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ABSTRACT

DYNAMICS OF INTERACTION PATTERNS
AMONG INDUSTRIAL FOREZMEN

by James A. McClung

This investigation had three maln purposes. First,
1t examined the 1Interaction patterns of industrial foremen
for ten specific tasks. Second, these patterns were com-
pared to those expected by their immediate supervisors.
And third, an analysis was made to test the difference
between the 1nteractlon patterns for high and low produc-
tive foremen. Both the directlion and the channel of
interaction were examined.

The foremen sampled were employed by a medium-sized
machinery manufacturing plant located in the midwest. The
manufacturing superintendent ranked each of these foremen
according to thelr weekly productivity. The top twenty-
seven per cent and the bottom twenty-seven per cent con-
stituted the high and the low productive foremen.
Therefore, the interaction patterns were obtalned for all
the foremen, as well as for the high and the low productive
ones. These patterns were then compared to those expected
by thelr production supervisors.

For each task, the foremen (and their immediate
superiors) estimated: the amount of time spent per week,

the direction of interaction necessary to carry out
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efficiently the task, and the manner of carrying out the
task--written or oral. In addition, the productivity
rankings of the foremen were correlated to their scores on

the Fleishman Leadership Opinion Questionnaire.

-~

The following conclusions were reached. First, the
foremen and thelr immediate supervisors, as well as the
high and the low procductive foremen, correlated highly in
relation to thelr perceptions of ranked importance for the
ten tasks. Second, the productlion supervisors and their
foremen correlated significantly on the ranked importance
of the ten tasks, but they did not agree completely on the
distribution of time in relation to the importance of each
task. There was a high correlation, however, between the
high and the low productive foremen. Third, the production
supervisors expected a more balanced interaction pattern
among the foremen and thelr subordinates, superiors, and
other foremen. Tne foremen were more independent than
expected and devoted significantly more time not inter-
acting with anyone. The high productive foremen displayed
a more 1ndependent overall interaction pattern than the
low productive foremen. The latter devoted more time
communicating with thelr superiors and other foremen;
although this was less than expected by their production
supervisors.

Fourth, the foremen in total relied on their superiors

for analytical tasks. Fifth, the production supervisors
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expected four times more written communication than the
foremen estimated they used during the week. The high pro-
ductive foremen depended more on the written form than the
low productive primari ., because they used this channel
more when 1Interacting with subordinates. Even though the
low productive foremen used this method more than the high
productive with superiors and other foremen, the overall
pattern supported the conclusion above. And finally, there
was no rank correlation between the productivity rankings
provided by the manufacturing superintendent and the

results obtalned on the Leadership Opinion Questionnailre.

Therefore, thils questionnalre cannot be used as an objective
evaluatlon for predicting the productivity of prospective
foremen.

The results of thls 1nvestigatlion suggest there was
a difference between the expected and the actual interaction
patterns for industrial foremen. This varied in accordance
to the task being performed. Similar findings would be

predicted at other levels of the organizational structure.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Any area of academic achievement requires constant
investigation to find analytical and descriptive evidence
for principles used and taught. The study of formal
organization theoriles, for example, has many toplcs which
offer a challenge to any research worker. The problem to
be consldered in this study falls mainly in the interaction
patterns of formal organizations.

This study investigates the interaction processes
required to carry out ten specific tasks at the foreman's
level of authority in an industrial setting. These processes
will be examlned from the standpoint of the source, the
message, the channel, and the receiver.

Before dealing directly with a specific case study,
perhaps a review of theoretical trends and previous research
would provide a foundatlion for the concepts to be analyzed,
Three basic divisions will provide this background informa-
tion: first, a historical review of the trends 1in organiz-
ational theories; second, an analysis of basic concepts
which stem from these trends; and third, a review of

research related to these basic concepts.



Trends 1n Organizational Theories

When analyzing the historical perspective of organ-
ization and management concepts, there are three distinct
perliods or movements that emerge. Each of these possess
distinct characteristics from which the modern organiza-
tional theorists borrow. The first period can be called
the early influences of management and/or scientific
management. The work of such men as Taylor, Urwick, Fayol
and others prcmoted this school of thought from 1900 until
the 1940's. The second periocd, or movement of organiza-
tional theories, began in the 1940's and continues to
operate today. This era stressed the importance of the
human relationists and behavioral sclentists. And, finally,
from 1955 until the present, the "'revisionists" (to use
Warren Bennis' term) have organized some influential
concepts.

William Scott pictures these three perliods as the
macro-micro-macro approach to organizational theory. The
work completed by the disciples of the scientific management
school concerned 1tself with principles common to all
organizations (macro). This "model age" dealt with the
"gross anatomical parts and processes of the formal organiza-
tion and was not well equipped to account for variation from

the established framework."l

—

lWilliam G. Scott, "Organization Theory: An Overview
and an Appraisal," Journal of the Academy of Management, Vol.
45 No. 1 (April, 1961), o. 24.




However, the human relationists did concern themselves
with many varilatlions which resulted from human behavior
operating within the organizational structure. Thus, a

microscoric examinatlion of situations, human variables, and

interaction networks took on research significance.

This type of research leads to a more macroscopic

view once again with the infiltration of the modern organ-
1zational thecorists. They are interested in productivity,
leadership, participation, and the social system as a whole.
That 1s, there 1s a study of the organization in total--a
gestalt approach. Thus, the macro-micro-macro approach to
organizational theory supports the three divisions listed

above.

Farly Influence and Scientific Management

The earliest influence of management thought can be
traced to Biblical times.2 These historical accounts
emphasize the 1importance of organizing, managing, and
stabllizing people and objects. Even Plato and Aristotle
stated a number of principles which we follow today.
However, 1t was not until the British mathematician Charles
Babbage perceived the importance of sclentific and mathe-

matical methods that men began to conslder the importance

2Dalton McFarland, Management Principles and Practices

(2nd edition; New York: Macmillan Co., 1964), p. 26.




of scientific management. He recommended precise and
accurate observations and measurements in making decisions
In the business enterprise.3 Thus, early in the 19th
century, Babbage advocated a foundation upon which
scientific management was formulated. Others followed 1n

formalizing the sclentific management school.

The practiticners.--It was not until after the Civil

War that the basic concept of sclentific management became
useful to the business man. Henril Fayol, a French indus-

trialist, sought to present principles of management that

would bring about effective management. He divided the

operations of a company into six maln groups--technical,

commercial, filnancial, security, accounting, and adminis-

trative operations. The administration was broken down

into five maln aspects--to plan, to organize, to command,
to co-ordinate and to control.u His philosophy supported
fourteen principles of management which became hils basis

for a theory of management. Without principles, he wrote,

"one 1s 1in darkness and chaos. These principles are the

3Dalton McFarland, Management Princilples and
Practices (lst edition; New York: Macmillan Co., 1958),
p' 2 .

ML. Urwick, The Elements of Administration (New

York: Harper and Brothers, 1943), pp. 16-17.




lighthouse fixing the bearings, but they can only serve
those who already know the way into por't."5
Frederick Taylor refined the sclence of management

through practical experlence. He experimented with various
work situations in order to improve the performance and
efficlency of the workmen. His major concern was with the
following conditions: (1) unevenness and lack of uniformity
in management effort; (2) lack of apparent relation between
good management and the payment of dividends; and (3) wide-
spread 1inefficiency of labor, and 'systematilc soldiering'
of workers on the ,job.6 Taylor's philosophy was not unique,
but strongly influenced by the Great Britailn industrial
revolution of 1deas; and he saw implications of these ideas
for the United States. Ralph Davis wrote:

Taylor can hardly be salid to have been a theorist;

he was rather a keen observer, analyst, and student,

with some sclentific training, but he appears to

have galned most of hils ideas from practical

experlence . . . that nelther the management nor the

men really knew what constituted a fair day's work,

and that this was the cause of much of the misunder-

standing and strife between them.

However, Taylor 1s often referred to as the "father

of scientific management" in the United States. To him the

5Henri Fayol, Industrial and General Administration,
Published under asuspices of the International Management
Institute (Geneva English publishers, Sir Isaac Pitman and
Sons, London, 1925), p. 42.

6

McFarland (1st edition), cop. cit., p. 25.

7Ralph Currier Davis, Industrial Organization and
?anagement (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1940), pp. 13-




art of management was "knowing exactly what you want men to

do, and then seeing that they do 1t 1n the best and cheapest

way."8 His prescribed dutles for management stated that:

1. They develop a sclence for each element of a
man's work, which replaces the o0ld rule-of-
thumb method.

2. They scientifically select and then train,
teach, and develcp the workman, whereas in the
past he chose his own work and trained himself
as best he could.

3. They heartily ccoperate with the men so as to
insure all of the work being done 1n accordance
with the principles of the science which has
been developed.

4., There 1is an almost equal division of the work
and the respocnsibility between the management
and the wor«men. The management take over all
work for which they are better fitted than the
workmen, whlle in the past almost all of the
work and the greater part of the responsibillity
were thrown upon them.9

Thus, both Fayol and Taylor applied scientific principles
of management., However, Taylor worked primarily on the
operator level from the bottom of the 1industrial hierarchy
upward, whlle Fayol concentrated on the managing director
and worked downward.

There were likewlse other practitioners of scientific
management beside Fayocl and Taylcr. Henry L. Gantt appeared
to understand human psychology more than Taylor and empha-
sized "non-financial rewards to promote satisfactory

nl0

morality. He dealt with the worker's environment and

81p1a., p. 14.

9Frederick W. Taylor, Scientific Management (New York:
Harper and Brothers, 1947), pp. 36=37.

10

McFarland (1lst edition), op. cit., pp. 28-29.



likewlse developed scheduling charts to tabulate units of
time and operations. His book spelled out three main
points which have contributed to modern organizational
theory:
1. The task 1dea he felt extended far beyond
Individual workmen to industries as a whole,
He placed heavy emphasls upon proper tralning
which would make hls system of management
self-perpetuating.
2. He used a philosophical and psychological
approach to the prcblem of training workmen.
3. He emphasized the application of managerial
principles and organization to the busilness
as a whole, 1l
Frank Gillbreth's work with bricklayers likewise
provided new concepts of work-planning and work-training
in the most efficlent methods. He suggested that the
worker was most efficient in an 180 degree radius and thus
hls toocls should be within that distance. He also showed
a great concern for the human factors (health and safety)
of the workers.12 Harrington Emerson, like Fayol, empha-
slzed the importance of spelling out the principles of
management. Hlis twelve principles of efficiency were to
become a reality through tne function of the line and
staff within the organization structure. These procedures

were deslgned to reduce the waste of human motion and raw

materlals, and likewise to trailn and promote leadership.

1lHenry L. Gantt, Work, Wages, and Profits (The
Engineering Magazine Co., 1910).

12Mcrariand (1st edition), op. cit., p. 29.



Urwlck collected research data completed durlng this
period and endeavored to bridge the gap between machines
and man. He wrote that "one of the problems of our time
ls to bridze the widening mental gulf between those edu-
cated and tralned solely 1in the humanities and those whose
mlinds are shared ty a 1life devocted to that machine tech-
nology on which all are derendent increasingly for the

13

material bases of existence." Through specific instruc-
tlons for each memoer of the line and staff, he endeavored
to bridge this gap. According to his philosophy, the
principles of administration include: planning, fore-
casting, controlling, investigating, appropriating,
organizing, co-ordinating, and commanding.lu These were
principles that he presented in hopes of describing a
coherent and logical pattern of organization and manage-
ment--a true scilence of management.

Of course other ploneers could be mentioned. These
would 1nclude: Carl Earth, Henry Town, H. K. Hathaway,
Sanford E. Thompson, Dwight lMerricxk, Morris L. Cooke, and

James Mapes Dodge. Along with Fayol, Taylor, Emerson,

Gantt, and Urwick, we find the practitioners of the

Sclentific management movement.

13Urick, cp. cit., p. 10.

Wipi4., p. 18.



The scholars.--The scientific management era likewise

produced some outstanding scholars. For example, Ralph C.
Cavls' phllosophy was that the "entire management process
concerns 1itself with ways and means to realize predeter-
mined results with the intelligent use of people whose

nd wi111an

efforts must be properly motivated and guided.
Newman, on the other hand, concerned himself with: (1)
dividing and grouping tne work to be done into individual
jobs, and (2) d=fining the relationship between the
indlvidual and his job.l6 Mconey and Reiley also empha-
sized principles of crganization. Thelr nine points
centered upon the logical pattern of principle, process,
and effect.l7
Some students of manazsement would include Peter

Drucker in this list of scholars, but his endeavors were

primarily an functional arproach. He was in opposition

" in functional and

to the '"professiornal workmanship
speclalized work. According to him, the science of manage-

ment was a functional work that tended to become an end i~

15Ralph Davis, The Fundamentals of Top Management
(New York: Harper and prothers Fublishers, 1991).

16w1lliam H. Newman, Administrative Action (Engle-

wood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1951).

17J. C. Mooney and A. C. Reiley, Onward Industry
(New York: Harper and Brothers Publishers, 1931). Re-
written as The Principles of Organization (New York:
Harper and Brothers Publishers, 19339).
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itself. Els concern for the human elements of the
organlzatlon was based on the assumption that people want
to work; they seex satisfaction throucgh work. '"What we
need 1s to replace trhe externally imposed spur of fear
with an 1nternal self-motivation for performance. Respon-
slcility--not satisfaction--is the only thing that will
serve."19 The tas« facing manacement was, according to
Drucker, to reach the worxker's motivation, to enlist his
carticipation, and to mobillize the worker's desire to
:vozﬁk.zo
Thnese remar<s emphasize his criticism of the
Sclentific management's practical approacnhn. He attributed
the ineffectiveness of this movement to management's
failure in solving the problem of managing the worker and
the work. The two blind spots in management were: (1)
a s suming that the human orzanism 1s a machine tool, and
(2 ) that the divisicn of planning and doing created

-1
S eparation of classes.

18Peter' F. Drucxer, The Practice of Management
(New vYork: Harper and Erotners Puclishers, 1950), p. 123.

Y1v14., p. 303.
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Thus, in short, the sclentiflc management movement
was developed originally by engineers, and later became
& distinct profession in itself. As such, it drew from
such flelds as engineering, economics, and psychology

whatever principles arnd procedures that appeared useful 1n

: . 22
maxing the organization a more efficlent operation.

Mason Halre descrited this movement in the following
polints:

1l. Control within the enterprise 1s properly
exerclsed tnrough an authority relationship
accepted within the enterprise.

2. Autnorlity 1s delegated from above. It has 1its
source in the institution of soclety--
"private property".

3. Authority 1s best supported by the promise of
economic reward, rather than by the treatment
of economlic deprivation.

4. Management control 1s exercised through formal
structure that relates individual subordinates
with superilors.

5. Worker acceptance of authority 1s on the basis
of individual, rational Jjudgment.

6. Man's work performance is a function of
physiologlical craracteristics.

7. Problems of management control are best solved
througn sclentific adaptatlon of work processes
to worker's pnysiologlcal characteristics and
economic reward for hils cooperation within the
proper framework of formal structure.23

Willlam Scott was not so explicit 1n his summary of
the sclentific management movement. To him there were
four pilllars: - (1) division of labor; (2) scalar and
f\unctional processes (chain of command, delegation of

al-”T»hor-ity, etc.); (3) structures (logical relationships
\

P 23Mason Haire, Organization Theory In Industrial
~Xactice (New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1962), p. 109.
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of functions); and (4) span of control (number of subordin-
ates a manager can effectively supervise).2“ These pilllars
of classical organizaticnal theory formed the foundation
for the human relationlsts and revisionists.

The worth of tne scientific management movement unfor-
tunately was misunderstood and misused by many followers of
Taylor. Efficlency exprerts were used to increase production
for management and lirkewise in cutting rates. These miscon-

ductions created jprotlems with the worker's salaries and

-~

'etween Zoientific Manage-

R 1 Y I
=iations Movenent

Mary Parxer Follett and Chester Barnard did not

contribute a rreat deal to the research methodology of

management and organization, tut they did lend support to
both the working ideas of the scientific management and the
human relationists. lary Parxker Follett pictured the human
organlism and the relaticnsnip of individuals as the founda-
tion of a business organization. And likewlse, the organ-
1zation could be portrayed as a whole human organization

which makes up soclety. Thus, she endeavored to stress the

importance of motivating desires of the human organism.

2uScott, ocp. cit., pp. 9-10.
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And thirdly, she was concerned with the conflict of human

goals with organizational deuands.25
Cnester Zarnard, on the cother nand, emphasized the

"cooperative system" of managzement. The efficiency of an

orcanlzatlion, ne wrote, depended upon the personal contri-

tutlon and rarticipation of its workers. He recognized

the limltations of the Individual tut likewlise stressed

the tools availlzole for management to balance these limita-

tlons 1n order to cttain an effective and efficient

cooperative system.”

Limitatlons of ——Coorerative System — > Effectlveness
individuals Efficiency

~ (pnysical,

psychological

and functional)

rranicaticnal tools

. Communication

. willirgrness to cooperate
.  Purpose, goals

O
1
2
3

Vanarement 1s Judzed on tne "cooperative system,'" whereas

the 1Individual 1s Judzed on the effectiveness and effici-

—

ency of hils worx. Certalinly these principles triggered

further researcn in the human relations movement.

25Mar'y Parker Follett, Dynamic Administration, edited
by H. C. Metcalf and L. Urwick (New York: Harper and
Brothers Publishers, 1942), p. 21.

26

Chester I. Earnard, The Functions of the Executive
(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1938).
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e

‘uman Relatlons Yovement--1940 to 1926F

Tne wor< of tine scientific management advocates
tecame the catalyst for tne researcn and teaching in the
university tehavicral science courses, and the interest

. : . 2
in the human relatisons of tusiness. 7 McFarland defines

numan relatlions as "tme science wnich studies the

activities, attitudes, and interrelationsnhips existing

be]

ne <

mong people at wor«. Since the turn of the century,
tnhis scnool of trnought has concerned itself with the
wor«<man, and his relationsniip to nis company, hils job
and nis peers.

Thils microscoric arproach to manarsement stimulated
the work of industrial psycholosists (with their work on
efficiency, trainirg, ard s=lecting of employees);
industrial soclolozists (wrno studied large and small
groups); aprlied antnrcpoclcgists (research labor-management

relaticns; necotiations; an

(o
(@]

ollective bargaining); and
soclal-psycnolozists (wno dealt with mass communication,
propaganda, and runor transmission).29

Thls movement as a science originated with the

famous Hawthorne studies wnich were conducted by Elton Mayo

27M0Farland (2rd edition), op. cit., p. 2.

28McFarland (lst edition), opo. cit., p. 337.

29McFarland (2nd edition), op. cit.
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and Fritz Roethlisberger at a Western Electric Company.
Their work centered upon the importance of psychology and
soclology, as well as the environment. This classic study
directed the attention of management research to the com-
ponents of a Job and the worker's morale. With emphasis
upon the "soclal system," "the major contribution of the
Hawthorne studies was the integration of Pareto's idea of
the soclal system into a meaningful method of analysils for
the study of behavior in human organizations."30 The
study turned away from the description of component parts
and researched the interrelationships among parts. Thus,
the human relations movement was designed to study the
individual human behavior, the forces and social processes

of group life.3l

Thls interdlsciplinary sclence, llkewlse,
included contributions by economics, history, political
sclence, theology, and Jurisprudence.

Peter Drucker described the human relations movement
as a study which considered the relatibnship between what

a man 1s and what kind of work he does.32 There were also

seven points that Mason Halre emphasized 1in seeklng to

30Scott, op. cit., pp. 14-15.

313ohn M. Pfiffrer and Marshall Fels, The Supervision
of Personnel (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall,
Inc., 1964), pp. 17-27.

32Drucker, op. cit., p. 288.
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explain the human relationist's interpretation of organ-
1zatlons:

1. Thougn the existence of authority 1s admitted,
control witnhin tne enterprise 1s properly
exerclsed tnrouzh use of persuasion.

2. Authorlity is granted from below and has 1ts
source in 1its accectance as useful by those
over wnom 1t is exercised.

3. Persuasion as a measure of control is supported
by the authority generated through effective
leadersnip.

4, lManagerial control 1is exercised through its
influence over tne informal work groups that
are informally integrated to constitute the
organization.

5. wor<ers' response to persuasion and authority
1s the result of group action that is non-
rational in nature.

6. Man's work performance 1s a function of the
soclo-psycnological climate within and
surrounding his work group.

7. Problems of managerlal control are best solved
through establishing the proper climate for
work groups, thus motivating them to exercise
self-control.33

McFarland, on the other hand, 1s more explicit and talks
about the baslic components of human relations. According

to nls writings, the three baslic elements include: the
individual, the group (work being completed in group
dynamics), and the situation. Others would include:
activity (observavle behavior of people as they work);
interaction (contact between individuals 1n work situation--
verbal and non-verbal); sentiments (1internal states of

feelings--drives, emotions, feelings, affective states,

33Haire, op. cit., pp. 110-111.
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or attlitudes); and social system (activity, interactilon,
and sentiments together).3u

Pernaps Maslow's nhierachy of needs likewlse explalns
anotner vasic tedrocxk of human relations thought. He
srent a great deal of time researchling factors affecting
motivation. lcFarland defined motivation as '"the way in
wnich urges, drives, desires, aspirations, strivings (or
needs) direct, control, or explain the behavior of human
belrgs . . . for our purrose we can consider them 1n a
general sense as forms of tension occurring within
individuals, with resulting behavior aimed at reducing,
eliminating, or diverting the tension."35

James Latham suggests that there are two basic types
of motivation--psycnological and physiological. According
to his writings, the physiological motives (food, drink,
alr, protection, sleep, rest, etc.) are more stable and
less numerous than the psychological.36 However, from the
work of men llke Durkneim, Maslow, Allport, Simmel, Freud,
and Mead have come theories of motivation that the human
rationallsts applled to the organizational setting. A few
of the major theories could be as follows.

First, McGregor's participation theory endeavors to

get the employee to particlipate in the workings of the

34McFarland (1st edition), op. cit., pp. 346-352.

35McFar1and (2nd edition), op. cit., p. 520.
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organization 1n order to satisfy some of his higher-level
needs (social and egoistic) rather than seek to provide
rhysiological rewards. His theory (Y) spells out the
following points.

1. Expenditure of pnhysical and mental effort in
work 1is as natural as play and rest.

2. External control and the threat of punishment
are not tnhe only means for bringing about the
effort toward orzanizatlion objectives. Man
wlll exercise self-direction and self-control
in the service of objectives to which he is
committed.

3. Commitment to objectlives 1is a function of the
revards assoclated with their achievement.

4., The averaze human belng learns, under proper
conditions, not only to accept but to seek
responsioility.

5. Capaclity to exercise a relatively high degree
of imagination, ingenuity and creativity in
tne solution of organlizational problems, is
widely, not narrowly, distributed in the
population.

