

time management systems were deveIOped such as PERT and a number of

others. In the analysis of conflict itself however, a number of

observations were made and reported by David L. Wilemon in.the form of

propositions that contribute to our knowledge of conflict sources and

characteristics. In the Journal of’Mapogement Studies, Wilemon wrote,
 

"Managing Conflict in Temporary Management Systems." Program develop-

ment groups, which this study examines, are in some respects temporary

systems directed toward a single objective by "one time go-around"

efforts. So, it becomes important to cite Wilemon's findings:

1. The greater the diversity of disciplinary expertise, the
 

greater potential for conflict to develop. This statement is

certainly supported by Robbins as has been discussed.

2. The lower the project manager's authority, reward and punish-

ment power, the greater the potential for conflict. John R. P.
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French, Jr. and Bertram H. Raven would be supportive of this

particular proposition as a result of their analysis of six

social power bases used in establishing group norms and main-

taining standards. The six power bases they named were

reward, coercion, referent, expertise, legitimate and infor-

mational power. They learned that reward as a power base was

useful when based on the member's perception of others to give

rewards.

The less the specific objectives are understood, the greater
 

the potential for conflict to develop.

The greater the role ambiguity, the greater the potential for
 

conflict to develop. Richard E. Walton's study of 300 managers

from five departments within the same industrial company

validated this proposition. In an attempt to explain variances

in interdepartmental conflict across individuals and across

departments, he found that factors that accounted for conflict

were ambiguity in department jurisdiction, physical obstacles

that blocked communication, and inequitable work loads

(Walton, 1969) .17

Agreement on goals reduces conflict potential.
 

The more a member of a functional area perceives the project

as adversely usurping their traditional roles, the greater
 

the potential for conflict.

The lower the need for interdependence, the greater potential

for dysfunctional conflict.
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8. Presence of high level manoggment will tend to increase
 

conflict, while projects experience less conflict under a

task-oriented project manager of a lower level (Wilemon, 1973).

Herbert Sheppard felt that power and control are prime sources

of conflict. Writing in a British sociology journal about American

approaches to conflict he reports that, "Conflict relations always

 

involve attempts to gain control of scarce resources and position, or

to influence behavior in certain directions; hence, a conflict

relationship always involves the attempt to acquire or exercise power

or the actual acquisition or exercise of power" (Sheppard, 1954).19

Perceptual differences might well be still another source of
 

conflict according to Warren G. Bennis. He says it all in one clear

sentence, "where you are determines how you see things, just as where

you sit determines where you stand." It would seem then that roles

are very much entwined in conflicts that exist within organizations

(Bennis, 1976).20

Intragroup conflict, such as that experienced in family con-

flict and analyzed in this study, was studied by Edward Zuckerman who

found that conflict was strongly affected by the task at hand and the

number of interruptions or obstacles experienced during efforts to
 

complete the task (Zuckerman, 1975).21

Another contributing factor that can be categorized as a con-

flict source is that of existingpchapge or unrest. A. Otto Dahlke
 

found that in his study of race and minority riots one of the six

factors involved in the escalation of conflict was whether the period

was one during which change and mobility was already occurring. He

8
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felt those conditions capable of predicting whether riots would be

probable (Dahlke, 1952).22

James Coleman examined community conflict and wrote an excellent

current reference discussing conflict patterns and conflict arousing

events. He felt that regardless of its source, community conflicts

tend to be similar from initiation through outcome. He felt that con-

flict arises from events that effect community members' lives differ-

ently on which action can be taken. He found that.the course of con-

flict can be predicted with crucial points present where intervention

can best be used. In discussing sources, Coleman stated that there

are four general areas capable of arousing conflict: (1) economic

events occurring within the community, (2) events centering around

local power or authority, (3) events touching on cultural values and
 

belief systems, and (4) actions of controversial groups and/or per-
  

sonalities. He continued by stessing that any one or a combination of

3

 

these has equal conflict arousal potential (Coleman, 1957).2

Conflict Escalation
 

In conflict escalation, once hostility builds conflict sources

become diffuse making it impossible to separate "brief differences"

fromjpersonality differences for example. Nicholas A. Flannick also

examined escalation by an intensive study of long-term disruptive

incidents in several urban secondary schools of one large city. He

found patterns of development as did Coleman. As conflict escalated

he noted issues tended to generalize away from the original concern

and that new and different issues arise. He found that when disagree-

ment intensifies into overt hostility groups begin taking sides. More
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extreme leadership steps to the fore, social relations polarize and

traditional groups become involved or immobilized completely. He also

found that word-of-communication begins to replace formal media and

that the use of outside groups deve10ps (Flannick, 1973).24

Communication
 

Timothy M. Ashmore no doubt would agree with Coleman in regard

to a shift in the type of communication that occurs during the time

of conflict. As a result of his study of small groups experiencing

conflict as a function of prior interaction, he feund that communi-

cation during conflict lacked simple statements of disfavor or dis-

agreement and that content seemed to take on a heavy use of clarifi-

cation and excessive use of simple agreement statements. In his

analysis however he found that prior interaction and communication

between group members were not important factors in how individuals

handled conflict (Ashmore, 1976).25

Considering conflict, but with regard to communication effects,

Robert Bales suggested that to help solve difficulties that arise use

of common language should be employed with frequent definitions given;

excessive use of schedules, fact-finding procedures, recording and

reporting should also be implemented (Bales, 1960).26

Without adequate group interaction, according to Bernard M.

Bass, ability to solve problems may be limited. Interaction between

group members is a function of size he reported. A larger group will

tend to interact more as will these who are closer in distance, closer

in intimacy level and homogeneity of characteristics (Bass, 1960).27



27

In an attempt to establish validity of a set of instructions

directing a group's problem—solving behavior, Jay Hall found that the

control group which was uninstructed (and without therefore Specific

directions) responded to internal conflict with compromises which may

have eased group tensions, but did not improve the group's decisions.

Instructed groups (the experimental group) used conflict to their

advantage as an opportunity for creativity. It would seem then that

adequate communication and directives are important to a group's per-

formance (Hall, 1971).28

Harold J. Leavitt might well concur since the results of his

study are in agreement. His analysis of certain communication patterns

on group performance revealed that, "cooperative action by a group of

individuals having a common objective requires a certain minimum of

communication," and that each member needs to feel touched by some

part of a network of communication. Leavitt found that group communi-

cation patterns were affected by members' accuracy, total activity and

satisfaction with the group. Communication was also affected by leader

emergency and organization of the group. The position the individual

occupied within the group influenced his/her leadership opportunities,

satisfaction, quantity of activity and contributions. The leadership

role is one of providing centrality for the group it seemed (Leavitt,

1974).29

Leadership; Power and Status

Robert Bales also examined the notion of centrality and dis-

covered that the group leader's role took on status with centralization.
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As group members' roles became more specific, the leader's control

became increasingly strained and coordination became more important.

As directive control decreases, so did the leader's social status within

the group. As directive control increased, so did the leader's social

status, but relationships within the group became strained. Group

leaders have a need however for power and control for specific tasks

Bales declared after learning that equal power among group members

makes accomplishment of unpleasant, and/or dangerous tasks difficult

(Bales, 1955).30

Intensity Levels
 

Studies of degree or intensity of conflict and its effect have

not produced consistent findings. Leoanestinger and Eliot Aronson

concurred when they stated that,

Experimental work on the relationship between extent of disagree-

ment and amount of Opinion change has not yielded very consistent

results. Sometimes greater disagreement seems to result in more

opinion change and sometimes in less opinion change.

They gave two reasons for their statement. First of all they found

that if disagreement is too extreme to be reasonable, its content will

be ignored or made negligible and derogation of the disagreeing persons

by the group will occur (Festinger and Aronson in Cartwright and

Zander, 1960).31

On investigation of large school systems with special problems

of teacher militancy and organizational conflict, John O. Andes,

Roe L. Johns, and Ralph B. Kimbrough found that high levels of inten-

sity of conflict may divert urban school district administrators and

personnel energies away from the primary goal to the point of becoming
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nonproductive. Conflict can be very energy and time demanding. They

studied thirty types of conflict in five large urban school districts

in 1969-70. They found that when conflict reached crucial stages often

organizational restructuring was required. While they felt that the

current structure either contributed to the intensity or did not

function to reduce the degree of conflict, William L. Boyd in his study

of community status and conflict in suburban school politics determined

that structural effects were unreliable predictors of the intensity

of conflict. Groups in conflict with the school administration more

often attained their goals than did administration (Andes, Johns, and

Kimbrough, 1971),32 (Boyd, 1972).33

Induced Conflict
 

Molly Vogt, quoted by Stephen P. Robbins, calls herself an

"interactionist" and says, "the absence of conflict in an organization

almost inevitably indicates stagnation, and at times it may be

necessary to stimulate conflict to revitalize the system." She would

agree then with Andes, et al. whose findings of the need to restructure

an unresponsive organization suggested this be done by creating con—

flict. Vogt continues and says, "Thus, the management of conflict, by

stimulation or resolution, will prdbably become an essential activity

in dealing with problems and sets of problems encountered in systems

in the future" (Robbins, 1974).34

The idea of purposefully stimulating conflict may not seem

admissible to most. Two researchers, David J. Kirby and Robert L.

Crain, carefully studied the functions of conflict in ninetyrone
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cities experiencing conflict over school desegregation. Their con-

clusions were reported at the American Educational Research Association

annual meeting in Chicago in 1974. Stated hypotheses were: (1) that a

nonyissue is made more salient by powerless groups by conflict-raising

tacts, (2) pressures of conflict as a tradition facilitate other

change, (3) grass roots activity with some elite support is generally

ignored by other elites, (4) that conflict is dysfunctional if

decisions require informal consensus since political leaders simply

withdraw, and (5) that conflict increasing tacts are helpful in com-

pulsory attendance groups where members cannot withdraw and must settle

the conflict. Their findings were in support of hypotheses 2, 4, and 5.

The area of induced or stimulated conflict seems relatively unspOken

of outside racial themes, yet appears to be in practice however,

covertly. It is anticipated that future researdh will begin to examine

induced conflict more closely (Kirby and Grain, 1974).35

Harold J. Johnson, in a social psychology study, induced con-

flict in subjects to determine its effects on decision-making and

found that conflict resulted in higher levels of physiological arousal

even with little anticipation of punishment. When tasks became

difficult for experimental subjects, they behaved very differently.

He noted that they began to withdraw, became agitated, aggressive and

manifested seemingly unrelated behavior. Some initiated previously

effective defense reactions under conflict conditions (Johnson, 1963).36

Both John W. Thibaut and John Coules support Johnson's notice

of aggressive behavior in subjects under conflict and review for us

that frustration-aggression theorists believe that aggressive
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tendencies may be aroused by blocking any goal-directed behavior. They

added that overt acts of aggression, including verbal communication

for example, will tend to reduce the level of hostile tension in the

aggressor. Perhaps when conflict management specialists urge communi-

cation of differences they are operationalizing the premise of

encouraging aggression venting to minimize conflict intensity (Thibaut

and Coules, 1952).37

Suppressed Conflict
 

Suppression of perceived, potential or real conflict was studied

by Norman Maier as a factor affecting creative group problem-solving.

He determined that idea and opinion differences among group members

need not lead to dissatisfaction and unpleasant experiences, but rather

can lead to constructive and creative problem-solving if not suppressed

(Maier, 1962).38

Warren Bennis, as previously mentioned, in a discussion of

loyalty views loyalty as muffled dissent. Bennis probably would argue

vehemently against suppression and plan against it. To exemplify this

stance he mentions his open advocation and use of individuals he refers

to in a role of "domesticated dissent." These individuals act

informally as devil's advocates on the fringes of an organization.

The function of these people is to report suppressed, or otherwise

unreported, dissent. He warns that excessive use of such individuals

in this role has the capacity of making it powerless and risks the

chance of the dissenter becoming unheard in time and with over use.

He feels such persons act as organizational "gatekeepers," allowing
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new ideas to enter through stimulation from their usual "outside-the-

organization" interests and loyalties. Such individuals are generally

abrasive to others in the organization, good problem identifiers, have

low organization loyalty and low goal commitments. They assist as

sensors of perceptual differences that may be present or information's

inaccessibility (Bennis, 1976).39

In discussing strategies for action in cases of racial con-

flicts, F. D. Freeman suggested that to reduce or remove sources of

conflict may not aid resolution. Suppression, however, does occur

quite commonly in groups (Freeman, 1951).40

Situations where a party will accept others' opinions and

essentially suppress their own feelings as an effect of group pressure

were described by Solomon E. Asch. Asch felt that personal judgments

are modified and distorted frequently by group pressure especially

when: (l) evidence is convincing for acceptance of the group's

position, (2) evidence is unclear and ambiguous, (3) a discrepancy

between the individual's Opinion is great, (4) the individual's self-

confidence is low regarding the correctness of his/her position, and

(5) when an individual is aware that others know that their opinion

differs from others (Asch in Cartwright and lander, 1960).41

Saul Bernstein in a very readable and comprehensive chapter on

conflict, self-determination and social work cites Kurt Lewin's

thoughts and warns that conflict is an ideal state toward which one

should aspire or from which one should run, but that it may be the

only way to "unfreeze" or loosen up relationships and social structures

so that they then become reachable by attempts to produce change

(Bernstein, 1967).42
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"In order to achieve constructive results, there is a need for

professional behavior rooted in careful diagnosis," Bernstein stated,

"as well as for a point of view that regards conflict as congenial."

He also feels that social workers, for example, tend to be more

receptive to working with conflicts in clients than to the same

situations in their own agencies and among colleagues.

