Chapter V

FINALE

The last chapter entitled Finale is devoted to

(a) presentation of findings and observations on Climate
EEP relationshipvfor each type of climate in a tabular
form, (b) integrating climates into a composite climate
wherever possible and presenting results of climate EEP
relationships in conjunction with remaining variables, and
(¢) presentation of findings on each issue studied and/or
hypothesis. The chapter would end with comments on manage-
ment theory in the light of the findings and observations

of the study.

(A) Presentation of Findings and Observations

on Climate - BEP Relationships

A summary of the cénclusions and observations in
regard to OC-EEP relationship in conqunction with selected
intervening variables was prepared and re?dered into
Table 5.1 given below to facilitate a comparative study

&f the same.
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MANAGERIAL DISFOSITIONAL

CLIMATE

ILEADERSHIP CLIMATE

INISTRATIVE ORGANISA-
TIOFAL CLIMATE @
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CLIMATE UF GROUPINESS

411 the Departments show-
ing leaning towards
Fagclrst climate (a)

-

A1l the Departments show-
ing & climate of modera-
tion in coaservative
and/or liberal

tendency (a)

Cajority of the Depts.
showing a leaning to
Patalism (a)

Composite climate show-
ing a leaning to Conser-
vatism Fascism and
Fatalism (a)

Moderate climate assu-
ciate better wich good
EE? distribution. (a)

High and Mixed climate
agsociated with poor
EEP distribution. (a)

Low and poor WVPA
associates with poor EEP

‘Sigtribution but high or
mpderate WVPA itsell

does not assocciate with

“good EEP distribtution.(f)

WVPA ig a supportive
condition but nov an
impact condition. (£)

Next to climate Condi-
tion Managerial Aliena
tion is an important
variables that explains
EEP digtribution and -
not WVPA. (g)

mﬂ

8.

Majority of the Depart-
ment showing bhigl ¢ ag’ -
deration climate (¢)

Two Departnents showing
mixed stmicture clima*e
to high structure
climate, one departument
low moderate structore
climabe (e).

In the compogite sense
two Depts., C & D could
be said to be showing
mixed climate (c)

Clear climate combina-
tions in conwsideration
and structure of them
gselves do not agoociz-
te with good EEP dis-
tribution (e)

A climate combinacion
with either considera—
tion or structure on
the high side gets
assoeiated with good
EEP distribution. {(c)

Mixed composite climate
does not get associate
with good mww distri-
bution. (e

Presgence of mized

element in one of the two
dimensions gets asgsocia-
ted with poor & Heutral
EEP distribution. (c)

Moderation in structure
or mixed climate
characteristics gets
ausociated with poor
LEP aistribution. (c)

1.

Teo

Managers on the whole
practise authoritative
bureaucratic syle as a
basic style with parti-
cipative or consultative
component in resnect of
climate of management
policies (d)

Tour Depts., £,B,0 & D
have clear remedial
climate comprising of
participative and/or
consultative compo-
nent (d).

Three Depts. 4,B, &
have participative
consultative climate (a)
1o Depts., D & B have
consultative climate
with AB element. (d)

G

On the whole in regard

t0 zone II the majority
of the Depts. have .

particivative Consulta-
tive climate.(d)
In regsrd to zone IIX
i.e. interactionsal ..
climate these Depts.
have participative/ !
consultative., (4) s

‘
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Existence of a diffused
climatc in ahy one of:the
zones could be associated
with voor EFEF distribu-
tion. (4)

Zone I climate seems to
have & greater associa-
$tion than zones, Il and
T1I climate. (e), =M™
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Supervigors on the wnol
have weported a high ¢
grouviness with Dega
and U, the prcolem
showing very bigh de
groupiness (b)
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Low groupiness associates with

good FEP dlstritution and high

maam@wﬁmum with poor EEP
istribution (b).

Groupiness beyond a cervain
degrmee bvecones dysfunctional (b).