6. Under conditions of modern industrial 1life,
the intellectual potentialities of the average
human being are only partially utilized.37

Second, licmans, Wnyte, Cnapple, and Sayles dealt
wilth the interaction theories of motivation. These inter-
actionists considered an organization as a social system.
41 thin this system, as mentioned above, they concerned
themselves with activities, sentiments, and communications
(verbal and non-verbal interaction). A great deal of
research demands dealt with the influences and the charac-
t®ristics of the informal groups or informal organizations.

The S tudy of these natural groupings of people within the

3TMcFarland (2nd edition), op. cit., p. 532.
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work situation was not investigated during the classical

period.38
Some determinants of informal groups researched

included: (1) the location of the individual within the

physical setting, amount of face-to-face contact and

geographic setting; (2) the occupation that an individual

(3) his personal interests; and (4) special 1ssues

held;
39

that would arlse within the organizational structure.
William Scott listed five characteristics or functions of

the informal group. First, the informal group acted as

an agency of soclal control (with their norms and pressure

to conform) which could be in opposition to the organiza-

tional goals. Second, studying or researching the effect

of small groups required different technical methods of

analysls than those used for formal settings. Third,

Informal organizations resisted change--a necessity in

order to survive. And finally, researchers became inter-

ested in the role, characteristics and objectives of the

leaders of these informal groups. In short, the human

relations movement stimulated a concern for both the

formal and the informal groups.

38800tt, op. cit., p. 12.

391p14., p. 13.
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A thilrd theory of motivation was established by

Rensls Likert--managemenrnt pattern thecry. He researched

perceptlons and relationships established between

superior-subordinates. These findings, he hoped, would

provide an analysis for establishing characteristics of

an effectlve managerial pattern. He discovered that

"those supervisors and manarers whose pattern of leader-

ship yield consistently favcratle attitudes, more often

5 human teings rathier than as cogs in

=

o

think of erplcyees

ie related to the attitudes and

o

a machine 1s a varia

motivatlon of the subordinate at every level in the organ-

n40

1zation.
Fourth, MFarch and Simon sugisest a motivational

constraint theory--as did Merton, Selzneck, and Gouldner.

They pictured a thecry cf motivational constraints which

Operated on the intraorganizational decisions and upon a
- . . . 41
human desire to particirate in the orgsanizaticn. The
Prime purpose of this theory was tc consider the individ-

ual's satisfaction of desiring a movement in the organiza-

tional structure. If such satisfaction is not obtained,

the individual would leave the crganization and choose an

&lternative. Thus, management wanted to research human

qucFarland (2nd edition), op. cit., cp. 533-534.

“11p14., p. 534
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satisfaction in order to achleve its pre-determined end

of the company.
McFarland suggests a fifth type of motivational

theory which he calls the "achlevement-expectation

nh2

theory. This theory, as an aspect of the learning

theories, relates to motivation by assuming that an inner
drive (level of tension) operates in expectation. The
followers, or suppocrters, of this school are Stogdill,
George H. Mead, Chester Barnard, Elton Mayo, Fritz
Roethlisverger, and william Dickson. Perhaps we could
also Include the learning theorists such as Tolman, Hull,
Skinner, Hilgard, and McGeoch. Likewise, Murray's Thematic
Appreception Test (TAT) would be included in this school

or theory of motivation.
Many other theories on motivation were developed by

the human relationists. McFarland suggests the following:

Youngs' interpretation on motivation.
Allport's theory.

Tinberger's theory.
McClelland's theory.

Hebbs' theory.

Frenkel and Brunswlk's theory.
Masserman's theory.

Freeman's theory.

Moore's theory.

10. French's theory.

11. Cattell's theory.

12. Maier's theory.

WO oo~ OV =W M

421p14., p. 536.

“3McFarland (2nd edition), op. cit., po. 519-550.
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These theorles, and the entire human relations movement,

recelved some valld criticisms. As with the scientific

management perlod, practitioners misused and oversold

research findings and as a result, the human relations

movement could not solve tne problems 1t promised.

Willliam Scott wrote that the criticism of this school of
organizational theory ranged from "human relations 1is a
tool for cynical puppeteering of people, to human rela-

tions 1s nothing more than a trifling body of empirical

and descriptive information."uu However, i1t did provide

some valuable research, but lacked completeness, long-term

perspective, and integration of facets of human relations.

The revislonists have endeavored to correct these short-

comings.

Revisionists Movement--1355 to 13656

The human relationists never really established a

theory--it was never a discipline. It was full of fads and
consultants who had no basis for thelr advice. The followers
Of the revisionists school telieved that neither of the
earlier two movements were developed on valid principles

and theories. They were too scientific to be applicable

for 4ndustrial research.
The revisionists encouraged the most recent advances
In the methodology of research, especlally with the current
.
4y

Scott, op. cit., p. 15.
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knowledge of statistical and quantitative research methods,

and the computers. Most revisionists, however, were not

strictly iIndustrial researchers. They stemmed from such

areas as: soclology, psychology, anthropology, psychlatry,

physlology, economics, political science, statistics,

mathematics, and communlcations. It appeared that they

did not directly help companies make money, but added to

the discipline.
Warren Eennis ccined the term "revisiconists" to
describe this current group of researchers which include

Hertert Simons, Victor Thompson, Chris Argyris, Mason Haire,

Rensis Likert, and James March. Their philosophies support

the thesis that the only meaningful way to study an organ-

1 zatlon 1s to study 1t as a system. Thus, a strong reliance

on empirical research data and conceptual analytical

f1ndings.
William Scott proclaimed that there are three main

I ngredients of the system analysis--parts, interaction

Processes, and gcals. The parts of the system consist of

Individual motives and attitudes; the interrelated patterns
Of Jobs and personalities in the formal organizational
Structure; informal group forces which stimulate conformity
to specific goals; the importance of roles and status
COncepts; and the importance of psychological and physio-

log1cal properties of men. 42

“51vid., pp. 16-17.
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The 1interrelation of these parts listed above suggest

Investlgatlon of the linking processes of the organlzatlional

structure. The revisionists have concerned themselves with:
cormmunication networxs and communication controls; equili-
bratium of mechanism or parts; cybernetics; and interest in
varlables in tre organization which affect decision-making
(for example the worx of March and Simmons).u6
Organizational goals which have been investigated are
growth, stabllity, and interaction. The latter has suggested
the importance of a general system theory--universal science
of organizational structures. Kenneth E. Boulding concludes
that both the general system theory and modern organizational
theory study the followlng points:
1. The parts (individuals) in aggregates, and the
movement of individuals into and out of the
system.
2. The interaction of individuals with the environ-
ment found in the system.
3. The interactions among individuals 1in the system.u7
4. General growth and stacility problems of systems.
These two differ, however, iIn that the general theory
conslders the organizatiocn as an Iintegrated whole, whereas

the modern or revisionist's theory concerns itself with the

hLunarlorganization. Boulding classifies these system levels

S u7Kenneth E. Boulding, "General System Theory--The
keleton of a Science," Management Science (April, 1956),
PP. 200-202.
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as: (1) status structure (anatomy); (2) simple dynamlc
system (pre-determined necessary motions); (3) cybernetic
system (seex egquilicrium through self-regulation); (4)
open system (self-maintaining system, moves toward the
living organism); (5) genetic-socletal system (division
of labor amonz cells); (6) animal system (level of mobility,
goal-directed tenavior); (7) human system (symbol inter-
pretation and idea communication); (8) social system (level
of human organization); and (9) transcendental system
(level of ultimates and absolutes which exhibit systematilc
structure but are unknowable in essence.l48
Chris Argyrls nas worked with the formal organizational
system and has discovered that the effective method to
examline an organization 1s to study it in total. It is
stable only 1f all tnhe components are present at the same
time. Thls total system, according to Argyris, is more than
the formal organlzation. It 1s a behavilioral system composed
of four different but Iinterrelated subsystems which produce
the followlng xinds of tenavior:
1. Behavior resultinz from formal organizational
demands ("boss-worship"; or "mother-
relationship").
2. Behavior resulting from informal activitiles
(the need for informal activities increases

when he experlences anomy between individual's
needs and the organizational demands).“9

481v14., pp. 202-205

ugChris Argyris, Understanding Organlzational Behavior
(Homewood, Illinois: Tne Dorsey Press, Inc., 1960), p. 56.




26

3. Behavior resulting from each individual's attempt
to fulfill his idiosyncratic needs.
4. Behavior resulting from unique patterning for
each organization of the three levels above. 20
Argyris, therefore, emphasized the importance of the person-
allty--physical and mental maturity. He relled on Maslow's
primary and secondary needs for support of this thesis.
Likewlse he discussed the value system which is forced upon
an Individual within an crganizational setting.

Mason Halire, on the other hand, considered the human
organism as an indegendent variable (prime-movers) of the
organlizational structure. The behavioral scilentists
usually regarded reople as a dependent varlable and sug-
gested that '"they see people as being affected by organiza-
tions, and moved or are manipulated by it . . . however, he
views people as independent variables of the organization."51
He contlnues to say tnat '"there 1s no talk here of the
'delegatlon' of authority and responsibllity, but rather
an acceptance of the fact that authority and responsibility
wlll be 'assumed' 1in varying degrees by people of variable
capaclty to assume them."52

Other concepts proclaimed by revisionists could

include the work promoted by Herbert Simons on '"the new

501p14., p. 24.

51Haire, op. cit., p. 48.

°21p14d., p. 35.
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sclence of management decision-making"; and March and

Starr's work on Executive Decislions and Operations Research.

The latter sugzgests the use of quantitative research
methodology in marketing (sclentific forecasting, pricing,
competitive bidding); production (economic-lot-size prob-
lems, inventory control, machine load scheduling, and
transportation); and administration (size of work force,
absenteelsm, dividends or reinvestments).

In short, the revisionists have combined the findings
of the sclentific management and human relations schools
into a gquantitative method. They examine the organization
as an lntegrated whole.

After examining these organizational theories and
structures, one can conclude that the modern organization
1s a result and a combination of the three main schools
of thought presented above--sclentific management, human
relations, and revisionists. FEarold Koontz conslidered the
modern management theorlies to be an entanglement of
theor£g§.53 The work of Taylor and Fayol provided the founda-
tion; whereas the behaviorallsts, beginning with the
Hawthorne experiment, emphasized the importance of psycho-
logy. There are others who view management theory as

aspects of soclology, decision-making, mathematics, and

53Harold Koontz, "The Management Theory Jungle,"
Journal of the Academy of Management, Vol. 4, No. 3
(December, 1961), pp. 173-174.




28

subsystems. All of these entanglement of theoriles have
directed modern researchers to examlne more preclsely and
universally the social, cultural, physical, and psycho-
logical systems cf the organizational structure.Su
Each of these three major schools are designed to
achieve one of the following goals or ends: (1) efficiency,

(2) effective communication patterns, (3) mobility and

satisfacticn, (4) power systems, or (5) a combination of

these. They hrave contributed to what [Moan:y classifics
as the followlnes principles of nunageme: i
1. Causation of collectionism.
2. Conviction ("belief in the organization").
3. Common goals.
4, Direction and control.
5. Standardization.
6. Authority (by levels; decisions; span of control).
7. Responsibility (clearly defined and understood).
8. Division of labor (specialization, mechanization).
9. Functilonization (homogenelity of task).
10. Delegation (by position, function, capacity,

authority).
11l. Structural unity (formal relationship, sequence of
delegation).
12. Personification ("living organism," cohesiveness).
13. Identification and contradiction (conformity,
doing what's right, identify with or distinct
from the organization.)9?

Perceptlion cof these principles willl contlnue to change
in value and degree of 1importance as they have since the

early 1Influences of management and organizational thought.

5%7p14., pp. 173-174.

(A
?“James D. Mooncy, The Princinlcs of Organizati.n
(New York: Harper and Erothers Publishers, 1947).
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The future developments 1n automation and computers will
continue to affect the above principles.

Thus, when cocnsidering the industrial administration
in an historical perspective, one discovers a dynamic,
ever-changing plcture of organization and management con-
cepts. The concepts that have been, and are being developed
presently, stem from the three major periods of organizational
thought--scientific manazement, human relations, and

revisionists.

Basic Concepts in Previous
s 2
vre L

c
anizatlional Theories

The preceding theorles characterize some underlying
concepts which form the basis for most discussions
related to formal organizations. Each of the three periods
possess a distinct personallity; appear to have similar
goals and obJectlves; but differ 1In method of reaching
these goals. The followlng paracraphs spell out some of

these underlying dimensions.

The Purpose of Organizational Structure

First, the preceding theorists emphasized that formal
organizations have been designed to achleve specific goals
through gulded interaction. Since this attalnment required
collective effort, procedures within an organization are
structured to coordinate and to guide human activitles.

For example, businesses are structured to make goods for a

profit, and unions are designed to increase bargalning power
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with employers. Thus, the goals, the levels of authority,
and the procedures to be followed have not been established
spontaneously but have been designed 1n anticipation of
necessary ground rules and guldances. Formally establlshed
goals have therefore generated the term "formal organiza-
tions."

Perhaps 1t 1s possible to consider a formal organiza-
tlon as a structure with a broad purpcse or plan, which can
te subdivided into rositions and levels. Position "A" and

Position "E" cr=

o8]

te a structural relaticnsnhlp rather than a
relationship simply tetween Mr. Black and Mr. Jones. Since
communication, both verbal and written, 1s the method for
carrylng on relatlonship btetween these varlious positilons or
levels, 1t 1s possible to find 1in any organlzation a posi-
tional communication network. Thus, there exists levels of
communication or positions of communication within an
organized structure or hlerarchy.

The stabllity of these communication channels deter-
mine the efficlency of a formal organization. Lloyd Warner

and Norman Martin write 1n the Industrial Man:

An effectlive system of communication requires not
only the stable filling of specific positions of
different status, but also habitual practices and
technical procedures. Fallure to follow these
procedures with routine persistence in general
lends to confusion, lack of coordination, and
inefficiency or breakdown of the system. The
lines of communication, the system of status, and
the assoclated procedures, though by no means
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constituting "administration", are essential tools

of administration and _are the most "visible"

general parts of 1t.>20
The controlling of interaction by key positions, and the
statllity of status and procedures, are the tangilble
machinery of a formal organization. Therefore, the purpose
of organlzational structure 1s to understand the process by
which organizations attain their specific goals.

Effects of Formal Crcanizations on
Human Eenavior

Second, the findings of the revisionists and the human
relatlonists have emphaslized tnat formal organizations are
affected by the human elements, and that the human structure
wlll be challenged by the rules and procedures of the formal
organization. The wor« of Chris Argyr1557 has clearly
emphasized thls point. 1Increased or decreased lines of
interaction are a result of the relatlonship established
between the goals and drives of the human element and those
of the formal organization. Some organizational procedures
have been establlshed without concern of the personnel
involved; while other systems have been instigated prim-
arlly due to the persons employed. In any event, there is

a constant change in human relationships or interaction

56w. Lloyd Warner and Norman H. Martin, Industrial Man
(New York: Harper and Brothers, 1959), p. 270.

57Chris Arcyris, Personality and Organization (New
York: Harper and Brothers, 1357).
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processes due to the goals of the formal structure, and the

gocals of the individual.

Two Types of Orzanizational Structures

A third tasic issue emphasized in previous theoriles
suggests the formal and tnhe informal organizational struc-

58

tures operate simultanecusly. The early studles of Mayo

and the soclometric diagrams of Moren059

have emphasized
this factor. Studying only the formal channels of inter-
action will not always provide a complete analysis of the

Interactlion patterns. The informal ones llkewise must be

considered.

Individuality and Conformity

The earlier theorists attempted to control and force
workers to conform to management policies and practices.
There was little room for individuallity or personal
creativity. However, later the human relationists and the
revislonists allowed more individual freedom, with some
reservatlon for conformity to management principles. The

baslc drive theories, as presented by Maslow,60 and the

58Elton Mayo, The Human Problems of an Industrial
ivilization (New York: Macmillan, 1933).

59Jacob L. Moreno, "Who Shall Survive?" (Washington,
D. C.: Nervous and Mental Diseases Publishing Co., 1934).

60Abraham H. Maslow, Motivation and Personality

(New York: Harper and Brothers, 1354).
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mother-instinct i1llustrations of Argyris,6l polinted the way
for more consideration of 1ndividuality and a decline in
strong demands for conformity. Of course, the development
of the labor uniors has provided more flexibility.

Thus, woven throughout the previously mentloned
organlizational theorles have been arguments related to the
importance of irndividuality and tne need to conform for
the purpose of accompliisning rrescrited and pre-designed

mar.agement goal

U.

Positlion of Supervision Desicrned to Control

Fifth, tnhe agplication of crganlzatiocral theories
required the locaticn of individuals in key positions of
authority in order to contrcl interaction. Perhaps it
could be sald that the preceding theorles were designed
essentlally to estatlisn formal methods of control. The

formal organization is to

cy
D

S

t

ruzctured to direct human

motivation and contrsl col

—
(D

N

-+

ive benaviors of people.

Thls was to be accomplished bty individuals possessing
facultles of communication thrcugh channels of interaction.
Without the elerment of control, the structure would pro-
duce unstructured and independent behaviors of individuals.
The physical location of individuals in a common vicinity

with nothing in commcn would provide conly a air of

lArgyris, cp. cit.
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uncoordinated behavior; unguided toward the prescribed
goals of the formal organization.

Thus, a fifth basic 1ssue of the previous theories
suggests 1t 1s the duty of management to control elements
of behavior if the organizatlion achieves its goals. The
methods of accomplishing thls would vary according to the
leadership, the personalities, the goals, and the channels
of interactilon.

Three Varlables Present 1n the
Organizational Structure

If the ultimate purpose of a formal structure 1s to
achleve optimum worker efficiency and productivity, there
are three main variables to be examlned. The early prac-
titloners were concerned with interaction between employees
and employers, or management and workers. However, with
the organizing of the union shops, there developed a three

way interaction pattern.

Management D E— Union
— —_— A——
\ ‘//'
Employees
——-

In thils interaction process, there exists: (1) an influ-
encing agent, (2) an individual being influenced, and (3)
a response belng sought by the influencing agent by use of

a stimuli. Herbert Kelman has experimented recently with
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these three variables 1n his Process of Opinion Change.62

Likewlse, Berlo63 researched the interaction process; such
as has been dealt with bty the practitioners and scholars
of organizational theory.

However, ratner than be concerned primarily with
only three varlables, Berlo concluded that in the inter-
action process there is a Source, a Message (or Stimuli),

a Channel, and a Kecelver--the SHMCR method. Raymond Ross,
in hls work at Purdue University, discussed the possibility
of finding five variables in the interaction process--
communicator, message, medium, situational factors, and
communicatee.w4 Thus, 1in each of these theories there is
present an influencing agent, a response being sought by
the influencing agent by use of a stimuli, and an individ-
ual(s) being influenced.

Each level of a formal organization must be concerned
wlth these three variatles. The number of levels of auth-
ority may vary from one company to another, but the
importance of the variables remains the same. The revision-

ists and the human relationists have been interested in

2Herbert C. Kelman, "Processes of Opinion," Public
Opinion Quarterly, Vol. 25 (Spring, 1961), pp. 57-78.

63David K. Berlo, The Process of Communication (New
York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1960).

uRaymond S. Ross, "A Case Study of Communication
Breakdowns in the General Telephone Company of Indiana"
(unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Purdue University, 1954).
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learning more about the 1nteraction channels and the key
polnts of control within a formal organization. As was
pointed out previously, Chester Barnard theorized that a
formal organization 1is built on individuals who possess
limitations--physical, psychological, and functional. And
the effectliveness and/or the efficiency of an organization
in seeklng to reach prescribed goals can be evaluated by
the abllity to organize a cooperative system. This organ-
1zed system can be accomplished only through channels of
communication; individual willingness to cooperate; and a
dedicated effort to achleve prescribed purposes and goals.

Inportance of Supervisory Level
of Management

Seventh, as 1llustrated in the above diagram, the
supervisory level of management 1s a key-position in the
organizatlional structure. Perhaps one could agree with
Warner and Martin that the supervisor 1s an individual
required to wear two hats.65 His position is both a part
of management and a part of the worker group. If he tends
to be identified with both groups, he becomes a "marginal
man." He finds himself often caught up in the rapidfire
activity of the production processes and responsibilities,

but restricted to directives from management and from

employees or unlon. His ability to wear these two hats

6SWarner and Martin, op. cit., pp. 304-305.
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welghs heavily on the effectiveness of the "cooperative
system" described by Chester Barnard.66 McGregor charac-
terlized this individual as an agent of power in whom others
higher 1n the structure have vested responsibility and
authority, and in whom sutordinates are contracted to

accept as the agent of power. The success of his authority
requires his dependence upon both his superiors and his sub-

67

ordinates--likewise his equals. Thus, the supervisor
plays a vital role 1n connecting the two major forces in
the formal organization.

Importance of Analyzing Interaction
Patterns and Directions

Likert visuallizes the formal organlzation as 1levels
of authority held together at key points by communication
positions. And the location of these positions determine,
in part, the efficiency of an organization in relation to
achlieving prescribed goals. Previous research which has

68

analyzed patterns have bteen pioneered by Moreno,

66Barnard, op. cit.

67Robert H. Guest, "The Nature of Authority in
Perspective," Organizational Change: The Effect of Success-
ful Leadership (Homewood, Illinois: The Dorsey Press, Inc.,
1962).

68Moreno, op. cit.
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69 70

Bavelas, and Cartwrignt and Zander. As emphasized by
Bavelas, when the '"nature of a task is such that 1t must be
performed by a zroup rather than by a single individual,

the problem of worxing relationship arises.”71

Through his
findings one tecomes aware of the intimate relationship
between communication, control, and authority. He has
rellied upon the thoughts of earlier organizational theorists
i1n seeking to determine the communication patterns most
appropriate for establishing morale, accomplishing tasks,
and developling leadership.

From the preceding pages on organizational theoriles,
1t can be noted that each of the three periods were con-
cerned with patterns of interaction; but primarily in the
latter two periods.

Within the formal organizatlion, employees learn the
value of various positions of soclal influence which provide
rewards and yileld punishments. Through their experiences of
accepting and rejecting various social influences, they
acquire expectatlions about the usefulness of various sources

of Information. They rely on sources or positions of auth-

ority wnich provide security and social acceptance. They

69Alex Bavelas, '"Communication Patterns in Task-
oriented Groups," Group Dynamics, edited by Dorwin Cart-
wright and Alvin Zander (Evanston, Illinois: Row, Peterson
and Company, 1962), pp. 669-682.

7"0Dporwin Cartwright and Alvin Zander (eds.), Group
Dynamics (Evanston, Illinois: Row, Peterson and Company,
1962).

71Bavelas, op. cit., p. 663.
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seek securlty or protection against a temporary or permanent
loss of Job and loss of physical functions. They also seek
soclal acceptance cf their fellow employees wlthin the
formal organization in order to establish a sense of
belongling to a group with estactlished norms and goals.

However, tne supervisor wno has authority over
erployees cannct always te on the same soclal level because
ne must control tnhe activity of others and he must possess
the abllity to reward and punish. Thus in the formal organ-
izatlonal setting the superivor, and all positions of auth-
orlity, attempt to provide satisfying morale and cooperative
spirit but also productive efforts.