Not as clearly discussed in conflict literature is when con-

flict exists which does not come out into the open, in other words

latent conflict. This potential sort of conflict is apt to exist when

great inequality of power is present and the weaker party fears

expression of his/her position. Bernstein stated that race relations

in the United States is an example of this type of suppression of

conflict. He also stated that when one of the parties, usually the

dominant one, does not perceive that a conflict exists suppression may

occur. And, while often times suppressed, Bernstein agrees with other

theorists, conflict is a basic and pervasive fact of life permeating

every human area. While not the totality of our existence, it

represents a large and significant enough part to be a challenge and

warrant awareness, particularly as to its functional aspects.

Functional Aspects

Below is a summary chart of a number of functional aspects of

conflict that researchers have addressed over the past sixty years.

Upon examining such a listing of constructive aspects, it is well to

remember to not overlook the potential destructive sides. Conflict is

also capable of destroying peOple, twisting emotions and ideas, and
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Conflict then, is not an ideal

state toward which one should aspire or from which one should run as

stated above, but a concept to be recognized as a potential means and

stimulus for a number of the functions cited when cautiously and pro-

fessionally considered.

Functional Aspects of Conflict
 

 

Chart

Function

1. helps to revitalize a system

2. assists understanding of social problems

3. provides means for avoiding ossification

and ritualism within organizations

4. services as a foundation for society's social

and political institutions

5. constitutes a major source of large-scale

societal change

6. produces the movement which makes sociological

history by constituting the struggle

7. may be the first birth pang of a new

institutionalized pattern

8. sets boundaries by strengthening group

cohesiveness and separateness

9. reduces tension and permits maintenance

of social interaction under stress

10. establishes group norms

ll. helps prevent stagnation

12. initiates change

13. facilitates change

SupportingTheorist
 

Stephen P. Robbins

Ralf Dahrendorf

Melville Dalton

Karl Marx

Karl Marx

Karl Marx

Karl Marx

Lewis A. Coser

Clark Kerr and

Lewis Coser

Otto Kahn-Freund

Stephen P. Robbins

Mark Chesler

Ralf Dahrendorf



14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.
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stirs observation and memory; instigates

to invention; shocks passivity; begins

noting and contriving; is the basis of

reflection and ingenuity

constitutes fundamental social-interaction

process

clarifies objectives

helps to reduce subordination in relation-

ships by increasing agreement

restrains violence through conflicting

allegiances

maintains and re-establishes equilibrium

(as an earthquake might)

is essential to progress

leads to ever-changing relationships

represents both a consequence and cause

of social change

resolves divergent dualisms

establishes a way of achieving some

kind of unity

helps to resolve tension between contrasts

helps to determine the position of parti-

cipants and the distance between them

acts as a safety value through which tension

is relieved

proves our strength and control over

circumstances

preserves relationships by a quieting

influence and inner balance once resolved

John Dewey

Robert Dubin

Arthur Kornhauser,

Robert Dubin and

Arthur Ross

Aage B. Sorensen

Max Gluckman

Max Gluckman

Rensis Likert

Karl Marx

Gerda Smith

Georg Simmel

Georg Simmel

Georg.Simmel

Georg Simmel

Georg Simmel

Georg Simmel

Georg Simmel
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Theoretical Models of Conflict Management
 

Problem-Solvinngodels
 

Resolution, or management as more recent theorists prefer, was

the emphasis of Allan C. Filley as he described three resolution

styles. The categories he described included competitiveness,
 

disruption, and problem-solving. Competitiveness occurs when incom-
 

patible goals are sought and represents an inevitable "win-lose"

situation where one party is determined to win all causing the other

party to lose all. Disruptive behaviors occurs when no rules are set.

The atmosphere is one involving anger, fear, stress and irrational

behavior. Disruptive reactions also produce "win-lose" positions.

The third category, problem-solving, Filley felt represents the only

type where both parties stand to gain, or at least experience suffi-

cient amounts of satisfaction with the outcome. He emphasized

problem-solving and its "winrwin" results as the goal of conflict

management (Filley, 1975).43

Using small groups, Les Wallace and Leslie Baxter reported on

a study they completed involving thirty groups testing for reactions

to various ad hoc problem-solving situations. The groups lacked prior

problem-solving training. Four approaches were used. One group

received problem—solving instructions, the second only used reflective

thinking to solVe problems, the third were given conflict management

instructions and a fourth group were told to utilize both reflective

thinking and conflict management instructions. Results showed no

significant differences among various groups and approaches. These

findings are contradictory to earlier published research using
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management conflict instructions (see Hall quoted earlier under

Communications in Conflict).

Wallace and Baxter postulated, however, that reasons why

differences were not detected may have been related to the task,

pOpulation or group process. They did notice that groups tended to

avoid substantive or idea conflict because they felt it might lead

them into affective conflict. The problem, then, of researching

substantive conflict in small groups remained a challenge they con-

cluded (Wallace and Baxter, 1973).44

Cooperation
 

A large, very general concept, to be certain, is c00peration.

In conflict management this theory appears to hold promise. Alexander

Mintz stands out as a forerunner in research dealing with cooperation

and conflict. In discussing non-adaptive group behavior in 1951, he

indicated that cooperative behavior is vital for success and is

rewarding to individuals in groups as long as everyone cooperates.

As soon as an individual group member discontinues cooperation results

decline. As an example he gave a theater fire. If total cooperation

is the case, results are a quick and safe exit.. If, however, coopera-

tion is disturbed, rewards and competitive behavior develops ending,

in this example, perhaps in tragic results (Mintz, 1951).45

Morton Deutsch in a writing on cooperation and trust summarized

the couperation model by stating that it is based on a human's

capacity to perceive the reality that exists independent of him/her

as an individual and depends instead on the individual's ability to

recognize that others perceive it similarly. What he also said was
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that cooperation depends on the individual believing that goals are

interrelated. TWO critical problems cooperation continuously face are

trust and bargaining. These bases are more quickly established if

individuals are interested in each other's welfare (Deutsch in Bennis,

1964).46

Game Theory

"Prisoner's Dilemma," the nickname of a two-choice game using

Lewis Richardson's Mathematical Theory of War, represents the game more

frequently associated with game theory. Designed in 1937 by mathe-

maticians who initially applied the system in two arms races, it is

based on theories such as the Markov Chain, Equilibrium model with

adjustable parameters, Stochastic Learning and Classical Dynamics.

Game theory has been tested by simulation and comparing populations.

Findings using it reported that the quality of interaction within

pairs of individuals who play had effects due to conflict and its

intensity which also affected overall cooperation. Cooperation relates

to payoffs during the game. Small sex differences were noted with men

more willing to give "tit-for-tat" in conflict situations. More

cooperation was noted in pairs that were willing to give "tit-for-tat"

responses, and therefore men did slightly better.

Game theory has been widely tried and widely criticized due

to its high level of abstraction and mathematical base, and is felt to

be impractical in most real world instances. It can be useful however

in clarifying conflict situations. Many feel the real world is much

more complex than the very calculated Hobbesian universe of the game.
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Terminology used are the major games' names--"Prisoner's Dilemma"

or "PD," "zero-sum" payoff where what any one party gains the other

loses. "Constant-sum" game which involves, again, one party gaining

and the other losing, but with a fixed payoff added, while a "variable-

sum" game (also essentially the same) has a variable payoff.

Early research in the 19505 using "PD" games found that more

cooperation was prevalent when pregame communication took place. Also

significant was the type of game being played and the fact that a

delay in the start of communication tended to depress cooperation

(Rapoport, 1957),47 (Rapoport and Chammah, 1965).48

Scientific Method
 

As in many other disciplines, conflict management is not with-

out its application of the scientific method. The basic strategy (to

review) involves use of: fact assessment, idea exploration, solution

development, application and reassessment. Michael G. Giammatteo in

1967 revised and designed a process involving: fact assessment, idea

exploration, solution development, interpersonal relationships and

old problems restated to fulfillment.

Using the new approach in a workshOp with small groups given

a number of written documents, he studied expectations of group

members in conflict and found the process effective. His paper on the

process was given at the meeting of Supervisors of Student Teachers in

Portland, Oregon and while simple in application represents one way to

study group conflict. Samples of worksheets used can be ordered

(Giammateo, 1967).49
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Static-Equilibrium Models
 

Models appear to have similarities in descriptions of parties

involved in the conflict, behavior, space, competition and the type

of conflict. A model developed by Talcott Parsons, described by

Kenneth Boulding, describes a situation of two incompatible behavior

units in which parties are aware of the incompatibility of potential

future positions and wish to occupy a position that is incompatible

with the wishes of the other party. An ordered set of positions and

value ordering is involved with boundaries of possibilities spelling

out particular positions one can occupy (Boulding, 1962).50

Theory of Viability
 

Kenneth Boulding also described a theory where the ability of

willingness of one party to destroy another exists involving space

occupancy. It is based on the idea that a party is at his maximum

power at home. This we see frequently in athletics where the home

team is assumed in the favored position during home games. The theory

is based on the idea that competitive power declines with distance

from home (Boulding, 1962).51

Mechanical and Organic Model
 

This approach described by Tom Burns and George MacPherson

Stalker in 1962 was first explained in relationship to managing

innovations. It specifically addressed itself to conflict resolution.

Varying resolution techniques were discussed. Two systems--mechanical

and organic were named. Use of suppression, arbitration, or open

warfare in.conflict resolution were most often seen in mechanical
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systems, while bargaining or problem-solving fit best an organic

system. No further use of the model was found since Burns and

Stalker's description (Burns and Stalker, 1962).52

Exity_Voice and Loyalty

Warren G. Bennis quoted Albert 0. Hirschman's book titled,

Exit, Voice and Loyalty, (Boston: Harvard University Press, 1970) as
 

types of choices individuals face when in conflict with an organi-

zation's objectives. The "exit" choice is a type of“withdrawal from

the conflictful situation, while "voice" implies that communication

would be effective. "Loyalty" again implies a type of withdrawal with

the party compromising and electing to remain faithful to the organi-

zation, for example, inspite of continued disagreement and lack of

resolution. For this last choice type Bennis gives as an example a

well known American politican-educator (Bennis, 1976).53

Other Models and Considerations
 

Other models have been suggested by theorists, but appear to

be essentially untested. Simulation has been used widely, Stafford

Beer suggests operations research, while Robert Chin felt that attitu-

dinal change, an important consideration in general change, might also

be helpful. Transactional Analysis, an outgrowth from the behavioral

sciences used primarily in therapeutic settings is a paradigm

beginning to be more widely accepted in analyzing communication

patterns in other settings.

Other modes of conflict management are compromise, accommoda-

tion, collaboration and withdrawal. Which technique to use when seems
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to depend on: (1) the stakes involved, (2) conflict intensity,

(3) social pressure, (4) history of interaction, and (5) time pressure.

While a number Of partial models have come forth, no one stands

out as the Optimum. A number lack valid applied research. It would

seem then that a need remains, as Gordon Lippitt indicates, for a

symbolic representation, or model, Of the complex function Of resolving

and utilizing conflict to aid understanding toward its positive uses

by: (l) analyzing reality conflict situations, (2) clarifying thinking,

(3) predicting performance, and (4) evaluating alternatives available

(Lippitt, 1973).S4

Conflict Management Skill Development

Only a few years ago Dorothy Magett researched conflict man-

agement functions of central Office human relations Officers in

selected suburban schools. Some Of her findings were that the human

relations officers were used to convey information primarily and that

as mediators in conflict situations, they were 85 percent ineffective.

She also found that only 42 percent had a tendency toward intervention

at the time of conflict. Most significant Of all was the fact that

control appeared to be the fOremost goal Of most Officers which was

felt to be counter productive to effectively plan for change or con-

flict management (Magett, 1972).55

It would seem then, because Of incompleteness of conflict man-

agement models, and lack of adequate field-tested studies to support

theories, a definite need for model development and training in the

area of conflict management skills exist.
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Stephen K. Bailey addressing the American Educational Research

Association at their annual meeting in 1971 agreed that educational

administrators should be trained in conflict management. Since

throughout the literature there exists a lack of consistent definition,

Bailey suggested that conflict not be defined but typed. Categories

he cited were: (1) subordinate, superordinate and lateral conflicts,

(2) horizontal and vertical conflicts, (3) constructive and destructive

conflicts, and (4) severity or quality Of conflict. By knowing the

type of conflict that exists, he felt, one is better able to select

the appropriate management approach (Bailey, 1971).56

Bailey went on to describe specific administrative character-

istics to be encouraged. An awareness Of problems faced by all

segments of his/her constituency should be urged. Administrators need

to be harshly realistic about their own personality and role limitations,

and use collective judgments versus individual or personal ones. He

also felt that in crisis situations administrators need to realize a

need to estimate their own and the enemy's resources. And last Of all,

Bailey felt a Specific plan of resolution should be carefully designed

and followed.

James Coleman would add to the list Of facts administrators

need to be aware of, no doubt, the fact that responsiveness and control

Of constituents are vital. As an outcome Of his community conflict

studies and escalation, he recommended using regular structural

channels to listen. If such channels do not exist they should be

established in order that the Opposition's criticism might be heard.

