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Chapter IT 

RESULTS

Scheme of Presentation of Results;

The scheme of presentation of results is broadly as 

follows. The results comprise of three main parts —

(A) The climate characterisation of the departments 

arrived at in respect of each of the four major types of 

climate and their sub-categories. (B) The relationship of 

climate assigned with Efficiency Potential' Ratings 

distribution of supervisory respondents and (C) The 

consideration of Climate — 1EP relationships*in the 

light of consideration of such intervening variables as 

Managerial Alienation, Work-Talue Preference Agreement 

(WVPA) between managers and supervisors, Authoritarian 

tendency of managers, job satisfaction of'the supervisory 

respondents as well as their strength on Achievement 

Orientation. It may be noted thatjtwo Intervening 

variables namely, Alienation uand Authoritarianism relate 

to managerial- group and two others, namely Job satisfac­

tion and Achievement Orientation relate to the supervisory 

group. It is hoped that the consideration (bf these 

variables would throw more meaningful light on 00-EEP 

relationships. The variables relating to the managerial 

group include the basic managerial tendencies which are



strictly speaking, specific personality traits, not 
covered in the "belief-value-attitude systems of managers 
into which MBG measure is based. The variables relating 
to supervisory group are in the nature of specific 
motivations which act as the mainspring of their job 
involvement. Ihese variables are also not included in HDC' 
measure, being more consequential rather than antecedents 
to MDC.

The following chart gives a quick view of the outline 
of the scheme of discussion.

Chart Depicting OC-EEP Relationship and in the 
Content of two sets of "Variables, one pertain­
ing to Managerial Groupr and other to Supervisory 
Group.

Chart 4.0



1G1
Sbe results are presented in tabular form, followed 

by description and critical discussion of the same, leading 

to the statement of the conclusions, if any drawn. Where 
conclusions are not possible to draw, a mentions has been 
made to that effect.

The results of the relationship between organisational 
climate of each type and EEP, departmentwise, are presented 
in the following sequence;

First, the table offering the climate ascertained 
using the methodology is presented in its code and phrases 

for all the departments.

Second, the climate presented in the above table are 
largely described in management jargon. Comparisons are 

struck and an idea as to the merging picture of the climate 

as a whole is obtained.

fhird, climate-results are viewed in relation to the 
distribution of supervisors into High and low scorers 
in IIP in the departments and the emerging relationships 

are reported.

Fourth, conclusions are drawn as,to the relationships 
between climate obtaining and the incidence of High and 

low scorers in EEP in the departments.
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Fifth, climates, SEP distribution of supervisors 

and other intervening variables scores in High-Low scoring 

formats are presented in a table. The purpose of such a 

presentation is to examine the impact of these intervening 

variables on the relationship of SEP with climate obtaining. 

It is ascertained whether consideration of these variables 

in unison lead to a finer e_xplanation of the relationship 

between 00 and SEP. In other words, an attempt is made 

to see if intervening variables contribute to the 

relationship between QG and EEP and to draw conclusions 

thereto.

Sixth, results of the above discussion are offered 

and interpreted in terms of the hypotheses/issues studied. 

Last, after examining EEP and 00 relationships for all its 

four types, an attempt is made to obtain a total picture of 

the 00 viewing all the types of climate together and its 

relationship with EEP.

Wherever necessary, supportive and derivative tables 

are used to bring out the relationship between 00 and EEP. 

Pbese tables mostly represent the quantified treatments 

given to basic data.
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Tatle 4*1: Table Showing Managerial Dispositional Climate
assigned to Departments in respect to 
Conservative-Liberal tendency.

Code of the Climate Climate Climate
Department Score assigned assigned to

with in Pharases
reference 
to the 
tendency 
of Conser­
ve ti sm- 
liberalism

Code

A(Production) HCL„5 3 Hm
Conservative
moderate

B (Development 
and

Research)
h2l5 Lm Moderately

liberal

0 (Engineering 
Services) Vz H Conservative

D (Design) Bih Mixed -Mixed

1 (Marketing and 
^Materials)

H^ . L ' 
m Moderately

liberal

Description: In all, fcnr types of characterisations were
observed in Table 4.1. One was High Moderate of the
Department A which indicated that managers of that particular
department were conservative but not to a very high degree.

They displayed conservatism to a moderate degree, meaning 
thereby that the group of managers in the department, 
comprised of both the types of managers, with managers 
having conservative tendency relatively more in number 
than managers having liberal tendency. The climate High
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moderate indicated a preponderance of conservatism over 

liberalism to a visible degree but not a spectacular degree. 
Another climate High of the Department CJ indicated ,that 
managers in clear majority were having a conservative 
tendency with less than half having the counteracting 

liberal tendency.

Departments B and 1 reported moderately liberal 
climate meaning thereby that the liberal climates were just 
more than conservative elements.

Department D had a mixed climate with conservatism 
and liberal elements in balance. Climate 1 i.e. liberal, 

was not reported by any department.

Of the five departments, two had reported moderately 

conservative climate, one conservative, one mixed, none 
liberal. Thus, three departments reported climate in 
moderation (irrespective of their sub-categories) one • 

clear and one mixed.

Note: To avoid repitition, the connotation of Moderate
"clear" and "Miad" climates being the same 
will not be explained in detail in the following 
portion. They take on the specific meaning 
depending upon the tendency to which they apply.
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latte 4.2 : Table Showing Managerial Dispositional Climate
assigned to Departments in respect of 
Fatalism-Scientism.

Code of the Department
Climate 
score with 
reference to 
the tendency 
of fatalism- 
Scientism

Climate 
assigned 
in code

Climate 
assigned in phrase/s

A H 5B3 H,m Moderate 
fatalist

B B3L2 Em Moderate
fatalist

0 E5 H Fatalist

' 33 H1D? '1 Sci enti smic

E m •Moderate
fatalist

Description: Departments A, B and I have reported
moderate fatalist tendency meaning thereby that more 
managers in these departments exhibited fatalist tendency 
but there were maaagers, though fewer in number who 
exhibited scientismic tendency.

Department 0 reported a clear fatalist tendency 

among managers.
Department D reported a clear Scientismic tendency 

among managers.
Three departments A, B and E reported the same climate.
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Taking the scores in view, Departments 0 and D 

reported a clearly pronounced climates about ‘opposites* 

namely Fatalist and Scientism climates.

On the whole, since four Departments, exhibit climates 
tilting to Fatalism, it may be said that the organisation 

in regard to this tendency characterisation shows a clear 
inclination to fatalism.

Table 4*35 Table Showing Managerial Dispositional
Climate assigned to Departments in 
Respect <bf Fascist Tendency.

Code of the 
Department

Climate
scorew.r.t. the 
tendency of 
Fascist#’

Climate 
assign ei 
in code

Climate 
assigned in 
phrases

A H6L2 H Fa sc ist

B H„l0 H,m Moderately Fascist

0 H4L2 H Fascist

D H4L4 Mixed Mixed

E H2Ii3 - Lm Moderately
Democratic

Description! Departments A and 0 report clear Fascist 

tendency, meaning thereby that more managers of these 
departments have scores higher on Fascist tendency. They °
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were found to be authoritarian.

Department B reported Moderately Fascist tendency 
among its managers. They were, thus, found to be 
authoritarian but just a little more than'average.

Department 1 reported Moderately democratic climate.
It meant that though managers showing democratic tendency 
were more, they were not in significant majority. There 
were other managers who exhibited authoritarian tendency 
but were just fewer in number.

Department D reported Mixed climate. Managers having 
authoritarian tendency and Democratic tendency were equal 
in number.

(
On the whole, three departments A, B and 0 exhibited 

Fascist climate. Department D reporting mixed'climate 
could be taken as a Department with a potential for both 
the- climates, with a possibility of tilting towards 
H or.B depending upon other supporting forces.

Only one department showed democratic climate that, 
too of a very moderate type, judging by the score.

It may be observed that, on the whole, the Departments 
could be said to be having a leaning towards Fascist 
climate conditions since Department E showed democratic 
climate of a moderate type and that too by just a slight 
higher score on democratic tendency. Thus, the climate
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of Department 1 was also not. a clear democratic "but a 

moderate democratic with Fascist elements lying low.

Table 4 .4: fable Showing composite Olimate Characterisa­
tion for each Department in Each of the 
Three Tendencies.

Oode 
of the 
Depart­
ment

.Olimate
assigned
in
Respect
of
Conserva­
tism-
liberalism 
tendency 
in code

Olimate 
assigned 
in respect 
of
Fatalism 
Scientism 
Tendency 
in code

CJlimate 
assigned 
in respect 
of
Fascist 
tendency 
in code

Composite
climate
assigned

A
' % % H hm

B % % hm

0 H H H H

D Mixed 1 Mixed Mixed

E h % %

E indicates a clear climate consisting of
Conservative, Fatalistic and Fascist tendencies.

H indicates a moderate'climate of consisting of 
m Conservative, Fatalistic and Fascist tendencies.

D indicates a cleac climate consisting of liberal 
Scientismic and Democratic tendencies.

1 indicates a moderate climate consisting of 
m liberal- Scientismic and Democratic tendencies.

Mixed climate indicates H and 1 climate tendencies 
in balance..

fote: The adjectives * Scientific and Scientismic
are used interchangeably. _



Description:’ Department A has earned two Hm (Conserva­
tive moderate) characterisations and one H in three, 
tendencies. Department A thus could he said to be, on the 
whole, having Hm climate in the sense of composite climate.

Since all the three climate characterisations were on 
!H side’, one may point out that department A had a 
composite climate in MDO with a clear leaning to Gonservative- 
Fatallstie or Fascist tendency. Shis composite climate has 
a negative value with reference to the current theoretical 
belief that managers with a leaning towards conservative- 
Fatalist-Fascist tendency could not be themselves capable 
of creating a positive climate in which their subordinates 
would be motivated to actualise their potential.