These elements can be examined through patterns of
interactions. These patterns can be upward, downward, or
horizontal 1in nature. However, as emphasized previously,
the supervisor on the front-line 1s the key to developing
and controlling an orzanizaticrnal system striving to accom-
plish prescribted company goals. For this reason supervisory
interaction patterns are worthy of examination and study.

In short, 1t can be concluded that the work of the
early influences of scientific management, the human
relationists, and the revisionists have been concerned
primarily with eight basic concepts. It is of immediate
concern to analyze some of these elements in an actual
organizational settling, with primary emphasls upon examining

the front-line supervisor as an influencing agent in
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directling union employees toward prescribed company goals.

1

As "marginal men," their daily activitlies play a vital role
In coordlnating tne interaction patterns between unlon and

management. Come of thelr iInteractlon wilill be directed

D

toward thelr surericrs, scme toward the subordinates, others
horizontally toward ctner sugervisors, and likewlse some of
thelr work will not rejuire any interaction.

Thus, trhe three varlables mentioned above play an
Important rcle in analyzing the interaction process of
front-line supervisors--(1) an influencing agent (supervisor);
(2) a stimull or response being sought by the influencing
agent by use of a stimuli (task); and (3) the individual
being influenced (source of interaction).

The followlng section reviews some of the more recent

research dealing with supervisory interaction patterns.



Severzal researcn studies have been completed which
deal directly witnh anzliysis of interaction patterns in
formal organlzaticrs. Some of these have been specific
case studles, wneresas cthers have been related to
analysis of human factors affecting communication rather
than noting the actual communication patterns themselves.
Taking these studies in chronoclogical order, a certailn
cross-section of such studies can be mentioned.

One of tne first reported case studles emerged in
1949 with the worx at Esso Standard 011 Company and
Johnson and Jonnscn ty Helen Eaker, John Ballantine, and

P
John True.7“

They focused thelir attention on the structure
of a communication system, the substance of communication,
and the effectiveness of tne communication in terms of
individual and group attitudes. These three specific
toplcs were noted for manasement and employees as well as

for union officers and union members. As a result of this

study, four major conclusions or four basic issues emerged:

72Helen Baker, John W. Ballantine, and John M. True,
Transmitting Information Through Management and Union
Channels (Princeton, liew Jersey: Princeton University,
Industrial Relations Section, 1949), p. 13.
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A. Clearly defined lines of responsibility and
authority.

1. Formal channels of communications can be
strengtnhened by coordination with informal
channels.
2y-rassing should be avoided 1f possible.
Staff departments can be used to strengthen
the effectiveness of both formal and informal
channels.

B. Attltudes encourage a free exchange of information
throuzhout the organization.

1. If past attitudes have tended to limlt the
amount of information given out, part of the
current program must concern itself with
securing a recognition of the new policy in
rezpect to communications.

2. Success 1in imparting information 1is affected
by a willingness to listen as well as to talk.

3. Fear of authority may act as a block to upward
and downward communications.

C. FRecognition of the interrelationships of management
and union communications.

1l. Tne total framework within which communications
are carried on must be taken into account.

2. Management acceptance of the importance of the
union in communications with employees 1is an
essential element.

3. The unilon must be willing and able to fulfill
1ts responsipolility as a majJor channel of
informatilon.

4., Tne first-line representatives of union and
management must be well informed and willing
and able to transmit information.

5. FRecognition of the common interest as well as
the duality in management and union communica-
tions 1is important.

D. Effective technigues.

1. The selectilon for each specific subject of the
most effective media or channels.

2. The need to write or speak in terms understood
by the group.

3. The need to present broad subjJects 1n terms of
the personal interest of the individual super-
visor, steward, or worker.

4., The value of participation in gaining
understanding.73

w N

73Dale Arthur Level, Jr., "A Case Study of Human
Communications in an Urban Bank" (unpublished Ph.D. disser-
tation, Purdue University, 1959).
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Althouzh thls study considered only a few of the varied
facts of 1nteracticn, 1t inspired early research in the

area of communication analysis in formal organizations.

Q

.- 4 .
Faymond reters used questionnaires and personal
visits to twenty-=izrnt comranies in the same year to

5 he

examire wnat Zerlo classified as the SXCR elements.
examined Lotnh tn2 mecnanical factors and the human factors,
as well as trne medlia telirng used. The general findings

pcinted out trne irmrortance of the human factors in formal

e

orzanizations.
A more trnorougn study was completed at Purdue Univer-

sity in 1350 by william Zilzore. ®°

He concerned himself
with analyzinz fifteen sgecific tasks of foremen in business
and 1ndustry. For each of these tasks, he asked the foremen
to maxe three sgerarate estirmates: (1) the difficulty of the
task, (2) the importance of tre task, and (3) the importance
cf communications in perforrming eacn task. These questions
were asked to 101 foremen and 14 personnel directors. Some

of the results frcm the resgondence could be summarized as

follows:

(New York: Harper and Erothers, 1543), pp. 1506-162.

75

Berlo, op. cit.

T041111am Carroll Kilsore, "A Study of Attitudes of
Business and Industrial Supervisors Toward Their Speech
Tasks" (unpublished M.A. thesis, Purdue University, 1950).
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1. The fcremen included in this study rated speech as
important in twelve of the fifteen jobs.

2. Twelve of the fifteen Jobs surveyed were generally
rated ty the foremen as "difficult btut could be
done."

3. o siznificant relaticnships were found between
ratinzs of tnz impcrtance of speech in performing
tne jous, tne imrortance cf the jobs, or the
difficulty of ths ‘obs.(l7

A similar study was cconducted at Onio State Unilversity
. U o e 18
in 1321 ty Arthur Angrisc. ~ith nnis interest 1n type and

Yy

rejquency of interactlicn patterns, he attempted to determine

ct

he frequency of communication activities, the importance
cf each activity in carrying out specific executive dutles,
and the relative difficulty with which the executives used
these communlcation acts.

Another academic effort was performed 1n 1953 by
Thomas Nllsen at liorthwestern University79 who concerned
2imself with the atllity to define and discover interaction
protlems, and likewlse determine a method to examine each
of these. Tnhe methods used Ty Nilsen included interviews
wlith management, supervisory personnel, selected employees,

written questlonnaires given to employees, and personal

TT1c14., pp. 2u-25.

78Arthur W. Angrist, "A Study of the Communication
of Executlives in Business and Industry," Speech Mcnographs,
XX (November, 1953), pp. 277-285. Based on Ph.D. disser-
tation at Ohio State University, 1351.

79Thomas R. Nilsen, "The Communication Survey: A
Study of Communication Problems in Three Cffice and
Factory Units" (unpublished Pn.D. dissertation, Northwestern
University, 1953).
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otservatlons 1n three office and factory units--the
purcnasing office, a filscal office, and a shoe factory.
T“rnese varylinz methods c¢f research produced the following
f1fteen postulates of organizational interaction:

1. VWnere rezular or occasional meetings for

iscussion amcng different levels of supervisors
are not held, areas of misunderstanding among
such lev=1ls of surervisors can be assumed to
exlst.

2. where certaln problems important to individuals,
such a3 rromotions, are not freely discussed
wlith these individuals, they will participate
less freely and adequately in discussilon of
other more objective problems, such as production.

3. Tre assumptlions made about people having certain
classifications often impedes effective communi-
cation with them. For example: The assumption
on tne part of a supervisor that his superintendent
ought to know or does know what 1s golng on in the
shop frequently keeps the supervisor from informing
the superintendent of events important to him.

4. Unless deliberate steps have been taken to discover
communication problems within an organization many
such rroblems exlst of which management and super-
visors are unaware. This was postulated even
wnere management 1s enlightened and sensitive to
the human factor.

5. Effective discussion 1s not automatic when a group
of people are brought together for discussion
purposes. Effective discussion 1s the result of
carefully evaluated experiences and training.

6. Where there 1s little or no social talking within
a work group the supervisor of that group is not
sufficliently sensitive to human motivation for the
most effective leadership.

7. The less well defined a supervisory position 1is
and the less secure he feels in his position the
less effective will be his communication both with
his employees and hls supervisors.

8. The fact that management thinks that employees
feel free to make suggestions 1s not 1ndication
that employees do feel free to make suggestions.

9. The presence of a suggestion box and stipulated
permission to make suggestions does not result
among employees 1n a feeling of freedom to make
suggestions.
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10. The practice of avoiding the discussion of touchy
1ssues 1mgredes the dilscussion of less touchy
1ssues, Ancther way of saying this 1s that prob-
lems cannot be avoided.

11. ‘Wnere group meetings are called only when a

ue has arisen, the effectiveness of

reduced.

attitude characterizes one

group, thils attitude tends to

0 or to pervade an entire group.

«ing within a group 1s encouraged,

ndant, fewer resentments will
than where such talking is
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Several cf these postulates will be examined in the following
pages. iHls emphasis uron the desirability to utilize case
studies of individual organizations has likewise stimulated
efforts for this study.

Raymond Ross of Purdue University accepted Nilsen's
sugrestion and attempted to taxe a limited case study of
the General Telephone Company cf Indiana, Inc. to find the
answers to the followlng four questions:

1. To what extent, in tne cpinion of the supervisors,
do the basic, written communications (company
publicaticns) assist them in thelr supervising?

2. How can the value of these medla be increased?

3. What are the supervisors' attitudes and practices

as far as their primarily oral, day-to-day
communications are concerned?

80
Ibid., p. 416.
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4. Are any of these attitudes and practices pervasive
enough to indicate possible techniques for locat-
Ing areas of communication weaknesses or break-
downs among Company supervision?
He attempted to answer tnese questlions by sampling a total
population of 103 sugervisors--38 received mailed question-
rnalres and 23 supervisors were interviewed personally.
w2th thils small =sample, the results cannot be generalized
to otner surervisors in similar companies. Likewise, his
method of catezorizing "down-oriented" and "up-oriented"
supervisors was amdizucus and created some analytical
protblems. He writes:
. a supervisor wno tnought that communications
with subordﬂ"a*es were most important, most frequent
and that he was most effective in such communica-
tions, could te categorized as "down-oriented". A
supervisor who thouzht that communications with
superiors were most l1lmportant, most frequent and his
most effective copmunications, could be categorized
as '"up-oriented".®<
He did not distingulsn the point of 1nitiation or the point
of reception, but only from the standpoint of "direction"
(which might include listening as well as talking). In any
event, Ross's conclusions were:
1. Most of the supervisors in the General Telephone
Company of I.dlana, Inc. belleve that the Company
publications, Tele lews, Management Bulletin and

General Instructions have been of some value to
them in thelr work as supervisors.

81Ross, op. cit., p. 37.

82Ibid., p. 3

O
.
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2. Readarllity and numan interest scores for all of
the written media except the Tele News were low.
3. As far as tne distribution of the five predominant
tyces was concerned, 1n no case was a significant
difference found betNeDn departments or districts.
4, Tre mailed survey and interview survey methods

produced essentizlly the same results as far as
typing tne supervisors on the basis of questilons
rezardinzg "freqsuency of media" used and
"directioral crierntaticn” were concerned.

5 About rnalf cf tne J“QPViSOPS used oral communica-
tions almcst all of the time. The other half used
oral and written co:mu*ications equally.

& fost ¢f trhe surervisors were "down-oriented"; very
few were "up-oriented"

7 Tnere 1s no interaction between the most frequent
redia of communication used by a supervisor and
hils direction of orientation.

g There agrreared to be enough pervaslve features
and characteristics of day-to-day, primarily oral
communications to suszest _a theory for locating

communication breaxdowns.

In the same year as Koss, Thomas Dahle8u directed his
research efforts to the '"channels" of interaction: 1in an
industrial situation; a business location such as Splegel,
Inc.; and a classroom experiment. In each of these experi-
ments, Dahle measured the relative effectiveness of five
methods of transmittirz information: (1) oral only, (2)
written only, (3) combined oral and written, (4) bulletin
board, and (5) grapevine only. Four specific questions
were 1investlgated:

1. Which of the five methods listed above would

produce the best results as measured 1in terms
of correct answers to test questions?

831b14., pp. 175-178.

thomas L. Danle, "An Objective and Comparative
Study of Five Methods of Transmitting Information to Busi-
ness and Industrial Employees" (unpublished Ph.D. disser-
tation, Purdue University, 1953).
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what differences in the results can be attributed
to the tilme of presentation of the material?

3. How does lergth of service affect results obtalned?
4, How do results obtained from a business and
industrial ropulation compare or contrast wilth
results obtained from a student population?

no

According to his analysis several conclusions could

te drawn. First, the comblnation of oral and written

wrltten only, tulletin board, and the grapevine following
in descending crder. Second, the time varliable was not a
significarnt factor In determining the amcunt and accuracy
of the inforrmation transmitted. Third, older seniority
employees scored higner on each of the five methods. And
fourth, the resuits from each of the locations were
simlilar.

Several researcn studies emerged in 1955 as a result
of the piloneering done on the interaction patterns in formal

P

crganizatlons wnich were discussed atove. Darrell
Piersol86 utilired trne findings of Kilgore on the basic
tasks of a foremen, tne technigues used by Ross in a case
study, and used patterned (structuralized) interviews and

"shadow technique'" (following subjects around for a full

worklng day, noting the time spent carrying out their

86Darrell T. Piersol, "A Case Study of Oral Communi-
cation Practices of Foremen and Assistant Foremen in a Mid-
Western Corporation (urguclished Ph.D. dissertation, Purdue
University, 1555).
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duties) for determining how much of a work day a foreman
spends talxling and/or listening and hcow much time he spends
in oral communicaticn in performance of specified tasks
related to his positicn.

Tne gernera: conclusions Plersol reached after

(48]

deallrg with nis 12 surervisors were as follows:

1. Tre oral communication activities carried on
witnin trne cimianyby foremen and assistant

activities representing the
ews, conferences, or speeches
Y‘

foremen irci d°d interviews, conferences, soclal
conversaticis and sgeeches.
2. T<Tne foremen aﬁq assistant foremen had very few
B mmunic

.

3. The oral commu nicafion activities carried on by
the foremen and assistant foremen 1n the com-
unity after working hours consisted mainly of
social conversation and interviews.

4., The foremen and assistant foremen felt that the

majority of their communications "up," "down,"
and "horizontal" were cral. Approximately ninety
to rinety-five percent of tneir daily inter-

actions were oral and from five to ten per cent
of thelr interactions were written.

5. The fcremen and assistant foremen in this company
had rﬁc&ivpd a nezlicgible amount of training 1in
oral commurication in school, outside of plant
tra;niz~, and in company training programs.

6. EHalf of tne foremen and assistant foremen in this
company indicated that they generally heard about
compan j policy, cranges 1in rezulations, or company

rrxer
ecel
c

\Yl

lay-off of wc s throusn rumors (grapevine)

befo”e they r ved the information through

regular company co
Additional conclusions were drawn after the '"shadow tech-
nique" was used. First, approximately half of the

supervisor's daily activities required some form of oral

87 1b1a., pp. €8-50.



communication interaction (speaking or listening). Second,
tne tasx these foremen srent the most time in oral inter-
actlion was 1n the malintaining of quality and quantity of
production.aa ~owever, Plersol 1llke Ross, failed to
arproacnh the foreman as a recelver as well as a sender.
Nevertheless, {rom this study it can be gleaned that
foremen willl differ as to the amount of interaction and

the medla used for interactlion in accordance to the task
teing perform=d.

&3 examined five firms

Lallis Perry and Thomas [Mahoney
in order to determine the correlation between morale,
information, and communication. As a result of an informa-
tion test and a short form of the Industrial Relatlons
Center Triple EAudit Attitude Scale, they concluded:

The . . . results provide practically no support
for the hyvothesis tnat there 1s a relationship
between an emcloyee's titude toward hils company
and how much rne ¥nows about his company. They do
+
v

t

0]
nct, however, 1ndicate tnat thnere 1s no relation-
snip between morale, and cocmmunication effectiveness.

90
In relation to the CNCR theory of communication, this study
emphaslizes primarily the source and the recelver, plus the

content of the message.

Ibid., pp. vi-vii.

89Dallis Perry and Thomas Mahoney, "In-plant Communl-
cations and Employee Morale," Personnel Psychology, 8
(Autumn, 1955), pp. 339-346.

90

Level, op. cit., p. 24.
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At about the same time as Piersol, Perry, and Mahoney
studles were teing performed, Edwin Fleishman9l (along with
Zarris and Zur<tt) was 1nvestizating characteristics of the
communicator or scurce. In his leadersnip and supervision

£indings, rlelsnman discovered a questionnalre that measured

s

"

o]

tne "Ztructure" and "Consideration" dimensions of super-

visory leadersniz. "Structure'" 1s the tendency to initiate
ideas, to plan, or to direct a group toward organizational
"

goals. '"Corsideration," on the other hand, reflects the

degree to which the surervisor emphasizes rapport--his
warmth or sensitivity to subordinates' feelings and his
emphasis on two-way communication. This initial study in

1555 has beccme a common test for selecting supervisory and

management personrnel. Since the Leadership Opinion Ques-

ticnnalre does deal witn characteristics of an influencing
agent in the formal orzanization, and lixewise deals with
interactlion, 1t will be a source of measurement for this
study.

Tne 1mportance of analyzing interaction patterns in
industrial situations was further promoted by the work of
Frank Funk at Purdue University in 1956.92 His investiga-

tion was concerned with two main purposes: (1) to examine

91Edwin A. Fleishman, Edwin F. Harris, and Harold E.
Burtt, Leadership and Supervision (Columbus: Bureau of
Educational Research, Chio State University, 1955).

D
9°Frank E. Funk, "Communication Attitudes of Indus-
trial Foremen As Related To Tneir Rated Productivity"
(unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Purdue University, 1956).
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certain attitudinal dimensions concerning the communicatilon
activities of front-line supervisors; and (2) to test for
slznificant differences between higher and lower production-
rated foremen 1n these communication attltudes. The two
different attltude guestionnalres were constructed to
measure foremen's attitudes toward: (1) communicating and
the subject matter of communications, (2) workers, (3) the
"boss" or immedlate superior, and (4) higher management.

The result cf his researcn poduced the following
conclusions:

1. As compared with lower production foremen,
higher production-rated foremen have more
favorable attitudes toward communicatlon aspects
of thelr job, toward their workers and communi-
catineg with these worxers.

2. No statistically significant differences were
found between higher and lower productlon-rated
foremen in thelr attitudes toward their immediate
superior, and in thelr attitudes toward higher
management.

3. When foremen were classified by departments,
these department groups were not found to differ
significantly in mean communication attitude
scores on any of the four scales.

4, The degree of the relationship between communica-
tion attitudes and productivity was significantly
different from one department to another.

5. Content analysis of items which discriminated
most between higher and lower production-rated
foremen suggested that higher rated foremen are
more communication-minded, have more favorable
attitudes toward workers, and are more confident
and understanding.93

The general conclusion to be drawn from the above comments
would be that certaln communication attitudes of industrial

foremen are related to their rated productivity.

931b1d., pp. x-xi.
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Another case study was conducted by Dale Level n

an urban tank. The purpose of hils study was to iInvestigate

human

areas.:

w2

.

Tnroug

communications f(primarily oral) in the followilng

Basic communication attltudes of management.
Communicaticn channels and organization structure.
The gragevine.

Techniques of oral communication as used in
tyrleczl banking situations.

¥nowledz2 of tarnx policles and practices by the
erployees.
Tre levysl cf szatizfaction of btank personnel with
comrany commaricaticn practices.
reacticns of rothn cuagstomers and rion-customers
toward thne tank's "external" communications.95

n a serles of interviews, ot vations, and question-

naires re conclil.ded tne following:

1.

ostantlate the hypotheslis

that manavement must have well defined communica-

tion policies in order that the internal

communlcation prosram be a reasonably successful

one.

In spite cf a fairly effectlive communication

program the employees' information about bank

practic roiicles was cnly mediocre. There

was mides; iznorance, for example, about such

matters as urar.ce tenefits.

Trne hygpotrne confirmed that, by and large,

employees ¢ r the oral and more personalized

media of co ication to the written or impersonal.
re n irternal communications were

y to occur in (a) stimulating

suggestions, and complaints;

and complaints; and (c)

appralsing job per 1ce.

No significant cor ions were discovered between

level of information and employee morale, or between

level of information and communication satisfaction.

A moderate correlation was found between communica-

tion satisfaction and morale.

Evidence did rnot su
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6. An effective internal communication system is
probably prerequlsite to, but cegtainly no
guarantee of, business success.J
From Level's study 1t 1is possible to glean information about
the 1importance of the source of communication, the content
of the messaze, the channel used, and the recipient of the

message. In each case there 1s an influencing agent, stimuli

creating a response, and a reciplent being influenced.

t

[

A more recent s

97

7 has been completed by Herbert

J

Pl
Simons. Lize tire rezearch of Frank Funk with high and
low-rated production foremen, Simons attermpted to test the
significant difference between "more successful" and "less
successful'" hotel surervisors in relation to selected com-
munication attitudes, sxills, and practices. And secondly,
determine the attributes of communication of the entire
group of supervisors.

He found that successful and less successful super-
visors did differ in characteristics of communication
skills and attitudes. However, he did not concern himself
with the direction of the communication nor attempt to
examline specific tasks.

The above studies have dealt with various dimensions

and varlables underlying orzanization structures. William

90 Ib1d., pp. x-xi.

97Herbert William Simons, "A Comparison of Communica-
tlon Attributes and Rated Job Performance of Suprervisors in
a Large Commercial Enterpyrise'" (unpublished Ph.D. disserta-
tion, Purdue University, 19%51).
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Eddy attenpted to aralyze tne dimensions of organizational

tehavior to determine el=ments which provide principles of
effectlve administraticn. One part of hils perceptlion study
dealt wltn tne Investicatiocon of variability in organiza-
tional performzance. He attemrted to capture the supervisors'

reason for variacility 1in degartmental performance and also
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45 ¢f information they used to
evaluate tnis gerformance. Tne findings in relation to
scecliflc *tas#s r=rformzd, rarzlleled those of Piersol and
, emphasized that management and

and methods of accom-
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Jonn Laxrie carried thls pcint further with his
Investiraticn ¢f rerception of leadership characteristics.

He combtined the findinrss of zZddy and Fleishman 1n order to
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note any siz ference between: (1) supervisors
nd thelr surericrs, () surerviscrs and theilr subordin-
ates, and (3, surerviscrs' perceptions and evaluations of
thelr characteristics as a leader. Ee attempted likewise
to categorlize tne amount of time foremen spend on each
dally tas«. LEowever, he did not attempt to distinguish

btetween hizh and l1ow rated production fcremen, nor did he

98nilliaw B. Eddy, "Dimensions of Organization
Behavior" (unpublisned Pn.D. dissertation, Michigan State
University, 1962).