Coleman also suggested maintenance Of good relationships with leaders

Of community associations and organizations and identification with
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the community in general to minimize violent behavior in times of

conflict. Research supports the fact that communities with high

involvement will have more intense and more frequent controversies,

but resolve them with ordinary democratic processes netting increased

satisfaction for the majority (Coleman, 1957).57

An Often neglected dimension in education administration--

understanding the nature Of conflict-~was spoken to by Roland E. Barnes

recently. Beside presenting a good conflict theory background, his

writings discussed desegregation conflict and the feeling that

administrators need to experience firsthand conflict and its accom-

panying emotions in their training. In further developing our under-

standing Of its very complex nature, intensive social science research

should be continued Barnes says. He feels administrators ought to

Observe carefully group behavior and begin to accept concepts that may

differ from their own long-held values (Barnes, 1974).58

In response to administrative need for conflict management

skill development, the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory

produced a publication containing a workshop format directed toward

training administrators to begin to accept conflict not as good or

bad, but toward awareness and increase understanding (Northwest

Regional Educational Lab, 1976).59

Group_Productivity
 

In both field and laboratory settings, Barry E. Collins and

Harold Guetzkow analyzed group productivity with regard to effective-

ness in decision-making. They were particularly interested in group

process. Findings reported were that group productivity depended on:



45

(1) resources available to the group inherent in the task and inter-

personal relationship of group members, (2) social motivation of the

group with goals and rewards that were different than when members

were working as individuals, and (3) social influence which was

respected if contributions of those possessing the influence were

supported by evidence that was logical and consistent with past

experience, or evidence was within the area of the individual's

ignorance, or the influential contributor was considered to be an

expert (Collins and Guetzkow, 1964).60

They also described four variables affecting group productivity,

and felt that: (l) the task or task environment was critical as were,

(2) the impact of the presence of other people, (3) interpersonal

relationships within the group, and (4) division of individual pro-

ductivity and assembly effect. Specifically, obstacles originating

in the task environment directly inhibited productivity.

Interpersonal Obstacles on the otherhand were created by task
 

environments and inhibited both individual and group productivity.

An example of this would be different communication networks. Inter-

personal obstacles created in the behavior of other group members

inhibited both individual and group effects. A silent group member

impaired productivity for example.

Also speaking of silent members' effect on productivity was

Ewart E. Smith who had earlier examined effects of clear and unclear

role expectations on group productivity. He found that initially

silent group members have no effect, but then with the passing of time

a lower product is noted, with productivity returning to a higher
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level as the silent member's role became accepted by other group

members. He studied this phenomenon by observing five-member groups

where three members were classified as ”naive" and two as "silent"

(Smith, 1957).61

Smith also observed reduced performance caused by ambiguous

roles that Collins and Guetzkow saw. Thomas Scheidel and Laura

Crowell in their 1964 study of idea development in small discussion

groups observed verbal behavior and task accomplishment and felt that

there was a decided relationship (Scheidel and Crowell, 1964).62

It would seem then that group interaction is important to task

performance. Bernard Bass spoke of communication and interaction in

groups, and felt that lack of group interaction may cause inability to

solve problems. Stanley Schachter, Norris Ellertson, Dorothy McBridge,

and Doris Gregory however might disagree. Their report of an experi-

mental study of cohesiveness and productivity related that group

cohesiveness as such does not necessarily increase or decrease pro-

ductivity of the group. Cohesiveness or attraction to group membership

served to heighten the susceptibility of group influence from other

members. If, however, predominant influencers are to restrict pro-

duction for one reason or another, cohesiveness will lower productivity

(Schachter, Ellertson, McBridge, and Gregory in Cartwright and lander,

1960).63

The role Of influencers as leaders should be considered. Fred

Fielder talked of productivity and leadership style. He related an

explanation of his contingency model that a group's performance related

to the leadership style and the group's favorableness to that style.
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One factor would be whether the style provides the leader with influence

over members. He suggested that to improve group performance one

needs to modify a leader's style or modify the groupetask situation I

(Fielder, 1967).64

In discussing stress Fielder felt that under conditions of low

stress relatively managing, controlling leaders were needed, while

under moderate stress more permissive, considerate styles were

preferred. Under high conditions of stress a task-oriented style

would be the most effective. He even went so far as to relate the

leader's IQ level to productivity.

An especially significant finding of Piedler's as it related

to this study was that group performance was not strongly affected by

range of stress and in other words, performance did not materially

deteriorate under conditions of stress and was, in fact, roughly as

good as without it.

In another study directed toward problem solving by small

groups using various communication networks, George Heise and George A.

Miller found that stress under which small groups work did have an

effect on performance as did the task they were handling and the

channels of communication open to members. Alex Bavelas, who also

examined task oriented groups' communication patterns, found per-

formance differed when communication was restricted, dependent on

location of the recognized leadership and general satisfaction of

group members (Heise and Miller, 1955),65 (Bavelas, 1960).66

In still another study of creative group problem-solving L.

Richard Hoffman, Ernest Harburg and Norman R. F. Maier looked for
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differences and disagreement factors. They used seventy-two male

college students in their study and found interesting results. They

determined that those with high anxiety and high motivation did less

well under stress than did low anxiety-low motivation students. Of

interest is the fact that the higher level of motivation did not offset

or counter balance stress factors (Hoffman, Harburg, and Maier, 1962).67

When Lorraine R. Perry investigated strategies of black

community groups seeking to determine whether groups using a

cooperative model to advocate for change differed in their results from

groups using conflict activities. Data collection motif parallels

that used in this study in that question responses were on a six-point

scale. To summarize, Perry's findings indicated that: (1) both groups

engaged in conflict activities equally, (2) groups advocated for

radical changes and conflict strategies, but then less often use them--

less often then they say they would like, (3) both groups felt coopera-

tive models are more effective, and (4) both groups preferred to use a

cooperative model to seek change (Perry, 1976).68

Group Process Effects
 

It has been demonstrated that small group processes and the

issues of trust, team-building, self-disclosure and so on, which are

well studied, are almost identical whether the participants are

strangers, members of the same organization or representatives of

different countries (Walton, 1969).69

That groups will differ in the nature and extent of internal

differences lacks research according to Aubrey Fisher who studied

group development phases. While consistent interaction patterns of
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task behavior exist, the phase in which the group finds itself at a

particular moment may differ and have an effect on productivity.

Francis Trusty implied this in a discussion of his conflict research

involving interviews with 100 subjects. The group development phases

Fisher described are: an orientation phase, conflict phase, emergency

phase and reinforcement phase (Fisher, 1970),70 (Trusty, 1977).71

With reference to this study's focus, Roland E. Barnes found

that conflict was particularly evident at the stage of group formula-

tion and at the time when weighing of alternatives was occurring, or

in other words, at the beginning stage of task analysis (Barnes, 1974).

Robert F. Bales and Fred L. Strodtbeck, however, imply that

problems occur at any phase and throughout the group's entire being,

but differ in nature. They examined twenty-two problem-solving groups

where subjects were adult, English Speaking, formally educated persons

who regarded conflict negatively, and who were without large status

differences. Group size varied from two to twenty members. Some

minimal pressure existed to maintain group solidarity. During the

orientation phase problems affected performance both positively and

negatively. During the evaluation period however reactions tended to

increase. Their conclusion was that different conditions or problems

result in different sorts of phase movement for groups. It also

appeared likely, they found, that status differences will modify phase

movement, but this was not explored (Bales and Strodtbeck, 1951).73

Deviancy may be considered a difference in group member status

and can occur during any phase of development. This too is reported

in the literature extensively. Generally accepted has been the fact

2
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that groups will tolerate only a certain amount of deviancy before

rejecting the member. Widely accepted as this notion is, Lewis

Coser in his experience feels that evidence that groups always reject

deviants is, at least, open to question (Coser, 1970).74

Durkheim and Mann, says Coser, have voiced a functional side

of deviancy. They write that even crime creates a sense of solidarity

among citizens within the community. Perhaps one rationale is that

non-deviants pull together in Opposition and comparison. The two

researchers felt that the deviant's opposition strengthens the group,

and that acceptance and tolerance Of a deviant can also strengthen a

group and that rigid and repeated rejection of deviants has serious

dysfunctional consequences.

It is apparent that tolerance exists for Special role incumbents

such as the "star," the "stranger," and the "fool," and also group

leaders who are expected to be flexible and depart from norms to

further group tasks, also according to Coser. A problem raised by

differences of opinion that exist is the need to distinguish between

types of deviant behavior he explained.

Summary

Inspite of Coser's reinstitution of Simmel's propositions,

research regarding the functional aspects of conflict has been

limited. While the true nature of conflict remains unclear, a number
 

of descriptors have been developed. Validation of conflict's presence

in human nature however is assured.

Described in current literature were six levels on which con-

flict is operational, and both positive and negative valences were
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assigned. Also characterized were realistic or nonrealistic, sub-

stantive or affective, latent, perceived, felt and manifest types of

conflict.

A number of studies reviewed in this chapter identified

potential sources of conflict including: value, cultural and perceptual

differences, scarce resources, inadequate communication, power,

authority, control, position, diversity of personnel, and organizational

structUre. Unclear objectives were also stated as a possible cause as

were role ambiguity, goal disagreement, usurping of traditional roles,

need for interdependence, presence of high level management, inter-

ruptions and environmental obstacles, already existing change and

unrest, economic events and controversial persons or groups.

Patterns occurring at the time of conflict escalation were
 

observed. Communication became general in nature and avoidance of

central issues occurred along with conflict generalizing to other

areas, and polarization of parties involved.

During periods of intense conflict it was learned that com-
 

munication worked best when use of common language was employed and

that interaction between conflicting parties was to be encouraged.

Conflict management instructions given group members facilitated the

positive use of conflict in problem-solving. It was felt important,

in times of considerable disagreement, that communication networks

touch everyone.

Induced, or stimulated, conflict may be useful in facilitating

change or organizational restructuring it was reported. Conflict,

however, was not useful when consensus was required, while
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conflict-increasing tactics were helpful in compulsory attendance

groups. There remains a need for additional research regarding

induced conflict.

Suppressed conflict was investigated by three theorists who
 

felt negatively about lack of expression of disagreement which is

sometimes brought about by group pressure or inequality of power.

Theorists agreed that professional caution and ethics should be

exercised in dealing with conflict-«induced, suppressed or otherwise.

A chart summarizing a number of functional aspects of conflict
 

was developed followed by discussion of a number of partial models
 

designed to date. Included among them were: the competitive,

disruptive and problem-solving model; cooperation; game theory;

scientific method; static-equilibrium; theory of viability; mechanical

and organic systems model; and the "exit, voice or loyalty" idea.

Which to consider when depends on: (1) the stakes involved, (2) con-

flict intensity, (3) social pressure, (4) history of interaction, and

(5) time pressure.

A need was realized for a composite model capable of:

(l) analyzing conflict situations, (2) clarifying thinking, (3) pre-

dicting performance, and (4) evaluating alternatives available.

Conflict management skill development needs were discussed, as

was group productivity which in the literature reviewed depended on:

resources available, interpersonal relationships, social motivation of

the group as a unit, social influence of contributors, the task,

impact of others present, division of labor of individuals and group

effect, interpersonal obstacles, communication networks, silent
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members' initial impact, ambiguous roles, group interaction, cohesion

(sometimes), leadership style and influence, level of anxiety and

motivation in addition to change-arousing strategy.

In more deeply considering group productivity, group process
 

research was reviewed in a limited way. Research regarding the phase

in which the group is in was found to have effect on performance.

Conflict was observed to be present particularly at group formulation

and when alternatives were being considered. Another investigator

discovered that groups experienced different problems in different

phases which affected productivity both positively and negatively. A

lack of conclusive research was noted which, in summary, would sub-

stantiate the need for further study of conflict's effect on pro-

ductivity at various stages of group development which this exploration

attempts to examine.

In Chapter III the design, target population and its demography,

data collection instruments and procedures will be discussed.
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CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

Overview

This researcher was concerned with the effect of conflict on

program development group productivity. Specifically, the study was

designed to identify conflict sources and intensity level effects on

group deve10pment and overall group performance in an effort to

examine the functional aspects of conflict. Described in this chapter

are research methodology and approach, demographic data for the target

population, procedures employed, a presentation of the research hypothe-

sis, instrument rationale, data collection and analysis motifs. Also

a summary is given.

Desigp

Research Methodology and Approach

Because of the exploratory nature of the study, along with a

testable hypothesis measuring the effects of conflict on program

development group productivity, systematic descriptive analysis was

used. Egon Guba in discussing methodological strategies stated that,

A most important tactic in planning field studies is to lean more

heavily upon logical inferences then upon statistical infer-

ence. We have repeatedly made the point that field studies

cannot meet the assumptions of classical systems and design, nor

6O
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indeed, do we want them to. To rely heavily upon statistical

treatment seems to be the height of folly (Guba, 1965).1

In keeping with this reasoning, narrative discussion of findings

related to each of nineteen questionnaire responses was presented

followed by summaries of six interviews.

Using a questionnaire, a critical level of statistical signi-

ficance was set a priori at .10 since the analysis was exploratory,

based on limited previous research and the instrument used had not been

rigorously examined to determine its validity and reliability. To

increase validity of findings Eugene Webb, Donald Campbell, Richard

Schwartz, and Leo Sechrest suggested two or more independent measure-

ment processes be employed. Consequently, interview sessions were

conducted. It was noted that by linking investigations, each would

yield a different outcropping of information and that findings would

be more certain (Webb, Campbell, Schwartz, and Sechrest, 1966).2

Triaugulation, proposition confirmation by three independent
 

measurement processes, was completed by the addition of interviews

with group members, separate and independent from primary respondents.

Due to time and resource limitations only two group members were

contacted by this third modality. WObb, Campbell, Schwartz, and

Sechrest also felt that association membership directories, such as

the one used to secure names and addresses for this study, serve as

useful alternatives to member access and that the interview approach,

in conjunction with other methods, is an excellent method by which to

ascertain population characteristics.

The independent variable of the study was presence of conflict

in program development groups, while the dependent variable is
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productivity measured on two levels--group development outcomes and

overall performance. Not included in the design are variables such

as leadership, group membership or organizational structure. While

recognizing their potential impact, it was decided in this study to

primarily establish a baseline and attempt to control for them in

future research.

The Targgt Population
 

The entire population of educational program specialists, who

are members of the Michigan Association of State and Federal Program

Specialists, was polled. Permission was secured from the association's

executive board for the mailing through a presentation by the executive

secretary of the request at their February, 1977 meeting.

