Chapter IV
RESULTS

Scheme of Presentation of Resultg:

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 méjdr types of
climate and their sub-categories. (B) The relationship of
climate assigned with Efficiency Potential Ratings
distribution of supervisory respondeqts and (C) The
consideration of Glimate — EEP relationships in the
light of consideration of such intervening variables as
Managerial Alienation, Work-Value 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 thatstwo intervening
variables namely, Alienation .and 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 &f these
variables would throw more meaningful light on OC-EEP
relationships. The variables relating to the mahagerial

group include the basic managerial tendencies which are
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strictly speaking, specific personality traits, not
covered in thé belief-value-attitude systeﬁs of managers
intomwhich MDC measure is based. The variables reiating
to supervisory group are in the nature of specific
motivations which &ét as the mainspring of their job
involvement. These variables are also not included in MDQ
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
Gonte%t of two sets of Variables, one pertain-
ing to Managerial Group, and other to Supervisory

Graup.
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The 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 hés 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
uging 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.

Third, climate-results are viewed in relation to the
distribution of supervisors into High and Low scorers

in EEP 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, EEP 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 EEP with climate obtaining.
It is ascertained whether consideration of these variables
in unison lead to a finer explanation of the relat;onship
between OC and EEP. 1In other words, an attempt is made
to see if intervening variables contribute to the
relationship between ©0C 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 OC relationships for all its
four types, an attempt is made to obtain a total picture of
the OC 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 OC and EEP.

These tables mostly represent the quantified tréitments

given to basic data.
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Table 4.1: Table Showing Managerial Dispositional (limate
agsigned to Departments in respect to
Conservative~Liberal tendency.

Code of the Climate Climate Climate
Department Score assigned assigned to
with in Pharases
reference Code )
to the
tendency
of Conser—
vatism—
Liberalism
A(Production) - HL H, " Conservative
) . moderate
B (Development H2L3 L, Moderately
.. and i . liberal
Research)
G (Engineering BT, ‘ H Conservative
Services . -
D (Design) L, Mixed Mixed
B (Marketing and H . L Moderately
2?3 'm liberal

‘Materials)

Description: In all, far types of characterisations were
observed in Table 4.1. One was High Moderate of the

Department A which indicated that'managefs of that particular
department were conservative but not to a very high degree.
They displayed conservatism to a querate degree, meaning
thereby that the group of managers in the departmgnt,
comprised of both the types of managers, with managers

having conservative tendency relatively more in number
than managers having liberal tendency. The climate High

e
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moderate indicated a preponderance of conservatism over
liberalism to a visible degree but not a spectacular degrée.
Another climate High of the Department G indicated that
managers in clear majority were having a conservative
tendency with less than half having the counteracting

liberal tendency.

Departments B and E reported moderately liberal
climate meaning thereby that the liberal climates were just

more than conservative elements.

Department D had a mixed climate with conservatisum
and liberal elements in balance. Climate L i.e. libegal,

was not reported by any department.

Of the five departments, two had reported moderately
conservative climate, one conservative, one mixed, none
liberal. Thus, three departmentse reported climate in
moderation (irrespective of their sub~categories) ene *:

clear and one mixed.

Note: To avoid repitition, the connotation of Moderate
alear" and "Mixed" climates being the same
.Will not be explained in detail in the following .
portion. They take on the specific meaning
depending upon the tendency te which they apply.
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Table 4.2 ¢ Table Showing Managerial Dispositional Climate
assigned to Departments in respect of

Fatalism~Scientism.

Code of the Climate Glimate Climate
Department  score with assigned assigned in
reference to in code phrase/s
the tendency
of Fatalism—
Scientism
A H.L H Moderate
5_3 o Fatalist
B H.L H Moderate
52 m Fatalist
c Hy H © Patalist
D . H I 'L Scientismic
E ©OHL H Moderate
372 m Fatalist

Description: Departments A, B and E have reported

moderate fatalist tendency meaning thereby that more

managers in these departuments exhibited fatalist tendency

but there were mamagers, though fewer in number who

exhibited scientismic tendency.

Department C reported a clear Patalist tendency

among managers.

Department D reported a clear Scientismic tendency

among managers.

Three departments A, B and E reported the same climate.

r~

J
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Tawing the scores in view, Departments G and D
reported a clearly pronounced climates about 'oppoéites'

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 4.3: Table Showing Managerial Dispositional

z Climate assigned to Departments in
Regpect ©f Fascist Tendency.

Code of the Climate Climate Climate
Departument score agsignd assigned in
w.r.t. the in code phrases
tendency of
Fagcisi
A H6L2 H Fage ist
B H3L o Hm Moderately Fascist
g H4 L 5 H Fasci gt
D HAIZ Mixed Mixed
B H.L I Moderately
273 - o Democratic

Deseription: Departments A and C report clear Fascist
tendency, meaniﬁg thereby thalt more managers of these

departments have scores higher on Fascist tendeney. 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 E reported Moderately democratic climate.
It meant that though managers‘showing democratic téndeney
were more, they were not in significant majority. There
were other managers wWho exhibited anthoritarian 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 departmenfs A, % and C exhibited
Fascist climate. Department D reﬁorting{mixed‘climate
could be taken as a Department with a potential for both
the - climates, with a-possibility of filting towards

H or.L 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 FPascist
climate conditions since Department B showed democratic
climate of a moderate typé and that too by just a slight

higher score on democratic tendency. Thus, the climate
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of Department E was also not a clear democratic but a

moderate democratic with Fascist elements lying low.

Table 4.4: Table Showing composite Climate Characterisa~-
tion for each Department in Bach of the
Three Tendencies.

Code Climate Climate Glimate Composi te
of the assigned assigned assigned climate
Depart- in in respect in respect assigned
ment Respect gf of
of atalism Fascist
Conserva~ Scientism tendency
tism- Tendency in code
Liberalism in code
tendeney
in code
A By By " Hy
B LM Hﬁ Hy Hy
c H H H H
D Mixed L Mixed i xed

E Ty | By “ k. Ly

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

H_ indicates a moderate ‘climate of consisbting of
T aongservative, Fatalistic and Fascist tendencies.

I indicates a cleag climate consisting of Liberal
Scientismic and Democratic tendencies. -

L_ indicates a moderate climate consisting of
Liberal Scientismic and Democratic tendencies.

Mixed eclimate indicates H and I climate tendencies

in balance.. '

Note: The adjectives 'Scientific' and 'Scientismic'
are used interchangeably. . - .
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Description: Department & has earned two H, (Gongerva~
tive moderate) characterisations and one H in three.
tendencies. DPepartment A thus could be said to be, on the

whole, having Hm“climate iﬁ the sense of composite climate.

Since all the three climate characterisations were on
'H side', one may point out that department & had a
composite climate in MDC with a clear leaning to Conservative-
Fatalistic or Fascist %endency. This composite climate has
a negative value with reference to the current theoretical
belief that managers with a leaning towards conservative-
1Fatalist—Fascist tendency could not be themselves capable
of ereating a positive climate in which their subordinates

would be motivated te actualise their potential.