Department B with two Hm characterisations and one 
characterisation could also be said to be possessing Hm 
climate in the composite sense. Even the third characteri­
sation 1 is. also the moderate type.

3?bus' it could be said that Department B on the whole 
has a moderate climate and composite climate Hm is also . 
distinctly moderate without any leaning to H, that is 
extreme climate on H side.

Comparatively speaking, though composite climates of 
Departments! or B were the same viz., Bm there was one 
difference that whereas the composite climate of Department A
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had a leaning towards H, that of Department B was distinctly 

mod erate.

Department G bad clearly H climate characterisations 

on three scores and therefore easily earned H characterisa­

tion in composite climate.

Department 0 could he said to he having a climate in 

MBG purely of a Conservative-Fatalistic, Fascist tendential 

elements.' Its MDQ climate was clear, extreme and even 

consistent.

Department D with two mixed characterisations and one B 

could he given the composite climate characterisation mixed. 

But its clear B climate characterisation in‘ regard to 

Fatalism-Scientism tendency especially in point of H type 

score has a relevant feature that these managers on the 

whole displayed a high leaning to Scientism.

With two climates as mixed, it may he stated that the 

climate B elements would not get expressed hut might get 

suppressed in view of the absence of uplifting support 

from other two elements.

Department E had earned two Bffl and one Hffl. Its 

composite climate characterisation was clearly B^ 

meaning thereby that it possesses a climate comprising of 

positive tendential elements in greater number.
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It may be noted that on the whole its composite 

climate was on the moderation line.

Departments B and E hare comparatively speaking,

climates moderate in nature hut opposite in kind. Whereas B

had H . 1 had L with the third tendential element of 
nr m

exactly of the opposite type hut in moderation.

If one were to look at the total MDC, viewing all 

composite climate characterisation to thedepartments, one 

may observe that three departments have a composite climate 

in H terms. One mixed and only one in *I»* terms. On the 

whole, the total IDO climate for the organisation could 

he said to he a climate with leaning to Conservatism, 

Fatalism and Fastism.

fable 4.5: fable Showing Composite Climate Characterisa­
tion in respect of Managerial Dispositional 
Climate, Number of High and Dow Scorers in EEP.

Code of 
the
Department

Composite 
climate 
character! 
sation 
in MDC

No. of High 
Scorers in
TSVCVD

No. of Dow 
Scorers in 
EEP

A

B

G
D

E

H,

H,;
m

H

Mixed

M

16

8
5

6

14

5

7

9

57
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A cursory glance at the Table 4.5 will indicate that 

departments reporting moderate climate, irrespective of 

whether they were on ’H side* or *L side1 reported a 

favourable distribution of respondents of the departments 

into High or Low scorers in IIP.

Department A, B and 0 which have reported moderate 

composite climates in MDC have more respondents scoring H 

in EEP. Whereas department 0 with H composite climate 

characterisation and D with mixed one, have more number of 

respondents scoring low in EEP.

One clear conclusion that emerged was that a moderate 

climate could be associated with higher incidence of 

efficiency potential and a clear climate on H side or 

mixed one could not be associated with better results 

in EEP.

Though a direct case of 1 characterisation was not 

available to support the conclusion that extreme climate in 

MDO either on H side or L side did not get associated with 

better EEP distribution,’there was indirect support to 

this conclusion in the tendency wise climate characterisa­

tion of Department E (please refer Table 4.4) wherein it 

was clearly observable that with two of its ’Mixed’ 

characterisations imbalance, its clear D characterisation 

in regard to Fatalism-Scientism tendency could be taken as



173

one possible case of I characterisation. That department 

with this imputed L characterisation also had an unfavour­

able SEP distribution.

Thus, a general observation could be made that 

in the matter of IDO, moderate climate irrespective of 

whether they are H type or L type get associated with better 

ESP distribution and extreme and or mixed composite climate 

did not get associated with favourable BEP distribution.

In fact, if one were to observe the table closely, one 

may be tempted to state that Dm type of composite climate 

gets associated with a superior BEP distribution but such 

a conclusion could not be drawn for the reason that there 

was no other sufficient evidence in the table, the case of 

1 being the only one.

Relationship between MDQ and EEP for all the departments 

in conjunction with intervening variables namely, Alienation 

tendency among managers, Work Yalue Preference Agreement 

(WVPA) between managers arid supervisors working under them 

and Authoritarian tendency among managers.

This part of the study is devoted to stating the 

observed relationships between MDG and EBP in the context 

of Alienation tendency among managers, WVPA between managers 

and the supervisory respondents of their departments and 

the authoritarian trait that obtains in managers. The 

authoritarian trait among the managers, leading to the
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characterisation of the group of managers of the depart­
ments into High, How and Moderate in this tendency could He 
taken in the sense of a climate.

The broad strategy behind the search for meaningful 
relationships between 00 and IIP and the association of 
the other three- intervening variables has been identifica­
tion of comparable departments in terms of one or two 
intervening variables and seek to understand if their 
inclusion further help in understanding 0Q-E1P relation­
ship and also if - they have their own probable impact. It 
may be recalled that the relationships are purely in the 
form of association and certainly not causal. In order to 
establish causality, a vast array of data would be required 
along with the use of more sophisticated quantitative 
techniques. The study merely seeks to establish associa­
tive relationship between OQ-EEP and other variables.

Firstly, the association of the climates with EEP 
distribution of supervisors and WYPA between managers and 
supervisors as evidenced in coefficient'of rank-order 
correlation is examined and discussed.

Principally, the entire analysis and discussion are 
based on the Table 4*6 and are also in terms of the jargon 
contained in the table duly explicated wherever necessary. 
The table depicting climate IIP distribution, Alienation 
distribution of managers, rank order correlation in work
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value preference "between managers and supervisors and 
characterisation of managerial groups in Authoritarian 
tendency is given in la "hie 4.6 for reference.

Relationship Between MDQ and Characterisation 
of the Managerial Group in Respect 
of Authoritarian [Tendency:

\One may observe in Sable 4.6 that in Departments A, B 
and E climate characterisation im MDG and characterisation 
of managerial group-„in Authoritarian tendency. are almost in 
agreement. They have H , Bm and Lffl climate character!sa-’ 
tions and A^, A^ and A^ characterisation of the managerial 
group respectively. In Departments 0 and D climate charac­
terisations are H and Mixed not matching with Authoritarian 
tendency characterisation of the managerial groups A and A . 
She following fable 4.7 would bring out the point clearly.

fable :4.7 fable Showing Departmental Oharacterisation in MDC 
and Distribution of Managers into three Categories 
in Authoritarian tendency.

Code of the 
Department

•Composite climate 
characterisation 
in MDC

Distribution of Managers 
into High, Moderate and 
Low scorers in 
Autboritariani sm.

A h Efy
B Hm , Aji- Boh
G H A- *4*2
D Mixed h H-vLr-3 5
B 1m h HL o 5



177

EBP Distribution and WVPA Relationships:

Departments A and E, one may observe in the table, 

have good degree of WVPA with Department A having the 

highest agreement and Department E just moderate.

Department B has a *good EEP distribution but poor 

WVPA expressed in rank order coefficient of correlation.

Department 0 has work value preference agreement 

cmmparable to Department B and yet **poor EEP distribution 

(though there are other drastically different conditions 

in it).

Conversely, Department D has almost negligible WVPA 

with other conditions also drastically different.

Hius, we find low or po6r WVPA associated with poor 

EEP distribution but high or moderate WVPA itself does not 

explain good EEP distribution.. lower work value support 

in Department B in comparison with Department A which has 

other conditions very much comparable to it such as the . 

same 1 climate and ***AT characterisation of the managerial 

group does not show any impact on EEP distribution.

*Good EEP distribution means a distribution in which 
high EEP scorers are more in number.

Poor EEP distribution means a distribution in which 
low EEP scorers are more in number.

***At means low authoritarian tendency characterisation.
±J

Ai. mean Democratic.
Jj ,

Ajjj means moderate authoritarian tendency characterisation.
A means moderately aitboritarian or democratic.

m
A means clearly authoritarian.
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A broad concliision can "be drawn that WVPA could be a 

supportive condition but not an impact condition. Perhaps 

WVPA could in conjunction with Alienation and other 

variables scores may explain SEP distribution.

Relationship between Distribution of Managers into 

High and Low in Alienation and IBP Distribution:

Departments G and D have alienated managerial groups 

and poor SEP distribution. There is another Department A 

which is also highly alienated but has a good EEP distri­

bution because of the support of basic climate factors 

Ljj and A^ and Moderate WVPA.

Special Bote: It is necessary to clarify at this
stage that for the sake of discussion 
authoritarian climate characterisation 
of managerial groups has been taken as 
that particular type of climate for 
that department.

Secondly, it is accepted as established in the

previous portion of the chapter under the discussion of 
> > relationship between IDO and 1EP distribution that a

moderate climate Of H type or D type is associated with

good IIP distribution, likewise it is observed and

accepted that climate A^'ls associated like moderate MDO

climate with good E1P distribution.
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In tbe above statements^we have observed that Depart­
ments reporting High alienation tendency among managers 
report poor EEP distribution except when high alienation 
is set off by other favourable factors like favourable
climate conditions and some WVPA.

\

Department A has alienation tendency in fine balance 
(neutralised) and its 3SEP distribution is just normal in 
tbe sense that High and low scorers in EEP are equal.

From tbe above observations^it transpires that Highly 
alienated managerial tendency does not go with good EH? 
distribution in general, low alienation tendency or an 
alienation tendency which,while being not low, is not 
certainly high, does get associated with good EEP distri­
bution. High alienation tendency among managers in order 

‘ to get associated with good EE3? distribution has to have 
the backing of other variables especially tbe basic climate 
conditions.