Requests for data were sent to 348 members whose characteristics

vary in sex, age, and geographic location within Michigan. One hundred

thirty-one respondents, or 37 percent, elected to participate by

completing questionnaires for 315 groups. "For mailed questionnaires,"

Eugene Webb, Donald Campbell, Richard Schwartz, and Leo Sechrest

found that, "10 percent returns are typical." Jum C. Nunnally, Jr.,

in speaking of sample size said that, "what is learned from applying

these (statistical formulas) is that there must be a bare minimum of

several hundred subjects (315 groups in this case) before any con-

fidence can be placed in the exact size of results" (Webb, Campbell,

Schwartz, and Sechrest, 1966),3 (Nunnally, 1970).4

The majority of the reSpondents represents K-12 school

districts, are educated at at least the bachelor's degree level, and

are within their employment setting formally or informally referred
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to as program specialists. Their official titles and responsibilities

varied from that of program evaluator, special projects director,

superintendent to president of a community college.

Procedures

A pilot study for the purpose Of establishing content validity

of the research instrument, and to obtain variance and mean differences

to be able to predict the nature of the study's incoming data was

undertaken. On February 16, 1977 pilot questionnaires were mailed to

twenty-three randomly selected program specialists who represented

6 percent of the target population. Thirteen, or 57 percent, returned

questionnaires representing thirty—two program development groups.

As a result of comments made and an analysis of frequencies tabulated,

a number of questions were reworded and one was eliminated. A moderate

level of conflict was reported.

On March 16, 1977 questionnaires accompanied by a cover letter

defining the study's authorization and purpose with directions for

completion were sent to program specialists. On April 13, 1977

follow-up requests were mailed (see Appendices A and B). Question-

naires were professionally printed back-to-back on legal-sized sheets

with each side available for reporting one group's characteristics.

Two such forms were sent to each member. A return-addressed, stamped

envelop was enclosed for convenience. Questionnaires were of two

attention-seeking colors. A photographically reduced copy of the

instrument is displayed as Appendix C.

On April 23, May 3 and 4, 1977 individual interviews were

conducted with program specialists in their respective school
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districts. Eight interviews were completed of one to three hours'

duration during which respondents described infOrmally their reported

groups' experiences. On May 23, 1977 contact was made with two group

members to further verify findings.

Though factual data was desired, format was semi-structured

with enough Open-endedness allowed by the interviewer to minimize

constraint of the respondent's reaction, allow flexibility, depth,

clarification and probing as Fred Kerlinger suggested possible with

interview schedules. A few specific questions related to perception

of conflict's effects and group formation process (Kerlinger, 1965).5

Interviewees were three assistant superintendents, four special

projects directors, and one director of research and evaluation, and

two teachers. Four of the eight interviewees were women and four men.

Two interviews, while very informative generally, were not included

since one did not truly represent groups polled and another did not

fully align with the researcher's purpose in the study.

Major Research Hypothesis
 

It was undertaken to show statistically conflict's effect on

group productivity by differences in performance outcomes in groups

experiencing minimal, moderate, or intense conflict.

Null hypothesis: no difference will be found in productivity
 

as measured by the number of functional outcomes reported by program

specialists for minimal, moderate, or intense-conflict groups.

 

Symbolically stated: Ho: Mmin = Mmod = Mint'

Alternative hypothesis: a difference will be found in producti-
 

vity. Symbolically Stated: H1: Mmin # Mmod # Mint'
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Legend: Mmin - minimal conflict mean; Mmod = moderate conflict

mean; and Mint = intense conflict mean.

Instrumentation
 

Format of the questionnaire developed followed that most fre-

quently used for instruments measuring affective domains. However,

a Six-point scale, versus a traditional five-point scale, was specifi-

cally selected to minimize a tendency on the part of respondents to

answer in the center area. According to Gunar Myrdal, social science .

research methodology has found that scales can be used to tabulate

beliefs to help minimize bias. Scales would also make them more

quantitative and reportable (Myrdal, 1969).6

Questions 4, 8, ll, 14, and 17, conflict source questions,
 

were interspersed among others to de-emphasize any potential threat

or bias they might create. This was found to be necessary in the

pilot Study. Questions 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, and 7 attempted to measure

group deve10pment outcomes, while questions 9, 10, 12, 13, 15, 16, 18,

and 19 examined overall group productivity. A discussion of the

underlying theoretical base for specific line item questions on the

intrument follows:

Rationale for Inclusion of Specific

(pest ionnaire Items

To what extent did this group . . .

Question 1: Define and Clarify Its Objectives or Purposes?
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Arthur Kornhauser, Robert Dubin, and Arthur Ross in their book

on industrial conflict felt conflict functions in clarifying objectives,

as did David Wilemon who found that the less specific Objectives are

understood, the greater the potential for conflict to develop (quoted

earlier) (Kornhauser, et al., 1954),7 (Wilemon, 1973).8

Question 2: Establish Rogular Routines? (Such as Selecting the Same

Leader, Meeting Time).

Group norms, such as "regular routines" implies, were mentioned

by Otto Kahn-Freund in his article on intergroup conflict and settle-

ment as still another function of conflict which seemed valid to

investigate.

Question 3: Reduce Initial Tension Where Present and Allow More Relaxed

Conversation and Social Interaction Amonngembers?

 

 

Robert Dubin addressed himself to the idea that conflict relation-

ships constitute a social interaction process having important conse-

quences and added that without conflict accommodative relationships

would result in subordination rather than agreement. He also felt a

central proposition was that intergroup conflict served as a fundamental

institutionalized social process which determines the direction Of

social change, and in effect, defines social welfare.. Clark Kerr felt

that conflict reduces tension and permits maintenance of social inter-

action under stress. Conflict also may serve as a safety valve

keeping more violent behaviors from occurring. Thomas Scheidel and

Laura Crowell, too, observed verbal behavior directly related to task

accomplishment (Dubin, 1957),10 (Kerr, 1954),11 and (Scheidel, Crowell,

1964).12
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Question4: Experience Conflict Over Scarce Resources? (Such as Per-

sonnel,Supplies, Time, Space or Other Tapgible Items).

Many theoriests like Jessie Bernard felt smallness in the size

of the "pip," or resource, frequently stimulated disagreement (Bernard,

1957),13 Herbert Sheppard felt that conflict relations always involve

attempts to gain control of scarce resources and position, and to

influence behavior in certain directions; hence, a conflict relation-

ship always involves the attempt tO acquire, or exercise power or the

actual acquisition or exercise of power," he said (Sheppard,

1954).14

Question 5: Begin to Work Togother as a Unit Rather Than as a Number

of Individuals?
 

Again, many researchers learned that group cohesion, a vital

and even universal aspect of group development, was necessary to

productivity. Of those who spoke specifically, Dorwin Cartwright and

Alvin Zander, and Lewis Coser stand out. Coser said that "far from

being necessarily dysfunctional, a certain degree of conflict is an

essential element in group formation and the persistence of group

life." He felt that group unity depend on the issue and that when

individuals join a number Of groups their conflicts have a tendency

to criss-cross which has a stabilizing overall effect. In another

related Simmel preposition, Coser says, that a fight tends to pull

group members together and that a group defines itself by struggling

with other groups. Such "struggle groups" may actually attract enemies

in order to maintain and increase group cohesion. Victory then lowers

group energy which had guaranteed group unity and the goal changes
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to not results-oriented, but toward preservation of the group structure

itself; in other words, "one unites to fight" (Cartwright and Zander,

1960),ls (Coser, 1956).16

Question 6: Eyperience Changing Relationships Among Its Members?
  

This question's inclusion was based on Karl Marx's feeling that

conflict leads to ever-changing relationships. He described well the

notion where "bad guys" become "good guys" when he said: "Feudal pro-

duction had two antagonistic elements, which were equally designed by

the names of good side and bad side of feudalism, with regard being

had to the fact that it is always the evil side which finishes by

overcoming the good side. It is the bad side that produces the move-

ment which makes history by constituting the struggle" (Marx, 1910).17

Discussions with two program specialists interviewed further

substantiated the idea that relationship changes, positive and negative,

occurred as conflict aftermath. This may lead one to wonder what

makes the difference whether the final relationship becomes a positive

or negative one-~values held as the basis of the conflict perhaps,

style of resolution, communication and interaction, or something that

occurs in group development.

Question 7: Come to Agreement on.Major Topics?
 

In order to measure group development progress this question

was constructed feeling that if a group were able to come to agree-

ment, they were ready to move to another phase and begin to deal with

the task. This question is classified as a group deve10pment outcome

question.
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Question 8: Experience Conflict Over Leadership, Position, Status or

Control?

An assortment of theorists related to this conflict source as

seen in Chapter II and partially in question 5 above. Coser also

indicated that conflict establishes and maintains the balance of power

(and position) and that by conflict comparative strengths are revealed

(Coser, 1956).18

Question 9: Complete Its Original Objectives or Purposes?
 

An overall productivity measurement attempting to determine

whether the group accomplished what it set out to accomplish is cited

here.

Question 10: Help to Modify Any Lack of Interest, Inertia or Outdated

Procedures Within the District?

 

 

Conflict within and between bureaucratic structures provides the

means for avoiding the ossification and ritualism which threatens

their form Of organization. Conflict, through apparently

dysfunctional for highly organized systems, may actually have

important latent functional consequences

said Coser. He continued,

By attacking and overcoming the resistence to innovation and

change that seem to be an "occupational psychosis" always

threatening the bureaucratic Office holder, it can help to

insure that the systems are not stifled by deadening routine

of habituation and that in the planning activity itself

creativity and invention can be applied (Coser, 1957).19

Question llgyEgperience Distractions Such as Interruptions, Broken

Equipment, Illnesses or Other Behavior/Environmental Obstacles?
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Edward Zuckerman would support inclusion of this item in that

his research assumed a relationship between conflict and the number of

attempted interruptions and obstacles present (ZuCkerman, 1975).20

Question 12: Stimulate Any Creativity or Innovation Within the District?
 

This question attempts to measure overall productivity as an

Outcome usual to program development groups, (also see Coser's final

words above under question 10).

Question 13: Become Regponsible for the Development of Any New Or

Different Program, Curriculum, Approach or Procedure?

 

Conflict and differences always exist in an organization

Likert stated, and though capable of immobilizing by bitter, unresolved

differences, he felt conflict was essential to progress and new and

different deve10pments (Likert, 1974).21

Question 14: Experience Conflict RogardingOpen or UnderlyingValue

Differences?

 

 

Previously cited at length in Chapter II, many theorists would

tend to agree that value, cultural and/or perceptual differences can

initiate conflict (Deutsch in Jandt, 1973),22 (Bennis, 1966),23 and

(Coleman, 1957).24

Question 15: Help Mako,Possible Additional Funding fer the School

District? (Such as a Group)

 

 

"Conflict not only generates new norms, new institutions . .

but it may be said to be stimulating directly in the economic and
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technological realms" according to, again, Coser. Fund raising is

frequently a goal of program development groups when they prepare

grant applications for example, and therefore this question represents

a realistic general outcome measurement of performance (Coser, 1956).25

Question 16: Give Direction and Incentive to Other Groups in the

District?

Stephen Robbins believed that, "the absence of conflict in an

organization (school district in this application) almost inevitably

indicates stagnation, and that at times it may be necessary to stimu-

late conflict to revitalize the system." By so stating it is implied

that conflict is capable of providing that stimulation to other indi-

viduals or groups within a school district (Robbins, 1974).26

Question 17: FindingTThat Chango or Unrest Was Occurring Within the

School District? (Such as a New Superintendent, Unsettled Contract or

Revised Curriculuu)

 

 

 

One.of six factors analyzed by H. Otto Dahlke in a race riot

study revealed that riots (conflicts) are highly prObable when the

period is one of change, unrest or mObility (Dahlke, 1952).27

Question 18: Affect any District-Wide Change?
 

In 1974 Arch Riggall explored functional effects of conflict

involving public administration and found that conflict may: (1) pro-

mote organizational order and define policy positions, (2) serve to

enrich informational inputs and policy options in the decision

process, (3) facilitate democratic participation in and access to the

decision making forum, (4) escalate policy decision making above
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special and parochial interest to forums keyed to broader public

interest, (5) advance the search for policy rationality, and (6) pro-

vide a means of censoring attitudes and practices of the bureaucracy

which are contrary to public interest (Riggall, 1974).28

Question 19: Effect Any Community-Wide Change?
 

Gunnar Myrdal in discussing William Graham Sumner's model of

studying communities, said: "What is more important to our society are

the changes, the conflicts and the absence of static equilibrium."

Since a number of theorists felt that conflict stimulates change and

alters societal dynamics this last question was included to assess

community level effects (Myrdal, 1944).29

Additional normative questionnaire items established: (1) the

number of times the reported groups met, (2) group purpose, and

(3) the approximate date of the last meeting. Joseph McGrath and

Irwin Altman felt knowing the time dimension involved was "absolutely

crucial for understanding small group phenomenon" (McGrath and Altman,

l966).30

Data Collection and Processing.
 

Arrival of questionnaires was recorded and kept confidential,

although it became necessary to identify specific respondents to avoid

inconveniencing those who had responded initially and to minimize

expense of forwarding follow-up questionnaires. After the May 1, 1977

cut-off date for data collection passed, qualitative infOrmation was

coded numerically and all responses were entered by hand on individual

data scoring sheets. Three hundred fifteen (315) such sheets were
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then processed by the OpScan 100M optical scanner with punched data

input cards produced. Other data cards were keypunched manually.

Data processing and analysis was done on the Control Data 6500

computer at Michigan State University with assistance from the Office

of Research Consultation.