Departmenf B with two Hm characterisations and one Lm
cbaraéterisation~could also be said to be possessing Hm )
climate in the composite sense. Even the third cHaraoteri—

sation L is also the moderate type.

Thus it could be said that Department B on the whole
has a moderate climate and compogite climate Hm is also .
distinetly moderate without any leaning to H, that is

extreme climate on H side.

Comparatively speaking, though composite climates of
Departments A or B were the same viz., Hm 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 C had clearlj H climate characterisations
on three scores and therefore easily earned H characterisa-

tion in composite climate.

Department C could be said to be having a climate in
MDC pﬁrely of a Conservative-Fatalistic, PFascist tendential
elements.  Its MDG climate was clear, extreme and even

congistent.

Department D with twoe mixed characterisations and oﬁe L
. could be given the composite climate characterisation ui xed .
But its clear L climate ogaracterisation 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 1eaqing té Scientisnm.

With two climates as mixed, it may be sta%ed that the
climate L elements would not get expressed butriight get

suppressed in view of the absence of uplifting support

from other two elements.

Department E had earned two L, and one H . Its
composite climate characterisation was clearly I,
meaning thereby that it pessesses a climate comprising of

positive tendential elements in greater number.



It may be noted tﬁat on the whole itsAcomposite

climate was on the moderation line.

Departments B and ¥ have comparatively speaking,
climates moderaté in nature but opposite in kind. Whereas B
had Hm’ E had Lm with the third tendential element of

exactly of the opposite type but in modePation.

If one were to look at the total MDC, viewing all
composite climate characﬁerisation to the(iepartments, one
may observe that three departments have a composite climate
in H terms. One mixed and only one in 'L' terms. On the
whole, the total MDC climate for the organisation could
be said to be a climate with leaning to Conservatism,

Fatalism and Fastisme

Table 4 .5: Table Showing Composite Climate Characterisa-—
tion in respect of Managerial Dispositional
Climate, Number of High and Low Scorers in EEP.

Code of Composite No.of High No. of Low
the climate Scorers in Scorers. in
Department characteri- EEP EEP
sation
in MDC
A Hy, 16 14
B HM 8 5
G H 5 7
D Mixed 6 9
B L 7 3
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A cursory glance at the Table 4.5 ﬁill indicate that
departments reporting moderate climate, irrespective of
whether they were on 'H side' or 'L side' reported a
favourable distribution of respondents of the departments

into High or Low scorers in EEP.

erartment'A, B and G which have reported moderate
composite climates in MDC have more respondents scoring H
in EEP. Whereas departmenf C with H composite climate
characferisation and D with mixed one, have more number of

respondents scoring low in EEP.

bne clear conclusion that eﬁerged 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 L characterisation was not
available to support the conclusion that extreme climate in
MDG either on H side or L side did not get asspciated 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 ianalance,4its clear L characterisation

in regard to Fatalism-Scientism tendency could be taken as
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one possible case of L characterisation. That department

with this imputed L characterisation also had an unfavour-

able EEP distribution.

Thus, a general observation éould be made that
in the matter of MDG, moderate climate irreépective of
whether they are H type or L type get associated with better
EEP distribution and extreme and or mixed composite climate

did not get associated with favourable EEP distribution.

In fact, if one were to observe the table closely, one
may be tempted to state that Lm 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 iﬁ the tabie, the case of

Lm being the only one.

Relationship between MDC and EEP for all the departments
in conjunction with intervening variables namely, Alienation
tendency among managers, Work Value Preference Agreement
(WVPA) between managers and suéérviéoré workiﬁg’under them

and Authoritarian tendency among managers.

This part of the stﬁdy ig devoted to stating the
observed relationships between MDC and EEP in the context
of Alienation tendency among managers, WVPA between managers
and the supervisory respondents of their departments and
the authori tarian trait that obtains in managers. The

authoritarian trait among the managers, leading to the

3



eharacterisation of the group of managers of the depart-
ments into High, Low amd Moderate in this tendercy could be

taken in the sense of a climate.

The broa& strategy behind the search for meaningful
relationships between OC and EEP 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 0 understand if their
inclusion further help in understanding OC-EEP 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 Wodld be required
along with the use of more sophisticated quantitative
techniques. The study merely seeks to establish associa~

tive relationship between OC-EEP and other variables.

Pirstly, the association of the climates with EEP
digtribution of supervisors and WVPA between managers and
supervisors as evidenced in coefficient of rank-order

correlation is examined and discussed.

Principally, the entire amalysis and discussion are
based on theﬂTable 4.6 and are also in terms of the jargon
contained in the table duly explicated wherever necessarye.
The table depicting climate EEP 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 Talle 4.6 for reference.

Relationship Between MDC and Characterisation

giAthé Manasgerial Group in ReSpect_‘

of Authoritarian Tendency:

A, ) ,
One may observe in Table 4.6 that in Departments A, B

and E climate charactefisafiéékim'MDC:and characterisation
of managerial group-in Authoritarian tendency are almost in
agreement. They have Hm’ Hm and Lm c}imaﬁe characteri sa-
tions and Ap, Ap and A characteri sation of the managerial
group respectively. In Departments C and D climafe charac-
terisations are H and Miied not matching‘with Authoritarian
tendency characterisation of the managerigl groups A and Am’

Th e following Table 4.7 would bring out the point clearly.

Table:4.T Table Showing Departmental Characterisation in MDC
and Distribution of Managers into three Categories
in Authoritarian tendency.

Code of the Composite climate Distribution of Managers

Department characterisation into High, Moderate and
in MDC Low scorers in
Authoritarianism.
A Hm AL H1L7
¢ H H,L,
D Mixed AM H335
E In AL Hols

6
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EEP Digtribution and WVPA Relationships:

Depaftments 4 and E, one may obgerve in the table,
have good degree of WVPA with Department A baving 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 C has work value preference agreement
comparable 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.

Thus, we find low or po8r WVPA associated with poor
EEP distribution but high or modérate WVPA itself does not
explain good EEP distribution. Lower work value support
in Department B in éomparison with Department A which has
other conditions very much comparalle to it suéh as the .
same Hﬁ climate and ***AL characterisation of the managerial

group does not show any impact on EEP distribution.

*r00d FEP distribution means a distribution in which
high EEP scorers are more in numbers.

**o oor BEP distribution means a distribution in which

low EEP scorers are more in number.

means low authoritarian tendency characterisation.

mean Democratic.
means moderate amthoritarian tendency characterisation.
means mo derately authoritarian or democratic.

= Epapt'ih’:- t_’t"

means clearly authoritarian.



A broad conclusion 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 EEP distribution.

Relationship between Digtribution of Managers into

High and Low in Alienation and EEP Distribution:

Departments G and D have alienated managerial groups
and poor EEP distribution. There is another Department A
which is aléo highly alienated but has a good EEP distri-
bution because of the support of basic climate factors

L

M and AL and Moderate WVPA.