The broad conclusion that emerges is that compared to 
WVPA^lienation tendency among managers has a better 
association with EBP distribution.

Between the climate conditions and alienation tendency 
the climate conditions have a better or higher association 
with EEP distribution because good EEP distribution has a 
consistent kind of climate, namely moderate in MDO
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associated with it and a high or mixed in MDC does get 

associated with poor EEP distribution as in'the case of 

Departments C and D.

Tb e following observations would better support the 

statements just made above.

Department E has a highly alienated managerial group 

but good climate conditions and WVPA support and a good 

EEP distribution.

Departments A and B have widely varying alienation 

tendencies among managers and WVPA but have exactly the 

same types of climates namely and A^.

Department 1 has. the same kinds of climate namely, 

and A^ and is also on the moderation ingredient and 

a better-kind of climate characterisation (theoretically) 

and moderate WVPA and very good ESP distribution.

Department D is an excellent case of negligible WVPA 

and poor climate conditions. . (Am Mixed and Alienated 

Managerial group and poor EEP distribution)-.

Department B is a good case of low WVPA lowly alienated 

managerial group and good climate conditions with good EEP 

distribution.

Department 0 has highly alienated managerial group, 

moderate WVPA support, poor climate conditions (H in IDO 

and A in Authoritarian tendency and poor EEP distribution).
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Department A, individually' speaking, has very good
i

WVPA, a managerial group neutralised in alienation and good 

elimate conditions but average ESP distribution. It may 

, be observed that good WYPA in itself does not associate 

with good SEP distribution but absence of low alienation 

among managers (a tendency to high alienation or neutralised 

alienation) does explain poor S$P distribution.

Concluding Remarks;

EText to climate conditions, alienation is an important 

variable and not WVPA.

Departments A & B - a comparative view

Departments C & D - a comparative view

Departments A and ® which report respectively High and 

Moderate WVPA have a favourable distribution of E32P, the 

same kind of MDQ namely and the same kind of characterisa­

tion of managers in respect'of authoritarian tendency 

namely A^. Departments A and B thus present a good ease of 

a comparative study to examine the associative significance , 

of th e two variables namely alienation of WVPA.

It may be noted that Department B hq.s a better IBP 

distribution compared to Department A in which High and- Low

scorers are o'ust equal.
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Department B |as a low alienated managerial group but 
low WVPA. Department A has a neutralised managerial group 
in point of alienation but high WVPA.

She issues that arise are whether (a) a lower WVPA 
oould be associated with better EEP distribution (Depart­
ment B case) (b) a low alienated group compared to the 
.neutralised managerial group of Department A could be
associated with better EEP distribution of Department B.-

✓
Obviously, a low agreement in WVPA could not be taken 

as a significant improving condition for EEP distribution, 
for there is no logic’in assuming that a lowe^WVPA could 

have any association with better EEP distribution. In 
fact it could be true the other way in theory and practice 
that groups better matched in WVPA could be more productive. 
Lowly matched groups in this regard could have no impact 
but not the positive one.

Conversely a lowly alienated group could be said to 
have some association with better EEP distribution in 
conformity with the theoretical belief that lowly alienated 
managers tend to create good environmental' conditions. Thus, 
one score which indicated an inferior condition that is 
to say low agreement in WVPA does not have a negative - 
influence. The other superior condition namely, lowly 
alienated group does have a good associative value with a 
better EEP distribution.- Moreover when the superior
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condition is found reversed, that is to say > instead of 

lowly alienated group there is a fairly highly alienated 

group as in the Departments C and D EE]? distribution is 

poor.

In the light of the above discussion, it transpires

that some amount of TOPA is a necessary condition but its
/

improvement does not have any impact whereas very distinctly 

different alienation positions of managers do get associated 
with different E^P distributions. So be specific, High 

alienation among managers does get associated with poor EBP 

distribution as evinced in the case of Departments 0 and D.

Between Alienation and Authoritarian tendency which 

is more important is difficult to say because we have same 

climate conditions, same A^ difference in Alienation 

accompanied by difference'in WVPA in the total case of 

Departments A, B and E. At the same time we may take cases' 

of difference in A^ conditions and good EEP distribution but 

a change in alienation. Unfortunately we do not have 

another case of low alienated managerial group with a 

different kind of authoritarian climate.

It is therefore not possible to conclude but it 

appears that authoritarian tendency characterisation A and A^ 

(Departments 0 and D) with high alienation tendency 

certainly get associated with poor SEP distribution. But 
in this cases MDC climate condition is also unfavourable.
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It appears that unfafaourable climate conditions accompanied 

by high alienation and high to moderate authoritarian 

tendency get associated with poor EEP distribution.

Consideration of two more Variables namely 

Achievement Orientation and Job Satisfaction 

pertaining to supervisory Respondents:

Relationship of EDO and EEP for all the Departments in 

conjunction 'with intervening variables (a) Achievement 

Orientation and (b) Job Satisfaction pertaining,to supervisory 

respondents.

On close scrutiny of scores of supervisors in 

Achievement Orientation and Job Satisfaction given in 

Table 4.8, it transpires that there is very little associa­

tion of High and Low scoring in these variables with either 

EEP distribution-or climate characterisations in EDO.
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fbe arguments to support the above view point derive 

from the tables that would follow soon.

So expedite the work of analysis Job Satisfaction, 

Achievement Orientation and IIP scorings have been rendered 

into dishotomous categorisation of good distribution — poor 

distribution, with extreme points as very good and very 

poor and the equal score distribution as neutral.

She following criteria, which in other forms have 

been used in the earlier part of the work, have been used 

to obtain the characterisations referred above.

(a) Where the difference between two scores in 
, high and low is just one (either way) then

it is considered to be fit for neutral 
characterisation. ■

(b) Where the difference between two scores in 
high and low is less than double, the 
characterisation assigned is good or poor 
depending upon which score is higher. If 
'high' score is higher than it is 'good', 
if 'low* score is higher than it is 'poor'.

(c) Where one score is double of the other or 
a little more than the double than the 
characterisation is 'very good' or 'very 
poor* depending upon-whicb score is-'high'.

Writh the help of the above criteria four tables were ' 

constructed to depict the relationships of:



(1) EEP with Achievement Orientation

(2) Climate with Achievement Orientation

(3) EEP with Job Satisfaction'

(4) Climate with Job Satisfaction.

But before we go over to these tables, a table 

providing scores and characterisations in Achievement 
Orientation, JoS Satisfaction and EEP is'given in 

fable 4*9 for reference.
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Cede 
of the 
Depart­
mentAB0DE

Compr
 si+.e 

characteri­
sation in 
MDOHtu

HmH
Mixed

Lm

Obaracter?
 sa- 

tion 
oil 

Departments 
in  Terms of 
Authoritarian 
tendency

AtTAt

ESP
Distribution 

No 
of 

Mb. of 
High 

Dow 
Scorers Scorern

Character!
tion

sa-

16856

14579

Neutral

Good

Poor

Poor

Good

Distribr- 
< 
- 

tion of 
supervisors 
into High- 
Low
Scorers in 
Achievement 
Orientation 
High 

Low

Characteri­
sation

Distribution 
of Supervi- 
sor« into 
Hign-Low 
Scorers into 
Job Satisfac­
tion
Experience

Characteri­
sation

High
Low

16 
K 

Neutral 
24

6 
7 

Neutral 
9

4 
■ 

8 
Very poor 

8

8 
7 

Neutral 
7

4 
6 

Poor 
8 ■

644 
‘ 

8
:

'2
"

Very good

, Very good

Very good 

Neutral

Very good

Table  
4.9: 

Table Depicting Character:'nations of Supervisory Groups in the'matter of EEP
Achievement Orientation and Job Satisfaction baaed on, their Scoring.
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The Sable 4 .9 and the other four tables referred have 

facilitated the comparison of scores, cases and also-drawing 

of conclusions, if anywhere possible.

Sable 4.10J Relationship of IBP Distribution with
Achi element Orientation Characterisation of 
Supervisory Respondent s Departmentw ise.

Code of the 
Department

Charac terisation 
of EEP Scorers 
into Poor-good- 
neutral

Characterisation 
of Achievement 
Orientation into 
poor-good-neutral

A leutral leutral

B Good leutral

C Poor Poor

• D Poor leutral

E Yery good Poor

One can observe in the Sable 4 *10 that except in 

Department A there is hardly any matching of characterisations.

So wit, good and very good characterisations of 

Departments B and B in respect of IBP are accompanied by 

leutral and poor characterisations of the same departments 

in respect of achievement orientation.

likewise, Departments 0 and D have, got 'poor1 and ‘poor’ 

characterisations in EEP matched by very poor and neutral 

characterisations in Achievement Orientation.

b n
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In fact, the absence of any pattern of association 

between IBP and Achievement Orientation is too visible to 

need any explanation.

Sable 4.1t' Relationship of'Climate Oh aracterisations 
with Achievement Orientation ^haracterisa- 

tion of Supervisory Respondents.

Oode of the 
Departments

Climate
in MDC

°haracterisation of 
Achievement 
Orientation in poor- 
good-Neutral

A Hm
Neutral

B H
m

Neutral

0 H Very poor

D Mixed Neutral

E Poor

Departments A and B have neutral characterisations in 

Achievement Orientation matched by climate in both. Shis 

looks like a pattern of relationship but another neutral 

Achievement Orientation characterisation of Department D is 

accompanied by mixed climate.

Departments 0 and 1 have very poor and poor characteri­

sation respectively in Achievement Orientation accompanied 

by H and 1 ' climates of the departments respectively. In 

reality, looking into the score for final discrimination
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it is found that ’Neutral* of department A and ’Neutral’ 

of Department B are just so technically hy th e criteria 

adopted hut in fact they are, t: : v/b slightly of opposite 

types. •

The Neutral pattern of relationship between climate 

and Achievement Orientation emerging from the case of
-N

Department A and B may he on the margin of acceptability.