99John Lawrie, "

Evaluaticn of Role Occupants as a
Function of Kole Exprectation Feciprocity" (unpublished Ph.D.
dissertation, Wayne Ztate University, 1J03).
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attempt to calculate tnie amount of time spent interactiling
with superlcrs, sutcordirates, and other foremen.
Therefcre, in thne atove review of literature the

followinz melcr points tare on significance for the

l. Previcuczly Investlzated case studles were
ofter zeneral in nature and were not limited
to aralrysis ¢of srpecific supervisory tasks.

2. There vwere wea«nesses 1in determining the hilgh
and 1low rated foremens' patterns of interaction
in relaticn to sgecific tasks.

3. MYarnassrent's evaluation and perceptlon of the
rroductive efforts of supervisors were not
directly ccmrared to specific tasks.

4, Imrortance cof srecific tasks were not compared
to tne amount of time devoted to each.

5. The rercentare of written and oral supervisory
communicaticns were not calculated in relation
to interacticon with sutordinates, superiors,
and cther fore:en.

6. Leadership ratinss from a reliable test were
nct compared to ti:e manasement evaluation of
a fcreman or suvervisor.



CHAPTER III
PURPCSE AND BASIC QUESTIONS

In Chapter I the trends of organizational theories
were explored by examining the three basic movements.
Likewlse, the underlying principles of these theories were
spelled out and previous research related to these basic
concepts were then cited in the next chapter. Each of
the research studies was examined for: Dbasic questions
bteing investigated; general conclusions; and major limita-
tions of the study.

The baslic purpose of the proposed case study stemmed
from the research cited above, with primary emphasis upon
analyzing the interactionloo patterns for ten specific tasks
of foremen in an industrial setting. Secondly, the
expected patterns ty the foremen's immediate superiors
were also studied.

Using the cmcR theory of Berlo, the proposed case
study concerns itself with the source, the message, the

channel, and the recelver. These four variables can be

identified in the following manner:

100,

The term "irterzection" as ucod in this dicrserta-
tion refers to tie writtsn znid/cr verbsl contact made
between foremen «nd trhnolp cupsricrs, subordinates, and

other foremen.

S
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Source = foremen/prcduction supervisors

Message = ten specific tasks 101

Channel = wriltten or oral interaction
Receilver = superlors/subordinates/other foremen/no

interaction required
In order to perform thelr weekly functions efficiently, the
foremen must be concerned with the above variables. For
each of the ten tasks, they must 1interact with one or more
of the "receivers"--throuch one of the two channels.
These varliables affect the productivity of all of

the foremen and likewlise th

D

expectations of the productilon
superviscrs. In order to analyze these interaction patterns
more closely, a comparison will be made among all of the
foremen and the expected patterns of thelr immediate
superlors. And secondly, the high and the low productive
foremen willl be examined. These comparisons will be made
in relatlion to the followlng categories:

1. Amount of time spent on each task per week.

2. The 1dmportance of each task in performing

efficiently as a foreman.
3. The amount of time spent 1interacting with

superiors.

4, The amount of time spent interacting with
subordinates.

5. The amount of time spent interacting with

other foremen.

6. The per cent of interaction which is written
to each of these recipients.

7. The amount of time requiring no interaction
each week.

Thus, for ten speciflc tasks, the expected patterns of

Interaction can be compared to the actual. These

lO‘The interpretation of this term utilizes only a

part of the definition provided by Berlo who indicates
channel cholces may encompass any or all of the five senses.
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communication networks will be examined from the standpoint
of: direction of interacton for each task; the channels

2

used to complete trne interaction; and the 1mportance of

eazh tasx Iin re=laticrn to the anmcunt of time devoted to each.

Considerirg trne ztove variartles 1In this case study,
several taslc guestions will be explored. The following
are desligned to corntritutetoward the purpose of examining

the Interaction patterns cf Irdustrial foremen.

1. Is trhere any correlation between the foremen's
percelved rank order of importance of the ten
tasks and those of the production supervisors?

2. Is there any correlation between the high and
low productive foremen as to thelr perceived
rank order of 1mportance of the ten tasks in
performing thelir weekly activities?
Perception studlies have been completed 1In industrial settings,
such as the work cited previously bty Jonn Lawrie. From the

results of nis work, and considering tne descriptive charac-

+

(o8

cted there will be a

(=%

terlistics of the sarmple, 1t is rred

vy
C

high correlation tetween tnhe fcoremen and the production
supervisors. Only cne of the foremen was not promoted
from ranx-and-flle; as were the productlon supervisors and
manufacturling superintendent. Therefore, with the same
schoolling 1t would appear that thelr perceptlions of tasks
values would be correlated.

A similar result would be predicted between the high
and low productive foremen, although there should be some
disagreement considering that thelr interaction patterns

would differ if thelir productive outputs differ.
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The above gquestions generate additional areas of
investigation. After comparing the actual and expected
rankings of tasx importance, a correlatlon can be made
tetween the l1mportance of the rank and the time spent on
each tasx each weex.

3. Is there any correlation between the foremen's

ranx order of task 1lmportance and the amount
of time spent on each task per week?

4, Is trnere any correlation between what the
productlon supervisors expect the foremen
to consider important and the amount of time
spent on each tasx per weex?

5. Is there any correlation between the high and
low productive foremen in rank importance of
tasks and the amount of time spent on each
task per week?

Since the foremen and the production supervisors have
experlenced the same tacxgrounds, the correlatlon should be
relatively high. However, there should be a difference
between what the foremen conslider and what the production
supervisors expect with tasks of lesser 1mportance. Of

the ten tasks, perhaps three or four will recelve high

task ranking and occupy a high per cent of the work week.
In relation to these tasks, the correlation should be high.

Both the high and low productive foremen should
correlate highly between rank importance of the task and
the time spent on each task because they possess similar

backgrounds and tend to perceive things as they have been

in the past.
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The above questions have dealt with the ranked
Importance of tasxs and the amount of time devoted.to
these activitles each week. However, some predictions
srhould be made aftout the interaction patterns required to
perform these tasks.

6. Whnat 15 tre relatiocnship between the foremen's

patterns and trhe production supervisors'

expected Iinteraction ratterns with superiors,
suctordir.ates, and otner foremen?

7. wWnat 1s tiie relatioconsnip between the inter-
acticn ratterns for these ten tasks for high
and low rrcductive foremen?

These 1interaction patterns,of course, can be examined for
eacnh task, and for tne comiination of all the tasks. As a
whole, 1t would appear trnat the production supervisors
would expect thelr fcremen to interact more with superilors
and other foremen tnan trie foremen themselves consider
beneflclal. They would tend to show more dependence on
tnemselves and ccontact witnh sutordinates.

The difference btetween nis-h and low productlve fore-
men would likewlse center upon the importance of being
independent. The high prcductive foremen should be con-
cerned more wlth the tasx and hils self-evaluations than the
low productive foremen. Therefore, they should be more
independent and less dependent on superiors and other fore-
men throughout their weekly activities.

Not only the interaction patterns will be of concern,
but also the methcd, or channel, of interacting is

important.



63

8. What 1s the relationship between the foremen
and the production supervisors as to the
method of interaction with superiors, sub-
ordinates, and other foremen?

The foremen often find themselves rushed for time to perform
variocus activities and thus depend on the oral channels of
comnunications. Tnhe Plersol research study cited earlier
found that approximately ninety-five per cent of the super-
visors' dailly interactlions were oral and only five per cent
were written. CSimilar results would be predicted in this
case study. However, the production supervisors often
consider the written method of interaction more productive.
Documentation of procedures, Instructions, and problems
lend a more organized and productive operation. Adminis-
trative positions, such as those occupled by the productilon
supervisors, often require written communication. There-
fore, 1t 1s predicted that they would expect theilr foremen
to follow the same method.

A similar comparison should be made between the high

and low productlve foremen.

9. What 1s the relatlionship between high and low
productive foremen as to the method of inter-
action with supervisors, subordinates, and
other foremen?

A general statement about the method most used by the high
and low productive foremen would not appear logical,
especlally with three directions of communication involved.
There should be a difference between the written and oral

method of interactlion in accordance to the direction of

contact and the tasks being examined.
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In tnhe above parazraphs 1t was predicted that foremen
would te more inderendent than expected by thelr production
supervisors. Tnls 1independence should be pronounced between

the hign and low ¢roductive foremen.

1J. Do trne ricsn and 1low productive foremen agree
on tne amount of weexly actlvities not
rejulring any interaction?

As a whole, It is5 rredicted that the hizgh productive fore-
men will e mcre despendent upon tnelr self-evaluation and
exrerlernice to rrovide sufficient information in order to
perform tnese ten tas«s. Tne low productive foremen, on
the otner rnard, wiil be more dependent on someone else to
sucply thne neceszary sugpport. Therefore, tne high produc-
tive foremen s=ould disarsree with the expected patterns of
thelr productlion surervisors and tve more independent.

The evaluation of fcremen characteristics has often

plazgued thelr immedlate supervisors. What varlables deter-

pede

mine how productive trney will te? what objectlive methods
are avallable for predictinz supervisory potential? These
guestions were asked in this study in hopes of discovering

s

a means of evaluating ov'ectively tne foremen 1n the same

oy

manner as tnelr superiors.

11. ‘wWnhat 1s the correlation of the manufacturing
superintendent's rating of foremen with their
scores on the "consideration" and "structure"
scales of the Leadership Orinion Questionnaire?

A

The Leadership Crinlon Questionnaire which was developed by

Flelshman has often been used as a predictive instrument for

supervisory potential. Therefore, it will be used 1n this
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study to determine thne correlation tetween the productivity
rating of each foreman offered bty thelr supervisory superior
and the scores tney recelve on the "structure" and "consid-
eration" scales. It 1s rredicted that this test will be a
good 1ndication since the foremen and thelr supervisory
sureriors nave fcilcwed the same tralning and experilenced
similar positions. If a nigh correlation occurs, this
guestionralre can bte an instrument for evaluating foremen

at tnls 1ndustrial location.

- . .
Tnus, trne cac

b
o

gu=stions of tnls proposed case study
are deslzned to evaluate tne interaction patterns of
foremen--toth hizh and lcw productive foremen--and those
patterns exrected Ly tneir crcduction supervisors. This

regulires exarminaticn of tne crarzcteristics of foremen,

evaluaticn as to wnere tney srent their time 1n relation

A

to ten specific tas«s, and a summation of Iinteraction

patterns used to perform thnese tas«s. The following
chapter outlines the research site, the sample to be used,

ard describes the research procedures to be instigated.



CHAPTER IV

RESEARCH PROCEDURES

Research Site

The research for this deslign was carried out in a
medium-sized machlinery manufacturing plant located 1n a
midwestern community. Products are distributed nationally
with about 18% of the product sales being sold to foreign
countries. Mixed product lines have forced thils company
to be flexlble in handling a variety of Jobs. Due to the
size of the plant in comparlison to others in 1ts surrounding
community, 1t has experienced pressures from 1its union to
increase wages and fringe benefits. Therefore, the company
has been forced to keep closer supervision, and thus
created some supervisor-employee relational problems.

The elght hundred employees of thils organization are
divided into four major divisions--finance, sales, engin-
eering and manufacturing. Within the manufacturing phase
of the operation there are eleven major departments. The
number of workers in these departments wlll range from ten
to forty. However, the average supervisor 1s responsible
for approximately twenty men--in a falrly consolidated area

(see organizational chart, Figure 1).

66
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As 1llustrated in the organization chart, there are
four levels of authority within the manufacturing area of
thils company--Uivision Manager, Manufacturing Superinten-
dent, Production Surervisors, and Foremen. Since two
departments in this factcry do not have four levels
(Maintenance and Inspection Departments), this sample will
be limited to €3% of tne total hourly factory employment
on the day shift. Thus, the sample for this proposed
Investigatlion will te drawn from a population of 305 out
of a total day snift population of 344 manufacturing
employees.

Included in tnis chosen population will be fifteen
foremen, who constitute the fourth level of authority.
The third level consists of two production supervisors.
Thelr responsivbilities are divided so that one is respon-
sible for the Steel Snhop and the lMachine Shop; and the
remalning areas come under the leadership of the second
production superviscor. Tre second level of authority is
the manufacturinz sugerintendent who 1s responsible for
the entire manufacturing phase of thls company. At the
first level of authcrity, or the highest level, 1s the
Divisional Manager. tHe 1s responsible for all the major
divisions of this company--i.e., Finance, Sales, Engin-
eering, and Manufacturing.

Only three levels of authority will be included in

this case study of interaction patterns. The Manufacturing
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Superintendent wlll evaluate or rank the productivity of
the foremen. Tnre two production supervisors will express

thelr expectatlions of their immediate foremen in relation

to interactlon patterns for ten specific tasks. And the
foremen wlll te examined for estimates as to their actual
method of interaction,thelr direction of interaction, and
thelir amount of time spent on these specific tasks.

Since this 1s a case study, the number in the sample
will be small and thus will 1limit generalization. Fifteen
foremen and two productlon supervisors will constitute the
sample to be investigated for interaction patterns for ten
speciflic tasks. Specific Information as to theilr seniority
with the company, length of service as a supervisor, number
of people they are directly responsible for, academic back-
ground, and age provide a description of the sample to be

used.

Descripticn cf the Sample

Seniority

Twenty per cent of the foremen have worked with this
company for less than ten years. Approximately sixty-filve
per cent of the fifteen foremen used in thils sample have
been employed by thils company between ten to thirty years,
and the remaining foremen have teen employed over thirty

years. The followlng table illustrates this distribution.
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TABLE 1.--Seniority of the foremen.

Seniority Per Cent
Less than flve years 6.7
Five to nine years 13.3
Ten to rineteen years 40.0
Twenty to twenty-nine years 26.7
Thlrty to thirty-nine years 13.3

One of the production supervisors has been with the company
seventeen years. Tnls 1Includes seniority with another com-
pany purchased by the operation being researched. The
second production sugervisor, however, has been employed at
the present location only fifteen years. Thus, the produc-
tion supervisors average sixteen years of service with the

company.

Length of Service as Supervisor

Even though sixty-five per cent of the foremen had
been employed Letween ten to thirty years with the company,
forty per cent of them have been foremen less than flve
years. Approximately seventy-three per cent have been
supervisors or foremen for less than ten years, but
ninety-three per cent record less than twenty years of
foremen tackground. The following table shows this dis-

tribution.
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TABLE 2.--Length of time in foreman position.

Length of Service as Foreman Per Cent

Less than five years Yy
More than five years; less than ten 3
More than ten years; less than twenty 2
More tnan twenty years

The production supervisors, on the other hand, average

eleven years of superviscry experience.

Number of Employees for wWhich Responsible

In a survey of the entire manufacturing operation
1t was noted that the average foreman was directly respon-
sible for twenty-two to twenty-five employees. Thils same
statistical average nholds true in the sample chosen for
this study. Forty per cent of the foremen have less than
twenty employees to manage. Sixty-six per cent have less
than thirty; and approximately ninety-three per cent con-
trol the activities of less than forty workers. The table

below lists the percentages 1in more detail.

TABLE 3.--Number of people a foreman supervises.

Number Responsible For Per Cent
Less than twenty people 4o.o
Twenty to twenty-nine people 26.7
Thirty to thirty-nine people 26.7

Forty or more pecple 6.6




The production supervisors, on the other hand, are
responsible directly for their respective foremen. One of
these men assumes the responsibility of six foremen, while

the other taxes charge of the remalning nine foremen.

Academic Backgrcund

Of the fifteen foremen in this sample, only one did
not work hls way through the ranks into the supervisory
classification. Since most of tne hourly workers have not
completed college or graduate work, 1t would be expected
that likewlse the foremen 1n this sample would have only
high school educatlions. Forty per cent of the foremen did
not complete hlgh school--completed eleven grades or less.
And eighty-seven per cent did not reach the college level
of education. The following table illustrates specifically
the description of the educational status of the fifteen

foremen.

TABLE 4.--Education of the foremen.

Level of Education Completed Per Cent
Less than eleventh grade 4o.0
High school diploma 46.7
Undergraduate work 1n college 6.7
More than four years of college 6.6

The production supervisors, on the other hand, can

be characterized in the following manner. Both of these
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men hold a high school educatlion, but one has contlnued on

a part-time basis to the college level.

>
{
(1]

It 1s interesting to note that every foreman is over
thirty years of age. This 1s probably due to the fact that
the average foremen worked an average of ten years before
belng consldered fcr supervisory level of employment.
Fifty-three per cent of the foremen are between the ages of
thirty and forty-five. Approximately thirty-two per cent
of them are between forty-five and fifty-five years of age,
while the remalning thirteen per cent are over sixty years

of age. The chart below 1llustrates the distribution.

TABLE 5.--Age of the foremen.

Age Per Cent
Less than thirty-five years of age 26.7
Thirty-five to forty-five years of age 26.6
Forty-five to fifty-five years of age 32.4
Over fifty-five years of age 13.3

The production supervisors, on the other hand, are
the same age and would fall into the thirty-five to forty-
five age category. Therefore, they would be in the same
age bracket as the average foreman.

From the above figures it can be concluded that the

average foreman in thls sample has been employed by this
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company less than twenty years, with less than ten years of
supervisory experience, with a high school education, respon-
slble for twenty-five peocople, and approximately forty-flve
years of age.

The two production supervisors support similar creden-
tials. Thelr average length of employment was sixteen
years, wlth eleven years of supervisory experience, a high
school education, and thirty-six years of age.

Thus, the above statements describe the characterlstics
of the sample used 1n this design at the chosen research

site.

Approach to the Analysis

The baslc gquestions listed previously for this analy-
tical case study are based on the followlng variables.
First, descriptive data i1n relation to the fifteen foremen
used as subJects 1s important in order to analyze the
source of interactlion. Second, the message or content of
the interaction requires the use of Kilgore and Plersol's
research on weekly tasks of manufacturing foremen. The ten
speciflc tasks to be used in thils study provide the
"message" variable.

Third, as emphasized by Berlo, not only the source,
and the message are important in an 1interactlion process,
but also the 'channel" and the '"receiver." The channels

of analysis for performing the ten specific tasks to be
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examined were categorized as written and oral. And finally,
these 1nteraction patterns were examined as to the
recelver of the interaction. This likewlse refers to an
analysls of the direction of interaction for carrying out
specific tasks and the channels used 1n order to accomplish
them.

The "recelver," thus, could refer to the foremen's
superiors, subordinates, other foremen; or the task may
not require any interactilon.

In order to examlne these above varlables, the follow-
Ing procedures were used. Arrangements were made with the
Manufacturing Superintendent to have the fifteen foremen
meet in groups of five in a conference room to fill out
the required questionnalres. The purpose and procedures
were mentlioned to the Divisional Manager and the Manu-
facturing Superintendent prior to this time. Both of these
individuals were informed as to the specific purpose of the
study, the tests to be used, and the questionnaires to be
filled out. No other employee received information about
thils study, primarily due to the employment of the researcher
with the company and hils familiarity with the foremen
iInvolved. Thus, the foremen were told to report to a con-
ference room to fill out a questionnaire on supervision.

A graduate student at Michigan State University was
asked to meet with the foremen and explalin the procedures

of f1l1ling out the various questionnaires and tests. He
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explalned that this was part of his graduate research at
the University. This method was used to disgulse the
actual researcher (an employee of this company and like-
wise known by all of the foremen). It required approxi-
mately thirty to forty minutes for the foremen to fi1ll
out the necessary information.

The questionnaires were enclosed in an envelope,
pre-marked as to the recipient. The name of the foreman
was clipped to the envelope when the foreman received 1t.
He was told not to sign his name on any sheet and that the
slip with his name was to be removed. Since the envelopes
were coded inside, it was possible to determine the exact
writer of the questionnaire without the foremen being
aware.

Flve pleces of material were placed inside the
envelope. First, a general cover letter was included to
inform each foreman of the purpose of the research, of
the necessity for making realistic estimates as to his
weekly 1interactions, and of the use of the material at
Michigan State Unilversity. This information was read
orally by the graduate student administering the question-
nalire.

The second part of the questionnalire included the

Fleishman Leadership Opinion Questionnaire. Thils question-

naire measures two independent variables or dimensions of

Supervisory leadership: structure and consideration. The
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"structure" scale measures the tendency to initiate ideas,
to plan, or to direct a group toward organizational goals;
while "consideration" reflects the degree to which the
supervisor emphasizes rapport. This would refer to hils
sensitivity to subordinates' and superiors' feelings and
his emphasis upon two-way communication.

Questions on the "structure" scale were asked in the

followlng manner:

1. Put the welfare of your unit above

the welfare of any person 1n it. ___Always
___0Often
___0Occasionally
___Seldom
___Never
2. '"Needle" persons under you for
greater effort. A great deal

Fairly much

To some degree

Comparatively
little

Not at all

3. Let the persons under you do their
work the way they think 1s best. Always
Often
Occaslonally
Seldom
__ Never

Examples as to the '"consideration" scales were likewilse
worded 1In the same manner 1n order to determine how
frequently a foreman feels he should do what 1s described
in each 1item.

1. Ask for more than the persons

under you can accomplish. Often
Fairly often
Occasionally
Once in a while
Very seldom
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2. Refuse to compromise a point. Always

Often
Occasionally
Seldom
Never

3. Change the dutles of persons under
you without first talking it over
with them. Often
Falrly often
Occasionally
Once in a while
___Very seldom

Norms for each of these scales have been established
by the Science Research Associates for such categories as:
general supervisory personnel, first line administration
clerks, college senlors, executlives, engineering supervisors,
educational supervisors, and foremen. This leadership
questionnaire 1s being used currently for selecting super-
visory and management personnel; for evaluating management
training programs; for assessing "managerial climate'" in
performance; and for use with supervisory trainees as a
self-development tool. Therefore, a variety of uses are
avallable with specific norms for evaluation and analysis.

Flelshman's questionnalre 1is being used by such
companles as: American Motors Corporation; Radio Corpora-
tion of America; Northwest Orient Air-line; International
Telephone and Telegraph Corporation; and Maynard Research
Council. The reliablility and validity of this questionnailre
have been examined in large shoe-manufacturing companies
where management's overall rating of proficlency of foremen

was compared to scores on this questlonnaire; 1likewilse,
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in such situations where an analysis was being sought for
determining the relatlionship of leadership patterns to
organizational stress and effectlveness 1n hospltals.

A third section of the material glven to the fifteen
foremen included the sheet on '"general information." Five
specific areas of descriptive information were covered:
length of employment with the company; length of seniority
as a foreman; rnumber of persons for which they have direct
responsibility; educational training; and age of the
foreman. Under each of these headings, categories were
established 1n order to provide rapldly the necessary
information. An "X" was to be placed next to the most
approprlate category. For example:

How long have you worked with this company?
Less than 5 years
5 to 9 years
10 to 19 years
20 to 29 years
30 to 39 years
This same format was used for the other four major
divisions. The information was essential for providing
descriptive material cf the fifteen foremen.