Spec ial Note: 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 bétween MDC and BEP distribution that é
moderate climate of H tjpe or L type is associated with
good BEP distritution. DLikewise it is observed and
accepted that climate Amhis associated like moderate MDG
climate with good EEP distribution.
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In the above statements,we have observed that Depart-
ments reporting High alienation tendency among managers
report poor EEP distribution except when high alienation
1s set off by other favourable factors like favourable

climate conditions and some WVPA.
.. \
Department A has alienation tendency in fine balance

(neutralised) and its BEP distribution is just normal in

the sense that High and Low scorers in EEP are equal.

From the above qbser&ationspit transpires that Highly
alienated managérial tendency dees not go with gooed EEP
distribution in general. Low alienation temdency or an
alienation tendency which,while being not low, is not
certainly bigh, does get associated with good EEf distri-
bution. High alienation tendency among managers in order
" to get associated with good EEP distribﬁtion has to have

the backing of other variables especially the basic climate

conditions.

The broad conclusion that eﬁerges is that compared to
WVPA,Alienation tendency among managers has a better
association with EEP distribution.

Between the climate conditions and alienation tendency
the climate conditions have a better or higher association
with EEP distribution because g;bd EEP distribution has a

congistent kind of olimate, namely moderate in MDG
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assoc iated 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.

The following observations would better support the

statements just made above.

i

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

game types of climates namely H& and A;.

Department E has the same kinds of climate ngmely,
Lm and AL and LM is also on the moderation ingredient and
a better kind of climate characterisation (theoretically)

and moderate WVPA and very good EEP distribution.

Departmenf D ig an excellent case of negligible WVPA
and poor climate conditions.. (A Mixed and Alienated ™
Managerial group and poor EEP distribution).

Department B is a gooé cagse of low WVPA lowly alienated
managerial group and good climate conditions with good EEP
digtribution.

Department C has highly alienated managerial group,
moderate WVPA support, poor climate conditions (H in MDC

and A in Authoritarian tendency and poor EEP distribution).
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I's

Department A, individually speaking, has very good—
WVPA, a managerial group neutralised in alienatioﬁ and good
climate conditions but average EEP distribution. It may
_ be observed that good WVPA in itself does not associate
with good EEP di stribution but absence of low alienation
among managers (a tendency to high alienatioﬁ or neuéralised

alienation) does explain poor EEP ai stribution.

o

Concluding Remarks:

' ﬁéxt to climate conditions, alienation is an important

variable and not WVPA.

Départments A&3B - a comparative view

ﬁepartments C&D - a comparative view

Departments A and B whiéh report respectively High and
Moderate WVPA bave a favourable distribution of EEP, the
_ same kind of MDG nameiy Hm and the same kind of characterisa~
tion of maﬁagefs in regpect of anthoritarian tendency
namely AL' Departments A and B thus present a good case of
a comparativé study to exemine the associative significance |

of the two variables namely alienation of WVEA.

It may be noted that Department B hgs a better EEP

distribution compared to Department A in which High and Low

scorers are just equal.
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Department B has a low alienated managerisl group but
low WVPA. Department A has a neutralised managerial group
in point of alienation but high WVPA.

The issues that arise are whether (a) a lower WVPA
could 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

agssociated with better EEP distribution of Department B.

Obviously, a low agreement in WVPA oouid not be téken
as a significant improving condition for EEP distribution,
for there is no logic in assuming that a 1owe#WVPA could
have any association with better EEP distribution. In
fagt it could be true the other way in theory and practice
that groups better matched in WVPA could be more productive.
Léwly matched groups in this regard could have no impact

but not the positive one.

Conversely a lowly élienated 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 envir ommental conditions. Thus,
one gcore which indicated an inférior condition that is
to say low agreement in WVPA does not have a negative-
influence. The other superior coﬁﬁition 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 EEP distribution is

POOT.

In the light of the above discussion, it transpires
that sdme amount of WVPA is a~necessary condition tut its
improvement does not have any impact wherea% very distinctly
different alienation positions of managers do get associated
with different EBP distributions. To be specific, High
alienation among managers does get associated with poor EEP

distribution as evinced in thecase of Departments C and D.

Between Alienation and Authoritarian tendency which
is more importént ig di fficult to say because we have same
climate conditions, same AL difference in Alieﬁaticn
accompanied by difference’ in WVPA in the total case of
Departments A, B and E. At thé 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 authoritarién tendency characteriséﬁﬁ;i and AM
(Departments C and D) with high alienation tendency
certainly get associated with poor EEP distribution. But

in this cases MDC climate condition is slso unfavourable.
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It appears that unfafaourable climate conditi ons accompanied
by high alienation and high to moderate authoritarian

tendency get associated with poor EEP disbribution.

Consideration of two more Variables namely

Achievement Orientation -and Job Satisfaction

pertaining %o supervisory Respondents:

Relationship of MDC and EEP for all the Departments in
conjunction with intervening variables (a) Achievement
Orientation and (b) Job Satisfaction pertaining to supervisory

respondents.

On close scerutiny of scores of supervisors in
Achievement Orientation and Job Satisfaction given in
Table 4.8, it transpires that theére is véry 1little associa-
%ion of High and Low scoring in these variables with either

EEP distribution or climate characterisations in MDC.
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The arguments to support the above view point derive

from the tables that would follow soone.

To expedite the work of analysis Job Satisfaction,
Achievement Orientation and EEP scorings have been rendered
into dishotomous categorisation of good distribution — poor
distribution, with extreme points as very good and very

poor and tbe equal score distribution as neutral.

The 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 upen-which score is-‘high'.

-~ -~

With the help of the above criteria four tables were’

‘ constructed to depict the relationships of:

O



_ (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, Job Satisfaction and BEP is given in

Table 4.9 for reference.

187
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Table 4.9: Tablz Depicting Character’ =ations of Supervisory Grdiups in the hatier
Achievement Orientation and Job Satisfaction based on, their mamﬂwnm.
Cede Comprai te Characterisa- . CPigtpibe . - Ti sbeilution
of the characteri— tion of EEP tion of of Supervi-
Depart- sation in Departuments Distribution supervisors sor= into
ment MG in Terus of Yo of No. of into High- Higu-Tow :
Authoritarian High Low Characterisa~ Low Charasteri~ Scorers into Characteri-
Tendency Scorers Scorers tion Scorers ia  sation Job Satisfac- sation
Aehievenent tion
Ori-=ntativn Exverience
High Low High Low
A B, Ap 16 14 Keutral 1€ 14 Neutoal o . 6 Very good
B ", A 8 5 Good 6 7 Neutra, 9 4 . Very good
¢ H A ‘5 7 Poor 4 8 Very poor 8 4°  Very good
D WMixed ba 6 9 Poor 8 7  HNeutral 7 8. Neutral
LR Ly A 7 3 Good 4 6 Poox 8- ,m”.dmw.% good
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The Table 4 .9 and the othei four tables referred have
facilitated the comparison of scores, cases and also drawing

of conclusions, if anywhere possible.

Table 4.10: Relationship of EEP Distribution with
Achi evement Orientation Charactepisation of
Supervi sory Respondents Departmentwise.