Table 4.12s Relationship of EEP with Job Satisfaction
Characterisation of Supervisory Respondents.

Code of the 
Departments

Character! sat ion 
of EEP Scorers 
into poor-good- 
neutral ’

Ch ar ac t e ri sati on 
of Job Satisfac­
tion Scorers into 
po or-go 6d~neu tral

A Neutral Yery good

B Good Very good

0 Boor Yery good

D Poor Neutral

E Very good Yery good

Pour very good characterisations of four Departments 

A,' B, 0, 1 in. Job Satisfaction are matched by cl variety 

of 3S32P characterisation such as Neutral, good, poor and 

good.

This is, to say the least, that there is clear lack 

of pattern in relationship between the. two.
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One common observation could be made that Job 

Satisfaction is very high. Shis'needs a brief explanation.

Technically speaking the 50b satisfaction measure 
(namely the SRA Employee Inventory)* items are mostly 

on the hygiene factors and not motivators using Herzberg* s 

jargon. Incidently the organisation in which this study^is 

conducted is one of the best paying masters in Gujarat 
State, being a monopolist, with a powerful government 
back up.

It's profit levels, bonus, welfare measures and Perks 

are on the way high side compared to other organisation 
in the state in the private sector. Ho wonder employees 

on the whole report high job satisfaction as measured on 
the instrument containing hygiene item factors in large 
number. It may be noted that Hygiene factor items are 

used to measure job satisfaction in the measure and it is 
not conteHeisai that what they measure is job satisfaction 

in strict terms of Herzberg1s theory.

Table 4.13: Relationship of Climate Characterisations with
J.S.Cbaracterisation of Supervisory Respondents.

Code of the 
Department

Climate
c harac terisation 
of Department

'Charac terisation of 
supervisory group on 
Job Satisfaction

A H,m Very good

1 Hmm Yery good
cf H Yery good.
D Mixed Heutral
E m Yery good

*Please refer to Appendix 4*1 for the format of the SRA 
Inventory.
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As could "be observed easily, like SEP distribution, 

climate characterisations also, do not exhibit any meaningful 

association with Job Satisfaction characterisations. This 

means that Job Satisfaction of high level is independent 

of climate characterisation of thedepartments. Only one 

obvious, but significant, pairing is that of mixed climate 

characterisation of the Department D with neutral cbaracteri- 

' sation of supervisory group on job satisfaction. The 

neutral climate indicating lower than very good characteri­

sation, one may associate, tu -'t with climate erd but other 

associations do not warrant this generalisation." • ®be 

' only broad remark that could be made is that a mixed type 

of climate characterisation of MDO does not get associated 

with the usual level of job satisfaction among the 

supervisors concerned. Phis remark also does not stand 

on any solid foundation since there are no other cases 

offering any supportive-evidence.

Special Jote; Since the climate characterisation of
departments in IDO almost agree with 
their characterisation in authoritarian 
tendency, a separate analysis and 
discussion of the characterisation of 
managerial groups in authoritarian 
tendency and the supervisory groups 
characterisation in Achievement Orienta­
tion and job satisfaction is not made.



It may also "be noted that tb e measures of Achievement 

Orientation and Job Satisfaction are not materially indepen­

dent but also together they are not subsumed in any sense in 

tbe climate measures as well as BSP measures, ill tbe four 

measures are mutually independent and exclusive for they are 

arrived at through totally independent measures. Further 

since job satisfaction of tbe supervisory respondents is 

atypical and th e Achievement Orientation not so there ip 

no significant relationship between them. Thus, the 

observable pattern of same characterisation of 'Neutral' 

and ‘very good’ respectively in Achievement Orientation and 

job satisfaction of the Departments A and B is due to 

atypical pattern of job satisfaction levels clustered into
nab’

very good characterisation and*due to any meaningful 

relationship, fable 4.14 substantiates the point.

fable 4.14: fable Showing Departmental Characterisations
in Supervisory Achievement Orientation and 
Job Satisfaction.

Code of the 
Department

Charac terisation 
of the supervi­
sory group in 
Achievement 
Orientation

Characterisation 
of the supervisory 
group in Job 
Satisfaction

A Neutral Yery good
B Neutral Yery good

a Yery poor Yery good
D Neutral Neutral
E ' Boor Yery good
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Purtber a clear observation could be- made that 

Department D has scored Neutral in both the respects and 

hence a case of a relationship of acbieviig higher levels 

in both matters. Again tb e strength of the observation 

does not merely derive from this observed relationship but 

on the generality of lower ratings of that Department on 

djfiher scores as discussed in the earlier position of the 

chapter.

On the whole, it seems that variables namely 

Achievement Orientation and Job Satisfaction do not 

significantly relate with SEP and climate measures which 

are found to be relating with each other in a significant 

manner.

Leadership Climate of the Departments on 

Consideration Dimensions

Prom Sable 4*lfTit can be observed that, in all, 

three types of climates in regard to ’consideration dimension’ 

of leadership obtain -

1. H i.e. high consideration climate which means 

managers of the departments, show high 

consideration for the human aspects and needs 

of the their subordinates ah work.
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2. Em i.e. high moderate consideration climate 
which means managers as a group show some 
consideration for the human aspects and needs 
of their subordinates at work. They are aware 
of these needs in a moderate measure.

3. M i.e. mixed climate indicates that the managerial 
group consists of equal number of high and low 
scorers and the resultant climate comprising of 
both the elements.

Departments A and E have reported H climate. 
Departments B and D have reported Hm climate and mixed 
climate is reported by only one department i.e. 0.

Cases of 1 and Lm are not reported at all in regard
to consideration dimension of the leadership climate.

* 1four out of five departments have reported the climate on 
the high side ofconsideration.

On the whole the whole organisation seems to be having 
a high consideration climate.

Leadership Climate on ♦Structural 
Dimension* of the Department:

Three types of climate hare been reported in terms of ~ 
Structure dimension of leadership climate.
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H climate.'V;‘i ■ b means managers try to structure the 

work of their subordinates by providing rules, procedures, 

guidelines, instructions in more than moderate measure. '

Bm climate indicates that managers as a group structure 

the work of their subordinates to a low degree.

Mixed climate indicates that the managerial group 

consists of equal number of high and low scores and the 

resultant climate comprising of both the elements.

0S?o Departments A and 0 have reported mixed climate 

in regard to Consideration dimension of leadership climate.

Comparative Study of the Climates of Departments 

in Perms of Consideration and Structure Dimensions;

Departments 3) and E which have respectively HmLm 

and HH climate provide the cases o f clear climate in terms 

of high and moderation but not in terms of dimensions. 

Departments G and E provide exactly two clear c embinations 

of structure and consideration dimensions, namely MM and HH.

Departments A and 0 have at least one climate mixed. 

Departments B and D have a common consideration climate Hm 

but a mixed climate in structure in Department C and 

moderate in Department D.
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Thus on the 'basis of above combinations it is possible 

to make some observations regarding -

1. Olear climate combinations
2. Mixed climate combinations
3. Moderate climate combinations
4. Climate combination with one moderation, one 

mixed element of the two.

Of course, these observations couil be rendered 
meaningful only in relation to the variables selected, 
especially the ESP.

Department 0 has mixed climate in both consideration 
and structure and represents a clear case of mixed climate. 
Department D’s climate is and and could be, on 
balance, interpreted as a mixed climate in point of fact 
that exactly opposite types of moderation climates are 
there. Thus taken together these two climates could be 
called a mixed composite climate.

leadership Qlimate and EEP Distribution:

Department E which has the best E1P distribution has HH
climate. Department B also has good EEP distribution and
H H climate. If we take the cases of these two departments m
as having good EEP distribution, one clear observation 
could be made that good EEP distribution gets associated 
with a climate on the High side In both consideration and 
structure dimensions. Department A has neutral EEP
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distribution and has one H (in consideration) and one 

mixed (in structure). This supports the observation oust 

made.

Taking the case of Departments B and B, one finds, 

that in case of Department B both climates are on H side, 

whereas in Department D one is and another is on the I- 

side. Thus, being a eommon factor, it is H structure 

element of the Department B climate which perhaps explains 

its good ESP distribution.

Departments 0 and E have clear climates even in the 

composite sense. Again BH climate of Department E gets 

associated with "very good' 1EP distribution and MM 

climate of Department 0 gets associated with poor EEP 

distribution. Department D also has a 'clear' composite 

climate HI, with elements of same clear, HmIim i.e. 

moderate.

Thus, three Departments 0, E and D which have clear 

composite elements do not have the association with the 

same kind of EEP distribution.

Department E, confirms the previous observation that 

one H'in structure is a necessary condition for good EEP 

distribution.

Departments 0 and D do not have a single H and poor 

EEP distribution.
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Combination of moderate climates of the 

Department D bas poor IIP distribution, like the mixed 

climate combinationjof Department 0.

is is an indirect support to the observation that 

one H, preferably in structure is a necessary condition ■ 

for good SEP distribution.

MM and Hmlm climates of Departments C and D could be 

taken-as climates of the ’half-way* type as opposed to 

climates with distinct leanings. Climates with distinct 

leanings as of Departments A, B and 1 get associated with 

good EEP distribution.

'Department A’s case need be examined in the light of 

above discussion. It bas, at least one. H, though not in 

structure but in consideration and one M. Its EEP distri­

bution is neutral, not good. Department B bas both on H 

side, one H in structure and another Hffl in consideration. 

Its EEP distribution is good. What transpires is that H 

inclination of the composite climate goes well with EEP 

distribution. We do not have a ease of a department 

with H in consideration and moderate H or I in structure. 