Statistical Analysis

Data analysis was accomplished through the use of the Statisti-

cal Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) program. Multivariate and

Univariate analyses of variance were the statistical methods employed

to measure conflict effects on productivity across three categories

of intensity levels. Where Multivariate significance was Obtained, post

hoc Scheffé comparisons were done at the 95 percent level of con-

fidence. The Scheffé technique was selected to assist in isolating:

(l) the location of difference; (2) the magnitude of differences

found; and (3) for efficiency in dealing with the large number of

comparisons examined. Scheffé was also felt desirable because of its

ability to minimize error rate. Frequences for each question were

also calculated and Pearson-Product Moment correlation coefficients

done to determine relationships between conflict sources.

Summary

Research methodology utilized for conducting this study on

conflict effects on program development group productivity has been

presented in this chapter. Both the design of the Study and major

research hypothesis were included, as well as the theoretical base

underlying development of the instrument, data collection and analysis

procedures.
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CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS

A statistical analysis of these data, to retain or not retain

the major hypothesis presented in Chapter III relating to conflict

effects on program development group productivity, is set forth in

this chapter along with five sub-hypotheses each representing a con-

flict source. In addition, correlation coefficients for conflict

sources are stated as well as analyses of responses to questionnaire

items. Summaries of interviews conducted with questionnaire respon-

dents and individuals who were members of reported groups are also

discussed.

Analysis of Data
 

The following five sub-hypotheses represent sources of con-

flict analyzed separately, while the major hypothesis tests overall

effects on productivity. Analyses involved determining cell means,

standard deviations and frequencies for minimal, moderate and intense

(or complete) levels Of conflict for productivity output for each of

fourteen (14) productivity-measuring questions. Frequencies were

computed for five (5) conflict-measuring questions, and three (3)

normative data questions. Six Multivariate (MANOVA) Tests Of

77
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Significance were used to test hypotheses at the .05 level. Six

Univariate (ANOVA) Tests were also computed.

Though a level of significance was established a priori at

.10 it became apparent that more rigorous control was possible and

multivariate test findings were reported at the .05 level. Post hoc

Scheffé comparisons were completed where significant F ratios were

obtained to locate and confirm specific differences, and the degree

of difference Observed. Pearson-Product Moment correlation coeffi-

cients were calculated to assess relationships, if any, between con-

flict sources; these coefficients are tabled.

Sub-Hypothesis l
 

Conflict 1: Conflict Over Scarce Resources (Such as Personnel, Time,
 

Space or Other Tangible Itemsj::Question 4 on the Questionnaire
 

Sub-Hypothesis 1: There is no significant difference in pro—
 

ductivity between groups experiencing minimal, moderate or intense

scarce resource conflict. Or, symbolically stated: H0 1: Mmin =

9

M , with the alternative sub-hypothesis being: H
mod = Mint 1,1: Mmin E

Mmod # Mint where "min" equals the mean of minimal presence of con-

flict, "mod" equals the mean of moderate presence of conflict and

"int" equals the mean of intense, or complete, presence of conflict.

An overall significant F of 2.18228 with a probability level

of .00051 and 2,282 degrees of freedom caused the researcher to not

retain the null sub-hypothesis l and state that a difference in

mean productivity existed for Conflict 1 (see Table l).
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Specific differences, as can be seen on Table 1, appear to

be located at questions: 3, S, 6 and 7. These differences are dis-

cussed under those questions' narratives.

Sub-Hypothesis 2
 

Conflict 2: Conflict Over Leadership, Position, Status, or Control?--

Question 8 on the Questionnaire

 

 

Sub-Hypothesis 2: There is no significant difference in pro-
 

ductivity between groups experiencing minimal, moderate or intense

leadership or control conflict. Or, symbolically stated: H0 2: “min =

Mmod = Mint’ w1th the alternatlve sub-hypothe51s being: ”1,2: Mmin #

Mmod # Mint where "min" equals the mean of minimal presence of con-

flict, "mod" equals the mean of moderate presence of conflict and

"int" equals the mean of intense, or complete, presence of conflict.

For Conflict 2, as observed on Table 2, an overall signifi-

cant F level of 2.49652 with a probability level of .00004 with 2,280

degrees of freedom was obtained which caused the researcher to not

retain the null sub-hypothesis 2, and state that a difference in

mean productivity existed. Specific differences are apparent at

questions: 1, 3, 5, 7, 9 and 15 and are discussed under those ques-

tions' narrative analyses.
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Sub-Hypothesis 3
 

Conflict 3: Conflict Over Distractions or Behavioral/Environmental

Obstacles?--Question 11 on the Questionnaire

 

 

Sub-Hypothesis 3: There is no significant difference in
 

productivity between groups experiencing minimal, moderate or intense

behavioral/environmental obstacle conflict. 0r, symbolically stated:

H : M . = M = M.
in

0,3 min mod , w1th the alternatlve hypothes1s be1ng:

t

H where "min" equals the mean of minimal

1,3: Mmin I Mmod I Mint

presence of conflict, "mod" equals the mean of moderate presence of

conflict and "int" equals the mean of intense, or complete, presence

of conflict.

For Conflict 3, as observed on Table 3, an overall F of

1.2340 with a probability value of .19156 with 2,280 degrees of

freedom was obtained. The null sub-hypothesis 3 was therefore

retained.

Sub-Hypothesis 4
 

Conflict 4: Conflict Rogarding Open or Underlying Value Differences?--

Question 14 on the Questionnaire

Sub-Hypothesis 4: There is no significant difference in
 

productivity between groups experiencing minimal, moderate or intense

value difference conflict. Or, symbolically stated: H0 4: Mmin =

Mmod = Mint’ with the alternatlve hypothe51s be1ng: H1,4: Mmin #

M # M. where "min" equals the mean of minimal presence of con-
mod 1nt

flict, "mod" moderate presence and "int" intense, or complete,

presence.



 
 

Sub
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For Conflict 4, as shown in Table 4, an overall F of 2.94159

with a probability of .0001 with 2,281 degrees of freedom resulted

in not retaining sub-hypothesis 4. Questions 2, 3, S and 7 are

questions where differences occurred which will be discussed in

another section.

Sub-Hypothesis 5
 

Conflict 5: Conflict Occurring at a Time When Change or Unrest Was

Already Present—-Question 17 on the Questionnaire

 

 

Sub-Hypothesis 5: There is no significant difference in
 

productivity between groups experiencing minimal, moderate or intense

0,5: Mmin g Mmod

Mint’ with the alternat1ve hypothes1s be1ng: “1,5: Mmin # Mmod # Min

change or unrest conflict. Or, symbolically stated: H

t

where "min" equals the mean of minimal presence of conflict, "mod"

moderate and "int" intense, or complete, presence.

For Conflict 5, the last source of conflict, an overall F

level of 1.15943 was obtained with a probability of .26379 with 2,268

degrees of freedom which required retention of the null sub-hypothesis

5. See Table 5.

Major Hypothesis
 

Null Hypothesis: There is no difference in productivity
 

between groups experiencing minimal, moderate or intense conflict.

M . = M = MOr, symbol1cally stated: H0: m1n mod int'

Alternative Hypothesis: There is a difference in productivity.
 

Symbollcally stated: H Mmin # Mmod # Min where Mmin equals the
1‘ t



  

Va

til



82

mean of minimal presence of conflict, M.In equals the mean of moderate
od

presence of conflict and Min equals the mean of intense, or complete,
1:

presence of conflict.

Referring to Table 6, an overall F ratio of 3.14854 was

obtained with a probability level of .00001 with 2,283 degrees of

freedom causing the researcher to not retain the major null hypoth-

esis. A difference in productivity does appear to exist. Differences

noted centered about questions: 3, 5, 6, 7, 10, 15 and 16.

Correlation Coefficients
 

In order to determine whether significant relationships

between conflict sources existed, Pearson Product Moment correlation

. coefficients were calculated (see Table 7).

Abraham Franzblau stated that, ". . . there are no sharp

.lines of demarcation . . ." (for deciding when a correlation coef-

ficient is high or low). However, Franzblau sets forth a basic

guideline in his Primer of Statistics for Non-Statisticians (New York:

Harcourt, Brace and World, 1958), p. 81. He indicates that reliable

coefficients of correlation ranging from about .40 to .60 may be

regarded as indicating a moderate degree of correlation, while those

in the .20 to .30 range indicate a relationship, but of a low degree

(Franzblau, 1958).

Applying Franzblau's criteria, it was found that five moderate
 

relationships existed between conflict sources. Correlation coefficient
 

values within the moderate realm ranged from .4394 to .5284. Rela-

tionships noted were:
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l. Scarce resource conflict: Leadership/control conflict with

r = .4699

2. Scarce resource conflict: Value difference conflict with

r = .4673

3. Scarce resource conflict: Change/unrest conflict with r =

.4366

4. Leadership/control conflict: Distractions and Behavioral/

Environmental Obstacles with r = .4394

5. Leadership.control conflict: Value differences conflict being

the highest coefficient obtained with r = .5284.

Other relationships yielded coefficients in the .30 range indicating

a low, but existent, relationship between conflict sources.

Analysis of Questionnaire Responses
 

Initially presented on the questionnaire sent to three hundred

forty—eight (348) program specialists throughout Michigan were three

normative data questions that sought information regarding group

deve10pment characteristics.

Purpose.--It was determined that groups met for a very large

variety of reasons. The majority, however, were to develop and imple-

ment additional or new educational programs or services that were

not already in existence within the school district. A number of

groups were advisory councils, mentioned earlier as frequently funding-

source mandated structures, comprised of lay persons and/or community

representatives. Groups concerned with instituting programs for

minority or special needs students were also prevalent.
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Number of Meetings.--The average number of sessions held by
 

groups (mean) was 9.938 with the median being 6.387 and mode 4.00,

although one group met 85 times!

Date of the Group's Last Meeting,--By knowing both the number
 

of sessions held and how recently the group met, group legitimacy as

a structure and persistence of purpose were assessed feeling that

time represents a significant factor in group formation, vital to be

knowledgeable of as the group moves through phases prior to produc-

tivity attempts.

Two hundred thirteen (213) groups met within the period three

months prior to receipt of the questionnaire, thirty-three (33) met

within the previous six months, eleven (11) met within the previous

nine months, and twenty-five (25) met within the previous 12 or more

months. Not all responding groups completed normative questions.

Twenty-five (25) elected to not respond to these questions irregu-

larly and eight (8) replies were out of range of the statistic used.

Question I: To What Extent Did This Group Define and Clarify Its

Objectives or Purposes?

 

 

Support for David Wilemon's theory and others cited in

Chapter II that the less specific objectives are understood, the

greater the potential for conflict to deve10p, seemed apparent from

question one's findings. In the presence of minimal and intense

levels of conflict initiating over leadership, position, status or

control, a significant mean productivity difference of .58 was found

which was confirmed by post hoc Scheffé comparison. It would therefore
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appear that productivity is lowered by intense leadership/control

conflict when objectives are clear to a moderate extent (4.732).

See Table 8.

Question 2: To What Extent Did This Group Establish Regular Routines?

(Such as Selecting the Same Leader, MeetingTTime)

 

 

A significant mean difference of .71 was observed in the

presence of minimal and intense conflict regarding open or underlying

value differences confirmed by post hoc Scheffé comparison. Routine

development was noted at a lower level when intense value difference

conflict was evident. Value difference conflict appeared therefore

dysfunctional to the establishment of group routines. The overall

productivity mean for question 2 was in the higher range of moderate

at 4.655. See Table 9. No other significant findings were noted.

Question 3: Totghat Extent Did This Group Reduce Initial Tension and

Allow Relaxed Conversation and Social Interaction Among Members?

 

 

Four differences were detected involving question 3. Presence

of scarce resources, leadership/control conflict as well as value

differences all had dysfunctional effects in reducing tensions and

increasing social and verbal interaction among members as did overall

conflict. In other words, tension reduction and relaxed interaction

was significantly higher when only minimal levels of these conflicts

were present. See Tables 10 and 27. Group differences reported

were: .69, .95, 1.01 and .57 for the three conflict sources cited and

overall conflict. It would seem that conflict arising over value
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differences had greatest dysfunctional impact in reducing tension and

increasing relaxed interaction measured by 4.365 as a mean.

Question 4: To What Extent Did This Group Experience Conflict Over

Scarce Resources?--Conflict 1

This conflict type showed a moderate relationship to three

other conflict sources as measured by correlation coefficients.

They were: value difference conflict, leadership/control conflict and

change and unrest oriented disagreements. See Tables 7 and 28.

Forty-seven percent (47%) of the responses (135 groups) reported

minimal conflict, while a total of 53 percent, or absolute frequency

of 152 groups, reported moderate or intense levels. The overall

mean was recorded as "somewhat" present, yet four effects were noted

when scarce resources conflict existed, one of which was functional

to group outcomes. Sixty-one groups, or 21.3 percent of the groups

reporting on scarce resource conflict, reported intense presence.

Question 5: To What Extent Did This Group Begin to Work Together as a

Unit Rather Than as a Number of Individuals?

With regard to cohesiveness developing during group formation,

dysfunctional effects were observed as reported by lowered produc-

tivity mean in the face of conflicts over: scarce resources, leader-

ship/control, value differences and overall conflict. Differences

noted respectively were: .75, .94, .84 and .65 for the overall

measure. It would appear that struggles for leadership and control

have greatest impact on the development of group cohesiveness. The
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extent to which groups achieved cohesion was moderate (4.276). See

Table 12 and Table 27.

Question 6: To What Extent Did This Group Experience Changing Rela-

tionships Amongrlts Members?

 

 

Functional, or constructive effects, were noted in the

development of changing relationships among members in the presence

of scarce resource conflict, and also when conflict was evidenced

generally. These functional differences are difficult to explain

since it is unknown whether relationship changes were positive or

negative in nature. It can only be stated that member relationships

were altered when conflict was present. Mean differences (see

Tables 13 and 27) were: .64 and .60 for the overall effect. Groups

experienced changing relationshps on a "somewhat" level (3.490).

Question 7: To What Extent Did This Group Come to 5gpeement on Major

Topics?