Low groupiness climeter go With
low autnori.arian climate (g)

Highly clienatelmanagers have'

hirhly groupy supervisors and

vice-versa (7 SR
Low grouriness coupled with low
authoritarian climate assoclates
with neutral ed low alienation
among managers With exception
of Department B. (g) v, i

oyt [N
No pattern of relationship'
between achievement orientation
characteri sation and Job ©. ..’
Satisfacticn chardcterigation
.and climate conuiticnse (g): /o'

Coorclev.
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Pable 5.1 (contd,)
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MANAGERIAL DISPO3ZITIONAL * R, ) C ADMINISTRATIVE ORGANISAE GLIVATE OF
QHHE>H@ L “LEADERSHIP CLIMATE T _  TTONAL CLIMATE GROUPINESS
. ‘ o RN o
10. Between &mbmmmuwmw Aliena~ 9. Best climate combination’ls . 9. Zo.es II and ITL ¢limate do
tion ard Authowi tarian, © . pigh or near bigh in consi~ not associate with EEFP
memmsewmm swwwwmmmMowwmwmm . deration & s%ricture. (o) digtribution meaningfully.
ﬁMoMmMméwamwcpH&pmoﬂhdmt. 10. Con~lusicns reparding . . (e)
say. (g) alienut ions and EEP digtri- 10. Dafrerent climete condi-
& bution difficult to draw, . tions get associated with
11. But proncunced Authori- © but owmwﬁdmmmoﬁm wade Wﬁ EEP distribution. (e)
tariaq temiency gets regard to also apply
mmmoowmam@ swdw moou TE? to leadership climate. 11. 'Some WVPA' gets assoclated
S et antion. tay ¥ with good EEP disbribu-
11, Clear climates of themw.. tion. (1)
12, EEP digtribution and ’ selves do not relate with A ' .
superv’ “ory Achievement good BJP A%~ -thutio- e) 12. High managerial aliena~-
orientation do not show tion gets associated with
any pattern of associa~ 12. sunervisory Achievement poor HEP digtribution
tion. {(g) , and Job Batisfaction do accompanivd by climate
not have any meaningful conditions. (g)
@ " : s A relationship with leader-
3. wmwmwmwwmmwmwawwwmm snlp olimabe. (g) 1%, EEP Gistribution-is
climate relationship also wm&maSWSm ﬁmwuwpw by the
do not emerge excent 4 , bree veviahies in
marginally. (g) . L BOm e
. + The climate conditions
14, Lack of pattern of rela= 4 e ;
tionshipbetween wmm.NSQ , MMmMWWm@%%wWWMMdMMMaoH
gmervieow by fo1iomed b aamegere!
gl ‘ ; alienation and WVPA in
15. Leck of pattern in climate , the order mentioned.(g)
mwwwmwmwwwwmoawMMMwh Do , S 45. No clear association _
climate characherisation e . : , o ,Meﬁéme m&@mﬁ<Wmm%% Job
gets associated with less. ' - atisfac.lon, Achieve- :
Than nsual lével of Job e , - ment orientation, ad : - _ .
Al us o © glimate conditions. (g)

satisfaction. (g)

)

Remarks -

Supervisory Achievement
Orientation and Job Satisfac~
tion do not significiently .
relate with EED mﬁm,ouwsm¢m
owmwmoﬁmﬂwmmﬁwosu S

'
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After presenting the findings climatewise, it is
necessgary to examine how far the hypotheses have been
studied and found to be acceptable, rejectabl e or accept-
able with qualifications. What now follows is a tabular
presentation of the findings hybotbesis~Wisq,a discussion
of the state of hypothesis in the light of the findings
and a broad comment on the prevalent management theories

and beliefs,

We may, at this state, recapitulate that two sets of
lhypothefgg have been formulated as discussed in Chapter III
cn1§p%€h¥6 The first set contains five geﬁéral hypotheses
on which the model of OC-EEP relationship for the study is
based. The second set contains the specific hypotheses on
each climate measure and EEP relaiionship. The second set
sets forth the basic expectations of relationship between
0C and EEP, based on theoretical guidelines available.

The five general hypotheses are reproduced below to
facilitate referencing for the discussion on the state of
hypotheses in the light of findings of the study; It is

now intended to offer the discussion on this point in the

portion that follows:

Statement of Five general Hypotheses tested in the Study:

T. OC-EEP relationship is not specific to a particular
measure of climate but a general one and therefore
each climate measure could be related with P,
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II. 411 climate measures have in-built dichotomies,
one end representing OC conditions which could be
termed as pogsitive, based on Theory 'y' conceptudiisa-
tion and the other end, as negative, based on
Theory 'x' conceptualisatione.