Code of the Charac terisation Characterisation

Department of EEP Scorers of Achievement
into Poor-good- Orientation into
neutral poor-good-neutral

A Neutral Neutral
B Good Neutral
c Poor Poor

- D Poor Neutral
E Very good Poor

One can observe in the Table 4 .10 that except in

Department A there is hardly any matching of characterisations.

To wit, good and very good characterisations of
Departments B and B in regpect of EEP are accompanied by
Neutral and poor characterisations of the same departments

in respect of achievement orientation.

Likewise, Departments C and D have got ‘poor' and ! poor!
characterisations in EEP matched by very poor and neutral

charac terisations in Achievement Orientation.
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In fact, the absence of any pattern of association
between BEP and Achievement Orientation is too visible to

need any explanation.

Table 4.1}, Relationship of Climate Characterisations
( with Achievement Orientation Characterisa~
tion of Bupervisory Respondents.

Code of the Climate Cpnaracterisation of

Departments in MDC Achievement
Orientation in poor-
good~Neutral

A H Neutral
B | Eﬁ Néutfal
H Very poor
D Mixed Neutral
E Lm . Poor

Departments A and B have neutral characterisations in
Achievement Orientation matched by H_ climate in both. This
looks like a pattern of relationship but another neutral
Lotdevement Orientat ion characterisation of Department D is

accompanied by mixed climate.

Departments C and E have very poor and poor characteri-
sation respectively in Achievement Orientation accompanied
by B and L climates of the departments regpectively. In

o
reality, looking into the score for flna; dlscrlmlnatlon
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it is found that 'Neutral' of Iepartment A and 'Neutralt
of Department B are just so technically by the criteria’

adopted but in fact they are, . - slightly of opposite
types. ‘
The Neutral pattern of relationship between climate

and Achievement Orientation emerging from the case of

Department A and B may be on the margin of Ecceptability.

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

Code of the Characterisation Characterisation
Departments of EEP Scorers of Job Satisfac~
. into poor-good- tion Scorers into
neutral poor-good-neutral

A Neutral Very good

B Good Very good

G Poor Very good

D Poor Neutral

B Very good Very good

Four very good characterisations of four Departments
A; B, G, B in Job Satisfaction are matched by a4 variety
of EEP characterisation such as Neutral, geod, 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. This needs a brief explanation.

Technically speaking the job satisfaction measure
(namely the SRA Employee Inventory)* items are mostly
on the hygiége factors and not motivators using Herzberg's
Jargon. Incidently the orgenisation 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. No 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 Hyglene factor items are
ugsed to measure job satisfaction in the measure and it is
not contended that what they measure is job satisfaction

.in strict terms of Herzberg's theory.

Table 4.13: Relationship of Climate Characterisations with
JeS.Characterisation of Supervisory Respondents.

Code of the Glimate "Characterisation of
Department characterisation supervis ory group on
of Department Job Satisfaction

A Hm Very good

B Hm Very good

5f H Very good

Mixed Neéeutral
E ‘ L, ' Very good

*Please refer to Appendix 4.1 for the format of the SRA
Inventory.
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As could be observed easily, like EEP distribution,
climate characterisationsalso do not exhibit any meaningful
agsociation with Job Satisfaction pharacterisations. Tbis‘
means that Job Satisfaction of high level is independent
of elimate characterisation of theadépartments. Only one
obvious, but significant, pairing is that of mixed climate
characterisation of the Department D with neutral characteri-
" sation of supervisory group on job satisfaction. The
neutral elimate indicating lower than very good charac teri-

sation, one may associate, t. -t with climate or-d but other
"associations do not warrant this generalisationg. The ”
" only broad remark that could be made is that a mixed type
of climate characterisation of MDC does not get associated
‘with the usual 1eve140f job satisfaction among the
supervisors concerned. This remark also dees not atand

on any solid foundation since there are no other cases

offering any supportive evidence.

Speciagfmbte: Since the climate characterisation of
departments in MDC almest agree with
their characterisation in authoritarian
tendency, a separate anmalysis 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 madeé.
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It may also be noted that tﬁefmeasures of Achievement
Orientation and Job Satisfaction are not materially indepen-
dent but also together they are not subsumed in any sense in
the climate measures as well as EEP measures. All the four
measures are mutually independent (and exclusive for they are
arrived at through totally independent measures. Further
since job satisfaction of the supervisory respondents is
atypical and the Achievement Orieniatiog not so there is
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 %o
atypical pattern of job éatisfaqtion levels clustered into
very good characterisation angzgue to any meaningful

relationship. Table 4.14 substantiates the point.

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

Code of the Characterisation Characterisation
Department of the supervi- of the supervisory
sory group in group in Job
Achievement Satisfaction
Orientation
A Neutral Veryrgood
B Neutral Very good
c Very poor Very good
D Neutral Neutral
B " Poor Very good
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Further a clear observation could be made that
Department D Eas scored Neutral in both the respeets and
hence a case of a relationship of achieviyg highef levels
in both matters. Again the strength of the observation
‘does not merely derive from this observed relationship btut
on the generality of lower ratings of that Department on
thther scores as discussed in the earlier poéition of the

chapter.

On the whole, it seems that variables namely
Achievement Orientation and Job Satisfaction do not
sigﬁificantly relate with BEP and climate measures which
are found to be relating with each other in a significant

manner.

Leadership Glimate of the Departments on

Consgideration Dimension:

From Table 4)15{1% can be observed that, in all,
three types of climgtes 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 at work.
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2 Hm 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 H cliﬁate and mixed

climate is reported by only one department i.e. C.

. Cases of L and L are not reported at all in regard
to consideration dimension of the leadership climate.
Four out of five departments have reported the climate on

the high side of consideration.

On the whole the whole organisation seems to be having

a highvconsideration climate.

Leadership Climate on 'Structural

Dimension' of the Department:

Three types of climate have been reported in terms of

Structure dimension of leadership climate.
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H climate ~*"i | means managers try to structure the
work of their subordinates by providing rmles, procedures,

guidelines, instructions in more than moderate measure.

Lm 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.

Two Departments A and C have reported mixed climate

in regard to Consideration dimension of leadership climate.

Comparative Study of the Glimates of Departments

in Terms of Qonsideration and Structure Dimensions:

Departments D and E which have respectively H Lo
and HH climate provide the cases of clear climate’in terms
of high and moderation but not in terms o f dimensions.
Departments C and E provide exactly two clear c embinations

of structure and consideration dimensions, namely MM and HH,

Departments & and C have at least one climate mixed.
Departments B and D have a common considergtion climate Hp
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. Clear climate combinations
2+ Mixed climate combinations
%. Moderate climate combinations

4. Climate combination with one moderation, one
mixed element of the two.

Of course, these observations could be rendered
meaningful only in relation to the variables selected,

especially the EEP.

Department C has mixed climate in both consideration
and structure snd represents a clear case of mixed climate.
Department D's climate is Hrz; and I'm 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 coulﬂ be

called a mixed composite climate.