 

Group agreement appeared to be negatively affected by scarce

resource struggles, leadership and control conflict, value differ-

ences and overall conflict. Mean differences of .66, .87, .80 and

.76 were obtained. Group agreement registered between moderate and

considerable levels of productivity. See Tables 14 and 27.

Question 8: To What Extent Did This Group Experienc27Conflict Over

Leadership, Position, Status or Control?--Conflict 2
 

Question 8, a conflict source, was related most highly to

value difference conflict. A coefficient of .5284 was found as

mentioned previously. Over 66 percent of responses (190 groups)

 ./—.
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reported minimal levels, while only 33 percent or 95 groups reported

moderate or intense levels. While a low overall mean was found

(2.295), leadership/control conflict seemed to have considerable

impact on productivity when present. It was also the most frequently

affecting conflict source. Six effects were detected, one functional

and five dysfunctional. See Tables 15 and 28.

Question 9: To What Extent Did This Group Complete Its Original

Objectives or Purposes?

 

 

As this question moves from measuring group development, it

attempts to assess overall group accomplishment—-in other words, did

the group complete its assigned tasks? It is from here on, in the

questionnaire, that conflict effects become less frequent. In the

presence of conflict 2, that involving disagreements over leadership

and control, a dysfunctional nature effect was noted by a mean

difference of .56. No other differences were detected. Groups

tended to complete their original objectives to a moderate-to-

considerable degree. See Table 16.

Question 10: To What Extent Did This Group Help to Modify Any Lack of
 

Interest, Inertia or Outdated Procedures Within the District?
 

Functional to altering district inertia, apathy, and/or

obsolete procedures was overall conflict. While no specific group

differences stood out, conflict in general did appear to be useful

in stirring up and modifying lack of interest, inertia and outdated

procedures (perhaps even personnel!) when moderate in intensity.

A difference of .59 was noted between minimal and moderate levels.
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See Table 17 for overall 3.674 productivity (a somewhat to moderate

level), but refer to Table 27 for functional difference between

minimal and moderate levels of conflict present.

Question 11: To What Extent Did This Group Experience Distractions or

Other Behavioral/Environmental Obstacles?--Conflict 3

 

 

While present, low relationships between distractions and

obstacles conflict and four others existed. See Table 7 for coef-

ficients and Table 28 for intensity level frequencies. Conflict

involving distractions and obstacles existed minimally as witnessed by

a mean of 2.267. Effects were also minimal. These findings are

somewhat in contradiction to previous research cited in Chapter II.

See Table 18 for response frequencies.

Question 12: To What Extent Did This Group Stimulate Any Creativity

or Innovation Within the District?

 

 

A measure of overall productivity, Question 12, attempted to

assess conflict effects on school district creativity, but failed to

obtain group differences in any of the four conflict sources or

overall conflict. A modest mean of stimulation created was observed

at 3.673 with a standard deviation of 1.322 indicating that program

development groups are only able to somewhat stimulate district-wide

creativity. See Table 19.

Question 13: To What Extent Did This Group Become Respgusible for

Development of New Progpams, Curriculum, Approaches or Procedures?

 

 

While a relatively high productivity mean of 4.032 in the

"considerable" range was secured, no significant effects resulted.



90

It would appear that conflict neither helps nor hinders this highly

successful program development group task. See Table 20.

Question 14: To What Extent Did This Group Experience Conflict Regard-

ingOpen or UnderlyiugValue Differences?--Conflict 4

 

 

As mentioned, a moderate coefficient was reported regarding

value difference conflict as it related to leadership/control con-

flict. While a moderate mean of 3.077 was evidenced, value differ-

ence conflict represented the second most frequent conflict source

seen. Four dysfunctional effects on productivity were noted which

are discussed under specific productivity questions. Fifty—eight (58)

groups, or 20.3 percent of the groups reporting, found presence of

intense value difference conflict. See Tables 21 and 28.

Question 15: To What Extent Did This Group Help Make Possible

Additional Funding?

 

 

Definite functional effects in producing additional funding

resulted when conflict centering about leadership or control was

present. Also observed was a functional overall conflict effect.

These findings were surprising and are without prior research base.

Mean productivity differences noted were: .82 and .65. A relatively

low mean of 2.612 was found for productivity of funding indicating

that while only a minimal amount of additional funding was secured,

it appeared to be higher when intense conflict was operational. See

Tables 22 and 27.
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Question 16: To What Extent Did This Group Give Direction and Incentive

to Other Groups in the District?
 

Another functional effect was observed in question 16 where

direction and incentive were stimulated to a somewhat-to-moderate

degree with intense conflict. Overall conflict yielded a mean dif-

ference of .73 between minimal and intense levels present. No

specific conflict source could be identified. See Tables 23 and 27.

Question 17: To What Extent Did This Group Find Change or Unrest

OccurringgWithin the School District?--Conflict 5
 

While this conflict source had theory previously in support

of its effect on continuing conflict in communities, no effects on

group productivity were detected. Change and unrest was observed

present on a "somewhat" level with 54 percent of the groups reporting

its existence in moderate or intense amounts. Change and unrest as a

source of conflict related to other types of conflict by a low

correlation coefficient. See Tables 7, 24 and 28.

Question 18: To What Extent Did This Group Affect Any District-Wide

Change? and Question 19: To What Extent Did This Group Affect Any

Community-Wide Change?
 

Neither question revealed significant effects. However,

conflict was present 30.3 percent of the time as district-wide change

was assessed, yet only 15.7 percent of the time when community-wide

changes were analyzed. Perhaps this is due to a somewhat lowered

level of program development group responsibility to these tasks.

District-wide change was observed only to a "somewhat" extent produced,

and community-wide change to a minimal extent. See Tables 25 and 26.
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Summaries of Interviews
 

In an effort to validate respondents reporting on question-

naires, visitations to eight school districts were completed. In-

formal interview sessions both confirmed findings and allowed oppor-

tunity to discuss in greater depth effects of conflict and personal

related experiences with program development group productivity.

Due to the confidential nature of some of the sharing that occurred,

no attempt was made to identify respondents or school districts.

Subjects included were six respondents and two group members. Key

points of the discussions follow.

Subject l--Questionnaire Respondent
 

Confirmation of questionnaire data regarding presence of

considerable conflict present in two program development groups was

obtained early in this discussion from the respondent who continued

to describe personal attitudes regarding conflict, leadership styles

and personal experience with functional use of conflict. The
 

respondent indicated that a favored group approach during early

formation is to, as a group leader, "start with my worst shot first."

This, the interviewee felt stirred reaction, challenged prejudgments,

and opened verbal interaction immediately. It also served later as a

positive reinforcer when events and situations netted in improved or

lesser than the initially threatened "worst shots" the respondent

felt.

Subject 1 also felt that group conflict is seen especially
 

while group cohesion is developiug_and can be quite intense. Cohesion
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and the group development phase in general, the respondent thought,

takes about three meeting sessions to work through. The respondent

personally believes conflict to be a facilitator in initiating change_
 

and induces it or purposefully stimulates conflict with some ggoups.
 

Subject 2--Questionnaire Respondent
 

This subject also had experienced considerable conflict in

two program development groups which was confirmed in discussion.

Conflict levels did not appear to be dealt with directly however or

become resolved, but suppressed instead seemingly as the acceptable
 

way to deal with differences. There appeared to be a definite

effort to minimize or avoid personal involvement when differences
 

occurred. "Most of our differences are value differences, not

selfish differences" was stated.

Deviant group members (often lay persons on advisories) in
 

the district were accepted without open confrontation and often, in

fact, had substantial impact on major decisions made in spite of
 

other group members' underlying disagreement. It appeared then that

while conflict was present in this district, it tended to remain

suppressed or unresolved and seemed to lack legitimacy with regard

to open discussion of differences.

Subject 3+:Questionnaire Respondent
 

Four groups experienced considerable conflict as confirmed by

this respondent during the interview. The subject felt that inducing

conflict (a definite functional aspect) is very real, necessary and
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perhaps the only way sometimes to bring about vital largeescale chang_,
 

Willingness to attempt to induce conflict may be related to an indi-

vidual's risk-tasking behavior. When conflict is induced, it should

only be attempted after other change strategies have failed, is well

planned with an accurate factual base, and with an understanding

that the strategy may not produce the desired results.

Unresolved conflict, or conflict whose source remains unde-
 

fined or unclear was personally very disturbing, it was reported.

When conflict intensity rises so do physiological and emotional
 

reactions, the respondent related. Also observed was halted pro-

ductivity in the face of intense conflict and disbanding of the group

with an entirely new group organized minus dissenting or conflict-

causing members.

In still another group, unclear objectives resulted in lack
 

of productivity which occurred when members were told they had total

and absolute free rein to brainstorm, dream and develop an "education

utopia." It appeared that some basic initial objective or guideline

was necessary. In this particular group, while little was produced,
 

permanent strong social relationships developed that have continued
 

in spite of the group's disbanding.

Subject 4--Questionnaire Respondent
 

Reporting on the opposite end of the continuum was a respon-

dent who described four groups that experienced minimal conflict.

While confirmation was obtained of groups reported, the respondent

also shared another experience involving intense conflict. This
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caused the researcher to wonder how many other respondents were

somewhat reluctant to share data regarding seemingly negative or

intense-conflict level group experiences on the questionnaire.

Value differences, leadership/control conflict and state

mandated objectives that seemed unclear all were present causing

frustration. The leadership role appeared to shift periodically as

frustration mounted; as a new leader took over their values followed.

A number of very strong, very diverse cultural values and differences
 

existed which made this particular group unique and which may have

contributed to the high level of disagreement seen. Conflict

remained unresolved and a state consultant's assistance had been

requested for resolution technique suggestions. The idea was dis—

cussed regarding the potentiality of building on very general similar

interests existing within the group to perhaps assist basic cohesion

development. The group was comprised of a number of lay persons as an

advisory council.

Other lay person advisories within the same district experi-

enced similar discord earlier, but of a lesser intensity and have,

over a period of several years experienced extensive productivity and

minimal levels of conflict once roles and objectives became clarified

and accepted.

Subject 5--Questionnaire Respondent
 

While the respondent reported, and in reality was experiencing,

four groups with minimal levels of conflict and high productivity

relatively speaking on face-to-face discussion, it was learned that
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conflict in the district may in fact be simply suppressed. This was
 

one of several district that had a year or so ago experienced acute

district—wide staff-administration—community conflict. While an

almost entirely new staff Was currently aboard, conflict aftermath
 

effects were still sensed underlying activities, according to the

respondent. No formal communication channels were operational which

limited expression of what was really occurring, it was stated, and

yet informal communication revealed an awareness of suppressed

conflict buildiug with a lack of formal structures available to deal
 

with it.

Subject 6—-Questionnaire Respondent

A racial theme (value differences) was present in one group

with intense conflict discussed with subject 6. Conflict intensity

reached a high level without productivity occurring over a period of

one year. The next year the group reconvened with one less highly

verbal, deviant member. It would seem a pattern may exist that

when conflict becomes too intense and resolution is neither attempted
 

or possible, the group tends to disband and reorganize without dis-
 

senting members.

This respondent also shared personal prior experience in

another district where it became necessary for an individual to

testify legally against superior administrators over value differences

which resulted in a high level employee's resignation and group pro-

ductivity in the form of court order desegregated program provisions.

This example represented probably the broadest example of



97

district-wide change effects of conflict involving educational pregram

development that was uncovered. This respondent however felt conflict

dysfunctional to groups and school districts generally.

Subject 7--Group Member
 

This subject was a group member included in findings' vali-

dation to complete the triangulation research approach described

earlier. Beside confirming respondent's questionnaire and discussion

responses, the interviewee confirmed Simmel's "groups unite to fight"

concept clearly when group experiences were described. It appeared

that school administrators disagreed and rejected a hardworking

group's and product efforts. When this occurred, a negative cohesion
 

developed that was maintained with no further overall end product

produced that was satisfactory until one year later when the group

was reorganized with different group members involved.

It was felt that ggoup size altered productivity and that a

smaller group does better as well as when clear initial objectives
 

are present. The reported group oddly enough did not experience one

specific leader, but the lack did not seem important to members.

Changing relationships experienced were generally positive in nature
 

with only one deviant present who held value differences which were

never accepted by other group members. No lack of resources seemed
 

to exist, however an environmental obstacle in the form of time
 

schedules that were pressuring was present. This obstacle was

dealt with by discussion involving all group members however.

When one member became lax and did not perform as expected, others
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experienced inner conflict and disagreement, but elected to suppress

concerns and avoid confronting the individual. So, again it is seen
 

that group cognitive concerns can be dealt with, but individuals

appear reluctant to confront other individuals regarding their

personal behaviors.

Subject 8--Group Member
 

This interviewee was also a group member who supported

findings contributed by an initial respondent and said that objec-

tives lacked clarity and that a struggle for leadership and control

may have existed, especially for the individual group member who

admitted a strong feeling and need for the leadership role which did
 

not materialize. This left the member feeling intrinsically unsatis-
  

fied with outcomes although the group did accomplish its tasks com-

pletely.

It was felt an initial outline, resource or direction was

important and once established the group relaxed and seemed better

able to direct efforts toward the task. This group too experienced

reduced productivity at a point when initial group recommendations were

rejected and they were required to begin once again.

The subject felt that a few group members tend to produce

more than a large group and that very close relationships result from
 

group experiences and the trials they experience together. Group
 

polarization existed for a period in one group when a few members

neglected to hold up their end of the responsibilities.
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A definite environmental obstacle that especially effected
 

ppeductivity was intense summer heat during which the group worked.
 

Another interesting occurrence was when an inaccuracy developed within

the group that led to a value difference which led to a negative
  

changing relationship which, it was felt, also reduced overall pro—
  

ductivity from its initial very high potential level.