ITI. Positive climate conditions tend to promote EEP
more than negative climate conditions based on
Theory 'x' conceptualisation restrain EEP.

IV. The climate EEP relationship is not direct but is
expected to be mediated by certain specific variables.

V. In a Work Yrganisation, Administrative Organisational -
Glimgte, deriving from work-based and stake-based
interactions, could be hypothesised to occupy
central position in the totality of the scheme of
climate measures and its contribution to the total
climate generation could be maximume.

Table 5.2¢ Table Presenting Findings Hypothesis-wise
in MDC. : o

Specific Hypothesis Findings in MDC Climate

t

(a) Managerial Dispositional 1. All the departménts show
Qlimate of a positive leaning towards Fascist climate.

character has a positive A :
y s Y i 2. 811 the departments show a
relationship with EEE climate of moderation in

and negative managerial " .
. o . T conservative and/or liberal
pasy pespositional climate has tendency.

a negative relationship
with EEP. 3. Majority of the departments
show a leaning to Fatalism.

’ 4. Composite climate showing a
¢ leaning to gongervatism,
Fagscism and Fatalism.
5. Moderate climates associated

better with good EEP
distributione.



Table 5.2 (contd.)

X

Specific Hypothesis Findings in MDC Glimgfé.f, u-
. . e el S
; A TS ¢;-:—:“fa’v &
. . . T
6. High and Mixed climate

(f) High agreement on
preference for work
values could be
expected to associate
with higher rating on
BEP and vice-versa.

(g) Higher the degree
of authoritarian and

slienation tendencies, .

among the managers,
lower would be
efficiency potential
(as rated) of their
subordinates.

associated with poor EEP
distribution. '

Pronounced Managerial Authori-
tarian tendency gets associated
with poor EEP distribution.

Low and poor WVPA associate
with -poor BEP distribution but
high or moderate WVPA itgelf
does not associate with good
EEP distribution.

WVPA is a supportive condition
but not an impact condition.

Next to climate condition,
managerial alienation i1s an
important variable that explains
EEP distritution and not WVPA.

Betweén alienation and authori-
tarian tendency which associates
better with EEP distribution

ig difficult to say.

EEP distribution and supervisory
achievement orientatisn do not
show any pattern of association.

Supervisory achievement orienta-
tion and climate relationship
also does not emerge, except

‘marginally.

Lack of pattern of relationship
between EEF and supervisory
Job Satisfactiop.

Qlimate characterisation gets

associated with less than usual
level of supervisory Job
Satisfaction.

c . .
Remarks: Ajhievement orientation and Job Satisfaction of
pervisory do not significantly relate &iw with
EYP and- climate characterisation.
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Specific Hypothesis (a)

Composite climate shows a leaning to %onservative—
Fatalist and Fascist end of the MDG. Thusg,the total
organisational climate can also be termed as one with a

clear leaning to negative element in MDQC.

MDCG relates importantly with-EEP in the sense that
high or mixed MDC climates do not associate with good EEP
distribution and low or moderate MDC relates with good EEP
distribution. MDC containing negative elements seems to0 be
not associating with positive EEP digtribution and vice-

versa.

Theory 'y' assumptions seem to be supported by the
findings with a difference that the presence of negative
elements in climate, upto a point (i.e. Modérate) does not
matter much but beyond the point of moderation they begin

to be prominent and achieve a clearly negative association.

Upto a poiﬁt, regressive digposition of the managers
gseemed to be contained either by the presence of other
positive factors/forces not covered by the study and having
a bearing on EEP distribution or by certain amount of
general capacity of the organisation to sustain negative

dispositions of the managers.

Thus, the first part of general hypothesis III namely
"Pogitive Glimate conditions tend to promote EEP! has been

clearly affirmed btut negative climate conditions restrain



EEP only when' they cross the threshold of moderation
limit.
Lastly, MDO climate, as a type of climate,is found to
be a relevant and useful climate construct. The specific
hypothesigs on MDC-EEP relationship is found to be acceptable

with the gqualification mentioned above.

Theory 'y' philosophy eof managemeni)though not very
strongly affirmed directlx,is found to be affired indirectly.