Leadership Climate and EEP Digtribution:

Department E which ﬁas the best EEP distribution has HH
climate. Department B also has good EEP distribtution and
H climate. If we take the cases of these two departments
as having good EEP distribution, one clear observation
could be made that good EEP distribution gets associated
with a.climéte 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 just

made.

Taking the case of Departments B and D, one finds,
that in case of Department B both climates\are on H side,
whereas in Department D one is Hm and another is on the L
side. Thus, Hﬁ being a common factor, it is H strugture
elemént of the Department B climate which perhaps explains

its good EEP distribution.

Departments C and E have clear climates even in the
composite sense. Again HH climate of Department E gets
associated with ‘very gdod' BEP distribution and MM
climate of Department C gets associated with poor EEP
distribution. Department D also has a 'clear' composite
climate H L , with elements of same clear, Hﬁﬁm ie€e
" moderate. '

Thus, three Departments C, E and D which have clear
composite elements do not havé 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

digtribution.

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

EEP distribution.



Combination of moderate climates HmLmof the
Department D has poor EEP distribution, like the mixed

climate combinatiorpf Department C.

This is an indirect support to the observation that
one H, preferably in structure is a necessary condition -

for good EEP distribution.

MM and H;Lm climates of Departments C and D could be
faken-as climates of the 'halfvway' type as oppésed to
climates with ‘distinct leanings. Glimates with distinct
ieanings as of Departments A, B and E get associated with

good EEP distribution.

‘Department A's case‘need be examined in the light of
above discussion." It has, at least one H, though not in
structure but in consideration and one M. Tts BEP aistri-
bution is neutrél, not good. Department B has both on H
side, one H in stru;ture and another H, 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 cage of a department
with H in consideration and moderate H or I in structure.
Tt is therefore not possible to say what significance H in

congideration has, if not accompanied by another Hm,in

structure.
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Three broad conclusions emerge as follows:-

(4) Clear climate combinations in consideration and
structure of themseélves do not associate with
good EEP distribution but, a climate combination
with consideration and structure climates on H
side gets associated with good EEP distribtution

(B) Mixed composite climate deoes 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.

(C) Moderate H climate in consideration does not
- associate with good EEP digtribution. Where one
moderate climate in consideration i s accompanied
by a clear H climate in structure as in
Department B, EEP distribution seems to be good.
But moderation in structure or mixed climate
characteristic do get associated with poor EEP
distribution.
In fine, one may conclude that the best climate
leadership combination that could go with good EEP distri-
bution covered a composite climate with high or near high

consideration and preferably a high or near high structure

climatbte.

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
rel ations and also develop the tendency to put in more

structure in their style of taking work.
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L special note on the scheme of the discussion to be

followed hereinafter.

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

MDC-EEP relationship is examined in the context of following

" variables and their mutual relationships also.

(1) Association of WVPA between managers and

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

suvervisors with EEP distribution.

Association of High and Low categorisation of
managers ip Alienation ténﬁency (departmentwi se)

with EEP distribution.

Simultaneous consideration of High-Low categori-
sation of managers as well as WVPA with EEP

distribution and climate conditions.

Simultaneous consideration of authoritarian
tendency among managers (taken in the climate
éense also), High~Low categorisation of manageriél

group in Alienation and WVPA with climate conditions.

MD@ relationship‘in the igght of simultaneous
consideration of mutual association of Managerial
Alienation, WVPA and the possible associaﬁion of
different sets 60f relationship of altenation and
WVPA with different sets of MDC and EEP relation-

ships.



The purpose of éttempting an exhaustive treatment
along these lines was to tést out, ab initio, mitual
rel ationships between variables and their consequent
association with different combinations of BEP-MDC
relationships so that this part wﬁicb is going to remain
as common in the discussion of climates in other senses may
be taken as done and be revisited only if OC-EEP relation-
ships in other sense get associated with different variable
conditions and their combinations. In short, the discussion
to follow, while certainly considering thevassociative
significance of these variables with climate EEP relation-
ship would seek to avoid the repitition (unless warranted).

This arrangément, 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 4 and
B inyegard to consideration dimension of Leadership
Climate (IC) and WVPA it seems that high consideration gets
associated with good/moderate WVPA. A converse type of
evidenoé ig available in the case of Departments B, C 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.’
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Between Departments 4 and B, A has the higher
WVPA.

Structure dimension of leadership does not.relate with
WVPA e.g. Department B has high structure and Hm in
consideration (iie. consideration is slso on the high side
and 11 WVPA). Department E has H iﬁ strmucture and H in
considerafion anﬁ 48 WVPA. t is ddfficult to ascéibe a
higher WVPA to Hm.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 depaﬁtment B, the WVPA is .79
that is the highest. Departments A and C have M, U
structure .climate respéctively and_thereNis a wide
divergence in WVAP 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 étructure
climate which associates with high and low WVPA or a

presence of H in structure and/or consideration.

Thus, comparing departménts, which though net
comparatle exactly in terms of structure-consideration
scores but certainly in the direction of consideration and
structure climates, one does no+t come to any.pattern of

association between structure and WVPA.

Another obgervation that could be made is that climate,

moderate in consideration and structure, both, goes with
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negligible WVPA for besgides department D #he Hm element
of the consideration-structure climate of department B

also gets associated with low to moderate WVPA.

Gompare§ te MM composite climate of the Department C
which 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
4 and B which have distinetly 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 wholey it appears that a manager ought to have
gsome style H in either consideration or structure but not
moderate to be qualified to associate with good EEF

digtribution.

We shall examine, at a later stage, all the climates’
together and variables hoping that the total view would
explain many differenaes.' We shall 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

0C and EEF and the intervening variables.

-
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Two highl& alienatedvmanagerial groups of Departments
C and D have reported clear composite climates. MM and HH
regpectively which in turn get associazed with different
levels of WVPA agreement and EEP di stributions and different
types of EEP distributions. Department C has also a clear

authoritarian climate characterisation of managers.

Department E,besides'hating a c amposite climaté HH of .
a distinet and clear type,%as lowly-autboritérian managerial
group and moderate WVPA score. Departments.A and B also
have climatesigétch with loﬁiy anthoritarian manégerial
groups but not highly alienated managers. It is at this
stage very difficult to draw conclusions regar&ing the
rélationsbip between alienation among managgers but the
conclusiens drawn in the case of MDC climate in this regard
do not seem to be violated. In fact if the case of
Department D is taken as ak&xed climate, on the strength
of the argument that moderation in opposite climate
elements, consideration_and structure cancel out each other,
then the observations mede in MDG seem tdpe almost

corroborated.
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From Table 4.1gzit appears that Achievement Orientation
and Job Satisfaction variables do not have any relationship
with leadership climate in terms of Gonsiderationﬁhd
Strmic ture characterisationse Firstly, no department has
got a good or very good Achievement Orientation score dis-
tribution. Secondly, neutral characterisation goes with
different types of climabe 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 deﬁartments.
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 Structwre elements with neutral Achieve~

ment Orientation characterisation.