Overview

In this chapter the author dealt with statistical analysis of

the data to retain or not retain the major hypothesis and five sub-
 

hypotheses relating to conflict effects on program development group

productivity. The major hypothesis was not retained, nor were sub-

hypotheses 1, 2 and 4. Sub-hypotheses 3 and 5 were retained.

Relationships between five conflict sources analyzed were

moderate.

Next presented were narrative analyses of responses to
 

questionnaire items which questioned Michigan program specialists

I

 

regarding their groups‘ characteristics and experiences with conflict

and productivity. Groups varied in purpose with a good many directed

toward establishing programs for minority or special needs students

using lay person advisory councils. Groups polled tended to meet

approximately ten times and most had met within the previous three

months prior to receipt of the questionnaire.

TWenty-two effects of conflict on productivity were reported—-

seven functional in nature and fifteen dysfunctional. Approximately
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6.7 to 23.1 percent of the groups reported presence of intense con-

flict, 21.3 to 42.3 percent reported presence of moderate conflict and

37.4 to 67.7 percent reported presence of minimal levels.

Next, summaries of interviews conducted with respondents and

group members were discussed whose comments tended to support

questionnaire findings that dysfunctional conflict effects were most

apparent during initial stages of group formation while functional

effects occurred involving overall productivity. Suppression, deviant

members, group cohesion, induced or stimulated conflict, group size,

unclear objectives and value differences were important factors to

respondents. Conflict aftermath and one extreme case of especially

intense value difference conflict were discussed.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECGMENDATIONS

Included in this chapter is a review of the design and analysis,

report of findings and discussion of the study's results. Implications

and recommendations for future research are also summarized.

Summauy of the Study
 

Pugpose

The researcher's major purpose in this study was to analyze

functional aspects of conflict in program development groups to

facilitate an increased understanding of conflict sources, intensity

levels and effects on social structures such as small groups. It was

hoped the results would be of use to educational program specialists

working with small planning groups by helping them to expand awareness

of conflict's presence and functionality, particularly as it impacts

group productivity.

Design of the Study
 

On March 16, 1977, an instrument developed by the researcher

was mailed to three hundred forty-eight (348) program specialists who

were members of the Michigan Association of State and Federal Program

101
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Specialists. The collection of data included three hundred fifteen

(315) groups as described by one hundred thirty-one (131) respondents

(37%) who replied to the questionnaire.

Eight interviews conducted informally in April and May of 1977

involved six questionnaire reSpondents and two individuals who had

been members of groups reported in an effort to validate findings by

a triangulated data collection approach.

The instrument supplied data for testing a major hypothesis

and five sub-hypotheses. Additional information in the form of

narrated discussions was reported for each item on the questionnaire.

Interview summaries were also included.

Analysis

The major hypothesis and five sub-hypotheses employed pri-

marily (MANOVA) Multivariate, but also (ANOVA) Univarate Tests of

Significance at the .05 level. Other statistics used were post hoc

Scheffé comparisons to detect location and size of productivity mean

differences feund. Pearson-Product Moment Correlations, calculations

of cells means, standard deviations and frequencies for questionnaire

items were also computed.

Findings

Major Hypothesis
 

Differences in productivity between groups experiencing

minimal, moderate or intense conflict were supported by data analyzed.

The major hypothesis therefore was not retained.
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Four constructive, or functional, effects of general conflict
 

on productivity were observed affecting:

1. relationship changes among members;

2. the group's ability to modify lack of interest, inertia or

outdated procedures;

3. the group's ability to develop new programs and

4. the group's ability to give incentive and direction to

other groups.

It is interesting to note that functional effects, detected by

post hoc Scheffé complex comparisons, regarding general conflict were

observed 3:533 initial group formation. Three dysfunctional effects

were also seen altering the group's ability to:

1. reduce initial tension and allow relaxed social interaction

among members;

2. develop group cohesion and

3. come to agreement on major topics.

These three dysfunctional effects occurred during group

deve10pment when perhaps members were getting acquainted, clarifying

objectives, establishing routines and evaluating others' strengths

and weaknesses. As groups began to move pass the formation stage

toward accomplishing overall goals, conflict seemed to take on

positive, or functional, valences. Fifty-seven percent (4 of 7) of

the effects noted were facilitative to group productivity.
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Sub-Hypothesis l
 

Restated: There is no significant difference in productivity

between groups experiencing minimal, moderate or intense scarce

resource conflict.
 

Results from the data did not permit retention of sub-

hypothesis 1 since specific differences were found that negatively

affected group ability to:

1. reduce tension and allow relaxed social interaction;

2. develop group cohesion and

3. agree on major tepics.

These dysfunctional productivity mean differences were all

interestingly present during the group's formation phase, while one

functional difference appeared altering group ability to:

1. experience changing relationships among members.

To some extent this measure was an evaluation of individual

members' involvements with others. It would seem that individuals

altered their associations with other members and productivity

increased in the face of limited resources conflict. However, the

data do not specify whether the relationship alteration was positive

or negative.

Sub-Hypothesis 2
 

Restated: There is no significant difference in productivity

between groups experiencing minimal, moderate or intense leadership,
 

pusition, status or control conflict.
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Data supported nonretention of sub-hypothesis 2 and indicated

that differences were present. Those reducing productivity did so by

altering the group's ability to:

1. define and clarify objectives and purposes;

2. reduce tension and allow relaxed social interaction;

3. develop group cohesion and

4. agree on major topics.

These four effects of six differences located, were observed

occurring during group formation. Another dysfunctional effect

related to the group's ability to complete initially established

objectives which was an overall productivity measure.

A functional effect involved the group's capacity to make

possible additional funding, a critical group task, which was increased

as a result of leadership conflict.

Sub-Hypothesis 3
 

Restated: There is no significant difference in productivity

between groups experiencing minimal, moderate or intense behavioral/
 

environmental obstacle conflict.

While the overall F ratio for this conflict source supported

retention of sub-hypothesis 3, two substantial functional group differ-

ences were detected by Univariate testing. The overall Multivariate

test however, which was the primary test statistic employed, was not

significant. Of only nominal interest then are Univariate-detected

constructive differences:

1. the group's experiencing changing relationships and

2. the group's ability to create additional funding.
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Both of these constructive outcomes on overall productivity

goals were facilitated by the presence of intense behavioral/

environmental obstacle conflict. They may, however, have been due to

chance and future research examining the items is suggested to deter-

mine whether significant univariates observed were due to chance or

possibly some exogenous variable.

Sub-Hypothesis 4
 

Restated: There is no significant difference in productivity

between groups experiencing minimal, moderate or intense value differ-
 

ence conflict.
 

Involving this source, dysfunctional differences located by

Scheffé comparisons negatively altered the group's capacity to:

l. establish regular routines;

2. reduce initial tension and allow relaxed social intereaction;

3. deve10p cohesion and

4. come to agreement on major topics.

All four occurred during group development and are not measures

of overall productivity. Conflict was found to be functional however

when minimal in intensity and of assistance in establishing group

routines such as selecting the same leader, meeting time and place.

Sub-Hypothesis 5
 

Restated: There is no difference in productivity between

groups experiencing minimal, moderate or intense conflict related

to chauge or unrest that was occurring within the district. No
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specific group differences were observed in the data examined and

therefore sub-hypothesis 5 was retained. Of particular interest is

the fact that though 23.1 percent of the groups experienced intense

change and unrest within their districts, the highest conflict source

frequency observed, no significant positive or negative effects

developed.

Conclusions
 

Findings indicate that functional aspects of conflict in

program development groups definitely exist. Examination of data

indicated that conflict was functional to produCtivity 32 percent

of the time and dysfunctional 68 percent of the time. A greater

number of dysfunctional effects occurred during the period when

groups were experiencing their developmental or formation phase.

More significant functional effects were seen after group formation

had been accomplished; more functional effects related to increased

overall group task accomplishment. See Table 29.

While change and unrest, as a source of conflict, were

reported present in a great number of school districts, they did not

appear to alter outcomes either positively or negatively. Whether

distractions and behavioral/environmental obstacles existed also did

not disturb group accomplishments one way or another as tested by

the major MANOVA statistic.

Relationships between the five conflict sources analyzed were

generally moderate. All 315 groups reported experiencing conflict of

at least a moderate intensity. Intensity levels varied from source
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to source. Seven functional (MANOVA and Scheffé-detected) effects

were observed and fifteen dysfunctional to group productivity. Two

additional (ANOVA and Scheffé-detected) functional effects were also

observed.

In summary, it can be concluded from the data analyzed that

conflict appears to be consistently present in program development

groups with functional effects related more frequently to the group's

overall productivity, and dysfunctional attributes seen more fre-

quently during the group formation period.

It may be that the group development phase is particularly

difficult for individual members. Disagreement content may also
 

differ during this phase and be based on more personal-level differ-
 

guggs_which might restrict productivity. Once individual-focused

and/or somewhat mechanical types of differences are resolved, the

group may be better able to move on to a more substantive conflict

management plane where efforts are more group and task focused.

Further research investigating disagreement content and personal-level

differences would be both interesting and of value.

Interviews
 

Interviews conducted supported basic questionnaire responses.

They were especially beneficial in contributing to depth of under—

standing and detail regarding specific group characteristics and

members' experience.

A few consistencies and patterns emerged. In general, lack

of clear objectives was felt to alter group accomplishments negatively,
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and most individuals interviews felt an initial outline, roadmap, or

directive leadership style facilitated in minimizing initial group

frustration and potential for conflict. These activities would also

tend to reduce the attention directed toward individual members

initially.

Interviewees repeatedly described situations where intense

conflict escalated to a point where group efforts became immobilized

which resulted in the group disbanding only to reorganize without the

dissenting member(s) at a later date.

Lay person memberships appeared to create conflict of parti-

cular concern to program specialists who felt such disagreement

difficult to solve. Conflict in groups with community representation

seemed most frequently centered about value differences or unclear

initial group Objectives and/or role expectations.

Several individuals interviewed were of the opinion that con-

flict is capable of constructive functions, particularly as a change

strategy, and covertly induce it to initiate group effort and/or to

stimulate desired, but previously blocked, change. Future research

regarding induced conflict parameters would be useful directed parti-

cularly toward when to induce how much toward whom for maximum

productivity outcomes.

Recommendations
 

The study provided evidence that conflict plays a definitive

functional role in program deve10pment group productivity. An

awareness of its presence, intensity levels, sources and impact
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would seem vital if group leaders are to deal with, or resolve, dys-

functional conflict, or consider inducing or stimulating conflict

with functional potentialities. The idea of conflict's functionality

needs to be expanded by increased sensitivity and understanding among

educational practitioners prior to diagnostic and management skill

deve10pment. How best to develop that understanding must be addressed.

Disagreement content, personal-level differences versus task-

related differences, induced conflict and conflict aftermath as well

would all be useful to research further by field studies. Workshop

models available to program specialists and educators need to be

initiated and management models evaluated to determine those most

effective in educational settings.

Future research attention might also be directed toward

developing conflict management training programs on a number of

levels--administrative and instructional staff levels--but also

perhaps on student levels with curriculum designed to assist young

people in learning professional and personal skills in dealing with

functional and dysfunctional conflict—-so basic a concept in human

nature .
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APPENDIX A

INITIAL LETTER TO PROGRAM SPECIALISTS

March 16, 1977

U

Dear Program Specialist:

In our most recent Michigan Association of State 8 Federal Program

Specialists newsletter, you may have read of the research I am under-

taking at Michigan State University regarding program development

group characteristics. I am a school administrator, currently on

leave from the Bay City Public Schools, completing doctoral studies in

education administration with particular interest in program develop-

ment.

 

 

Research regarding groups such as you and I are frequently involved

with in education is almost totally lacking, or at best only implicit

in application to our particular settings. A particular interest of

mine, and a few social theorists, is the functional, or constructive,

aspects of varying amounts of conflict in small planning groups. As

you well know, frequently it is only through differences that opinions

are heard, ideas come forth and changes are born.

 

The attached questionnaire hopes to analyze group characteristics in

terms of group productivity and presence of differing amounts and

types of conflict. It is hoped this study will springboard future

interest in the importance of program development groups in education

and the need for additional research to broaden our awareness and

understanding as to precisely how such groups function best.

If you would be kind enough to complete the enclosed forms, one side for
 

each of four groups with whom you have worked, your contribution will

stand among other program specialists' throughout Michigan. Should you

be interested in receipt of an abstract of the completed study for

potential relevance to your setting, please indicate your name and

address on any of the forms. Otherwise, responses are to be kept

anonymous and conpletely confidential. Thank you for your time and

interest; they are deeply respected.

 

Cordially,

Lori Mahon (Ms.)

3074 Lupine Lane

Bay City, Michigan 48706

enc.
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APPENDIX B

FOLLOW-UP LETTER

April 13, 1977

Dear Program Specialist:

On March 16 I sent you a questionnaire designed to inquire into your

perceptions regarding varying amounts of conflict present in small

educational program planning groups. If you are one of the more than

80 who returned the questionnaire, I wish to express my sincere

thanks. However, as is usually the case in research of this type, a

second mailing is necessary. The enclosed materials are for those

of you who, for one reason or another, did ng£_respond to the first

questionnaire.

While my concern for your responses is obviously self-serving, the

findings should begin to answer questions concerning how groups in

education involved with developing or revising existing programs

function, and begin to give us some guideline regarding the effects,

if any, of conflict in such groups.

While you need not sign your name, if you wish to receive the results

of the study I would be happy to send them to you if you will supply

me with your name and mailing address on any of the forms.

The first questionnaire may have reached you at an inconvenient time

when you were in the midst of activities preparatory to the spring

vacation. I hope that this second mailing will arrive at a more

opportune time, for if I am going to be able to complete the study

I must have a sizeable return.

Thank you for your assistance. I shall look forward to hearing from

you soon. A stamped, return-addressed envelope is enclosed for your

reply.