Specific Hypothesis (f)

WVPA between managers and supervisors is not found to
be an important variable in MDC-EEP relationship in the light

of the following finding.

Low WVPA and poor WVPA associate with poor EEP distri-
bution but higb or moderate WVPA does not associate with

good EEP distribution.

The commonly held belief expressed in specific
hypothesis (f) that higher WVPA between superiors and sub-
ordingtes tends to create favourable motivational conditions
seems to be rejected. The only limited insight that this
study offers is ﬁhat WVPAu below a level, does not
constitute a supﬁortive oonditioﬁﬂ.

Work Walues of the supervisors were not found to be

correlating significantly with their BEP ratings (please

pefer Appendix 5.1 for correlational matrix).
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In fine, WVPA is found to be of periphegial importance

in understanding MDC EEP relationship.

Specific Hypothesis (g)

Authoritarian tendency among managers relates importantly
with EEP distribution. Departments which have reported
lower mansgerial anthoritarianism have good EEP distribution
and departments which have reported modepate to high

managerial anthoritarianism have peor EEP distribution.

Tikert's contention that reduction in authoritarianism
among managers offers good results in long-run seems to be

affirmed by the finding.

Alienation is also found to be an important variable
that could explain MDC-EEP relationship in the sense that
higﬁly alienatéd managers do get aésooiated with poor EEP ,
digtribution of their supervisory subbrdinates. But
managerial alienation, while bhaving a superior position to
WVPA seems t0 be having an equal (or perbaps an unsplittable)
gsay with authoritarianism in the matter. The theoretical
belief that alienation has a potential of exercising
negative influence seems to be supported fairly but not
very firmly by the work. Authoritarianism is found to be

set off by good climate conditions.

MDC climate conditions associate clearly and primarily

with EEP distribution, followed by authoritarianism among



managers and managerial alienation, with WVPA just on the

margin.

The hypothesis (higher the degree of authoritarian
and alienation tendencies among the managers, lower would
be efficiency potential (as rated) of their subordinates)
seemns t0 be acceptable with an opeﬁness to consider the
influences of other important factors. The general
hypothesis IV namely, "the climate EEP relationship is
not direct butlis expected to be mediated by certain

specific variables" seems to be relevant énd valid.

Achievement orientation and job satisfaction of the
supervisors do not relatex with EEP climate characterisa-

tions.

Thus, supervisory variables selectBd do not explain
their own EEP distribution. On the whole MDC is found to

be really mattering in EEP distribution.

The broad picture that emerges is that MDC is an
important phenomenon to be considered by top managewent in

view of its important relationship with EEP distribution.

Do
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Table 5.3: Table Presenting Findings Hypothesis-wise
in Administrative Organisational Glimate.

Specific
Hypothesis
Studied

Findings in AOG

(d) EEP varies as an
inverse Junction
of the authori- .
tarian component
of the 0OC

(e) While the presence
of consultative-
participative
components in OC
could be expected
to0 indicate condi~
tions conducive to
EEP what exact
combinations of
climate conditions
could associate
with good EEP
disgtribution has to
be empirically
ascertained.

2e

3

1.

2o

Managers on the whole practise
authoratarian bureaucratic style
as a basie style with participe-
tive or consultative component in
respect of climate of management
policies.,

Four departments A, B, ¢ and E
have clear remedial climate
comprising of participative and/or
consultative components.

Three Departments A, B and G have
participative/consultative climate.

Two departments D and E have
consultative climate with A, B
element.,

On the whole in regard to Zone II
the majority of the departments
have participative/consultative
climate.

In regard to Zone III i.e. inter-
actional climate these departments
have participative/consultative
climate.

Existence of a diffused climate in
any one of the zones could be
associated with poor EEP distri~-
butione.

Zone T climate seems to have a
greater association than zone II
and TIT climate. !

Zones II and III climates do not
agsociate with EEP digtribution
meaningfully.

Different elimate conditions get
associated with EEP distribution.
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(f) High agreement on . 1. Some WVPA gets associated with
preference for work good EEP distribution.
values could be
expected to . :
assoclate with higher
rating on EEP and
vice-versa.