It may be seen that Job Satiwfaction does not have any
discerible pattern of relationship whatsoever with leader-
ship climate.

Both the variables, Achievement Orientation and Job

Satisfaction do not have any meaningful relationship with

climate in the leadership sense as with MDC climate. The
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on .
eeaclusion of these variables dces not explain leadershiip

climate -~ EEP relationship.

Climate Characterisation of all the Devart—

ments in Administrative Climate

. Adminigtrative Climate of all the Departments

in Zone T i.e. Climate with respect to

Manacenent Policies:

Departments & and B have reported the same type of
climate in zone I. Their AB-P climate indicates that
managers as a group practise basically authoritative
bureancratic style in administration with participative
style as a supportive style. In other words, it means
that within the framework o f bureamcratic 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 management 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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Departmept C bhas a diffused climate which means that
sabordinates'are not in a position to identify a definite
style. Managers as a group gi::iéé 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. The
diffused climate has a negétive value in the light of the
widely held belief that a climate in order to be meaningful

and effective mast have a character and dimension.

Departments D and B have a climate different from
those of Departments A, B and C whereas Department‘D has
C~AB climate, Department B has AB-C climate. One may
observe that these climates are opposites fthough comprising
of the same elements./ Department D's climate could be
describedlas one in which managérshés a group basically
practise consultative administrative style backed up by
authoritarian bureaucratic style-as a supportive gfyle. In
practical terms it means that managers act as tbe resource
personnel of the administration and take their subordinates

into confideme to underwrite their cooperation. Unlike

AB-P style, this style is highly personal and involved.
Departments E's AB-C 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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The difference between the two styles of Departments
D and E is that in Department E managers try to work in
their own way with the underpinnings of the organisational
requirements. They'try to interpret management policies
as_their own policies. Whereas in Department E managers
convey an imprsgion,tﬁat,‘being themselves commited to the
organisation, they try to win over the cooperatioﬁ and
compliance of their subordinates for the managemeng,

policies to which they themselves subscribe as employees.

The difference between AB-P and AB-G is not muchk
except in the matfer 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 Note: It may be recalled that all the managerial
styles depicted are as perceived by the
subordinates and not as practised by the

mansgers. 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.
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It seems that with respect to Management Policies
antboritative—bureaucratic style seems to be quite

prevalent and to some extent eﬁen indispensable.

Administrative Climate of all the Departments

in Zone II i.e, Remedial Climate:

Thfee departments A, B and C have the same remedial
climate P-C. This means that in remedial matters mansgers
are perceived to be practising participating consultative
style. In the light of modern theory of disciplining and

training this style haé a positive value.

Departument D's style has been perceived to be diffused,
meaning thereby that managers doing their remedial work
have not been able to project a diétinct style as a group.
In other words managers may be practising their own
individual and situationally preferred style. Department
B's style 'C!' in this regard means that managers rely on
consulting their sﬁbordinates while taking remedial
actions. .The another implication of this style is while
certainly consulting them and taking their viewpoints
into account they do not neceésarily accept the subordinates

point of view.

The difference between P-C and 'C' is that in 'C!
characterisation of climate, managers have been successfub W

E--) creafe@conditions in which subordinates would feel like

"~



217

being heard in important remedial matters, in P-C
characterisation subordinates would feel that their managers
would most certainly take their viewpoint into account

while deciding upon the remedial matters concerning -them.

P-C condition is more open and modern compared to
'C' condition judged by the trend in modern theory of

management .

Administrative Climates of all Departments

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

non-critical mutual Interactions.

i

Departuents A, B and C have reported P-C climate the
meaning of which has already been exﬁlaingd above.
Department D has C-AB climate conditions, the meaning of

which has aiready'beén 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 elimate prevailing. Suqh a climate is responsible
for the general feeling of welbeing and positive relation
with the organisation.- Department E has a climate condition
C-(ABs meaning thereby -that predominamtly its intgraetional
climate is consultative with an occasional trace of
anthoritarian bureaucratic element. One may take the

climate as consultative for practical purposes.
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In this regard, four departments namely, A, B @ and D
have clear climate chargcterisation. In fact in all the
zones four departments, have reported clear climate
chargcterisations with no admixture of ‘eiements' at
certainly a supportive component. The strategy of using
the component in climate characterisation has paid off
but the strategy of considering 'element! in the climabe

characterisation, it may be noted,has not paid off at all.

Relationship of Administrative Organisational

Climate and EEP Distribution of Supervisory

Respondents:

Departments 4 and B have exactly the same types of
climates in 211 the three zones and have reported neutral

and good EEP distribution respectively.

Department C also has the same type of climate as

in A and B in Zone II and Zone III and poor EEP distribu»
tion.

It transpires that Zone I climate which is uncommon
inhepartment 'Ot holds the clue to good or neutral EEP,
distribution. This view is warranted by the fact that

in Zone II and III the climates of Departments 4, B and C

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 techOIOgy
(which is contimmous manufacturing type) has been imported
and even installednunder the close supervision of foreign
colloborators. Naturally Department A which is manufacturing
unit of the organisation has managers who adhere to the
technical and production réqhirements as per the colleboratorts
instruction and tend to create an impression that, in these
matters, they would like to be‘qaite strict and fussy. But,
as experienced intermediaries between the management and
their subordinates, they try to offer maximum participation

to them so that they learn how te 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 importgnt
organisation in the Public Sector. Authoritative
Bureancratic style for meeting with the basic organisation\
demsnds arising from ﬁ%blic and government accountability
and participative style for motivating an@ involving the
the personnel at the departmental level make a pracfical

combination.

Department B also has AB-P style. Curiously
Department B, which undertakes development and research

work slso has this style. A possible, though not

14
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certain expianation, could’be that the development and
research procedures havé been also extensively along the
lines auggested by tﬁe colloborators and the sphere defined
by the government and the organisation in temms of its
public séotor character. The managers of development

and reseafeh oriented tq the specified guidelines naturally
would exhibit a faithful orientation to them even Wﬁile
trylng to do creative work. This is merely tendered as a
possiblé 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 BEP distri%ution‘oi?the Departments & and B is
quite diffgernt though climate conditions are the same.
Naturally the difference hes to be,underéfood 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 C in regard to Zones II
and IIT 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 G. The
most crucial climate difference turns dbut to bg the

diffused climate in regard to Zone I.
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In Departments D and E also wherein Zone II, III
climates~g;e quite cémpabable being on the consultative
style with amthoritative bureaucratic suportive style, the
difference in regard to Zone I climate it seems explains
the difference in‘EEP distribution. This supports the
previous observation that Zone I climatd 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 tlmt usually emerges is that existghee
of a diffused climate in any one of the zones could be
associated with poor EEP distribution like in the case of

Departments C and D.