It is therefore not possible to say what significance H in 

consideration has, if not accompanied by another in

structure
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Three "broad conclusions emerge as follows:-

(A) Olear climate combinations in consideration and 
structure of tbbmselves do not associate with 
good ESP distribution but, a climate combination 
with consideration and structure climates on H 
side gets associated with good EBP distribution

(B) Mixed composite climate does not get associated 
with good EEP distribution. Presence of mixed 
element in one of the two dimensions gets 
associated with poor and neutral EEP distribution.

(0) Moderate H climate in consideration does not 
• associate with good EEP distribution. Where one 

moderate climate in consideration is accompanied 
by a clear H climate in structure as in 
Department B, IIP distribution seems to be good. 
But moderation in structure or mixed climate 
characteristic do get associated with poor E^p 
distribution.

In fine, one may conclude that the best climate 

leadership combination that could go with good EBP distri­

bution covered a composite climate with high or near high 

consideration and preferably a high or near high structure 

climate.

This type of preference of climate combination in 

consideration and structure could mean that the project 

type of leadership style is relevant to the conditions of 

the organisation. Managers should build good human 

relations and also develop the tendency to put in more 

structure in their style of taking work.
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A special note on the scheme of the discussion to he 

followed hereinafter.

By way of recapituliation, it may he stated that the. 

MDG-IEP relationship is examined in the .context of following 

variables and their mutual relationships also.

(1) Association of WVPA between managers and 

supervisors with EEP distribution.

(2) Association of High and low categorisation of 

managers in Alienation tendency (departmentwise) 

with EEP distribution.

(3) Simultaneous consideration of High-low categori­

sation of managers as well as WVPA with EEP 

distribution and climate conditions.

(4) Simultaneous consideration of authoritarian 

tendency among managers (taken in the climate 

sense also), High-low categorisation of managerial 

group in Alienation and WVPA with climate conditions.

(5) MDCJ relationship in the light of simultaneous 

consideration of mutual association of Managerial 

Alienation, WVPA and the possible association of 

different sets of relationship of alienation and 

WVPA with different sets ofMDO and EEP relation­

ships.
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The purpose of attempting an exhaustive treatment 
along these lines was to test out, ah initio, mutual 
rel afcionsbips between variables and their consequent 
association with different combinations of EEP-MBO 
relationships so that, this part which is going to remain 
as common in the discussion of climates in other senses may 
be taken as done and be revisited only iJ 00-EEP relation­
ships in other sense get associated with different variable 
conditions and their combinations. In short, the discussion 
to follow, while certainly considering the associative 
significance of these variables with climate EEP relation­
ship would seek to' avoid the repitition (unless warranted). 
Ibis arrangement, it is hoped, would prevent the repetition.

Relationship Between Consideration Structure 
Dimensions of leadership with WVPA among 
Managers and Supervisors:

On a close scrutiny of the scores of Departments A and 
1 inipegard to consideration dimension of Leadership 
Climate (LO) and WVPA it seems that high consideration gets 
associated with good/moderate WVPA. A converse type of 
evidence is available in the case of Departments B, 0 and 
D in which Mixed and Moderate consideration gets associated 
with poor WVPA. Consideration behaviour thus exhibits a 
good association with good WVPA between managers of the 
supervisors of the department.'



Ta
bl

e 4
.1

 ty
: 

R
el

at
io

ns
hi

p B
et

w
ee

n L
ea

de
rs

hi
p C

lim
at

e an
d E

EP
 fo

r a
ll t

he
 De

pa
rtm

en
ts

, in
C

on
ju

nc
tio

n w
ith

 In
te

rv
en

in
g V

ar
ia

bl
es

 na
m

el
y A

lie
na

tio
n T

en
de

nc
y a

m
on

g 
M

an
ag

er
s, W

V
PA

 be
tw

ee
n M

an
ag

er
s an

d S
up

er
vi

so
rs

 wo
rk

in
g u

nd
er

 the
m

 and
 

A
ut

ho
rit

ar
ia

n T
en

de
nc

y am
on

g M
an

ag
er

s.

20G

D
i s

tri
bu

tio
n 

of
 ma

na
ge

rs
 

in
to

 Hi
gh

, 
M

od
er

at
e a

nd
 

lo
w

 Sc
or

er
s 

in
 Au

th
or

i­
ta

ria
ni

sm
4* 4*

R
an

k O
rd

er
 

^o
rr

el
at

i o
n 

in
 WV

PA
 

be
tw

ee
n 

su
pe

rv
is

or
s 

m
an

ag
er

s

.7
9 T“T—

.
VO
T—.

COoo*
00

•

D
o.

 of 
H

ig
h 

an
d lo

w
 

Sc
or

er
s in

 
A

lie
na

tio
n 

H
ig

h low si­ T“ tn

r- m in KN

N
o.

 of 
lo

w Sc
or

er
s 

in
 II

P

in c- cn tn

N
o.

 of 
H

ig
h 

Sc
or

er
s 

in
 EE

P

v£> ,
T“

CO in VD tr-

le
ad

er
sh

ip
 C

lim
at

e 
in

 Co
de

C
on

si
de

rs
- Stru

c-
 

tio
n 

tu
re

S s • ' E 
hI SU

sm ja In

C
od

e o
f 

th
e

D
ep

ar
t­

m
en

t

n o ft P?



207

Between'Departments A and' E, A has the higher

WVPA.

Structure dimension of leadership does not-relate with

WVPA e.g. Department B has high structure and H in 
, 1 ® 

consideration (i.e. consideration is also on the high side

and .11 WVPA). Department I has H in structure and H in

consideration and .48 WVPA. It is difficult to ascribe a

higher WVPA to H^. high moderate consideration factor.

Since as in Department A, where there is a clear H in

consideration and M in structure which indicates a score

lower than H in structure of department B, the WVPA is .79
that is the highest. Departments A and 0 have M, M

structure-climate respectively and there is a wide

divergence in WAP score. If we take .11 and .16 WVPA

as almost the same then no clear picture emerges as "to
/

whether it is the existence of M element in structure 

climate which associates with high and low WVPA or a 
presence of H in structure and/or consideration.

Ibus, comparing departments, which though not 

comparabLe exactly in terms of structure-consideration 

scores but certainly in the direction of consideration and 

structure climates, one does not come to any-pattern of 

association between structure and WVPA.

Another observation that could be made is that climate,, 

moderate in consideration and structure^both, goes with
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negligible WVPA for besides department D the Hm element 

of the consideration-structure climate of department B 

also gets associated with low to moderate WVPA.

Compared to MM composite climate of the Department C 

wlich has .16 WVPA score, Department D with moderate 

composite climate has a negligible WVPA score. In the 

context of good and moderate WVPA scores of Departments 

A and B which have distinctly a non-moderate, non-mixed 

type of climate in the pure sense, the above relationships 

of composite climate scores of Departments C and E with 

their respective WVPA pinpoint that some kind of pronounced 

leadership profile on the part of the managers does have 

an impact.

On the whole,it appears that a manager ought to have 

some style H in either consideration or structure but not 

moderate to be qualified to associate with good EEP 

distributton.

We shall examine, at a later stage, all th e climates ' 

together and variables hoping that the total view would 

explain many differences. We sbaH try to build up the 

total picture using the broad associative generalisations 

made in regard to each type of climate and arrive at the 

culminating observations about the relationships between 

00 and EEP and the intervening variables.
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Two highly alienated managerial groups- of Departments 
0 and D have reported clear composite climates. MM and HH 
respectively which in turn get associated with different 
levels of WVPA agreement and EEP distributions and different 
types of EEP distributions. Department 0 has also a clear 
authoritarian climate characterisation of managers.

Department 1,besides having a composite climate HH of ,
ra distinct and clear type, has lowly-authoritarian managerial

group and moderate WYPA score. Departments A and B also 
tfiui*1

have climatesAmatcb with lowly authoritarian managerial 
groups but not highly alienated managers. It is at this 
stage very difficult to draw conclusions regarding the 
relationship between alienation among mansgers but the 
conclusions drawn in the case of MDQ climate in this regard 
do not seem to be violated. In fact if the case of 
Department D is taken as ajwixed climate, on the strength 
of the argument that moderation in opposite climate 
elements, consideration and structure cancel out each other, 
then the observations made in MDQ seem tojbe almost 
corroborated.
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From Table 4.1$\it appears that Achievement Orientation 

and Job Satisfaction variables do not have any relationship 

with leadership climate in terms of Consideration^nd 

Structure characterisations. Firstly, no department has 

got a good or very good Achievement Orientation score dis­

tribution. Secondly, neutral characterisation goes with 

different types of climate compositions except that there 

is presence of moderation element in each type of combination 

that goes with neutral Achievement Orientation characterisa­

tion* Composite mixed climate has reported very poor 

Achievement Orientation characterisation whereas HH of 

department E reports poor. A very broad observation, if at 

all, could be made that climates on the high side of 

Consideration and Structure get-associated with neutral 

Achievement Orientation characterisation of the departments. 

But high elements of Consideration and Structure get 

associated with poor characterisation. Thus there seems 

to be some remote association of .moderation or mixture of 

Consideration and Structure elements with neutral Achieve­

ment Orientation characterisation.

It may be seen that Job Satisfaction does not have any 

diseerible pattern of relationship whatsoever with leader­

ship climate.

Both the variables, Achievement °rientation and Job 

Satisfaction do not have any meaningful relationship with 

climate in the leadership sense as with MDO climate. The
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exclusion of these variables does not explain leadership 

climate - EBP relationship.