(g) Higher the degree. 1. High alienation gets associated
o f authoritarian and with poor EEP distritution
alienation tendencies aegcompanied by climate conditions.

ameng the managers, 5

lower would be « Three variables in unison have

s . "to be taken togepher to under-
gificiency potientlal  gtand EEP aistribution.

subordinates. 3. The climate cond itions are the
primary factors in EEP distri-
tion followed by menagerial
alienation and WVPA in the
order mentioned.

4., No clear association between Jib
satisfaction and achievement
orientation of supervisors and
climate conditions.

Managers, on the wbole,ﬁpractise authoritarian
urcaucratic style in regard to high-stake matters covered
in climate of Management Policies. This practice matches
with their tendency to conservatism-Fatalism-Fascism in MDC.
The’ government company type organisation,like the one
studied,dould.have a predominance of bureaucratism in point

of its high public accountability.

But the organisatioﬁé predominant bureauvcratic 0C in
management policies does not at the first sight, go with
lowly authoritarian tendency among managers, at least in

three departuents, or with MDC wi th negative elements.
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So far as MDC negative elements are concerned, it seems
at a moderate level, they do not become offensive as observed
earlier. DBut an important possible line of undergtanding
the riddle could be traced to the basic difference in the
manners in which MDC elements and authoritarianism are

conceptunalised.

MDCG elements, especially the Fascist tendency is
conceptualised at the value level (i.e. what managers
strongly cherish) while authoritarianism ite@s are couched
in terms of what they would be actually inclﬁned to do
with persons and in specific situations. The fifst one is
an attitudinal disposition, whereas the secord one is an

actional disposition.

The possibility of individuals holding Fascist views
and yet incxﬁned to use low authority gets explicable by
the fact that, on basic high stake matters, they could be
authoritarian and organisationally oriented, but on matters
pertaining to the areas of choice of actions and inter-
actions, they could be low in the‘use of authority for

adding to thelir effectiveness.

The prevalence of Participative-Consultative climates
in most of the demartments and the clear preference for
Authoritarian-Bureaucratic as the basic style explain the
fact that managers have learned to be authoritarian or

participative depend ing upon the nature of matters involved. -



on the whole, the interactional climate geems to .be
 Participative-Consultative with broad enveloping frame of
Authoritarian-Bureaucratic climate imposed by thevnature of

the organisation.

General hypothesis I seems to be borne out by the
findings. Geperal hypotheses II and IIT need be reframed
for AOC-EEP relationship for a better grasp of the situation.
This however does not mean that we are ignoring the specific

hypothesis(d).

Hypothesis II can be reframed as follows:-

AOC climate measure has possibilities of the percep-
tion of didferent climate combinations cast in terms of the
basic and the component styles and contain the possibility
of the perception of unclear or uncertain climates. The
above hypothesis seems to be borne out since climates in
AOC are perceived in combinations and have also been
perceived in some cases, as mixed and diffused. Since the
spirit for this part of inquiry was empirical, there was
no need to treat any combination as positive or negative
but there was a need for treating perception of climate in

terms of clear and diffused - mixed perceptions.

General hypothesis III also in the light of the above
comment be reframed as follows:

Clear climate conditions perceptions &end to promote

EEP more thén unélear climate conditions restrain EEP.
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The above hypothesis in the light of the findings seeums
to be thoroughly borne out in that, clear climate perceptions,
irrespective of their combinations, seem to be promoting

EEP and unclear climate perceptions restrain EEP,

But it is difficult to say that clear climate percep-
tions promote EEP more than unclear climate perceptions

restrain EEP.

S50 the broad spirit of the hypothesis is upheld by the

findings but not the exact formate.

The specific hypothesis namely BEP varies as an inverse
function of authoritarian component of OC is not upheld by
AOC conditions in zone I but is certainly upheld by ABC

conditions in zones II and IIT.

On the whole, authoritarian element in zone I climate,
geems 10 be the paramefer but the next component'invariably
is either participative or consultative. Ignoring the
parameter, we are in a position to say that the presence of
Participative-Consultative component which indicates the
absence of authoritarianism ultimately does associate with
good EEP distribution.

For the general hypothesis V which tries to establish
the centrality of AOC in the total scheme of climates,

this much exposure and exploration of data woull pzove to

be insufficient and therefore this exercise could be best

carried out at the end.