As documented by the research of Kilgore and Plersol,
the specific tasks of 1ndustrial or manufacturing foremen
appeared to fall iInto specific categories. From their work,
ten specific tasks were listed for the foremen to consider

in the fourth section of the questionnaire. Each foreman

was asked to rank these tasks in the order of importance
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as he considered them in doing a good and efficient Job in
supervising his department. He marked a number "1" next
to the task he considered the most important; a number "2"

ranking second, etc. For example:

1 Maintalning quality and quantity of production.

3 Planning and scheduling of manpower and pro-
duction; planning and using supplies economically.

2 Training workers; giving job information to
workers; getting the right people on the right

ToL .

Lhw Jilas portion ! tie I'crenun auectionnalre
utilized these ten tasks in relation to: the amount of
time spent eacn week per task; the direction of interaction
necessary to carry out efficiently the task; and the manner
of carrying out the task--written or oral. In order not to
make this section confusing, a three—pért, carbon question-
naire was used. On the first sheet, only the total number
of hours spent per week for each task was listed. On the
second sheet, the direction of interaction was listed; with
infeormation con written communication on the third sheet.
For example see sample on the followling page. The amount

of time spent oun each task and the direction of interaction

were thus estimated.
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TIME

SPENT
SUPERIORS
SUBORDINATES
OTHER
FOREMEN

NO INTER-
ACTION

TASK

l. Malntalning quality and
quantity of production.

2. Planning and scheduling
of manpower and production;
planning and using supplies
economically.

3. Tralning workers; giving
Job 1nformation to workers;
gettlng the right people
on the rignt Jjob.

The third sheet requested the per cent of interaction
which was written to thelr superiors, subordinates, and
other foremen. This information provided data on the
cnannels used.

Thus, the foremen questionnalres were enclosed in an
envelope with thelr names attached. They removed their
names or ldentification and exposed themselves to five

different sections of iInformation. These 1ncluded: a

general cover letter, a Leadership Opinion Questionnaire, a

general information sheet, ranking importance of ten
specific tasks, and direction and method of interacting
to accomplish tne ten specific tasks. Since the envelopes
were coded, 1t was possible to 1dentify each questlonnalre
of the foremen.

The two production supervisors, on the other hand,
were asked to provide some additional information. They

received an envelope containing the questilionnaires
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in the same manner as the foremen. Once agaln these
folders were coded for 1dentification purposes. Three
different pleces of information were included: first, a
gereral cover letter was read orally to them by the
graduate student administering the questionnalre. Thlils
letter explained the purpose of the study, its relatlion-
ship to graduate researcn at Michigan State University,
and the 1mportarnce to estimate what they ordinarily expect
cf thelr foremen 1In relationship to interaction patterns
for ten specific tasks.

Second, like the fifteen foremen, they were asked
to rank in the order of importance the tasks they consid-
ered important for foremen to perform efficiently the
duties and responsibilities of their departments. And,
finally, they also filled out information related to the
direction and method of carrying out each of the ten
specific tasxs. Thelr answers or reactions to these areas
of concern were to represent what they expected of thelr
foremen. The foremen, on the other hand, estimated what
they actually performed in relation to these specific tasks.

The productivity ratings for each of the fifteen
foremen were supplied by the Manufacturing Superintendent.
He was asked to evaluate the productivity of each foreman.
The term "productivity" was defined as:

. the abllity of the foremen to get out

consistently the required work over a period
of time with good quality, organize thelr
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department in order to achleve organizational

goals, and establish rapport with thelr sub-

ordlnates.
A number "1" was to be given to the most productive foremen;
a number "2" to the individual who was second most produc-
tive, etc. Tnls productlvity rating provided a bases upon
which to comrarelf high productive foremen possess inter-
action patterns for ten specific tasks different than low

productlve foremen. These ratings also could be compared

to the Leadership Opinion Questionnalre for reliabllity and

valldity analyses.

In short, the foremen were asked to estimate theilr
Interactlion patterns during the course of a week; the pro-
duction supervisors were likewlse asked to estimate what
they expect of thelr foremen; and the Manufacturing
Superintendent classifled or rated the productivity of

each supervisor.



CEAPTER V

RESULTS AND ANALYSIS

The data ccllected from the questionnaires which were
given to the foremen and thelr immedlate superlors can be
analyzed by: (1) examining the interaction patterns for
each of the ten tasks, and (2) considering the summation of
these tasxs. In relatlion to these two major areas, it 1is
possible to sub-divide the data and categorize 1t into
four specific groups: (1) all of the foremen, (2) what
thelr superlors expect, (3) reactions of the most produc-
tive-rated foremen (top twenty-seven per cent), and (4)
reactions of the least productive-rated foremen (bottom
twenty-seven per cent).

The 1nteractlion patterns of the subjects in thils
case study were analyzed 1n relation to the following ten
tasks:

1. Maintalning quality and quantity of production.

2. Planning and scheduling of manpower and produc-

tion; planning and using supplies economically.

3. Training workers; glving Job information to

workers; getting the right people on the right
Job.

b, Adjusting and handling grievances; promoting
cooperation; bullding morale.

Promoting safety; maintalining good housekeeping.
Cooperating with other foremen and departments;

reporting matters to management.
Explaining company policy.

~ o\
. . .

84
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8. Engaging in social conversation.
9. Analyzing costs of production.
10. Analyzing efficiency of your department.

In order to determine what interaction patterns are neces-
sary to perform these specific tasks, the foremen (and
thelr immediate superiors) were asked to estimate for each
task the amount of time devoted to nine specific categories.

1. The amount of time devoted per week to each
task.

2. The rank order of importance of each task (in

relation to the total number being evaluated)

to supervise efficlently and productively.

Tne amount of tlime spent interacting with

their superiors.

The per cent of interaction with superiors

whicnh is written.

The amount of time spent interacting with

their subordinates.

The per cent of interaction with their sub-

ordinates which 1s written.

The amount of time spent interacting with

other foremen.

Tne per cent of interaction with other

foremen which 1s written.

The amount of time spent on each task that

does not require any interaction.

O oo ~N O WU

The actual and expected interaction patterns for
each of the above ten tasks will be described in the next
section, followed by the over-all interaction patterns of

foremen for a forty-hour work week.

Interaction Patterns for Each Task

Task Number 1: "Maintaining quality and quantity
of production."

The following table summarlizes the interaction
patterns for all the foremen, for expectations of their

supervisors, and for the high and the low productive foremen.
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Task number one was ranked the most important task in
performing efficiently a supervisory job by all of the fore-
men (including the hign and low productive foremen). Thelr
immedlate superiors, however, considered this task to be of
lesser importance. They listed planning and scheduling
(task #2), and training and locating workers (task #3) of
more importance than maintaining quality and quantity of
production.

As the preceding table illustrates, production super-
visors llkewlse do not agree with their foremen in relation
to the per cent of time devoted each week to this particular
task. Thils suggests a correlation between the importance of
the task and the amount of time devoted per week to each
task. This will be discussed in more detail in the second
major section of this chapter.

The amount of time devoted to this task by all of the
foremen 1is considerably more than that expected by the
production supervisors. Likewlse, the lower productive
foremen spend forty per cent of their work week on this
task, whille the higher productive foremen spend only twenty-
elght per cent. However, when combining the amount of time
devoted to the first three tasks, the high productive
foremen invest 69.1% of their efforts while the low produc-
tive foremen spend 71.3% of thelr work week. When comparing
all the foremen with the production supervisors on this

point, they differ significantly. The average time spent
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by all of the foremen is 64.2% and the production super-
visors expect 48.8% of their efforts on the first three
tasks listed previously.

The interaction patterns with superiors for this task
appear to differ little between the four groups. However,
there 1s a noticeable difference in the per cent of inter-
action which is written to superiors. The production
supervisors expect forty per cent of the interaction to
be written, while the foremen estlimate they spend only
11.7% of their efforts on this form of communication.

The lower productive foremen, on the other hand, use
written interaction 9.1% of the time, which is below the
average for all of the foremen 1n the sample, and the
results obtained from the high productive foremen.

There 1s a high correlation between all the foremen
and the productlion supervisors in relation to interaction
with subordinates. They suggest that in order to maintain
quality and quantity of production 1t 1s necessary to
interact with thelr subordinates over fifty per cent of
the time devoted to thls task. However, a small per cent
of this interaction is written, although the high produc-
tive foremen spend significantly more time in written
communication than the lower productive foremen.

As a whole the high productive foremen appear to
be more independent in performing this task since they

Interact less wlth superiors and other foremen than the
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lower productive foremen. Only 8.3% of the amount of time
devoted to thls task requires interaction with other fore-
men, although 31.1% of this 1s written. This correlates
highly with the expectations of theilr production supervisors,
The lower productive foremen, on the other hand, devote
less time interacting with subordinates and interact more
with other foremen; and spend more time not interacting
with anyone. Likewise, as in the case of interaction with
superlors and subordinates, they do not use written com-
munication with other foremen to perform the task of
maintaining quality and quantity of production.

Therefore, the production supervisors expect more
written communication than actually being used by the
foremen. Second, the high productive foremen are more
independent and depend less on interaction with superiors
and other foremen and devote 62.0% of their efforts inter-
acting with subordinates. Whereas, the low productive
foremen direct less attention to subordinates and spend
more time interacting with superiors and other foremen;

and 24.2% of their time required no interaction.

Task Number 2.--"Planning and scheduling of man-
power and production; planning and using supplies
economically."

Production supervisors ranked this task the most
important in performing efficiently as a foremen. The

foremen, on the other hand, classify the previous task as
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the most important and consider this task third in impor-
tance. The 1mportance of the task and the amount of time
devoted to 1t, however, do not affect the findings in the
summary tatle (Tacle 7, p. 91).

For tnis particular task, the foremen devote more
time than that expected by thelr immediate superiors, even
though the foremen do not consider this task as important
in their weekly actlivitles as the production supervisors.
Especially 1s this true with the high productive foremen
who spend 20.0% of their week planning and scheduling
whereas the lower productive foremen devote only 11.9%.

The expected 1nteraction patterns of the production
supervisors reflect a balanced contact between foremen and
superlors, foremen and other foremen, and no interaction
at all. Therefore, they suggest that the foremen should
work with thelr superiors, other foremen, and lndependently
when plannlng and scheduling production. The foremen, on
the other hand, appear to conslder it less important to
deal with superiors, other foremen, and subordinates. They
wish to be more independent and, therefore, do not 1interact
with anyone 25.8% of the time they spend on this task.

Considering the per cent of time devoted to planning
and scheduling each week, the lower productive foremen
reflect a pattern related to that expected by thelr super-
visors. They depend more on interaction with superiors,

subordinates, and other foremen, with only 13.6% of thelr
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time requiring no interaction. Thus, the high productive
foremen appear to be more independent than the low produc-
tive foremen.

As was noted in the previous task, the production
superivsors expect more written interaction than that
actually used by all of the foremen. This 1s especially
true in relation to interaction with superiors and other
foremen, but the reverse exists 1n communicating wilth
subordinates. Although for all of the foremen only 18.6%
of the interaction wilth subordinates is wrltten, there 1is
a notlceable difference between the high and the low pro-
ductive foremen. Eighty per cent of the interaction with
subordinates by the high productive foremen is written,
but only .1% by the low productive foremen.

In short, the production supervisors suggest that
foremen should work with their superiors, other foremen,
subordinates, as well as 1ndependently in planning and
scheduling. The foremen, on the other hand, devote more
time to self-evaluatlion, especlially when compared to the
expected per cent of interaction with superiors. Likewise,
the hlgh productive foremen are more independent in thelr
efforts than the low productive foremen. And finally, the
productive supervisors expect more written communication
with superiors and other foremen than 1s actually being
used by the foremen. The low productive foremen tend to

parallel this expectation, whereas the high productive
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foremen devote most of their written communication to the

subordinates.

Task Number 3.--"Training workers; giving Job
Information to workers; getting the right
people on the right job."

Both the production supervisors and the foremen
conslder this task to be of equal importance in their
weekly activities. Although they differ as to the most
important task, they agree that thls one is the second
most 1mportant. There i1s some disagreement, however, on
the interaction pattern as 1llustrated by Table 8.

There 1s a strong correlation between the impor-
tance of the task and the amount of time devoted to 1it.
As Table 8 1illustrates, there 1is little difference
between the amount of time spent on this task by the
foremen and the expected amount by their 1mmedliate super-
iors. The high productive foremen, however, spend less
time on this task than the low productive. This 1s in
reverse of the preceding task related to planning and
scheduling.

Tralning and locating workers requires a great
deal of Interaction with the subordlnates. The foremen
rely on the advice of their superiors; but only 5.9% of

the time. The majority of the time they depend upon
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their own 1initiative in working directly with the worker.
This 1s especlally true with the high productive foremen.
They spend only 4.0% of their time interacting with
superlors whereas the low productive foremen depend a
great deal more on thelr supervisors--more than expected
by thelr procducticn sugervisors. The interaction with
superlors in all cases depends little upon written com-
municatlion. Most of 1t 1s oral.

Tnhe production supervisors expect T71.4% of the
time devoted to this task to 1nvolve 1nteraction between
foremen and thelr subordinates. The foremen, however,
spend only 51.8% of the time in thls area and depend more
on no interaction, which suggests preparation for training
and independent thinking for placement. The high and
the low productive foremen do not differ significantly in
thelr iInteraction patterns with subordinates, other fore-
men, and no interaction. EBoth groups appear to be depen-
dent upon tne help from independent work, other foremen,
and direct interaction with subordlinates. However, the
low prcductive foremen do differ in the amount of inter-
action with superiors.

Once again the production supervisors expect more
written communication than actually being used by the
foremen, especially in relation to communication with

subordinates. The high productive foremen prefer to
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dlisregard the written channels and rely upon the verbal--
significantly less than the expectatlions of the produc-
tion superviscrs. Kowever, the low productive foremen
use the written avenues more than the expectatlons of
the production supervisors, and the high productive fore-
men, when dealling with other foremen.

Pernaps in relation to training and locating
worKers the followling polnts should be emphaslzed. Filrst,
the production surervisors expect more interaction
directly witn the subordinates than the foremen, with
most of thils interaction beling written. Second, the fore-
men do not interact with subordinates as much as expected
by thelr superliors, but spend more time evaluating and
makling preraration and decislions on thelr own without
the dependence on conversation with subordinates. And
finally, the high and the low productive foremen have
similar patterns of interacticon with the exception of
channel used. Tnhe lower productive foremen tend to use
the written channels more, especlally in relation to
other foremen. Likewlse, the low productive foremen

depend more on the consultation from thelr superiors.
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Task Number 4.--"Adjusting and handling grievances;

promoting cooperation; building morale."

There 1s 1little difference between the foremen and the
production supervisors as to the importance of this task 1in
relation to the ten being examined. All of the foremen rank
handling of grievances and morale problems as the seventh

most important, wnereas tne production supervisors suggest

that 1t snould receive the sixth position. In fact, handling
of grievances (tasx #4) and cooperating with other foremen
(task #6) rank sixtnh and seventn for both the foremen and
production supervisors, only in reverse order.

The flrst three tasxs explored previously occupy most

of the weekly activities of the foremen.

TAERLE 9.--Per cent of time devoted to the first three tasks.

Time Devoted to Tasks
#1, #2, #3 (in per cent)

All foremen 64.2
Production Supervisors 48.8
High Productive Foremen 69.1
Low Prcductive Fcocremen 71.3

Even though the productlon supervisors consider these three
tasks worthy of less time, they suggest that the foremen
should devote arproximately fifty per cent of their time.

The foremen, on the other hand, devote approximately
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sixty-flve per cent of their work week to these tasks, with
the low productive foremen reaching over the seventy per
cent mark. Thus, the remaining seven tasks will not recelve
as much time.

The overall interaction patterns required and expected
for handling grievances and buillding morale can be found in
Table 10.

The foremen tend to devote less time to this task
than expected by the production supervisors, although there
1s 1little difference. It 1is interesting to note that pro-
duction superviscrs expect the foremen to be more indepen-
dent and active with other foremen than they conslder
essentlal to handle grlevances and to bulld morale. The
prcductive supervisors expect their foremen to spend
sixty-six per cent of their time in relation to thils task
interacting with the subordinates. They do not suggest a
great deal of contact with the superiors, but equal dis-
tribution of time between superiors and other foremen, with
no time listed under '"no interaction." The foremen, on the
other hand, appear to be more dependent upon their superiors
in deallng witn grievances and bullding morale with their
subordinates. Likewise, 20.9% of their activities do not
requlre any 1interaction, which indicates a need for self
planning and mental preparation. There is little interaction

indicated with relation with other foremen.
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Once agaln the high productive foremen are more inde-
pendent than the low productive foremen, especially since
they spend less time interacting with superiors, other
foremen, and subordinates; but devote more time not inter-
acting with any level of authority. The low productive
foremen, however, devote 71.4% of their efforts in the
direction of their subcrdinates, with an additional 15%
toward superlors. The remaining 14% they divide between
interacting with other foremen and with self evaluation.

The productive supervisors place a great deal of
emphasis upon written communication upward, downward, and
horizontal in the organizational structure. 1In relation
to contact wilth tnhelir superiors, the low productive fore-
men (and the productlion supervisors) place strong
reliance upon written channels, but differ significantly
in relation to interacting with subordlnates and other
foremen. The hign productive foremen, on the other hand,
do not consider written interaction of any importance in
solving grievances and building mcrale. They rely on
verbal communication and independent study (which requires
no interaction).

Therefore, even thougnh the importance of this task
and the amount of time devoted to it differs little
between the foremen and thelr immediate supervisors, thelr
interactlion patterns are not parallel. The foremen depend

more on tnelr superiors than expected by thelr production



101

supervisors; although the high productive foremen depend
less. Likewilse, the low productive foremen appear to be
more dependent on superiors, subordinates, and other
foremen, whereas the high productive foremen once again

are more 1ndependent. And finally, the foremen, especlally
the high productive foremen, appear to be less concerned
wlth written communication in comparison to the production
supervisors. The latter expect approximately fifty per
cent of the interaction to be written. The foremen, how-
ever, do not devote any more than five per cent.

Task Number 5.--"Promoting safety; maintaining

good housekeeping."

The ranked importance of safety and good housekeeping
1s approximately of equal importance for both the production
supervisors and the foremen. The latter rank thils task of
fourth importance, whereas the production supervisors suggest
it should be either third or fourth.

The amount of time devoted to this task per week
correlates with the rank of importance according to the
results received from both the foremen and the production
supervisors. However, as Table 11 i1llustrates, the high
and the low productilive fcremen direct less attention to
this task than the average of all the foremen and the pro-

duction supervisors.
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The foremen consider the promotion of safety and good
housekeeping an activity which deals mostly with subordin-
ates. Seventy-five per cent of thelr efforts are directed
toward themselves (no interaction) or their subordinates.
The remaining time 1is divided between thelr superiors and
other foremen. The procduction supervisors, however, expect
more of a balanced interaction pattern.

Although the production supervisors expect approxi-
mately forty per cent interaction with subordinates, they
expect almost twilce as much to be spent interacting with
superiors and other foremen than the foremen consider
necessary. Thls, therefore, means less time should require
"no interaction.”

The high productive foremen tend to agree with the
productlion supervisors' expectations concerning interaction
with superiors, but consider 1t less important to communi-
cate with other foremen, and more emphasis on individual
effort. The low productive foremen, on the other hand,
feel that safety and good housekeepling require that a
majJority of thelr efforts be directed to subordinates and
self interaction; and more connection with other foremen
than considered by the high productive foremen.

The foremen consider ten per cent a sufficient
amount devoted to written communication with superiors, sub-
ordinates, and other foremen, whereas the production

supervisors hope for an average of fifty per cent devotion.
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It 1s interesting to note that the high productive foremen
use only written communication when dealing with superlors,
but do not consider this channel when interacting with sub-
ordinates and other foremen. The low productive foremen,
however, consider interaction with superiors both (oral and
written) of less importance, but place a great deal of
emghasls upon written iInteraction with subordinates and
other foremen.

In summary, the following polnts should be emphasized.
First, the foremen consider the task of promoting safety
and good housekeepling as one requiring the majority of
thelr interaction with subordinates and themselves. The
productive supervisors present a more balanced outlook with
equal amount of time spent 1interacting with superiors and
other foremen, but less than half of thelir time contacting
subordinates. Third, the high and the low productive
foremen express opposing views on the importance and
direction of written communication. The high productive
do not consider the written channels when interacting with
subordlinates or other foremen--and just twenty-five per
cent of the time with superiors. The low productive foremen
emphaslize the written with subordinates and other foremen.
And finally, there is a significant difference between the
productlon supervisors and the foremen 1n relation to
written communication. The former place more emphaslis

upon thils channel of interaction.
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Task Number 6.--"Cooperating with other foremen

and departments; reporting matters to management."

Reporting various matters to other foremen and super-
lors was ranked by the foremen as the sixth most important
task, whereas the prcduction supervisors listed 1t seventh.
This task relates to miscellaneous subjects or toplcs that
do not directly concern the subordinates. The interaction
patterns for this task can be found in Table 12.

Only six per cent of the week 1s expected and used by
the foremen to perform this function. The high productive
foremen consider 1t less important since they devote only
tnree per cent of thelr efforts; whereas the low productive
foremen, though less than that expected by their productive
supervisors, direct four per cent of thelr efforts to this
task.

The production supervisors expect equal interaction
between: the foremen and thelr superiors; and the foremen
and other foremen, with an additional twenty per cent
requiring no interaction. The foremen, however, report
more matters to other foremen than to thelr superiors,
with a low per cent of iInteraction with their subordinates
and the same amount requiring no interaction. Thils sug-
gests that foremen report more things to other foremen
than to thelr superiors, but also interact with thelr sub-

ordlnates on some of these matters.
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The high productive foremen spend twenty-five per cent
of thelr time interacting with superiors and other foremen,
and twenty per cent with subordinates, but do not interact
with anyone thirty per cent of the time. Thils suggests that
they consider such matters of balanced importance 1in all
directions. The low procductive foremen rely more heavily
upon interacting with other foremen, with the remalning
twenty-flve per cent of thelr time directed to their
superlors. The subordinates 1in thils case are not contacted.
Only two fcoremen listed any interaction with subordinates:
one 1n the high productive group, the other in the "middle"
group.

The production supervisors once again suggest that
foremen should invest a high percentage of their time on
written communication. Sixty per cent should be written
to thelr superiors and eighty per cent to other foremen.

The foremen, however, actually conslider approximately ten
per cent of the time sufficient. However, the low produc-
tive foremen rely more on written communication than the
high productive ones.

Therefore, the interaction pattern for coordinating
the departments and management in relation to miscellaneous
subjJects emphasize the following points. First, the
production supervisors do not expect any interaction with
subordinates, but equal amount of time directed toward

superiors and other foremen. Second, the foremen spend
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more time interacting with other foremen than with superiors;
with some communication with subordinates. Third, the
written efforts of foremen do not agree with the expectatlons
of thelr production supervisors. However, the low productive
foremen rely more on the written channels than the average
foremen. And finally, the high productive foremen keep

more matters to themselves than the low productive foremen.

Tasx umber 7.--"Explaining company policy."