Climate Characterisation of all the Depart­

ments in Administrative Climate

Administrative Climate of all the Departments 

in Zone I i.e. Climate with respect to 

Management Policies;

Departments A and B have reported the same type of 

climate in zone I._ Iheir AB-P climate indicates that 

managers as a group practise basically authoritative 

bureaucratic style in administration with participative 

style as a supportive style. In other words, it means 

that within the framework of bureaucratic requirements they 

offer participation to their subordinates wherever possible 

and thus make the administration acceptable to them. It 

may be recalled that Zone I refers to the administrative 

matters arising from the operation of managemeit policies. 

AB-P climate in this context would mean that managers 

sell the management policies to their subordinates using 

the participative technique, skillfully.
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Department 0 has a diffused climate wbich means that 

subordinates are not in a position to identify a definite 

style. Managers as a group oM-ma-te a general impression that 

all -the four styles are used by them not allowing a single 

style to emerge as typical to them as a group, fbe 

diffused climate has a negative value in the light of the 

widely held belief that a climate in order to be meaningful 

and effective must have a character and dimension.

Departments 35 and 1 have a climate different from 

those of Departments A, B and C whereas Department D has 

O-AB climate, Department 1 has AB-0 climate. One may 

observe that these climates are opposites though comprising

of the same elements. Department D*s climate could be
/

described as one in wbich managers as a group basicalLy 

practise consultative administrative style backed up by 

authoritarian bureaucratic style'as a supportive style. In 

practical terms it means that managers act as the resource 

personnel of the administration and take their subordinates 

into confidence to underwrite their cooperation. Unlike 

AB-P style, this style is highly personal and involved.

Departments E's AB-0 style means that managers as a 

group use consultative style to underwrite the cooperation 

and compliance of their subordinates for what the organisa­

tion stands for.
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®he difference "between the two styles of Departments 

D and E is that in Department E managers try to work in 

tbeir own way with the underpinnings of the organisational 

requirements, fhey try to interpret management policies 

as their own policies. Whereas in Department B managers 

convey an imprssion that, "being themselves commited to the 

organisation, they try to win over the cooperation and 

compliance of their subordinates for the management^ 

policies to which they themselves subscribe as employees.

She difference between AB-P and AB~Q is not muc& 

except in the matter of the degree and nature of subordi- 

nates involvement sought.

On the whole, one may observe, in regard to Management 

Policies, managers are essentially perceived to be practising 

authoritative bureaucratic style with participative or 

consultative style as another component.

Special Mote: It may be recalled that all the managerial
styles depicted are as perceived by the 
subordinates and not as practised by the 
managers. ^Throughout the discussion 
wherever it would be stated that managers 
have this style or practise that style it 
would be always in-the sense of what they 
are perceived to be having and practising 
by their subordinates.



It seems that with respect to Management Policies 

authoritative bureaucratic style seems to he quite 

prevalent and to some extent even indispensable.

Administrative Glimate of all the Departments 

in Zone II i.e. Bemedial Climate:

Three departments A, B and 0 have the same remedial 

climate P-0. This means that in remedial matters managers 

are perceived to be practising participating consultative 

style. In the light of modern theory of disciplining and 

training this style has a positive value.

Department D* s style has been perceived to be diffused 

meaning thereby that managers doing their remedial work 

have not been able to project a distinct style as a group. 

In other words, managers may be practising their own 

individual and situationally preferred style. Department 

E’s style *0* in this regard means that managers rely on 

consulting their subordinates while taking remedial 

actions. .The another implication of this style is while 

certainly consulting them and taking their viewpoints 

into account they do not necessarily accept the subordinate 

point of view.

The difference between P-0 and ’O’ is that in 'O’ 

characterisation of climate, managers have been successful 

create^eonditions in which subordinates would feel like
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being heard in important remedial matters, in P-0 

characterisation subordinates would feel that their managers 

would most certainly take their viewpoint into account 

while deciding upon the remedial matters concerning -them.

P-0 condition is more open and modern compared to 

’O’ condition judged by the trend in modern theory of 

management.

Administrative Climates of all Departments 

in Zone III (i.e. on Purely matters of 

non-critical mutual Interactions.

Departments A, B and 0 have reported P-<3 climate the 

meaning of which has already been explained above.

Department D has O-AB dim die conditions, the meaning of 

which has already been explained above.

The only difference is that these two conditions 

obtained in regard to non-critical interactional matters 

which really give some idea about the general day-to-day 

routine climate prevailing. Such a climate is responsible 

for the general feeling of welbeing and positive relation 

with the organisation. Department S has a climate condition 

G-(AB) meaning thereby-that predominantly its interactional 

climate is consultative with an occasional trace of 

authoritarian bureaucratic element. One may take the 

climate as consultative for practical purposes.



In this regard, four departments namely, A, B Q, and D 
hare clear climate characterisation. In fact in all the 
zones four departments, hare reported clear climate 
characterisations with no admixture of ’elements' hut 
certainly a supportire component. Ihe strategy of using 
the component in climate characterisation has paid off 
hut the strategy of considering 'element* in the climate 
characterisation, it may he noted,has not paid off at all.

Relationshin of Administratire Organisational 
Climate and EBP Distribution of Superrisorr 
Respondents:

Departments A and B hare exactly the same types of 
climates in all the three zones and hare reported neutral 
and good ESP distribution respeotirely.

Department 0 also has the same type of climate as 
in A and B in Zone II and Zone III and poor EBP distribu­
tion.

It transpires that Zone I climate which is uncommon 
in^epartment *0' holds the clue to good or neutral IIP, 
distribution.' Phis riew is warranted by the fact that 
in Zone II and III the climates ofDepartments A, B and 0 
are exactly the same.
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There are two possible explanations for AB-P climate 

of the Departments A and B in zone I. The technology 

(which is continuous manufacturing type) has been imported 

and even installed under the close supervision, of foreign 

eolloborators. Naturally Department A which is manufacturing 

unit of the organisation has managers who adhere to the 

technical and production requirements as per the colloborator*s 

instruction and tend to create an impression that, in these 

matters, they would like to be quite strict and fussy. But, 

as experienced intermediaries between the management and 

their subordinates, they try to offer maximum participation 

to them so that they l.earn how to use this technology to 

best advantage.

Secondly, the organisation functions under fairly 

high degree of supervision from the government and is 

accountable to the general public being an important 

organisation in the Public Sector. Authoritative 

Bureaucratic style for meeting with the' basic organisation 

demands arising from public and government accountability 

and participative style for motivating and involving the 

the personnel at the departmental level make a practical 

combination.

Department B also has AB-P style. Omriously 

Department B, which undertakes development and research 

work also has this style. A possible, though not
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certain explanation, could be that the development and 

research,procedures have been also extensively along the 
lines suggested by the eolloborators and the sphere defined 
by the government and the organisation in tenas of its 
public sector character. The managers of development 
and research oriented to the specified guidelines naturally 
would exhibit a faithful orientation to them even while 

trying to do creative work. This is merely tendered as a 
possible explanation and does not purport to be the 
explanation, though care has been taken to see that it is 

based on some valid observations and. discussions.

The 1EP distribution of the Departments A and B is 

quite diffjemt though climate conditions are the same. 

Naturally the difference h as to be, understood in the terms- 

of other variables such as managerial alienation, 
Authoritarian characterisation of the managerial group and 

WVPA. This will be done in the relevant portion devoted 
to this discussion.

As among Departments A, B and 0 in regard to Zones II 
and III the climate conditions are same namely P-C but the 

climate conditions in regard to Zone I are AB-P for 
Departments A and B and diffused for Department 0. The 
most crucial climate difference turns but to b£ the 

diffused climate in regard to Zone I.



In Departments D and E also wherein Zone II, III 

climates are quite comparable being on the consultative 

style with authoritative bureaucratic suportive style, the 

difference in regard to Zone I climate it seems explains 
the difference in 1% distribution. Ibis supports the 

previous observation that Zone I climate is the most 

important factor which could be associated with good or 

poor EEP distribution. Climates in zone II and III may 

provide further associative conditions but they do not 

seem to be providing the impact condition.

One observation that usually emerges is that existjfe.ee 

of a diffused,climate in any one of the zones could be 

associated with poor ESP distribution like in the ease of 

Departments 0 and D.

Conversely Departments A, B and E which have 

satisfactory IIP distribution^Department A - leutral and 

B, E - good,) have clear climate characterisation with no 

diffused characterisation at all anywhere. A clear climate 

characterisation in regard to three zones does get 

associated with good EEP distribution irrespective of 

what climate characterisations they happen to be.

Department D has a poor EEP distribution with a clear 

C-AB type of climate in Zone I, CJ-AB type of climate in 

zone III and diffused climate in Zone II. Taken together 

these characterisations convey that managers* insistence
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upon their personal consultation,Consultative/ style does 

not get associated with good ESP di stri"button and their 

remedial efforts as a managerial group do not have any 

discernible pattern Y/hich could point at some common 

ideology. Managers are long on consultation in general 

but short on the same while really dealing with matters 

that are potentially controversial. A diffused type of 

remedial climate could be a source of lack of motivation,

especially in the kind of design type of work that is being
\

done by the department. Managers of this department, 

practise consultative style in general matters but do not 

practise any of the foftv styles consistently as a group in 

remedial matters in their departmental work which is 

creative by nature. A supporting evidence to poor EDP 

distribution is reflected in the poorest job satisfaction 

that this department has reported, discussed in the latter 

part of the analysis.

Department E has clearly an inclination to consulta-^ 

tive conditions since it b as consultative climate conditions 

in zone II and III and as supportive consultative climate 

conditions in zone I. It has the best E1P distribution.

Ibis department's EEP distribution could be understood, it 

seems, from the type of work that it does namely marketing 

of the finished products and procurement of raw materials. 