Specific Hypothesig (e) — AOC-EEP Relationship:

It could be said that a diffused type or element in
any of the three zones of AOC agsociates with poor E
digtribution. Conversely, a clear climate perception

agsociateg with good EEP distribution.

For the general hypothesis V which tries to establish
centrality of AOC in the total scheme of climate, this
much exposure and exploratien of data would prove to be
insufficient and therefore the exercise is carried out &

the end.

40C climate is found to be very much significant and
relevant as a climate measure and relates very importantly

with EEquistribution.
The empirical requirement of the hypothesis has been

fulfilled and reported.

Specific Hypothesis (&)

The importance of other managerial variables does not
seem to be different in case of AOC than in case of MDC.
To be specific,they have a secondary position and a shared
role in the matter of AOC-EEP relationship. Supervisory

variables are not found to be relevant in the matter.

Theoretically speaking, this work affirms that partici-

pative, consultative climates in the form of basic or
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component is a necessary condition for favourable perfor-
mance 0f subord inates and obtains a clear vote for

participative style.

It also holds out a clear bhint that in strictly
important matters, managers retain their authoritarianism

mellowed by the participative-consultative traces.

On balance, managers seem to be pmactising human
relations rather than pure participative style of

management.

In fine, mediating variables are found to bhe having
a certain influence on the motivation of subordinates with
the climate conditions occupying the primary position.
There is a trend towards theory 'y' practice but not a
~switch over to the same.

Table 5.4: Table Bresenting Findings Hypothesis-wise
in Leadership Climate. N

Specific Hypothesis Findings in Leadership Climate
studied

(c) EEY has a positive 1. Majority of the departments show
relationship with a high consideration climate.

both,consideration .

2. Two departments showed mixed
%g% ggr?gtugg ginsi— structure climate to high
oo Varies gstructure climate, one depart-

deration and M

s w, moderate ucture

structure behaviour ment low, r str r
climate.

of managers as

perceived by thelr 3. In the composite sense, two

subord inates. departments — C and D could be
said to be showing mixed climate.

4, Glear climate combinations in
consideration and structure of
themselves do not associate with
good EEP distribution.
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Table 5.4 (contd.)

Specific Hypothesis Findings in Leadership Climate
studied :

— e e e o v e wm e me e e e e e Em mm = mm e e M em Mm e ma e e e e Sewewema

5. A climate combination with either
congideration or structure on the
high side gets associated with
good FEP distribution.

6. Mixed composite climate does not
get associated with good EEP
distribution.

7. Presence of mixed element in one
of the two dimensionsg gets
asgociated with poor and neutral
BEP distribution.

8. Moderation in structure or mixed
-climate characteristic gets
associated with poor EEP
distribution.

9. Best climate combination is high
or near high in consideration
and ' structure.

10. Clear climates of themselves do
not relate with good EEP

distribution.

(g) Bigher the degree 1. Yonclusions reégarding alienations
of aithoritarian and BEEP distribution is difficult
and alienation to draw, but observations made

1 endencies,among the in regard to MDC climate are on
managers, lower the whole corroborated.

would be efficiency 5,

S -
potential (as rated) upervisory RAchievement and Job !

Satisfaction do not have any

of their : : . :
. o meaningful relationship with
subordinates. leadership climate.
(g) Eigh agreement on 1. Conelugion fegarding alienations
- preference for work and EEP distribution is difficult
values could be to draw, but observations made
expected to associa- in regard to MDC climate are on

te with bigher rating the whole corroborated.
on EEP and vice-
versa.
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Specific Hypothesis (e):

The organisation has a clear predominance of considera-
tion climate. This further supports the view that managers

in non~-policy matters practise human relations.

Mixed climsabes are reported by two departments but

departments vary as to structure climate.

General Hypothesis I seems to be borne out in that
leaderghip climate measure has produced differential results
in climate which have discernible relationship with EEP.

General hypotheses 2 and 3 are also affirmed.

The important conclusions have .emerged which throw a
theoretical light on the issue of effectiveness of leader~

ship style.

Cne, a climat?bbmbination high on consideration and a
tendency high on stmicture get associated with good EEP

digtribution.