'Gonversely Departments A, B and B which have
satisfactory EEP distribtution(Department A - Neutral and
B, E - good) have clear climate characterisation with no
diffused cbaraéterisation at all anywhere. A ciear climate
echaracterisation 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, C-AB type of climate in
zone ITT and diffused climate in Zone II. Taken together

- (3 ) ! ' . I Y
these characterisations convey that managers insistence
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upon theilr persgonal consultation'Cbnsultatiée/ style does
not get associated with good EEP distribution and their
remedial efforts as a managerial group do not have any
discernivle pattern which 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. 4 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 debartment. Managers of this department,
practise consultative style inp general matters but do not
vractise any of the folr styles congistently as a group in
remedial matters in their departmental work wbiéh is
creative by nature. A supporting evidence to poor EEP
distribution is reflected in the poorest job satisfaetion
that this department has reported, discussed in the latter

part of the analysis.

Department E has clearl& an inclination to consulta~"
tive conditions since it has consultative climate qonditicns
in zone II and ITII and as supportive consultative climate
conditions in zone I. It has the best BEP distribution.
This 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.
Tﬁe organisation under study has earned a reputation of

creating and operating a network of extension services
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which support their marketing effort. Thése managers take
upon themselves the resp&nsibility of comprebending the
marketing environment and develbping suitable stfategies for
availing of them. Their work being of a selfevisualised
and Self-sustaining type requires them to act as the

source for that ae%ivity for the department and keep a

‘ pergonal control ever the activities. The presence of
antheritative bureaucrgtie’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 spiritybut 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 IT and III conditions.

Relationshib of Administrative Organisational

Climate with EEP Distribution and Other

Variables Pertainine to Managerial

Résnondents of the Departments:

The Table 4.21 clearly shows that Departments A-and B
have the same Admini strative Organisatiéﬁél Climate in
three zones and the same managerial characterisation in
regard to authoritarian tendency about different EEP

distribution. These itwo departments have widely

differing WVPA.
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At the first sight, it may look that WVPA being the
only differing matter, could explain EEP distribution. But
it does not turn out to be so Wwhen we include departments

which has the similar WVPA (.16), same climate in 2, and 2

2

but a diffused climate in 21( Since Z, and g, climates of

the Departments A, B and C are the same viz-, P~C, the

i

difference in EEP distribution could be associated with

3

either the climate characterigation 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 have two
cases namely, Department D and B to contradict thié,
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 coul%hggp be pogr; Department E has a moderate WVPA (.48)
higher that of Departments © and G. Yet a very good EEP
distribution. Actually speéking, the poor EEP digtributieon
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 MDC).

The poor EEP distribufioﬁ of the Departments C and D,
not understardable in terms of WVPA score differences,

bec ones understaniable when viewed in the context of



climate conditions. The climates of Departments B and €
are diffused, P-C, P-C in gzones II and III resvectively
and A and A in terms of authoritarian tendency among
managers. Whereas the climate of Departments A and B are
AB-C, P~C, P-C in Zones I, ITI and ITII respectively in
administrative sense and AL, AL in the second sense. We
may make three observations viz., (1) that zones II and
III climates do not associate with EEP distribution and
(2) different climate conditions get associated with EEP
distribution pattern (3) some WVPA dées get associated with
good EEP distribution but neither higher nor lower WVPA

get associated with EEP distribution pattern.

The three observations made above éorroborate the
observation madq?n the diseussionvof MDG and EEP relation-
ship in the context of WVPA of the managers that WVPA is not
an ‘impact condition but may be just a supportive condition.
0f the two, climate conditions better explain the pattern
of EEP distribution. Thus, WVPA variable does not of its

own explain the EEP distribution.

In a finer sense, it may be stated that Zone T
climate explains EEP distribution better than Zone II and
IIT 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

oD
~J



R28

managerial characterisation in Authoritarian tendency. We
have just noted that differences in WVPA do not explain the
differences in EEP distribution. ?remised on this assump-
tioné;the differemce in EEP 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 bhas a neutral managerial
group in alienation and a neutral EEP distribution whereas
Department B has a lowly alienated menagerial group and
good EEP digtribution. The support to the observation that
low or neutralised alienation gets assoclated with favour-
able EEP digtribution 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 caseég of Departments C 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 &lienation 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.

To further the argument we may examine the case of

Department ¢ and D a little more closely. In Department C
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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. They are 'diffused' and 'A!?
respectively indicating that they are in extremes. This
department has the most alienated mansgerial 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. This department
has comparatively speaking lower alienation than Department C.
Department G has some WVPA whereas Department D has

negligible WVPA.

Department C bhas some balancing force in WVPA against
1ts unfavourable climate conditions in the form of some
WVPA and participative\consultafive climate in Zones II and
ITT in AOC. TIt'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 anthoritarian managerial group with negligible WVPA.
The negligible WVPA and diffused climate are balanced off

by low alienation and somewhat favourable climate conditions.

Department B has moderate WVPA, very low authoritarian

climate and a highly alienated managerial group.

The alienation factor has been set off, it seeus by

good climate, in authoritarian sense, soume moderate WVPA
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and a clear climate in Administrative sense in the three
zones{»-The coméosite climate in Department E looks like a
combination of consultative and authoratative bureaucratic
components. There is a clear leaning to consultative

climate condition.

From the above discussions the following observations

emerge namely,

T« 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 simultaneottsly 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 étriking rélationship that is observable in
the table is that lowly alienatea managerial groups are
found to be in Departments A& and B which.have as their
climate condition predominantly the participative element
ﬁbereas highly alienatedlgroups, as in Departments D and E,
have in their climate conditions, the consultative element
’as the predominant one. This is certainly not to say that
eonsultative climate in any way accounts for high alienatién

among managers and participative climate accounts for low
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alienation among'mahagers. What is striking is that as one
moves in the\contiﬁuum Qf managerial style from authoritarian.
to a partiéipative, one is confronted with the lower incidence
of alienation among managers. This observation conforms the
modein management belief that a leaning to participation

does havé a favourable influence on the managerial personnel,,
the specifics of the influence remaining to be éetermined by

a more systematic and through proof other than this.

The cases of Departments D' and E need special discussion
for the reason tba? both the departments have consultative
element in their climates in their Zone I. Glimate though
comprising of some elements'A, B and C are exactly opposite
ard have respectively ‘poor' and 'very good; distribution.

If we teke a position that Zones IT and IIT climates are not
important in the matter of EEP distribution pattern than
consultative authoritative bureaucratic style of

_Department D gets associated with poor EEP distribution and
authoratative bureancratic consultative style gets associated
with very good EEP distribtution. TLe hiidden message seens

t0 be that a basic consultative style does not pay off.

The Department D has G~AB style in interactional climate

zone also. Thus its predominant climate could be called

consultative.

Begides the other variables, one has to look into the

specific nature of the work involved in the department.
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This department is a designs department, with lot of work
non~-repititive but the.broad guidelines and procedures being
determined, perhapé, a personalised style like consultative
does not agree wi?h the professionalism of the suberdinate
personnel. This observation gets some support from the
negligible rank order correlation in WVPA between managers

and supervisors.

A consultative managerial style could not be effective
with subordinates whose value priorities are out of

allié@ment with those of the managers.