The organisation under study has earned a reputation of 

creating and operating a network of extension services



which support their marketing effort, Thgse managers take 
upon themselves the responsibility of comprehending the 
marketing environment and developing suitable strategies for 
availing of them. Their work being of a self .-visualised 
and self-sustaining type requires them to act as the 
source for that activity for the department and keep a 
personal control over the activities. The presence of 
authoritative bureaucratic component in the main part of 
the zone I climate simply indicates that the marketing 
officials have to observe the directives and directions 
of the top management, to letter and spirit,but they have 
to have their own personal style in controlling and 
shaping their department, the what has been evinced in the ' 
predominance of ‘G* component in zone II and III conditions.

Relationship of Administrative Organisational 
Olimate with BEP Distribution and Other 
Variables Pertaining to Managerial 
Respondents of the Departments:

The Table 4.2I clearly shows that Departments A"and B 
have the same Admini strative Organisational Olimate in 
three zones and the same managerial characterisation in 
regard to authoritarian tendency about different EEP 
distribution. These two departments have widely 
differing WVPA.
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At the first sight, it may look that WWA being the
only differing matter, could explain EEP distribution. But
it does riot turn out to be so when we include departments
which has the similar WVPA (.16), same climate in Z„ and Z,^ 2
but a diffused climate in Z„. Since Z0 and Z~ climates of 
the Departments A, B and 0 are the same viz-, P-0, the 
difference in E1P distribution could be associated with 
either the climate characterisation or WVPA differences.
The apparent trend is that lower WVPA associates with better 
EEP distribution as is evinced in the case of Department B 
compared to Department A in this regard. But we hare two 
cases namely, Department D and E to contradict this. 
Department D has a negligible ( .008) WVPA and if the trend 
that lower WVPA gets associated with better EEP distribution 
were right then at least EEP distribution of the Department 
D could not be poor. Department E has a moderate WVPA (.48) 
higher >vtbat of Departments, 0 and 0. Yet a very good EEP 
distribution. Actually speaking, the poor EEP distribution 
while not in harmony with the pattern of WVPA, shows an 
association in the differences in climate conditions . 
(Authoritarian climate characterisation is taken as a 
climate condition like in MDO).

®be poor EEP distribution of the Departments 0 and D, 
not understandable in terms of WVPA score differences, 
becomes understandable when viewed in the context of
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climate conditions. The climates of Departments B and 0 

are diffused, P-C, P-0 in zones II and III respectively 

and A and Am in terms of authoritarian tendency among 

managers. Whereas the climate of Departments A and B are 

AB-O, P-0., P-0 in Zones I, II and III respectively in 

administrative sense and A^, A^ in the second sense. We 

may make three observations viz., (1) that zones II and 

III climates do not associate with SEP distribution and 

(2) different climate conditions get associated with E1P 

distribution pattern (5) some WVPA does get associated with 

good EEP distribution but neither higher nor lower WYPA 

get associated with EEP distribution pattern.

The three observations made above corroborate the 

observation madq^Ln the discussion of MDQ and EEP relation­

ship in the context of WYPA of the managers that WVPA is not 

an impact,condition but may be just a supportive condition. 

Of the two, climate conditions better explain the pattern 

of EEP distribution. Thus, WYPA variable does not of its 

own explain the EEP distribution.

In a finer sense, it may be stated that Zone I 

climate explains EEP distribution better than'Zone II and 

III climates. A diffused climate in any of the zoness gets 

associated with poor EEP distributions.

Departments A and B have the same Administrative 

climate in three zones and the same climate in terms of



managerial characterisation in Authoritarian tendency. We 

have just noted that differences in Wl/PA do not explain the 

differences in EEP distribution. Premised on this assump­

tion^ the difference in IIP could be sought to be explained 

in terms of incidence of alienation among managers which 

incidently is found to be quite apparent in the case of 

Departments A and B. Department A has a neutral managerial 

group in alienation and a neutral 1EP distribution whereas 

Department B has a lowly alienated managerial group and 

good EEP distribution. Phe support to the observation that 

low or neutralised alienation gets associated with favour­

able EEP distribution is not available directly because 

we do not have the cases of low alienated group in the 

sample. But a converse type of support but quite clear is 

available in cases of Departments 0 and D in which managerial 

groups are highly alienated and both have poor EEP 

distribution. Of course, the other climate conditions are 

also changed compared to Departments A and B and to 

associate EEP distribution with high alienation among 

managerial groups would be logically not tenable. What is 

contended here that between the two variables WVPA and 

managerial alienation the latter has a better association 

with EEP distribution pattern.

Po further the argument we may examine the case of 

Department 0 and D a little more closely. In Department 0
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the Zone I climate which is considered to be the significant 

climate accompanied by climate in managerial authoritarianism 

are on the high side. fbey are ’diffused1 and *A‘ 

respectively indicating that they are in extremes. This 

department has the most alienated managerial group.

Department D has a diffused climate in Zone II which Is not 

considered to be as important as Zone I climate and a 

moderate climate in Authoritarian tendency. Ibis department 

has comparatively speaking lower alienation than Department 0. 

Department 0 has some WVPA whereas Department D has 

negligible WVPA.

Departmait G has some balancing force in TO?A against 

its unfavourable climate conditions in the form of some 

WVPA and participative, consultative climate in Zones II and 

III in AOG. It's high alienation is, to some extent, being 

set off by some WVPA in Department D which is comparatively 

speaking lowly alienated' has favourable climate conditions 

in that its diffused climate has occurred in Zone II and 

has less authoritarian managerial group with negligible WVPA. 

fhe negligible WVPA and diffused climate are balanced off 

by low alienation and somewhat favourable climate conditions.

Department E has moderate WVPA, very'low authoritarian 

climate and a highly alienated managerial group.

She alienation factor has been set off, it seems by 

good climate, in authoritarian sense, some moderate WVPA
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and a clear climate in Administrative sense in the three 

zones. - The composite climate in Department 1 looks like a 

combination of consultative and autboratative bureaucratic 

components. Phere is a clear leaning to consultative 

climate condition.

from the above discussions the following observations 

emerge namely,

1. that high alienation gets associated with poor 
EEP distribution albeit accompanied by climate 
conditions.

2. that the three variables act in unison and have 
to be taken simultaneously to understand EEP 
distribution.

3» that the climate conditions are the primary factor 
to understand EEP distribution followed' by 
managerial alienation with WVPA as the last.

Another striking relationship that is observable in 

the table is that lowly alienated managerial groups are 

found to be in. Departments A and B which ihave as their 

climate condition predominantly the participative element 

whereas highly alienated groups, as in Departments D and E, 

have in their climate conditions, the consultative element 

as the predominant’ one. 3?his is certainly not to say that 

consultative climate in any way accounts for high alienation 

among managers and participative climate accounts for low



231

alienation among managers. What is striking is that as one 

moves -in the continuum of managerial style from authoritarian, 

to a participative, one is confronted with the lower incidence 

of alienation among managers. This observation conforms the 

modern management belief that a leaning to participation 

does have a favourable influence on the managerial personnel,, 

the specifics of the influence remaining to be determined by 

a more systematic and through proof other than this.

The cases of Departments D' and E need special discussion 

for the reason that both the departments have consultative 

element in their climates in their Zone I. Climate though 

comprising of some elements A, B and 0 are exactly opposite 

and have respectively ’poor1 and ’very good’ distribution.

If we take a position that Zones II and III climates are not 

important in the matter of EBP distribution pattern than 

consultative authoritative bureaucratic style of 

Department D gets associated with poor EEP distribution and, 

authoratative bureaucratic consultative style gets associated 

with very good EEP distribution. The hidden message seems 

to be that a basic consultative style does not pay off.

The Department D has CJ-AB style in interactional climate 

zone also. Thus its predominant climate could be called 

consultative.

Besides(the other variables, one has to look into the 

specific nature of the work involved in the department.



Ibis department is a designs department, with lot of work 

non-repititive but the broad guidelines and procedures being 

determined, perhaps, a personalised style like consultative 

does not agree with the professionalism of the subordinate 

personnel. This observation gets some support from the 

negligible rank order correlation in FVPA between managers 

and supervisors.

^ consultative managerial style could not be effective 

with subordinates whose value priorities are out of 
alli^ment with those of the managers.

The AB-G climate of the Marketing department gets 

associated with7 very good IIP distribution, despite the fact 

that its other zones climate is also on the consultative 

style. Ibis department is a marketing department and the 

professionalism among its commercial personnel has not as- 

mucl^bf autonomy inclination as that of technical personnel. 

Perhaps that is why the consultative element clicks with 

the personnel. Again, the AB-0 style basically emphasises 

the imperatives of the organisation system taking the 

managerial consultative role as one of a dispensing inter­

mediary.

But, one overall observation could be made that the 

basic element in Zone I area of AOG has to be authoritative 

bureaucratic with a supportive style to get associated with 

good IE? distribution and that diffused climate does get 

associated with poor 1EP distribution.
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lastly, it may be stated that technical activities in 

a continuous manufacturing-unit find the combination AB-P 

in Zone I and P-0 in1 Zones II and III as favourable climates. 

The departments, whose working provides for the excercise 

of personal knowledge and skill go well with a climate of a 

consultative type either as a prefix or a suffix.

Relationship of Administrative Organisational 

Olimate and EEP in Conjunction with the 

Intervening Variables Pertaining to 

Supervisory Respondents:

Though there is no pattern in relationship between the 

characterisations in job satisfaction and climate, only 

one clear observation could be made that Department D, 

wherein consultative type of climate is predominant and 

subordinates are not clear as to the methods used for 

remedial action (evinced by the diffused climate), the 

job satisfaction is found to be comparatively lower in the 

group of subordinates. This observation stands unsupported 

by any other evidence and could not lead to any conclusion.
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With respeot to %;hi'evement Orientation it is not 

possible to make even such a. tentative observation. In fact, 

the poor Achievement Orientation characterisation of the 

Department E i s not possible to explain since that is the 

department which has the best EEP distribution. It is 

difficult to understand how personnel poor in achievement 

score yield a good EBP distribution. Of.course, this group 

reports a very good job satisfaction level some WVPA and a 

favourable climate. May be this factor coupled together 

make up for the poor achievement orientation but this 

explanation also is not satisfactory. Perhaps a line of 

explanation if at all may emerge at a latter stage when all 

the climates and other variables are viewed simultaneously.