The largest rank difference between the rank of the
importance of a speciflic task for the production supervisors
and the foremen occurs 1in relation to the importance of
explaining company policy. The foremen consider this task
as one of the least important (ninth) function of their
weekly activities, whereas the production supervisors rank
1t fifth. This rank variance is apparent in relation to
the amount of time spent per week by the foremen and the
amount of tlime the production supervisors expect them to
devote (see Table 13).

There 1is little difference between the amount of
time spent by the low and the high productive foremen. The
major dlsagreement is between the expectations of the pro-
ductlon supervisors and the actual time spent by all of
the foremen.

This task presents some unusual interaction patterns.

Since the nature of the task is explaining policy, it
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could be predicted that little, i1f any, interaction took
place between the foremen and the superiors. The inter-
action in this case would be an explanation from the
superiors to the foremen. Even the expectation of the
production supervisors emphaslzes thils point.

The foremen direct seventy per cent of thelr time
toward explaining policies to subordinates, with an addi-
tional ten per cent directed toward each other. A
remalning twenty per cent suggests a need for individual
understanding of the procedures and policies which do not
require any 1interaction. These interactlion formations
parallel those expected by the supervisors.

An unusual contrast exlists between the high and the
low productlive foremen. The high productive foremen
direct only one-third of the time devoted to thls task to
thelr subordinates and two-thirds require no 1interaction.
Thls pattern does nct correlate with the average of all
the foremen, nor the patterns of the low productilve
foremen. The latter directs sixty-five per cent of thelr
efforts to the subocrdinates and the remaining amount
explaining policies ¢to other foremen. Only three of all
the foremen sampled listed "no interaction," but two of
these were 1n the high productive group. Thus, a
possible reason for the difference 1n patterns.

In no case did the foremen consider the written

explanation as part of thelr dutles. The production
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supervisors, however, expected that forty-six per cent of
the interaction with subordinates be written, but only
twenty per cent of the communication with other foremen.
The explanation of company policy by the foremen,
therefore, suggests that 1t be dlirected primarily to sub-
ordinates and otner foremen. The remaining efforts would
then require no interacticn. Only the productlon super-
visors suggested that written communication be used. The

foremen did not rely on thls channel for any interactilon.

Tasx Number 8.--"Engaging in soclal conversation."

The 1mportance of engagingin soclal conversation by
the foremen received the same rank of importance from the
foremen and the production superviscrs. Both ranked this
task the least important. The next least important task,
accordling to the foremen, was explaining company pollcy,
whereas the production supervisors conslidered analyzing
costs of production.

Table 14 1llustrates the difference between the
foremen and thelr 1immedlate superiors as to the amount of
time that should be devoted to this task. The foremen
consider soclal conversation to demand as much of thelr
weekly time as that of explaining company policles. The
production supervisors, however, place it on equal time
with adjusting and handling grievances, and promoting

morale and cooperating with the workers. The high
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productive foremen consider i1t less worthy of their time
than the low productive foremen and the production super-
visors.

Of the time devoted to thilis task, the foremen and
the productlion supervisors agree that approximately fifty
per cent of the communication should be directed toward
thelr subordinates. The remaining time will be divided
between conversing with their superiors and other foremen.

The high productive foremen, however, placed a little
more emphasls upon engaging in social conversation with
other foremen than expected by the production supervisors.
The low productive foremen, on the other hand, engage 1in
soclal conversation primarily with other foremen, and
approximately thirty per cent of 1t with superiors and only
twenty-two per cent with subordinates. Thils suggests the
possibllity of a lower production rating by management
with thils amount of soclal conversation with superiors.

There 1s little written communication suggested by
elther the foremen or the production supervisors. The
latter expect this type of conversation to be written
only to superlors, whereas the foremen show some form of
written interaction with superiors, subordinates, and
other foremen; although of no significance. One foreman
out of the sample allotted time to "no interaction";

which 1s difficult to explain at this point.
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The above patterns 1llustrate the following conclu-
slons. First, both the foremen and the production super-
visors suggest the need for social interaction. They
differ 1n the amount of time that should be devoted to
this task, with the production supervisors expecting
almost three times as much as the foremen experience.
Second, the low productive foremen engage in social con-
versation more than the high productive foremen with
superiors and other foremen but less with subordinates.
Third, little written interaction takes place, although
the social conversation with superiors 1s expected by the
production supervisors to be twenty per cent. And
finally, the high productive foremen direct only twenty
per cent of thelr conversation toward superiors, with the
remaining elighty per cent to subordiantes and other fore-

men.
Task Number 9.--"Analyzing costs of production."

Even though the production supervisors rank this
task ninth in importance and the foremen elghth, they
expect thelir foremen to devote more time to this task
than the foremen consider important (see Table 15).

The production supervisors consider this amount
equal to that expected 1n relation to explaining company
policy (task #7) and cooperating with other foremen,‘and

reporting matters to management (task #6). The foremen,
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however, consider 1t more important than spending time
explaining company policy (task #7) and engaging in social
conversation (task #8).

The iInteraction pattern expected by the production
supervisors 1s falrly well balanced. Sixty per cent of the
total time devoted to this task 1s divided equally between
superiors and subordinates, with the remaining forty per
cent divided equally between interaction with other fore-
men and self interaction. The foremen direct more communi-
cation toward superiors and self interaction, and less
toward subordinates and other foremen, than expected by
the productlion supervisors. Only twenty-seven per cent of
thelr time requires contact with subordinates and other
foremen.

The low productive foremen correlate closely with
the pattern of iInteraction expected by the production
supervisors. However, the high productive foremen,
appear to be more 1independent and self reliant. Only
twenty-two per cent of thelr interaction deals with their
superiors and the same amount with other foremen. Of the
remaining fifty-four per cent, thirty-eight per cent
requlre no interaction. They consider contact with the
subordinates of little importance when analyzing costs of
production.

Nelther the low nor the high productive foremen use

written interaction in attempting to analyze production
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costs. The small percentage recorded by all the foremen
stems from those included in the "middle" productive
group. The production supervisors, however, emphasize
the 1mportance of written communication to other foremen,
with twenty-six per cent dlrected through this channel
when 1nteracting with superiors. However, a small
portion of the time 1s expected to be written when con-
versing with thelr subordinates.

Therefore, some consistent patterns are seen in
relation to this task. First, the high productive foremen
are more 1independent than the low productive foremen, and
the expectations of the production supervisors. Second,
the production supervisors expect a higher percentage of
written communication than the actual practice of the
foremen. Third, the foremen are expected to be more com-
municative with their interactlion in seeking to analyze
cost of production. Requlred self interaction and contact
wlth superiors, subordinates, and other foremen are all
important. The foremen, however, rely a great deal on
their superlors and self interaction. And finally, the
foremen appear to rely on oral interaction to recelive
additional information.

Task Number 10.--"Analyzing efficiency
of your department."
As previously mentioned, the widest difference 1n

task rank of importance existed when explaining company
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policy. However, the second most discrepant deals with
analyzing departmental efficiency. The foremen rank this
task as fifth most important--between promoting safety and
good housexeering (task #5) and cooperating with other
foremen and regcrting matters to management (task #6).
The producticn surervisors, hcwever, classify thils task
as elgnhtn inirmportance. This would place it between
analyzing the prcduction ccsts (task #3) and cooperating
with other fcremen and reporting matters to management
(task #€). Thus, tnhe difference in ranked importance

for thils tas« by foremen and production supervisors is
three positions (see Tatble 16).

Even though the productlon supervisors consider this
task less 1mcortant than tne foremen, they expect more
time to be devoted to 1t than the foremen estimate they
spend. Tne per cent of the tcotal weekly activities
expected by the Iimmediate supervisors 1s equal to that
devoted to promoting safety and good housekeeping (task #5).

The general pattern expected by the production
supervisors reflects one of independence. They expect
thirty-five per cent to be self-evaluation with additional
contact with other foremen and subordinates. However, the
least amount of time should be directed toward superiors.
The foremen, on the other hand, portray a more balanced
distribution. The majority of interaction 1is with
superiors, with a high per cent dealing with self-

evaluation and contact with other foremen. Twenty-one
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per cent of the total regquire communication with thelir
subordlinates, wnich parallels that expected by theilr pro-
ductlion supervisors. However, they differ signiflcantly
as to the amount of interaction wilth superiors.

Prior to thls tasxs the high productive foremen
have teen gulite independent. When analyzing the depart-
mental efficiency, they direct forty-five per cent of
thelr time interacting with other foremen. Seventy-eight
per cent of trnelr effcorts reguire contact with other
foremen and self-evaluation. Only twelve per cent 1s
directed toward thelr superlors, and even less to their
subordinates.

The lcw productive foremen appear not to discuss
thelr departmental functlions with other foremen, but rely
on contact with subordinates, superiors, and self-
evaluation. Tnls reinforces thelr patterns displayed
thus far with rellance upon others to carry on dutles or
tasks.

Tne production supervisors once again place a great
deal of emphasis upon written communication; especially
with superiors and other foremen. Approximately half of
the 1nteraction with superliors and other foremen 1is
expected to be written. The foremen, on the other hand,
use but ten per cent and this 1s directed toward the

superiors.



no
-

(=]

Tne low prcductive foremen do not 1list any time
devoted to wrltten commurnication. However, the only
written contact made by the high productive foremen was
directed toward the superiors.

Departmerntal analysis appears to be one task that
productlion sugerviscrs would like to have done indepen-
dently by the fcremen. Trey expect most of the analysis
to be self-evaluatlcn with additlional help from subordin-

ates and other fcremenn. Tne least amount of interactlon

)

should te with surericrs. Tne foremen, however, take a
more valanced agcroach bty interacting with superiors,
self-evaluation, other foremen, and even subordinates.

Third, the low productive foremen depend more on sub-

or otnher forermer; whereas the high productive foremen

rely heavily upon other foremen. And finally, production
supervisors expect the wriltten form of interacting to be
used primarily witnh superiors and other foremen. However,
the foremen find thils method important only with super-

iors--and thls to a smalil degree.

Interaction Patterns for All Tasks

In the precedling section interaction patterns for
each task were analyzed according to: all of the foremen,
what the production superviscrs expect of their foremen,

the high productive foremen, and the low productive foremen.
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In the followlng section these four categories will be
examined 1in relatlon to the overall interactlon patterns
for all of the ten tasks sampled. In contrast to the
results rerorted for each task, the following data will
provide a more corglete and overall pattern for the work
performed during an average work week for an industrial

fcreman.
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Trne foremen were asked to estimate the amount of
time they devcted each week to each of the ten tasks
sampled. Tne prcduction supervisors also calculated the
time they exrected trheir foremen to spend. From the data
collected, Table 17 can te constructed.

According to this table, the majority of the time
spent by the foremen, as well as the expected time, can
be found in relation to tasks cone, two, and three. All
of the foremen, as well as the low and the high productive
foremen devote the largest per cent of thelr time to
maintaining quality and quantity of production (task #1).
The production supervisors, however, list tasks two and
three as the ones reguiring the most time. According to
them, planning and scheduling of manpower and productilon

(task #2), and the importance of training and locating

workers (task #3), should receive the most attention.
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The hlgh and the low productive foremen do not agree
on the second and third most time consuming tasks. The
high productive foremen consider planning and scheduling
(task #2) worthy of more time than training and locating
workers (task #3). On the other hand, the low productive
foremen place these two tasks 1n reverse order. Even
though they diszgree as to the order of the first
three tasks, they correlate highly on total time devoted
to these tasks per week. The high productive foremen
spend 69.1% of their time, whereas the low productive
foremen exceed this amount by spending 71.3%. These
figures contrast with those for all of the foremen and
what the productlon supervisors expect. All the foremen
devote 64.2% of their time to these first three tasks,
whereas the prcductlon supervisors expect them to be
occupled only 48.8% cof the work week.

Even though 1t may aprear that the productlon
supervisors' expectations may differ significantly from
those of thelr foremen, this does not necessarily hold
true for the ten tasx sampled. A Spearman rank correla-
tion coefficient (rs) was computed to test the rank
correlation between all of the foremen and the expecta-
tions of the production supervisors for each task. For
the ten tasks, the relation between these two groups for
the amount of time spent on these tasks and the amount of

time expected 1s r, = .8516, which 1s significant at the



.01 level cf significance (one-tailed). Therefore, there
1s a high rark correlation between the rank order of time
devoted to tnhe ten tas«s.

The Spearman rank correlatlion coefficlent was also
used to ccompare the data collected from the high and the
low# productive foremen. The value of r, was .9546, which
is higher tran tne rank ccrrelation of all the foremen and
the prcoducticon surervisors. Thls coefficient too was sig-
nificant at the .01 level of confidence (one-talled).

Therefore, consldering the results of the Spearman
rank correlatlicn coefficlent (rs), it is possible to con-
clude there 1is a nlgnh assoclation between foremen and
production surervisors, and hign and low productive foremen,
in the amcunt of time devcocted to each of the ten tasks.

The majority of this time 1is invested by the foremen in
the first tnree tas«s; and arproximately fifty per cent

was expected ty tne productlion supervisors.

Impcrtance of Each Task

The subJects 1n thls case study ranked each of the
ten tasks 1n order of 1importance for performing their
weekly activities. The task they felt the most 1mportant
in performing an efficlent supervisory job received a
number one ("1") ranking, with the next most important
recelving a number two ("2"). The production supervisors
also calculated their rank order. Table 18 summarizes

the results.
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Production supervisors and foremen disagree primarily
in relation to two tasks. They take varyling positions on
the importance of explalning company policy (task #7) and
the irmportance of analyzing departmental efficiency (task
#10). Likewise, thelr rankings for maintaining quality

nd quantity of rrcducticn (tasx #1), and training and
locating workers (task #3) were in reverse order.

rcwever, considering the rank differences for the
ten tasks, there is a significant rank correlation. The
Spearman rank ccrrelaticn coefficient (rs) is .7667, which
is significant at the .01 level of confidence (one-tailed).

Tne hign and tne low productive foremen also experi-
enced tnelr primary rank order disagreement 1n relation to
analyzing derartrmental efficiency (task #10). A second
difference exists with the importance of handling griev-
ances and promoting ccoperation (task #4). These were the
widest separated ranx differerces.

Trnie Spearman rank correlation between the hlgh and
the low productive fcremen 1s higher than that of the
foremen and production supervisors. Wwith an r of .9031,
there 1s significant rank correlation of agreement
tetween the foremen and tne production supervisors, and
also between hign and the low productive foremen.

Comparison Between Amoun
and Importance cf the Ta

t of Time Spent
S K

In the preceding sections a comparison was made

between the production supervisors and the foremen in
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relation to the amount of time spent on each of the ten
tasks and the ranked importance of these tasks to supervise
efficiently. Tne following paragraphs attempt to combine
these previously examined areas 1in order to determine 1f a
rank correlatlion exlsts between the amount of time spent

on each task and the perceived importance of the task.

TAELE 19.--The amount of time spend and the ranked importance
of each task for production supervisors and foremen.

Production Supervisors All Foremen
Time Importance of Importance of Time
Spent Task Task Task Spent
13.8% 3.5 # 1 1 28.2%
17.5% 1 # 2 3 17.8%
17.5% 2 # 3 2 18.2%
7.5% 6 # 4 7 5.1%
8.8% 3.5 # 5 4 8.3%
6.3% 7 # 6 6 6.3%
6.3% 5 # 7 9 2.3%
7.5% 10 # 8 10 2.5%
6.3% 9 # 9 8 b.Lg
8.8% 8 #10 5 6.8%

Spearman rank correlation coefficient (rs) was computed
to determine the assoclation between the time spent and the
importance of the task for both the production supervisors
and the foremen. The productlon supervisors correlate sig-
nificantly at the .05 level of confidence (one-talled) with
an rg of .7120, but the rank correlation 1s not significant

at the .01 level of significance.
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The foremen, on the other hand, correlate highly
between the amount of time spent and the importance of
the tasx. Thelr rank correlation (rs) of .9879 1s sig-
nificant at the .01 level (one-tailed) which 1s more
highly correlated than tne results obtalned with the
productlion superviscrs. The latter group tends to
divide the expected time per task more equally for the
last seven tasks. Likewise, tne production supervisors
have a more balanced distribution with several tasks
recelving the same amount of time per week.

A similar analysis can be made between the low and
tne high productive foremen. As Table 20 illustrates,
there appears to ve a hignh degree of rank correlation
between the time spent and the importance of each task.

TABLE 20.--The amount of time spend and the ranked importance
of each task for high and low productive foremen.

High Productive Low Productive
Time Importance of Importance of Time
Spent Task Task Task Spent
33.5% 1 # 1 1 40.0%
20.0% 3 # 2 3 11.9%
15.6% 2 # 3 2 19.4%
b.7% 8 # 4 6 4.4%
6.2% 5 # 5 4 5.6%
3.1% 6 # 6 5 4.1%
1.9% 9 # 7 9 2.2%
1.6% 10 # 8 10 2.5%
5.6% 7 # 9 8 5.0%
7.5% 4 #10 7 5.0%
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A Spearman ranx correlation coefficient (rs) was
computed for each cf these groups in order to determine the
assoclation of the time spent on each task and the impor-
tance of each tasx. The high productive foremen correlate
more hignhly than the lcw productive foremen. The former
has a ranx ccrrelation (rs) of .9516, which 1is significant
at the .01 level of confidence (one-tailed). The low
productive foremen, cn the other hand, correlate .8758
which 1s also significant at the same level of confidence.
Therefore, the high and low productive foremen assoclate
significantly tre amcunt of time devoted to the ten tasks
and the ranxed Importance of them.

The hlghest ranked correlation was expressed by all
the foremen (.9879), followed by the high productive fore-
men (.9516) and tne low productive foremen (.8758), with
the lowest rank correlation (although statistically signifi-
cant at the .05 level of confidence) being for the produc-

tion supervisors (.17120).

Amount of Interactlon with Superiors

In the second part of this chapter three specific
toplcs have been summarized: the amount of time devoted
to the ten tasks; the ranked 1lmportance of these tasks;
and the correlatlion between the time devoted and the im-
portance of the ten tasks. In the following sections of
this chapter attention will be directed toward analyzing

the interaction patterns necessary to carry out the ten
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tasks. The actual and expected dependence of foremen upon
superiors, subordinates, other foremen, and self-evaluation
will be examined in relation to carrying out these tasks.
Likewlse, some additional information will be directed
toward noting the amount of written versus oral inter-
action which takes place and 1s expected by the production
supervisors.

The dependence upon superiors for the ten tasks can
be evaluated by Table 21. This table 1llustrates the
amount of foremen interaction for each of the ten tasks
directed to thelr superliors. The figures in parenthesis
relate to the per cent of this 1nteraction which 1s
written. These figures could be examined more sclentif-
ically by the summary provided for the ten tasks in
Table 22.

Two 1mmedliate facts are 1llustrated clearly in
this table. First, the production supervisors expect more
interaction with superiors each week than all the foremen
actually perform. This 1is especially true with the high
productive foremen, and somewhat true of the low productivé.
Second, a significant difference exists between the actual
and the expected per cent of written communication with
superiors. The low productive foremen estimate that thirty
per cent of their interaction 1s written, but the high
productive foremen do not use one-half this amount. Even

the total average for the foremen 1s less than ten per
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cent, which indicates that the "middle" productive foremen
use the wrltten channels less than both the high and low
productive.

A Spearman rank correlation coefficient (rs) was
computed to examirie tne assoclation of the actual amount
of interaction with superiors for each task and the
expected per cent by the production supervisors. With a
rank correlation (rs) of .6758, there is a significant
correlation between production supervisors and all of the
foremen at the .05 level of confidence (one-tailed).

The rank correlation between the high and the low
productive foremen 1s (rs) .7061, which 1is significant at
the .05 level of confidence (one-talled). However, the
rank correlation coefficient 1is slightly higher than that
listed above.

Therefore, several polints need to be emphasilzed.
First, the production supervisors expect more 1lnteractlon
with superiors than the foremen consider important;
especlially the high productive foremen. The foremen rely
on their superiors only 16.5% of the time during the
week's activities. Second, in relation to the 1nteraction
with superlors, the production supervisors consider the
written channels more important than the foremen. However,
the low productlve foremen use this form of interaction
twice as much as the high productive foremen. Third,

there 1s a significant rank correlation between the
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production supervisors and the foremen (as well as between
the high and low prcductive foremen) as to the amount of

time spent communlicating with superiors for the ten tasks.

Amount of Interaction with Subordinates

The seccnd chagter emphasized that organizational
theorists considered foremen as "marginal men"; the
contact pocint for both management and union. However,
with thelr allegiance to management, one would expect the
majority of thelr communication to be directed toward
thelr subordinates rather than to their superiors. In
the preceding section it was noted only sixteen per cent
of the interaction for the foremen each week was with
thelr superiors. Thus, considering their communication
position in the organization structure, 1t can be illus-
trated that foremen devote the majority of their time
interacting with subordinates.

Table 23 supports the above comments that the
majJorlity of interaction bty the foremen will be with their
subordinates. Even the production supervisors expect a
large per cent of their foremen's interaction to be in
this direction. A summarization in Table 24 illustrates
how closely related the actual and the expected patterns
of the foremen were for this case study.

In comparison to the data analyzed previously,

this table shows the closest agreement between the foremen
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and the production supervisors. The interaction patterns
with subordinates require approximately forty-five per
cent of thelr weekly time. There 1s slight disagreement
between the foremen and the production supervisors,
although such 1s not the case 1n relation to the high and
the low productive foremen.

The use of the written channels of communication
once agaln show a difference between what the foremen
consider important and what the production supervisors
expect. The production supervisors expect thirty per cent
of the interaction to be written, whereas the foremen use
this method less than ten per cent of the time. Previously
the low productive foremen relied more on written communi-
cation than did the high productive foremen. However,
when interacting with subordinates, the high productive
foremen use the written form of interaction three times
88 much as the low productive.

The Spearman rank correlation was used to determine
the association of amount of time expected by the production
Supervisors and the amount of time the foremen 1lnteracted
with their subordinates for each of the tasks. There is
& significant rank correlation at the .01 level of confi-
dence (one-tailed). Thus, a correlation exists with an
Ty ©f .8000. The low and the high productive foremen,
however, do not correlate subordinate interaction for
these tasks. With an r .4273, this relationship 1s not
significant.
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From the above results, it can be stated that the
foremen devote approximately forty-five per cent of their
time interacting with foremen. Second, this correlates
with the expectatlons of the production supervisors.
Third, the ran« correlation of subordinate interaction
of the hign and the low productive foremen 1s not signifi-
cant for the ten tasxs. Thus, no significant association
exlists. Fourth, unllke the previously stated results,
the high productive foremen rely three times as much on
written communrnication as the low productive foremen. And
finally, tne foremen do not conslder the written channels

as important as the rroductlion supervisors.

Amount of Interaction with Other Foremen

The previous analysls of foremen interaction with
Superiors and subordinates outlines a pattern of upward
and downward communicatlion networks. At the foremen level,
as 1llustrated 1in the precedling sections, the majority of
the interaction 1s downward. Fowever, the horizontal
networks also must be considered. What dependence do
the foremen place on 1interacting witnh one another?