Cordially,

Lori Mahon

3074 Lupine Lane

Bay City, Michigan 48706

enclosures
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APPENDIX C

An Analysis of Program Development Groups
 

GROUP NUMBER The group's general purpose was
 

 

The approximate number of meetings held were

last meeting was

The approximate date of the group's

 

Directions: Please Check One of the Below for Each Question
 

To What Extent Did This Group .
 

1. define and clarify its objectives

or purposes?

2. establish regular routines? (such

as selecting the same leader,

meeting time)

3. reduce initial tension where present

and allow more relaxed conversation

and social interaction among members?

4. experience conflict over scarce

resources? (such as personnel, sup-

plies, time, space or other tangible

items)

5. begin to work together as a unit

rather than as a number of indi-

viduals?

6. experience changing relationships

among its members?

7. come to agreement on major topics?

8. experience conflict over leader-

ship, position, status or control?

9. complete its original objectives

or purposes?

10. help to modify any lack of interest,

inertia or outdated procedures

within the district?

11. experience distractions such as

interruptions, broken equipment,

illnesses or other behavioral/

environmental obstacles?

12. stimulate any creativity or

innovation within the district?

13. become responsible for the develop-

ment of any new or different pro-

gram, curriculum, approach or pro-

cedure?

14. experience conflict regarding open

or underlying value differences?

15. help make possible additional fund-

ing for the school district? (such

as a grant)

16. give direction and incentive to

other groups in the district?

17. find that change or unrest was occur-

ring within the school district?

(such as a new superintendent. unset-

tled contracts, revised curriculum)

18. affect any district-wide change?

19. affect any community-wide change?

__NOT AT ALL

__M1NIMALLY

__NOT AT ALL

__MINIMALLY

NOT AT ALL

__MINIMALLY

__NOT AT ALL

_MINIMALLY

NOT AT ALL

__MINIMALLY

___N0T AT ALL

___MINIMALLY

__NOT AT ALL

_MINIMALLY

_NOT AT ALL

__MINIMALLY

_NOT AT ALL

_MINIMALLY

___NOT AT ALL

_MINIMALLY

_Nor AT ALL

_MINIMALLY

__NOT AT ALL

_MINIMALLY

__NOT AT ALL

__MINIMALLY

NOT AT ALL

—__MINIMALLY

__NOT AT ALL

__MINIMALLY

NOT AT ALL

__MINIMALLY

NOT AT ALL

__MINIMALLY

_NOT AT ALL

_MINIMALLY

_NOT AT ALL

_MINIMALLY
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__SOMEWHAT

_MODERATELY

SOMEWHAT

—_MODERATELY

SOMEWHAT

—_MODERATELY

SOMEWHAT

__MODERATELY

___SOMEWHAT

__MODERATELY

SOMEWHAT

—___MODERATELY

_SOMEWHAT

___MODERATELY

SOMEWHAT

_MooERATELY

_SOMEWHAT

_MODERATELY

SOMEWHAT

—___m0ERATELY

SOMEWHAT

__MODERATELY

SOMEWHAT

_MODERATELY

SOMEWHAT

___MooERATELY

_SOMEWHAT

_MODERATELY

SOMEWHAT

—_MODERATELY

SOMEWHAT

—__MODF.RATELY

SOMEWHAT

—_mOERATELY

___SOMEWHAT

__MODERATELY

SOMEWHAT

_MODERATELY

__CONSIDERABLY

__COMPLETELY

__CONSIDERABLY

__COMPLETELY

_CONSIDERABLY

__COMPLETELY

__CONSIDERABLY

_COMPLETELY

__CONSIDERABLY

__COMPLETELY

__CONSIDERABLY

_COMPLETELY

__CONSIDERABLY

___COMPLETELY

_CONSIDERABLY

_COMPLETELY

CONSIDERABLY

_COMPLETELY

_CONSIDERABLY

_COMPLETELY

__CONSIDERABLY

__COMPLETELY

__CONSIDERABLY

_COMPLETELY

__CONSIDERABLY

___COMPLETE LY

__CONSIDERABLY

_COMPLETELY

__CONSIDERABLY

_c0MPLETELY

__CONSIDERABLY

_COMPLETELY

__CONSiDERABLY

_c0MPLETE LY

__CONSIDERABLY

_COMPLETELY

__CONSIDERABLY

_c0MPLETE LY
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Table 1

Conflict l-—Scarce Resources

ANOVA Results

Effect on Fourteen Productivity Variates

 

 

Variate Sgflaggs SZSgges F Ratio F Value

Q 1 5.12994 2.56497 1.76731 .17268

2 2.57730 1.28865 .62041 .53845

3 19.94023 9.97011 7.17539 .00091*

5 23.32186 11.66093 8.46623 .00027*

6 17.39877 8.69938 5.11271 .00659*

7 18.41198 9.20599 5.44664 .00478*

9 10.44178 5.22089 2.70244 .06878

10 7.58234 3.79117 1.79769 .16757

12 6.15095 3.07548 1.60929 .20186

13 2.74444 1.37222 .58017 .56047

15 8.01402 4.00701 1.17818 .30935

16 2.67923 1.33962 .66479 .51518

18 3.18270 1.59135 .68766 .50359

19 4.94250 2.47125 1.14551 .31954

MANOVA results: 2,280 degrees of freedom 2.18228 .00051*
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Table 2

Conflict 2--Leadership/Control

ANOVA Results

Effect on Fourteen Productivity Variates

 

Sum of Mean

 

Variate Squares Squares F Ratio P Value

Q 1 12.27765 6.13883 4.27177 .01488*

2 12.81900 6.40950 3.12943 .04528

3 30.57469 15.28734 11.23663 .00002*

5 29.43665 14.71833 10.75414 .00003*

6 5.30625 2.65313 1.53053 .21823

7 30.43272 15.21636 9.06510 .00015*

9 21.72766 10.86383 5.75077 .00357*

10 .38138 .19069 .08876 .91509

12 5.58806 2.79403 1.49244 .22661

13 1.68571 .84285 .35420 .70205

15 20.91933 10.45967 3.14382 .04464*

16 3.16664 1.58332 .78136 .45878

18 .57229 .28615 .12193 .88526

19 8.12440 4.06220 1.87829 .15477

MANOVA results: 2,280 d.f. 2.49652 .0004*
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Table 3

ANOVA Results

Conflict 3--Distractions/Obstacles

Effect on Fourteen Productivity Variates

 

Sum of Mean

 

Variate Squares Squares F Ratio F Value

Q 1 .69781 .34891 .23714 .78904

2 1.91962 .95981 .47182 .62436

3 2.96230 1.48115 1.01444 .36393

5 5.78218 2.89109 2.01176 .13568

6 18.95095 9.47547 5.62471 .00403*

7 7.01889 3.50944 1.99213 .13833

9 1.86607 .93304 .47426 .62285

10 2.54607 1.27304 .60738 .54549

12 1.06683 .53342 .28315 .75362

13 2.92612 1.46306 .61517 .54128

15 20.83192 10.41596 3.13758 .04492*

16 .42608 .21304 .10727 .89832

18 6.28404 3.14202 1.37820 .25374

19 .05313 .02657 .01221 .98786

MANOVA results: 2,280 d.f. 1.23401 .19156

 



126

Table 4

Conflict 4-—Value Differences

ANOVA Results

Effect on Fourteen Productivity Variates

 

 

Variate Sgfiagis 5:3:265 F Ratio P Value

Q 1 1.85086 .92543 .65219 .52169

2 14.70746 7.35373 3.70467 .02582*

3 39.10766 19.55383 15.17610 .00001*

5 25.85464 12.92732 9.45327 .00011*

6 6.45688 3.22844 1.84942 .15924

7 24.38070 12.19035 7.37542 .00076*

9 8.61187 4.30593 2.26517 .10571

10 4.37755 2.18878 1.03680 .35594

12 .96451 .48226 .26155 .77004

13 6.50219 3.25110 1.41002 .24586

15 12.55614 6.27807 1.86836 .15629

16 4.49901 2.24951 1.16259 .31417

18 2.19878 1.09934 .48075 .61883

19 3.42983 1.71492 .79677 .45180

MANOVA results: 2,281 d.f. 2.94159 .00001*
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Table 5

Conflict S--Change and Unrest

ANOVA Results

Effect on Fourteen Productivity Variates

 

Sum of Mean

 

Variate Squares Squares F Ratio P Value

Q 1 1.96802 .98401 .65747 .51899

2 1.68245 .84123 .40719 .66593

3 .80882 .40441 .27035 .76332

5 6.95019 3.47510 2.30430 .09319

6 5.33918 2.66959 1.52127 .22032

7 6.69563 3.34781 1.96908 .14160

9 2.54483 1.27241 .68588 .50453

10 .80492 .40246 .19757 .82085

12 .92278 .46139 .25645 .77398

13 5.93799 2.96899 1.38664 .25170

15 3.35042 1.67521 .51111 .60041

16 5.41552 2.70776 1.37422 .25481

18 1.47505 .73752 .33331 .71685

19 3.15834 1.57917 .75850 .46937

MANOVA results: 2,268 d.f. 1.15943 .26379
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Table 6

ANOVA Results

 

 

Variate Szflaggs 8:32:85 F Ratio P Value

Q 1 2.60022 1 30011 .88716 .41297

2 4.25026 2.12513 1.02946 .35853

3 17.20035 8.60018 6.12674 .00248*

5 27.84742 13.92371 10.22196 .00005*

6 19.96828 9.98414 5.91730 .00304*

7 28.66985 14.33492 8.58614 .00024*

9 10.06612 5.03306 2.60203 .07590

10 16.71501 8.35751 4.02479 .01890*

12 2.53719 1.26860 .66126 .51700

13 1.85801 .92900 .39298 .67541

15 20.57300 10.28650 3.06848 .04804*

16 25.22651 12.61325 6.51319 .00172*

18 10.40622 5.20311 2.27253 .10493

19 2.17149 1.08574 .50027 .60690

MANOVA results: 2,283 d.f. 3.14854 .00001*
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13.3

Table 11

Conflict 1

Question 4: To What Extent Did This Group Experience

Conflict Over Scarce Resources?

Mean and Frequency of Responses

 

 

 

Intensigy Absolute Percent

Level Frequency Frequency

Minimal 135 47.0

Moderate 91 31.7

Intense 61 21.3

Total Responses 187

Overall: Mean 2.882

SD 1.548

Mode 1.000

Median 2.698

a . .
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Table 15

Conflict 2

Question 8: To What Extent Did This Group Experience Conflict

Over Leadership, Position, Status or Control?

Mean and Frequency of Responses

 

 

 

Intensity Absolute Percent

Levela Frequency Frequency

Minimal 190 66.7

Moderate 61 21.3

Intense 34 12.0

Total Responses 285

Overall: Mean 2.295

SD 1.450

Mode 1.000

Median 1.858

aLegend: 1 00-2.99 = minimal

3 00-4.99 = moderate

5 00-5.99 = intense or complete
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Table 18

Conflict 3

Question 11: To What Extent Did This Group Experience Distractions

or Other Behavioral/Environmental Obstacles?

Mean and Frequency of Responses

 

 

 

Intensigy - Absolute Percent

Level Frequency Frequency

Minimal 193 67.7

Moderate 73 25.6

Intense 19 6.7

Total Responses 285

Overall: Mean 2.267

50 1.258

Mode 2.000

Median 2.000

aLegend: - .99 a minimal1.00 2

3.00-4.99 a moderate

5 00-5.99 - intense or complete
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Table 21

Conflict 4

Question 14: To What Extent Did This Group Experience Conflict

Regarding Open or Underlying Value Differences?

Mean and Frequency of Responses

 

 

Intensity Absolute Percent

Level Frequency Frequency

Minimal 117 37.4

Moderate 121 42.3

Intense 58 20.3

Total Responses 196

Overall: Mean 3.077

SD 1.410

Mode 3.000

Median 3.029
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Table 24

Conflict 5

Question 17: To What Extent Did This Group Find Change or

Unrest Occurring Within the District?

Mean and Frequency of Responses

 
  -_-,___-..._,_-_

.—.—_—__ .— 

_. .m-..—.

—--..-_-—_—— __—.__ L .5“ .. —

 

Intensity Absolute Percent

Levela Frequency Frequency

Minimal 124 45.4

Moderate 86 31.5

Intense 63 23.1

Total Responses 173

Overall: Mean 3.004

SD 1.585

Mode 2.000

Median 2.760
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Table 27

Total Conflict

Overall Group Productivity Mean and Standard Deviation

 

 

Significant

Variate Statistic Minimal Moderate Intense Group

Differences*

Q 1 Mean 4.78 4.77 4.58

SD 1.24 1.24 1.16

2 Mean 4.54 4.82 4.57

SD 1.53 1.24 1.49

3 Mean 4.62* 4.46 4.05* .57

SD 1.04 1.19 1.31

5 Mean 4.49* 4.49 3.84* .65

SD 1.14 1.12 1.23

6 Mean 3.12* 3.63 3.72* .60

SD 1.32 1.30 1.27

7 Mean 4.84* 4.51 4.08* .76

SD 1.31 1.17 1.37

9 Mean 4.60 4.70 4.26

SD 1.47 1.26 1.42

10 Mean 3.25* 3.84* 3.63 .59

SD 1.66 1.30 1.33

12 Mean 3.49 3.72 3.65

SD 1.44 1.27 1.43

13 Mean 3.82 3.99 4.00

SD 1.64 1.46 1.50

15 Mean 2.11* 2.76* 2.57 .65

SD 1.86 1.81 1.82

16 Mean 3.21* 3.94* 3.48 .73

SD 1.54 1.24 1.36

18 Mean 3.14 3.61 3.45

SD 1.59 1.44 1.50

19 Mean 2.74 2.86 2.65

SD 1.65 1.52 1.24
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