The AB-C climate of the Marketing department gets .
agsoc iated witly very good EBEP distribution, despite thé fact
that its other zones climate is also on the consultative

style. This department is a marketing department and the
professionalism.among its commercial personnel hasg not as—
mucqbf autonomy inclination as that of technical personnél.
Perhaps that is why the consultative element clicks with
the persomnel. Again, the AB~C 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 AOC has to be amthoritative
bureaucratic with a supportive style to get associated with
good EEP distribution end that diffused climate does get

associated with poor EEP distributdon.
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Lastly, it may be stated that technical activities in
a continuous manufacturing,uhit find the combinaﬁion AB-P
in Zone I énd P-C in' Zones IT and IIT as favouréble 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 Adminigstrative Orgsnisational

Climate 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 respect to fchievement Orientation it is not
possible to make even such a tentative observation. 1In fact,
the poor Achievement Orientation characterisation of the
Departwent B i s not possible té explain siﬁce that is the
department which has the best EEP distritution. It is
difficult to understand how personnel poér in achievement
scoré yield a good EEP 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.

Climate 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 amd 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 cohesiveness index indicating how well he

identifies with the group in the light of his experience.

Three depabtments have been characterised as 'low
groupiness' departments. They are A, B and E. Two
Departments ¢ and D have been found to be having high

groupiness.

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
quité high i.e. abdve 80 per cent and have been characterised
"in the sample of departments as high groupiness departments.
Department C has reported, curiously t00 per cent groupiness.
Based on two groupings of scores, three Departments A, B

‘and E have been characterised as low scoring departments.

One easgy observation isg that supervisors of fhe
organisation studied have reported on the whole high

groupiness and have displayed a potential for group work.

It may be noted that the Departments C and D which
are always under the spotlight of analysis and interpre-

tat ion have reported high groupiness.
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Relationship of Groupiness of Departments and

BEB Digtribution:

H

Departments B and E have reported low groupiness
along with Department A. Scorewise there is not much of a
difference albng these departments but Department A has a
neutral EEP distribution, whereasIDepartments B and E have
respectively ‘good! and 'very good' EEP distribution. Since
scorewige thej are equal in the matter of groupiness a
broad conclusion could be offered that low groupiness
characterisation associates itself with good EEP distriu-
tion but diffeéences in EEP distributions among these

departments, could not be-explained by this scores.

Table 4.2¥¢ Bable Showing Climate of Groupiness assigned
to all the departments and distribution of
Managers into High and Low Scores in EEP.

Code of Climate Climate of No. of No. of
the of Groupinesgs High Low
Depart- Groupi-~ assigned in Scorers Scorers
ment ness phrases in EEP in EEP
assigned .
in code _
A L Low groupiness 16 14
B L Low groupiness 8 5
¢ H High groupiness 5 7
D H High groupiness 6 9
7 L Low groupiness T 3
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Between the Departments C and D also, Department C,
which has the very high degree of groupiness, does not have
EEP distribution much 4 ifferent 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 ass&ciated with good EFEP distribution. Whey high
groupiness gets associated Wifh poor EEP distribution could
have a possible theoretical explanation. There are
conflecting viewpoints in thedry of group cohensiveness

held by Seashore, Stanley and W.F. Whyte' that high

i

1Group cohensiveness does not necegsarily lead to
higher productivity. In Seashore's studp* and in subsequent
studies bigh cohensiveness 1s 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 menage-
ment i s supportive of them. An excellent example of high

. cohensiveness leading to lower productivity is William

Foote Whyte's study of quota restriction.**

(*Seasbbre, Stanley, ‘'Group Cohensiveness in the
Industrial work group', Aun Arbor: Institute for
Social Research, University of Michigan, 1954.

**Whyte,W.F., 'Money and Motivation', New York,
Harper, 1955).

The effect of cohesive groups on productivity apvears
to be mixed. BEven the classic Hawthrone investigation
produced conflicting results. In the Relsay Assgpbly test
room, a tightly unit group seemed 0 be resp9n31ole for the
steadily increasing productivity. Eowever, in the research
conducted in the Bank Wiring observation roou, different
results were found. The wiremen established noras for
production and each employee consistently produced ?hE )
proper amount of work. Significantly, the group maintained
s level of production lower than its @embers could have
easily achieved and congsequently recelved lower pay than
necessary under the wage~incentive schem€.
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groupiness beyond a certain point may or may not become .
dysfunctional. Perhaps the nature of the work of Depart-
ment C and D renders high groupiness dysfunctional.
Department C is an Engineering service unit respording 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 éroup effort but too much of
groupiness may come in the way 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 1s
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 meos" It looked
that the engineering personnel was mobile, @ivisible 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 phenomencne.
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Departments A and B ag 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 procedurés 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 ©f the fact
thét the department is divided into different sections
performing strictly defined work which is moré or less '
independent. MWanagers of the departmen% have to themselves

agsigned 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 podr EEP
‘ distribution and low groupiness gets associated with good
EEP distribuﬁion.

Lastly it may be added that the department like C
which offers engineering services responding to calls
from all sround could have a need to feel a little more

groupy to set off the feeling of being scattered.
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Department D offers a highly svecialised design servicé

and personnel unit could also feel like closing the ranks
vis-a~vis other departments, with which it does not have
frequent interactions and close interface. Thig department
is slightly isolaﬁed in the interactional sense. All

these explanations it may be noted are in the form of
possibilities based on observations, and not in any way

conclusive. Thus they are merely suggestive.

Relationship of Glimate of Groupiness and

Other Intervening Variableg Pertaining

t0o Mansgerial Respondents:

WVPA does not get associated with any specific kind
of groupiness climate conditions. Departments B and C
have comparable WVPA scores and yet opposgite type of EEP
distribution. Departments @ and D have respectively some
WVPA and negligible one and yet almost the same type of
EEP 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 MDZ climate hold good
and there is nothing specially to add. Low groupiness
climate matches with moderate climate in MDC and high

groupiness climate matches with high and mixed climate

in Mm -
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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, 1t may 5e specially stated, are determined on the
scores of the superviscry respondents and not managerial
respondents. Thu s 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 1t has &n previous cases is found in

the climate conditions.

Again low groupiness climates go with low authoritarian
elimates in the case of Devartments A, B and ® as is
vigible in the Table. High groupiness climates go with
authoritarian and mederately 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
and +the best EEP digtribution. 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 agthofitarian tendency. ‘Natu;ally this combinat ion
would get associated with .low EEP distribution. Goﬁversely
Jowly alienated managers with a democratic tendency as in
Depértments A and B would certainly go with low groupiness

of the respondents and their favourabbe EEFP distribution.

On close scrutiny of the characterisations of
supervisors in Achievement Orientation'and EEP digtribution
pattern, one finds that there is hawdly any patterns 6f
relationship. There is alsé absence of pattern of relation-
.ship between achievement characterisation of the supervisory
groups and the gooupiness climate conditions. The same is
the case with respect to Job Satisfaction characterisations
we may conclude that Job Satisfaction and Achievement

Orientation do not meaningfully relate with climate of

groupiness of the departments.