Table 25 1llustrates the increase 1in written inter-
action, especially for the foremen. However, 1n relation
to explaining company policy (task #7) the foremen do not
use the written channels of communication with other

foremen. Production supervisors, on the other hand, expect
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twenty per cent of the interaction among foremen should be
of thls nature.

A more analytical view of the interaction with other
foremen can be seen 1in Table 26.

TABLE 26.--Interacticn with other foremen for the ten tasks.
(in per cent)

All Production High Low
Foremen Supervisors Productive Productive

Interaction
with other 16.3 20.6 16.9 20.3
foremen

Per cent of
this written 11.9 39.7 8.0 16.9

According to these figures, the production supervisors
tend to expect more interacticn among foremen than the
foremen themselves exercise. They foresee the importance
of thelr foremen Iinteracting with superiors eighteen per
cent of the week, subordinates forty-seven per cent, and
other foremen twenty per cent. Therefore, they expect more
interaction witn other foremen than with superiors; but
the majority of the time (more than twice the amount for
Superiors and subordinates) with the subordinates.

Low productive foremen agree wilth the production super-
Visors' expectation as to the amount of time each week that

Should be spent interacting with other foremen. The high
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productive foremen, however, agree more closely with the
average for all of the foremen.

The highest per cent of written communication is used
by the foremen interacting among themselves. Only nine per
cent of the contact with superiors is written, and even a
lesser amount with subordinates. The increase to approxi-
mately twelve per cent provides a contrast to the upward
and downward channels of written communicatilon.

Hcwever, tne production supervisors continue to
expect a nignher degree of written work by their foremen.
The highest expected percentage for written communication
1s between the fcremen and thelr superiors--forty-two
per cent. The forty per cent figure for written inter-
action with other foremen ranks above the thirty-one per
cent for thelr relationships with subordinates.

Even though both the low and the high productive
foremen consider written communication with other fore-
men to be of lesser significance than their production
supervisors, there 1s some disagreement between these two
categories of foremen. Low productive foremen considered
written interaction twice as important as the high produc-
tive. Thils 1s 1n contrast to the written patterns for
Interacting with subordinates. In the latter case the
high productive foremen considered written acts three
times as 1mportant as the low productive foremen. Although

the low productive consider written interaction twice as
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important as the high productive foremen when conversing
with other foremen, the production supervisors expect more
than twice as much as the low productive exercilse.

A Spearman rank correlatlion coefficlent computed to
examine the relaticrnship of foremen and production super-
visors for the amount of time spent on each task inter-
acting with cther fcremen was slignificant at the .05 level
of confidence (one-tailed). An ro .7213 therefore, suggests
a strong relation between the foremen and production
supervisors as the tasks requiring the most interaction
wlth other forermen.

The corparison between tne high and the low produc-
tive foremen presents a contrasting plcture. Although the
per cent of time devoted to interaction with other foremen
appears to be correlated highly between all of the foremen
and the high productive foremen; and between production
supervisors and low prcductive foremen, such does not
appear to be a vallid assumption according to the Spearman
rank correlation. Wwith a rank correlation (rs) .5122,
there 1s no significant assoclation between high and low
productive foremen as to the amount of time spent to
iInteract with other foremen for each task. There 1is a sig-
nlficant difference between the per cent of time spent on
each task per week communicating with other foremen.

Thus, from the results related to interaction patterns

between foremen with other foremen, several points can be



142

concluded. First, the foremen do not consider written
channels of importance when explaining company policiles
(task #7). Second, production supervisors expect more
interaction among foremen than 1s being utilized. Third,
foremen use written communicatlon more with interaction
among themselves than when contacting superiors or sub-
ordinates. <rHcwever, tne per cent of written communication
used by the foremen compares to one-fourth that expected
by thelr production supervisors. And finally, 1n relation
to Interaction with superlors and otner foremen, the low
productive foremen consider written communication channels
more than the high productive. However, the reverse 1s

true in relation to contact with subordinates.

Amount cof Time Resuiring o Interaction

Organizational theorlists have been concerned with
the relatlionsnip tetween foremen and superiors; foremen
and subordinates; foremen and foremen. Also the revision-
ists and human relationists have become interested in the
amount of time the foremen spend on self-evaluation or on
actlvities that do not require interaction upward, down-
ward, or horizontal.

In relation to the ten tasks examined in thils case
study, the per cent of foremen's time per week spent on
self-evaluation (or the amount of time not requiring any
interaction) holds significant meaning in interaction

network analysis. The data collected can be examined in
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Tre figures in Table 27 relate to the per cent of
ime each week which requires no interaction for each task.

Trhis refers to the rper cent of the total week. The filgures

in parentnesis rank the percentages 1n accordance with the
greatest amount of time devoted to the ten tasks.

All of the foremen tend to be more independent than
excected bty tneir production supervisors. Likewilse, the
high productive foremen are more independent than the low

crocductive; as well as the averarce of the foremen sampled.

m
4

Lo

I3
n

LZ 28.--Cummary of the amount of time requiring no
interaction for ten tasks.

All Production High Low
Foremen JSupervisors Productive Productive

Per cent of

total devoted

to ten tasks 22.6 13.1 26.6 21.0
rejulring no

interaction

In the previcus analysls, the high productive foremen
have been less dependent on superlors and other foremen,
and more dependent upon subordinates than the low productive
foremen. Thils 1ndependence also exists 1in the preceding
tatle. Approximately twenty-seven per cent of thelr weekly
activities require no interaction with superlors, subordin-

ates, or other foremen. The low productive foremen,
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although more dependent on others, spend twenty-one per
cent of thelr weekly efforts on self-evaluation or
activities requiring no interaction. These figures are
greater than tne thlrteen per cent expected by the produc-
tion superviscrs.

Considering tnhe amcunt of time devoted to each task,
a Spearran rank correlation coefficient was computed to
determine the relaticnshlp between the ranks in the above
table. Tnere was no significant rank correlation between
the production supervisors and thelr foremen. The same
results were computed between the high and low productive
foreren. For example, when explaining company policy
(task #7), thne nign productive foremen spend sixty-six
rer cent of tnelr tirme on self-evaluation, whereas the low
productive do not indicate any time. A similar contrast
can be seen 1in relation to coorerating with other foremen
and reporting matters to management (task #6). The high
productive fcremen estimate thirty per cent of their time
requires no interaction. Comparative examples can be
noted between all of the foremen and their production
supervisors. Analysls of production costs (task #9) does
not requlre interaction thirty-seven per cent of the fore-
men's time, but the procduction supervisors only expect
twenty per cent. Tne tralning and locating of workers
(task #3) involves thirty-four per cent of the foremen's

time, but thelr superiors expect only eleven per cent.
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Therefore, the amount of time requiring no interaction
for the ten tasks provides an interesting picture. First,
the foremen depend more on themselves than subordinates,
superiors, or cther foremen; this 1s more than expected by
the productlion sugervisors. Second, both the high and
the low productive foremen are more independent than
expected by their superiors. Third, the tasks requiring
rno interaction do not correlate between all of the foremen
and thelr production sugervisors, nor between high and low
productive fcremen. And finally, the foremen's indepen-
dency varles according to the task beling performed.
Relatlionship of Leadersnip Opinion

zuestionnaire Sccres and
Proauctivity Ratings

Tne Flelsnhman Leadersnip Opinion Questionnaire given

to each foreran measures two lndependent varlables of
supervisory leadership: "structure" and '"conslideration."
The first of these scales measures the tendency to initiate
ideas, to plan, cocr to lead individuals toward specific
goals. The "consideration" scale, however, evaluates the
extent to which the foreman has the ability to establish
rapport with his wcrxers.

A comparison was made to determine 1f the produc-
tivity ratings of the foremen would correlate with the

results on the Leadership Opinion Questionnalire. If a

high rank correlation occurred, then this questionnaire
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might be used to predict the productivity ratings of fore-
men instead of the subjective evaluation used by the
manufacturing surerintendent.

Tne Spearman rank correlation coefflclent was computed
to determire tnls relaticnship. However, the rank correla-
tion coefficlent was nct significant (rs of .2072) between
the productivity ratings and the "consideration" scores of
the foremen.

A similar result was computed between the productivity
ratings of tne foremen and the "structure" scale. A rank
correlation coefficient (rs) .3547 likewise was not signifi-
cant at the .05 level of confidence (one-talled). These
rank correlations were determined by comparing the pro-
ductivity ratirg given to each foreman by the manufacturing
superintendent and the rark of scores 1n relation to the
other foremen obtalined on each scale.

An additional correlation was computed between the
foreman's rank on the "consideration'" scale and the "struc-
ture" scale. According to Fleishman validity and reliability
studles, these two scales should not be correlated; but be
independent. These findings were substantiated since they
were not significant at the .05 level of confidence (one-
talled).

Therefore, i1t can be concluded that the Flelshman

Leadershlp Opinion Questionnaire cannot be used in place

of the productlivity evaluations of the manufacturing
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superintendent since the rank correlations were not sig-

nificant.

Overall Interaction Patterns

From the above data, conslidering the amount of time
spent on each task (as well as the importance of each task),
a summary table can be constructed to i1illustrate the
overall interaction patterns of the foremen in this case
study (see Tatle 29). These patterns, oral and written, can
be compared to the expected networks of the production
sugpervisors. All of these tasks require upward, downward,
rorizontal, and self-evaluation channels. A detalled
overall interaction table for all of the foremen, the pro-
duction supervisors, the high productive foremen, and the
low productive foremen can be found in Tables 31 to 34.

The foremen as a whole devote less time interacting
with superlors, subordinates, and other foremen than
expected by thelr productlon supervisors, however, they
spend more time than expected on activities requiring no
interaction. Second, both the foremen and their immediate
superliors agree that approximately one-half of the work
week requires contact with subordinates. Third, the high
productive foremen are more independent and less dependent
on superiors and other foremen than are the low productive.
Thls same characteristic can be seen in relation to

actlvities requiring no interaction. And finally, a
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significant difference can be found 1in the per cent of
wrltten cormrmunlcaticn expected and the amount exercilsed

by the fcoreren.

ABELZ 30.--Per cent cof tctal week requiring written
interaction.

Per Cent
All foremen 7.3
Proauction supervisors 30.7
Elign prodactive 12.4
Low prcductive 7.5

If trne tctal hours for one week (including inter-
actlion wilth: sucericrs, subordinates, other foremen, and
activities which rejulre no interaction) were divided by
tne amounrt c¢f time srent on written communication, the
computations would construct the above table. Thirty per
cent of the tctal iInteractions of the foremen are expected
to be written, but the foremen only consider seven per
cent Importart. Eowever, as a wnhnole the hign productive
foremen rely more on this channel of 1nteraction than the
low productlive primarily because of thelr heavy rellance
on written communication with subordinates. The low pro-
ductive foremen consider this channel more than the high

production in relation to interaction with superiors and
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other foremen. Tnhus, a small portion of the week 1s
devoted to written ccmmunication, although the production

supervisors exgcect four times as much from thelir foremen.
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CHAPTER VI

SUMARY AND DISCUSSION

Tne tasic purpose of this case study was to examilne
the interacticn patterns for ten specific tasks of foremen
in an industrial setting. These tasks provided a method
of examining the direction of interaction for each function
but also outlined weexly communication patterns. The
forermen were asx«ed to estimate the amount of time spent
eacn weexk 1rteracting with thelr superiors, subordilinates,
other foremen, and the time devoted to activities requiring
no interaction for each of these tasks. Thelr patterns
were tnen ccmpared to those expected by thelr immediate
superiors. The channels--written or oral--used for these
fur.ctions were also examined.

ot only were the patterns compared between the
production supervisors and the foremen, but likewilse
between the hign and the low productlve foremen. The pro-
ductivity ratings were foremen ranks provided by the manu-
facturing superintendent. The high productive were
chosen as the top twenty-seven per cent of the total

sampled and the low productive foremen consisted of the

bottom twenty-seven per cent.
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Therefore, ten specific tasks were chosen to be used
for interaction analyses. These patterns for the foremen
were examined according to thelr relationshlp with super-
icrs, subordinates, other foremen, and self-evaluation. A
comparison could be made between patterns of the foremen
and those expected by the production supervisors, as well
as between the high and the low productive foremen.

Four primary varliables were considered. Relylng on
the SMCR theory, the following variables provided the

foundation for this study.

Source = foremen/production supervisors
Message = ten specific tasks

Channel = written or oral interaction
Receiver = superlors/subordinates/other

foremen/no interaction required

In relation to the "source,"

the productivity ratings by
the manufacturing superintendent determined the difference
between the most efficient and least effliclent foremen.

Lixewise, the '"source" was examined according tae the scores

cn the Leadership Opinion Questionnalire. The "message"

variable was defined as the ten specific tasks. These
served as the content of interactlon for the foremen and
the production supervisors.

Previous research (such as the work of the Dale Level
and Darrell Piersol) have attempted to determine the im-
portance of the written versus the oral forms of 1lnteraction.
This same evaluation was defined in this study as the

"channel" of relationship between levels of organizational
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positions. In contrast to the '"source" of the interaction,
the "receliver" became the fourth variable to be considered
in this case study.

In tne first chapter, a review of the organizational
trends and managerlal concepts was presented to provlide a
foundatlion for thils investigation. The principles empha-
sized by tne early influence of the sclentific management
theorists, the human relationists, and the revisionists
outlined tne three major areas of theoretical exploration.
The baslc principles of the theorists included 1n each
group were also comblned to form common threads woven
throughout the previous years of research. These key points
provided the springbcard for the basic questions examined
in this investigation.

The second chapter focused on these baslic concepts
which have been researched to evaluate further their basic
purposes and criticisms. A review of the literature accented
previous 1investigations that related to the examination of
Interaction patterns found in formal organizations, and the
human characteristics affecting the patterns of behavior
relevant to the '"source" of interaction.

The baslc purposes and major questions of this case
study were researched 1n a medium-sized machinery manu-
facturing plant located in the midwest. Two levels of auth-
ority were chosen from the total employment of eight hundred

persons. Fifteen foremen and two production supervisors
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provided the basic data used 1n this study, with additional
assistance from the manufacturling superintendent--who
supplled the prcductivity ratings.

Each of the foremen received an envelope containing
five majlor items. First, a cover letter described the basic
purpose of the questicnnaires as well as the proposed use
of the results. Second, the foremen were asked to take the

~

Leadersnip Oriricn Juestlionnaire to evaluate thelr scores

"

on tnhe "structure" and "consideration" scales. The latter
scale refers to tne ablility of the foremen to emphasize
rapport; whereas the "structure" scale measures their tend-
ency to initlate 1deas, to plan, or to direct a group toward
prescribed gcals.

Speciflc infcorrmation concerning the descriptive
characteristics of the foremen constituted the third
portion of the enclosed material. This included such in-
formation as length of service, length of time on supervision,
age, and educaticnal training. Fourth, the ten specific
tasks were to be ranked in order of 1mportance as the fore-
men considered them in surervising efficiently thelir
department. A number "1" ranking was marked next to the task
most 1important in the weekly activitlies. The second most
important task received a number "2" marking on this form.
And flnally, the subjects were asked to examine these tasks
in relation to: the amount of time spent per week on each

task, the direction of interaction necessary to carry out
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efficlently the task; and the manner of carrying out the
task--written or oral. Data collected from thils portion
of tre guestionnalire provided the majority of the needed
information to examine the patterns of interaction for
each of the ten tasks, as well as the overall patterns.
A comparison cculd then te made between the foremen and
thelr surervisors, and the hligh and the low productive
fcrermen.

Tnus, the foremen gave thelr reading on the inter-
action patterns used to perform each task, and the produc-
ticon supervisors outlined the expected patterns for their
foremen. A further cormparison was made by the productivity

ratirgs.

raluad Ara
Ccrnclusicns

Criagpter III outlired the btasic questions for this
Investlgation. From the results presented 1n the last
chapter, some conclusicns can be drawn 1n relatlion to these

specific questilons.

Ranxed Importance of Ten Tasks

The first two baslic questions relate to the rank order
of 1mportance for the ten tasks, as percelved by the foremen
and thelr immediate superiors. The perceptional differences
of task relationships between foremen and production super-
visors 1nfluence the desired and actual interaction patterns,

as well as the productivity ratings. Sometimes a close
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agreement of mind 1s advantageous for the production super-

™

[

viscors since they make subjective evaluatlons of the foremen.
However, at tne same time 1f every foreman and his 1lmmedilate
sureriors ccnsider each task of equal 1mportance, autocratic
tendencles may exist and create limitations of new concepts
and rrocedures.

In tnls case study, there was a high rank correlation
between tne high and the low productive foremen which was
slgrificant at the .01 level of confldence. All of the
foremen arnd trneir immedlate superiors also correlated slg-
nificantly; aitnougsn the cocefficlient was not as high.
However, in relaticon to the two basic questions proposed 1n
Chapter III, trere 1s a significant rank correlation between
the foremen ard tne production supervisors for perceived
importarnce of trne ten tasks, with the primary disagreement
related to tne Ilmrortance of explaining company policiles
(task #7) and the irmportance of analyzing departmental
efficiencies (tasx #10). The high and the low productive
foremen agreed on the importance of explaining company
policies, tut disagreed with the significance of analyzing
dercartmerital efficiency. Thus, as a whole the foremen and
the production supervisors perceived task importance
similarly.

Considering the background of the foremen and the
productlion supervisors, 1t was predicted there would be

no slgnificant difference. All but one of the foremen,



including tne production supervisors, had been promoted
from the rank-and-file. Therefore, thelr tralning as to
the 1mportance cf these tasks came while on production
Jots, as well as Instructicons received as a foreman. Like-
wise, scmething could be sald about the atmosphere of
freedom within the crganization. Perhaps the alr of agree-
ment 1s gocd from the standpolnt of perceiving activities
allke; however, the strerngth of this relationship depends
on tne cormpany's goal. If the production supervisors are
trained to promite these prescribed goals, the high correla-
tion wcould be productive. If the supervisors disagree with
these goals, this relatlonship would not be beneficial.

Irportarce of Tasx and Amcunt of

(el —
Llre opernt

The 1mpcrtance of each task and the amount of time
spent each week on a specific task composed the basis for
three questlions prorosed Iin Chapter III. A significant
rank correlation was ccmputed for the foremen, the produc-
tion supervisors, and the high and the low productive
foremen. However, the correlation for the production super-
visors was significant at the .05 level of confidence,
whereas the others were significant at the .01 level.

The production supervisors and the foremen correlated
highly on the first three tasks. However, since the super-
visors expected a more balanced approach for the tasks

requiring the minority of the work hours, the rank
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correlation was not as significant as the relationship of
the foremen. Thils would suggest that foremen understand

the thinking of thelr immedliate superlors in relation to the
most 1mportant tasxks and attempt to direct the majority of
thelr efforts in this direction. However, the foremen
consider the tasxs of lesser importance worthy of less time
but not necessarily in order of importance.

The hilgh rank correlation for the hlgh and the low
productive foremen accents the fact that foremen with
similar backgrounds and positions know how to impress thelr
superiors on the most important tasks, but are not as con-
cerned with those of lesser importance. The highest rank
correlatlion between tne importance of the task and the
amount of time srent was expressed by the high productive
foremen.

Therefore, the production supervisors and their
foremen correlate significantly on the ranked importance
of the ten tasks, but they do not agree completely on the
distribution of time 1n relation to the importance of each.
The foremen devoted more time to: maintaining quality and
quantity of production (task #1); planning and scheduling
(task #2); and training and locating workers (task #3) than
expected by thelr immedlate superlors. Llkewlse, the other
seven tasks did not receive the expected attention in

accordance with the ranked importance.
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Perhaps there 1is some correlation due to the background
of the foremen and thelr immedlate supervisors. However,
the disagreement on time distribution may result from the
fact that wnhen the production supervisors were 1in the position
of the foremen, they perhars saw a need to spend more time
on the tasks c¢f lesser Iimportance but could never organize
thelr activities to fulfill these needs. However, when
they were promoted to a higher position, they expected a

more conscious attempt 1in thils direction.

Patterns of Irteracticn

The sixth and seventh baslc gquestions for this case
study related to the 1interacticn patterns of foremen with
thelr supericrs, tnelr subordinates, other foremen, or self-
interaction. Tne productlion supervisors expected a more
balanced pattern than displayed by the foremen. They ex-
pected these '"margiral men" to srend forty-seven per cent
of thelr wor« wee« Interacting with their subordinates,
wlth an additlonal twenty per cent with other foremen, and
elghteen per cent contacting thelr superiors. The remaining
time of the week's activities should require no interaction.

The foremen, however, were less dependent on thelr
superiors, thelr subordinates and other foremen. Twenty-
three per cent of their weekly activities did not require
any interaction, although they spent the majority of thelr

time communicating with their subordinates. This pattern
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was especlally true 1in relatlon to training and locating
worKers (tasx #3), and planning and scheduling of manpower
(tasx #2). There were cnly two tasxs that the production
supervisors expected mcre time devoted to activitles
rejulring no 1interacticn. The first of these refer to the
imrortance of coogperating with other foremen and reporting
matters to management (task #6). And the second, relates
to the foreman's respcnsibility to analyze the efficlency
of hls department (tasx #10).

According to the overall patterns reported in the
previous chapter, the high productive foremen were more
independent than the low productive foremen. The latter
devoted more time to communicating with thelir superiors
and otner fcremen, with fewer activities requiring no
Interaction. Tnils tralt was especlally true wilth tasks
that required analytical thinking, such as production costs
(task #9), departmental efficiencies (task #10), and adjust-
ing and handling grievances (task #4). However, even though
the low productive foremen were more dependent on upward
and horizontal channels than the high productive foremen,
they devoted less time interacting with thelr superiors
than expected by thelr production supervisors. Therefore,
from an overall standpocint, the foremen were more independent
than expected by their immediate superiors. And secondly,
the hlgh productive foremen were mcre self-sufficlent than

the low productlive foremen.
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Trne position taxen bty the production supervisors stems
from a bellef that foremen must devote approximately half of
thelr work weex 1interacting with subordinates, and depend as

mucnh on otnher fcremen as tnelr superiors. However, the fore-

)

men spend rore time than exgected on functions requiring no
nteraction and derend less on thelr superiors and other

forermen. T1na ure ¢f 1nefficiencies would be one reason

(D
(D

XL G

w

71

ct
@
o)
[\§)
[¢]
ot
'—h
(@]
3

for thils in rattern. Especially could this be true

with the nil

(™3

n rroductlve foremen who interact only eleven
per cent cof tre wor« week with superiors and seventeen per
cent with cther fcremen. Hcwever, twenty-seven per cent of
thelr activities do nct rejulire any interaction. Perhaps
they are more efficlent and secure than the low productive
foremen 1in the eyes of the production supervisors; however,
1f more contact was made with superlors and other foremen
the same productive ratings mlight not be given. Thils explana-
tion may not ve valid. It would aprear, though, that the high
percentage of activities requiring no interaction could be a
comblnation of the two positions explalined above. As for
the low productive foremen thelr interaction patterns sug-
gest dependence on superlors and other foremen which would
provide an oppcortunity for thelr efficiencles to be examined
more thorougnly.