^limate of Groupiness

Before we proceed with the description of the’climate 

of the Departments in terms of groupiness, it would be fit 

to explain in breief the concept of groupiness to facilitate 

the description and interpretation of the groupiness climate.

Groupiness is a measure of the attractiveness of a 

group to a member measured not merely in terms of his 

ideational orientation but also concrete experience in a 

group, reflected in the respondent’s desire to stay in 

on with the group with a positive feeling. Groupiness 

of a group has been a summated score of the individual
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respondents scores on (1) interpersonal trust orientation 

indicating ideational learning towards the group and 

(2), group cobesiveness index indicating bow well be ' 

identifies with the group in the light of his experience.

Itiree departments have been characterised as ’low 

groupiness’ departments. They are A, B and E. Two 

Departments 0 and D have been found to be having high 

grouping s’s.

It may be noted that, on the whole all the departments, 

have reported high groupiness since no score of groupiness 

is less than 75 out of 100, but two departments have scored 

quite high i.e. above 80 per cent and have been characterised 

in the sample of departments as high groupiness departments. 

Department 0 has reported, curiously tOO per cent groupiness. 

Based on two groupings of scores, three Departments A, B 

and E have been characterised as low scoring departments.

One easy observation is that supervisors of the 

organisation studied hswe reported on the whole high 

groupiness and have displayed a potential for group work.

It may be noted that the Departments 0 and D which 

are always under the spotlight of analysis and interpre­

tation have reported high groupiness.
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Relationship of Groupiness of Departments and 
EEB Distribution:

i

Departments B and E have reported low groupiness 
along with Department A. Seorewise there is not much of a 
difference along these departments hut Department A has a 
neutral EEP distribution, whereas Departments B and E have 
respectively ’good' and 'very good1 EEP distribution. Since 
seorewise they are equal in the matter of groupiness a 
broad conclusion could be offered that low groupiness 
characterisation associates itself with good EEP distribu­
tion but differences in IIP distributions among these 
departments, could not be-explained by this scores.

Table 4 .2lU~: fable Showing Olimate of Groupiness assigned 
to all the departments and distribution of 

_Managers into. High and low Scores in EEP.
Code of Olimate Olimate of Ho. of Ho. of
the of Groupiness High low
Depart­ Groupi- assigned in Scorers Scorers
ment ne ss phrases in EEP in EEP

assigned 
in code

A
B
0
D
E

1
I
H
H
I

low groupiness 16 14 
low groupiness 8 5 
High groupiness 5 7 
High groupiness 6 - 9 
low groupiness 7 5



230

Between the Departments 0 and D also, Department G, 

which has the very high degree of groupiness, does not have 

EBP distribution much different from that of Department D.

Thus extent of high groupiness also does not help in 

understanding the EEP distribution of high scoring departments.

» On the whole, it could be said that groupiness, beyond 

a certain point, does get associated with poor EEP distribu­

tion. We cannot say What could be the level of groupiness to 

just get associated with good EEP distribution. Whey high 

groupiness gets associated with poor EEP distribution could 

have a possible theoretical explanation. There are 

conflecting viewpoints in theory of group cohensiveness 

held by Seashore, Stanley and W.E. Whyte that high

•1

Group cohensiveness does no t necessarily lead to 
higher productivity. In Seashore’s studjj* and in subsequent 
studies high cohensiveness is sometimes associated with 
high productivity and sometimes with low productivity. 
Whether high cohensiveness leads to high productivity 
depends upon the degree to which group members feel manage­
ment is supportive of them. An excellent example 1 of high 
cohensiveness leading to lower productivity is William 
Eoote Whyte’s study of quota restriction.**

v Seashore, Stanley, ’Group Oohensiveness in the 
Industrial work group', Aun Arbor: Institute for 
Social Research, University of Michigan, 1954.

**WbytefW.E., 'Money and Motivation’, New York,
Harper, 1955).

The effect of cohesive groups on productivity appears 
to be mixed. Even the classic Hawtbrone investigation 
produced conflicting results. In the Relay Assembly test 
room, a tightly unit group seemed to be responsible for the 
steadily increasing productivity. However, .in the research 
conducted in the Bank Wiring observation room, different 
results were found. The wiremen established norms for 
production and each employee.consistently produced 
prooer amount of work. Significantly, the group mainoame 
a level of production lower than its members could have 
easily achieved and consequently received lower pay than 
necessary under the wage-incentive scheme.
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groupiness beyond a certain point may or may not become . 
dysfunctional. Perhaps the nature of the work of Depart­
ment 0 and D renders high groupiness dysfunctional. 
Department 0 is an Engineering service unit responding to 

requests from all the departments in manufacturing 
scattered over the plant.

Of course, the description of this work does not offer 

a sufficient explanation of high groupiness becoming 
dysfunctional. On the fact of it, trouble-shorting type of 
work, calls for a high group effort but too much of 

groupiness may come in the ?ray of discrete job assignments 
being made to definite persons. The converse could be true 
that the increase in the groupiness itself would create 

problems in the work for no work by itself could be said 
to be better performed with higher and higher groupiness 
as an ever acceptable condition. This explanation is 
quite tentative and based on a remark by the chief of the 
department "me and my people are always on the run and 
difficult to locate. I am busy alloting work to small 

groups of my subordinates who report to me." It looked 
that the engineering personnel was mobile, divisible into 
groups for work assignment and always in demand and on the 

run. With all this we have to accept high groupiness as an 

independent phenomenon.
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Departments A and B as already explained earlier have 

highly routine work and functions the organisation being 

a continuous type of plant having high technology. In 

view of the automatic functioning of Department A, its low 

groupiness becomes explicable since most of the supervisors 

have their neatly assigned work performed independently. 

Department B which engages in D and R work also follows 

dominant routines and procedures and the discrete work 

assignment. But automation has ho effect on it any 

therefore its low groupiness is really low compared to that 

of Department A. Department B personnel has more scope to 

be groupy but has reported low groupiness. Department E*s 

low groupiness becomes explicable in the light of the fact 

that the department is divided into different sections 

performing strictly 'defined work which is more or less 

Independent. Managers of the department have to themselves 

assigned neat areas of activities. Its low groupiness in 

this context becomes applicable.

The obvious general conclusion that could be drawn 

is that high groupiness gets associated with po8r IIP 

distribution and low groupiness gets associated with good 

EEP distribution*

Lastly it may be added that the department like 0 

which offers engineering services responding to calls 

from all around could have a need to feel a little more 

to set off the feeling of being scattered.groupy
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Department D offers a highly specialised design service 
and personnel unit could also feel like closing the ranks 
ris-a-vis other departments, with which it does not have 
frequent interactions and close interface. This department 
is slightly isolated in the interactional sense. All 
these explanations it may he noted are in the form of 
possibilities based on observations, and not in any way 
conclusive. Thus they are merely suggestive.

Relationship of Climate of Groupiness and 
Other Intervening Variables Pertaining 
to Managerial Respondents:

WPA does not get associated with any specific kind 
of groupiness climate conditions. Departments B and G 
have comparable WVPA scores and yet opposite type of EEP 
distribution. Departments g and D have respectively some 
TCPA and negligible one and yet almost the same type of 
SEP distribution. Hence the observation that WVPA does 
not have any discernible relationship with climate of 
groupiness of the departments.

So far as managerial alienation is concerned again 
the observations made in regard to MDO climate bold good 
and there is nothing specially to add. low groupiness 
climate matches with moderate climate in MDO and high 
groupiness climate matches with high and mixed climate

in MID.
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Just to mention, for record, it may be stated that 
highly alienated managerial groups associate with high 
groupiness climate. High groupiness or low groupiness 
climate, it may be specially stated, are determined on the 
scores of the supervisory respondents and not managerial 
respondents. Thus highly alienated managerial groups have 
their subordinates who feel highly groupy whereas lowly 
alienated managerial groups have their subordinates who 
feel lowly groupy. The highly alienated managerial groups 
association with low groupiness climate needs some 
explanation which as it has in previous cases is found in 
the climate conditions.

Again low groupiness climates go with low authoritarian 
climates in the case of Departments A, B and E as is 
visible in the Table. High groupiness climates go with 
authoritarian and moderately authoritarian climates. This 
association is very clear.

Another observation could be that low groupiness 
climates coupled with low authoritarian climates get 
associated with neutral and low alienation among management. 
High alienated managerial group of the Department E gets 
associated with the same combination A^ and low groupiness 
ana the best ESP distribution. The explanation of this 
relationship obviously has to be sought in the climate 
combinations in other senses.
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Departments whose supervisory respondents feel highly 
groupy would certainly not go with highly alienated managers 
with authoritarian tendency. 'Naturally this comhination 
would get associated with :low SEP distribution. Conversely 
lowly .alienated managers with a democratic tendency as in 
Departments A and B would certainly go with low groupiness 
of the respondents and their favourable E1P distribution.

On close scrutiny of the characterisations of 
supervisors in Achievement Orientation and EEP distribution 
pattern, one finds that there is hardly any patterns if 
relationship. There is also absence of pattern of relation­
ship between achievement characterisation of the supervisory 
groups and the groupiness climate conditions. The sam.e is 
the case with respect to Job Satisfaction characterisations 
we may conclude that Job Satisfaction and Achievement 
Orientation do not meaningfully relate drith climate of 
groupiness of the departments.