In short, three positions can be taken to explain the
difference between the low and the high productive foremen.

First, the high productive do not interact as much with
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superliors and ctner foremen and, therefore, cover thelir
weaxnesses. Cecord, the high productive foremen are more
skllled and rezulre less contact with other positions of
authority. Or <tnird, a combination of these may be the
valld exclarnation.

Frocm a Cirecticrazl standroint, there are several

otzervatlcocns to te rad2. First, the foremen 1nteract with
superiors grimarily in relatlon to tasks requliring analyses.

nis reflzrs likewlise Lo the high and the low productive

«t

icn

0

forermern. Cecond, 1nterac mong the foremen appears
to te focused on tasz«s reguiring analysis or of a lighter
rature sucn a3 scclal conversation. The tasks requiring
the rmost time each weexk for the foremen are accomplished
wlthcut much rellance ucon cther foremen, and thils 1s less
than that exgected Ty trheir production supervisors. The
nign productlive foremen rely a great deal on other foremen
for aralysls (tack #1C) wnereas the low productive foremen
acnleve aaded sugccre from tneir superiors. The soclal con-
versaticn for tne hign rroductlive foremen 1s dlrected to
the subordinates prirmarlily, but tnirty per cent with other
foremen ard twenty rer cent with superiors. In contrast,
the low productive scclalize the majority of tne time with
thelr superiors and other foremen.

Third, tne forermen and the rroduction supervisors
agree that aprroximately half of the work week should

require interaction with their subordinates. This



correlation can be examined more closely for each task.
There 1s little varlance for subordinate interaction between
the amount exgected and the time spent on each task. And
fourth, more weekly activitles require no interaction than
expected in relation to toplcs concerning planning and
training (task #3), handling of grievances and buillding
morale (task #4), and the promotion of safety and good
nousekeeping (tasxk #5). The production supervisors expected
these tasks to requlre no interaction, but the foremen
accomplisned these by depending on superiors and other
foremen.

Therefore, several conclusions can be drawn about the
interaction patterns c¢f foremen. First, the foremen are
more 1indepernident than expected by thelr immediate superiors.
Second, the high productive foremen appear to be more 1nde-
pendent than the low productive foremen, but they rely on
other foremen to help with analytical situations. Third,
the foremen 1in total rely on superiors for analytical tasks.
Fourth, approximately one-half of the total work week
regqulires Interactlion with subordinates. And flnally, the
foremen depend less on other foremen than expected;

especially the 1low productive foremen.

Method of Interacticn

Perhaps the most significant conclusion that can be

extracted from the data collected 1In this case study relates



to the methcd of interaction. The production supervisors
expected more written ccmmunication between foremen and
sureriors; tetween fcocremen and subordinates; and between
foremen ard cther fcremen than considered essential by the
foremen thremselves. ne production supervisors expected

trne greatest rer cent of the written interaction to be with
ney excected forty-two per cent of the contact
with superiors, which was approximately four times the time
spent by tne foremen. A similar contrast can be seen

tetween tre forermen irnteracting wilth other foremen. Approxi-
rately forty rer cert of the communication among foremen 1s
expected to Le written. EHowever, the foremen estimate 1t 1s
irportart to rely on thnls form of interaction only twelve

per cent cf tne time, The least amount of written communi-
cation 1s exrected ty the production supervisors with sub-
ordinates--only thirty per cent.

A comparison between tne hligh and the low productive
foremen surrorts the following conclusions. The low produc-
tive foremen rely more on written interaction with superiors
and other foremen, but spend one-third as much time as the
high procductive fcrermen when contacting subordinates.

However, 1f an analysils was made in relation to the
total amount of hours worked (including '"no interaction")
compared to the per cent of thils which requires written
interaction, the results would demonstrate the production

supervisors expect four time more written communication
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than the foremen utilize. The hignh productive foremen, on
the other rhand, rely more on thls channel than the low pro-
ductive primarily tecause of thelr emphasis on using written
communicaticn with sutcrdinates (twenty-one per cent of tne
time). Zven trhougzh the low productive foremen use this
rrethod more than trne high productlive with superlors and

the latter used the written
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chanr.els mcre during a weex's activitles. Therefore, there
1s a differernice Letwsen the use of written channels between
the foremen and tne production supervisors, as well as

between trne nigh and tne low productive foremen.

Relation Eetween Orfective and Scientific
Froductlvity Ratings
Tre Leadercnic Orinion Cuestionnalre did not correlate

on eltner tre "structure"

or the "consideration" scales

with the productivity ratlings of the manufacturing superin-
tendent. If tnhere would have teen a high rank correlation

of scores, thls questionnalre could have been used in place
of an subjective evaluation for predlicting the productlvity
of prospective foremen as well as an Instrument for evalu-
atlng the present foremen. However, the relationship between
these two methods of evaluatlion was not significant.

One explarnation for thils difference could be that the

manufacturing superintendent evaluated the performance of

his foremen, whereas the questionnalire deals with the

potential on both measurement scales. Thils would mean those
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eivirg a high productivity rating from the manufacturing
surerinterdent might te closer to their potential than the
lower rated foremen. And a second explanation might be that
trne marufacturing superintendent based his productivity

ings con tne agreement between hils personal guidelines on
cductlvity arnd those patterns agreeing with his. Rather
“ran use tne definition provided for this investigation, he

may nave conslidered a foremen productive if he supplied him

with #ey Lnformation about varlous matters of the plant, or
if ne was Iirfluenced oty the foreman's extent of experilence.

nL=Ze variavles wculd not be included in the leadership

Ty

tertlal measured on the Flelshman questionnalre.

In any evernt, another scientific measure must be used
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of the manufacturing superinten-

cent are to te correlated. In the meantime, the Leadership

rirdon Luestionralre could be utilized for sampling

From the data repcrted in the previous chapter, and
from the conclusions discussed in this chapter, there is

afficient zuprport for the statement that organizational

6]

cranr.els are cormplex and require a series of specific studles

at locatlons with a large sample to draw generallized conclu-

n

iors. This 1s especlally true since the structure is
ccrrelated with the personnel, and the human elements are
influenced by the organizational structure. However, in

tnls case study the primary purpose was to describe and
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analyze tnhe interaction patterns for ten specific tasks.

Trne atove statemenrt report the results, although there are

cther avenues for exgloration. These wilill be discussed in

icns for Further Research

ne s+tudy cf actual organizational structures chal-
rng=5 the avallatle mental capacitles and measuring
strumerts. Clilnce the organization 1s composed of individ-
uali, tne irdividuals became the key variable. Many factors
affect the tenaviors of individuals and 1t 1s not always
roizivle to define, to measure, or to determine thelr impor-
from a cample. However, with the advancement of
comLuters and tLehavioral sclence research the challenge can
te avrroached more sclentifically.

In this ca3e study attentlon was directed to the

cource, tne messasfe, tne channel, and the receiver of
veesly activities of industrial foremen. Several additional
researcn projects can stem from this investigatlon.

First, thls study should be duplicated with a larger
nuriter ¢of foremen and production superiors. With a small
sample, 1t 15 difficult to generalize to different types
of industrial settings. These tasks exist in other opera-
tions and, therefore, the adaptabllity to another setting
would te possible.

Second, with a larger size sample it would be possible
to examine the interaction patterns of foremen in different

tyvpes of departments. For example, do the foremen with
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tecnnical xnowlecdge have the same or simllar patterns as
those nct requiring these skills? Foremen supervising
machinlsts perrhars would encounter different problems than
thcose sugervisors overseeing the activities of employees

rnot staticned at one location.

+]

nird, interaction patterns should be compared and
examired at cother levels of the organizational structure.

Do general forermen and cepartment heads interact with
sugeriors, sutcrdirates, and other foremen on the same ratio
as the manufacturing foremen? wnat difference exists between
the expected ard the actual patterns at these levels in

mrmediate superliors? Since an organiza-
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tion has varying levels cf authority, the interaction

ned at eacn level and compared.

el
[\
t
ct
@
"3
3
o
(@]
<
F_l
Q.
o
D
o
~
Q\
3
}v-k
3

Fourtn, a ccmrariscon could be made at the foremen
level a5 to tne use cof the formal and the informal channels,
as well as tre mcst dezlred ratterns. The formal channels
are deslgned bty manag=ment to achleve a specific purpose.
However, the informal structure often becomes the guiding
pattern. A third structure may exist 1f the foremen express
the most desired structure. Then a comparison could be made
between the suggested relationshlips and those designed by
management.

Fifth, many tneorists have devoted their efforts to
studylng the organlizaticnal structure from the management

point of view. Perhaps a similar evaluation should be
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considered from the position of the labor union. What
formal and informal channels are used by their committee-
men? WwWnat interaction patterns do the union offlcers use
to accorrlisn thelr designated goals? If 1t would be
posslible to thorcugnly examine the organizational structure
in the same location frcm the foreman's level and from the
uriion's level, scrme 1nteresting observations could be
discovered.

o

Orne of to

4

wzadnesses found 1n studying an industrial

ct

structure 1s the lacx cf deflinlite goals. What interaction

patterns are used to accomplisn specific organizational

goals at eacn level of authcority? It would appear that the
most productlve surerviscr, or foreman, would be the most
perceptive of the ccrmpany's goals. In thls case study ten
speciflic tasks were used to examine interaction patterns,
but a similar arnalysls could te made in relation to com-
pany goals.

Thus, there are several additional studles that
could be explored ty utillizing the four variables of this
study: the scurce, tne message, the channel, and the
recelver. These could 1nclude 1nvestigation of more psy-
chological and socioclcgical factors of the foremen; more
refinement of individual bacxgrounds being sampled (tech-
nical versus non-technical); more ccmparison between the

2

formal, informal, end d2sir:d Interacticn patterns; com-
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well as organizational goals; and with a larger sample,
consider the interaction patterns of the labor union and

management 1n the same organizatlonal structure.
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Tnls 1s a study designed to obtain your opinion on super-
visory responsibilities, time spent to accompllish various
tasks, and some of the things you ordlnarily expect of
yourself as a supervisor at . The questilons
asxed are for research purposes only at Michigan State

University.

llaturally, people percelve their actlvities and responsi-
tilities differently. For thilis reason we are asking your
careful and honesf oplnion so that an overall impression

can be obtalned based on your responses to this question-

naire.

There are no right or wrong answers since you will be

expressing your personal opinion. The 1ndividual responses

that you glve will be held in STRICT CONFIDENCE, and only

g=eneral Information will be released to the management of

Please take your time to read each question carefully
before you answer. There 1s no time 1limit, but be sure

to answer each question.

Do not sign your name.
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Please mark an "X" next to the most appropriate category.

PART I: General Information
1. FKow long have yocur worked with this company?

Less than 5 years.
5 to 9 years.

10 to 19 years.

20 to 29 years.

30 to 39 years.

2. How long have you worxked as a supervisor?

Less than 5 years.
More than 5 years but less than 10 years.
lfore tnan 10 years but less than 20 years.
More than 20 years.

3. How many people are you directly responsible for?

Less than 10 people.
10 to 19 people.

20 to 29 people.

30 to 39 people.

40 to 49 people.

50 or more.

4. VvWhat was the last grade you completed in school or college?

8 years or less.

9 to 11 years

12 years (high school diploma).
1l to 3 years of college.

4 years of college (degree).
More than 4 years of college.

5. what 1s your age?

20 to 24 years of age.
25 to 29 years of age.
30 to 34 years of age.
35 to 39 years of age.
40 to U4 years of age.
U5 to 49 years of age.
50 to 54 years of age.
55 to 59 years of age.
60 or over. '
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INSTRUCTIONS:

Scale
c

%o-tile

For each item, choose the alternative
which most nearly expresses your
opinion on how frequently yvou should

do what is described by that item.

Alwayvs indicate what vou, as a super-

Dare

visor, or manager, sincerely believe to

be the desirable way to act. Please
remember  there are no right or wrong
answers to these questions. Different
supervisors have different experiences
and we are interested only in your ree

opinions, y little

(Midttie)

An=wer the items by marking an X"
in the box before the alternative that
best expresses vour feeling about the
item. Mark only one alternative for
each item. If yvou wish to change your
answer, draw a cirele around vour first
"X and mark a new X" in the

appropriate box.

o __Position __ _ ___ _ ___ .
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! Copyright © 1960, Science Research Associates, Inc.
\ All rights reserved. Printed in U.S.A.
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1.
Put the welfare of yvour unit above
the welfare of any person in it.

2,

Give in to your subordinates in
discussions with them.

3.
Encourage after-duty work by
persons of your unit.

4.
Try out your own new ideas in
the unit.

5.
Back up what persons under you

do.

6.

Criticize poor work.

1.
Ask for more than the persons
under you can accomplish.

8.

Refuse to compromise a point.

9.

Insist that persons under you fol-
low to the letter those standard
routines handed down to vou.

10.
Help persons under you with their
personal problems.
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Always
Often
Occasionally
Seldom
Never

Often

Fairly often
Occasionally
Once in a while
Very Seldom

A great deal
Fairly often
To some degree
Once in a while
Very seldom

Often

Fairly often
Occasionally
Once in a while
Very seldom

Always
Often
Occasionally
Seldom
Never

Always
Often
Occasionally

Seldom
Never

Often

Fairly often
Occasionally
Once in a while
Very seldom

Always
Often
Occasionally
Seldom
Never

Always
Often
Occasionally
Seldom
Never

Often

Fairly often
Occasionally
Once in a while
Very seldom
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1.

Be slow to adopt new ideas.

12.

Get the approval of persons under
you on important matters before
going ahead.

13.
Resist changes in ways of doing
things.

14.
Assign persons under you to par-
ticular tasks.

15.
Speak in a manner not to be
questioned.

16.
Stress importance of being ahead
of other units.

17.
Criticize a specilic act rather than
a particular member of your unit.

18.
Let the persons under you do their
work the way they think is best.

19.
Do personal favors for persons
under you.

20.

Emphasize meeting of deadlines.
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Always
Often
Occasionally
Seldom
Never

Always
Often
Occasionally
Seldom
Never

A great deal

Fairly much

To some degree
Comparatively little
Not at all

Always
Often
Occasionally
Seldom
Never

Always
Often
Occasionally
Seldom
Never

A great deal

Fairly much

To some degree
Comparatively little
Not at all

Always
Often
Occasionally
Seldom
Never

Always
Often
Occasionally
Seldom
Never

Often

Fairly often
Occasionally
Once in a while
Very seldom

A great deal

Fairly much

To some degree
Comparatively little
Not at ali
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21.

Insist that you be informed on
decisions made by persons under
you.

22.
Offer new approaches to problems.

23.
Treat all persons under you as
vour equals.

24.
Be willing to make changes.

25.
Talk about how much should be
done.

26.
Wait for persons in your unit to
push new ideas.

21.
Rule with an iron hand.

28.
Reject suggestions for changes.

29.

Change the duties of persons un-
der you without first talking it
over with them.

30. :

Decide in detail what shall be
done and how it shall be done by
the persons under you.
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Always
Often
Occasionally
Seldom
Never

Often

Fairly often
Occasionally
Once in a while
Very seldom

Always
Often
Occasionally
Seldom
Never

Always
Often
Occasionally
Seldom
Never

A great deal

Fairly much

To some degree
Comparatively littie
Not at all

Always
Often
Occasionally
Seldom
Never

Always
Often
Occasionally
Seldom
Never

Always
Often
Occasionally
Seldom
Never

Often

Fairly often
Occasionally
Once in a while
Very seldom

Always
Often
Occasionally
Seldom
Never

3L
See to it that persons under you
are working up to capacity.

32.

Stand up for persons under you,
even though it makes you unpop-
ular with others.

33.
Put suggestions made by persons
in the unit into operation.

34.
Refuse to explain your actions.

35.

Ask for sacrifices from persons
under you for the good of your
entire unit.

36.
Act without consulting persons
under you.

37.
*“Needle” persons under you for
greater effort.

38.
Insist that everything be done
your way.

39.
Encourage slow-working persons
in your unit to work harder.

40.

Meet with the persons in your
unit at certain regularly scheduled
times.
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Always
Often
Occasionally
Seldom
Never

Always

Occasionally
Seldom
Never

Often

Fairly often
Occasionally
Once in a while
Very seldom

Often

Fairly often
Occasionally
Once in a while
Very seldom

Often

Fairly often
Occasionally
Once in a while
Very seldom

Often

Fairly often
Occasionally
Once in a while
Very seldom

A great deal

Fairly much

To some degree
Comparatively little
Not at all

Always
Often
Occasionally
Seldom
Never

Often

Fairly often
Occasionally
Once in a while
Very seldom

Always
Often
Occasionally
Seldom
Never
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In crder to carry out the responsibilities of your position
at you must perform a variety of tasks. The im-
portance cof each tasx and the amount of time devoted to each
w11l vary according to the department in which you are located.
felow are 1llsted the majJor tasks of supervisors. While there
might be cothers, according to previous research these tasks
form the basic framewcrk of supervisory responsibilities.
whlch one do you consider the most important 1in dolng a good
Jeco 1n surervising your department. That 1s, which one do
you consider the mecst heavily? Mark that task with a number
"1l." Tnen, which task ranks second in importance in carrying
out your dutles and responsibilities. Place a number "2"
teside that tas«. HNumber all the tasks 1in this way. Do not
us2 the same nurber twice.

For exargle:

Auditing and evaluating your manpower.
Analyzing monthly expenses.
Soclalizing with others.

2 Eandling human relation problems.

0

Rank the following ten tasks in this manner. The most im-
portant will te nurter "1," and the least important will be
number "10."

lMaintaining quallty and gquantity of production.

Plannling and scheduling of manpower and production;
planning and using suppllies economically.

3

ng workers; glving job information to
5; getting tne right people on the right job.

raini
worker

Adjusting and handling grievances; promoting
cooperation, bullding morale.

Promoting safety; maintaining good housekeeping.

Cooperating with other foremen and departments;
reporting matters to management.

Explaining company pclicy.
Engaging in social conversation.
Analyzing costs of production.

Analyzing efficlency of your department.
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APPENDIX II

<UZCTIONNAIRE GIVEN TO THE
PRODUCTION SUPERVISORS
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Thls 1s a study designed to obtain your opinion on super-
visory respcnsitllities, time spent to accomplish various
tasks, ard some of the things you ordinarlily expect of

vour foremen as sugervisors at . The questions

o

asxed are fcr researcnh purposes only at Michigan State

Universlity.

Naturally, people percelive thelr activities and responsi-
tilitles differently. For thls reason we are asking your
careful arnd hcnest cpinion so that an overall impression

can be ottalned tased on your responses to thils question-

r.alre.

Tnere are no rignt or wrong answers since you will be

expressing your personal opirnion. The 1ndividual responses

that you gilve will be held in STRICT CONFIDENCE, and only

gerneral Information wlll te released to the management of

Please take your time to read each question carefully
before you answer. There 1s no time 1limit, but be sure

to answer each question.
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In crder to carry out the responsibilities of thelr posi-
ticn at » your fcremen must perform a variety of
tasxs. Etelcw are llsted the major tasks of manufacturing
surervisors. which one do you consider the most important
task for ycur fcorermen 1n order to supervise thelir depart-
ment effectivaely. That 1s, which one should they consider
tne most neavily? Mark that task with a number "1." Then,
wnich tazk ranks second in importance 1in carrying out their
2.%'23 and resconsibilities. Place a number "2'" beside
<rat tas«. uriter all the tasks 1n this manner. Do not
iZe trne Zame numizsr twice.
Sor exangle
? Aud%ting and evaluating your manpower
- Ara’yzirg mcninly expenses.
4 Soeclallizing with others.
g Zardlingz human relation problems.
Rarx tre fcilocwing ten tasks 1n this manner. The most
irrortant will te rnumcer "1," and the least important will
te nurber "10."
Malntalinirg quallty and quantity of production;
rc.anrirg and using suppllies economically.
Plannirg and scheduling of manpower and productilon.
Tralnirg wor£ers; gi rg job information to workers;
grtting tne rigrnt peorle on the right Job.
Lijluztirg and handllng grievances; promoting co-
creration; btullding morale.
Promoting safety; maintaining good housekeeping.
Cocrerating witn cther foremen and departments;
reporting natters to management.
Explaining company rolicy
Engaging in social conversation.

Analyzirg costs of

Aralyzing efficien

production.

cy of thelir departments.
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foremsn to devote to that
1 “hours” or

your
), hov mch time (

(s

or coaverse with:

you have recorded the tota! amount of tims you
smount in Column (C)

« Of this total for each task listed ia Columm
faremsn to interact

sk in Column (B),
work
[ - §

vl8

II. A

week
pect your
ors? lace this

bour
you

. ir Buperi
2. Their Bubordinates? Place this amount in Columm (B)

or each ta
x in & 40
es”) do

Place the number of hours in Colummn (G)
If e specific task does not require any interactiom vith ocne of the above, place in Colusm (I) the amount of self

Other Foremen?
eraction you would expect from your foremen. The sum of Columm (C), (i), (G), and (I) for each task should

.
m o

in

¢qual Colummn (B) for each task.

(1)

OTHER FPORDEN No Intersction

() (a)

(c)

()

TOTAL BOURS

(A)

~

Co.

Required

SUPERIGRS SUBGRDINATES
DEVOTED Total Total Total

TASKS:

195

1. Maintaining quality and quantity

of production.

2. Plamning and scheduling of manpover

and production; planning and using
supplies economically.

information to workers; getting
the right people on the right Jjob.

3. Treining workers; giving Jjob

promoting cooperation; building

k. Adjusting and handling grievances;
morale.

5. Promoting safety; maintaining

good housekeeping.

to

departments; reporting matters

management .

7. Explaining company policy.

6. Cooperating with other foremen and

. 8. DBngeging in social conversation.
9. Analyzing costs of productionm.
0. Analyzing efficiency of your

department.

TOTAL:
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APPENDIX III

<UECTICHNINAIRE GIVEN TO THE
MARNUFACTURING SUPERINTENDENT
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One of your responsibilities as a member of the management

at is to evaluate the productivity of your manu-

facturing foremen. The "productivity" in this case refers
to the abllity cof the foremen to consistently get out the
rejuired work over a period of time with good quality,
organlze thelr department 1n order to achieve organizational

g-rals, and establlsh rapport with their subordinates.

Considering the abllity, the knowledge, and the consistency
of each fcremen, 1n what order would you rank the produc-
tivity ratings of each of the following foremen. Place a
number "1" before the name you would rate the most produc-
tive. A number "2" should be written next to the name of
the second most productive foreman. Rank all of the
following in this manner.

Do not use the same number twice.

Dcn Albaugh _____Ken Kellogg
___Carl Cavanragh ____Clarence Krepps
_____ Ken Carter ___ Harold Rademacher
__ Alan Hale ______ Harry Siedelberg
___  Russell Hause _____ Wayne Stettler
___ Carrol Hawks ______ Bob Storm

Al Keefer Bob Sumner

Walt Kellholtz