Two, mixed compogite climate or moderate climate does
not get associated’ with good EEP distribution but with poor
EEP distribution. Thus, 'positive! climate conditions tend
to promote EEP and 'Negative' climate conditions restrain
¥BP but it is difficult to opine on the extents of influences.
In other words, it is difficult to say that positive climate
conditions promote EEP more than negative climate conditions

restrain EEP. Thus, hypothesis 3 is affirmed in its sphrit.
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Another interesting conclusion is that clear climates of
themselves do not relate with good EEP distribution. This

contradicts the findings made in MDC and ROC climates.

Moreover, since most of the departments have high
consideration climate, it is not possible to opine that EEP
varies as consideration. But a tendency toward high
struncture does get associated with improvement in EEP.

The gpecific hypothesis (c¢) gets affirmed in one of the two

parts.

On the whole, a climate high on consideration and
structure seems t0o be the answer. ' Lasgstly, there is an
indirectly indicated preference for project type of

~

managerial style propounded by Ohio Michigan School)

Specific Hypothesis (g):

Clear conclusions regard ing managerial alienation and
EEP distribution do not emerge.  Alienation could be

agssociated with factors other that leadership.

Rest of the oBservations made in MDG-AOCG are found to
be broadly affirmed in the case of leadership climate also.
Thus, specific hypotkesis (g) seems to be affirmed partially
since alienation in the case’of leadership climate does

not_mediaté between climate - EEP relationship.

Teadefship climate in the light of findings of the

study is an important one and further that conceptualisation



of leadership climate in terms of consideragion and structure
dimensions does help in unde;standing OC-EEP relationship.
Managers with negative dispositional orientations, below a
critical level, it seems, do gég practically in terms of

the situations and that their practices and orientations do

not necessarily match.

High human relations style highlighted in the
discussién on AOC does go with high consideration high
structure preference in leadership style since this style
provides for both, authoritarian structuring of wark and

practice of human relations.

Table 5.5: Table Presenting Findings Hypothesis-wbse
in Climate of Groupiness.

Specific Hypothesis

studied Findings in Climate of groupiness
(b) EEP varies 1. Supervisors on the whole have

directly as reported a high degree of groupi-

groupiness ness with departments C and ¥,

the problem departments, showing
very high degree of groupiness.

2. Low groupiness associates with
good EEP distribution and high
groupiness with poor EEP
distribution.

3. ‘Groupiness, beyond a certain degree,
becomes dysfunctional.
o

(g) Higher the degree 1. lLow groupiness climates go with
of authoritarian low authoritarian climates.
and alienation
tendencies,among 2. Highly alienated managers have
the managers,lower highly groupy supervisors and
would be efficienc vice-versa.
potential(as rated
of their sub~
ordinates.



267

Table 5.5 (contd.)

Specific Hypothesis
studied Findings in climate of groupiness

W e ewe wen aam e s e e o sk wee mam  sim eme e e e Mem e e e A MR e e e e e s

3. Low groupiness coupled with low
anthoritarian climate associates
with neutral and low alienation
among managers with exception
of departument E.

4+ No pattern of relationship
between Supervisory Achievement
Orientation character and Job
Satisfaction characterisation
and climate conditions.

Specific Hypothesis (b)

+

The organisation is high on groupiness. Curiously,
low groupiness associates with good EEP distribution and
vice-versa. Thisg finding points out dysfunctionality of
groupiness beyond a certain extent and corroborates the

research findings, quoted in Chapter IV on;?zﬁa.

The specific hypothesis (b) that EEP varies directly
as groupiness i s not clearly supperted in the sense that
groupiness upto a particular extent (in this case, upto 70%)
remaing functional and becomes a restraining force after
it crosses the critical limit. Thus, EEP is found to be

varying directly as groupiness, only upto a specific limit.

-

Specific Hypothesis (g)

Findings 1, 2 and 3 taken together mean that very high

groupiness symbolises a defensive behaviour since supervisors
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low on groupiness have less alienated and authoritarian
managers and vice~versa. This is mentioned as a possibility

qualifying for a probe.

Specific hypothesis (g) is found to be applicable in
that highly alienated managers associate with poor EEP
distribution and less amthoritarian managers go with good

EEP distritution.

Since there is a perfect match between good climate
conditions and low groupiness associating with good EEP
distribution, it is difficult to say whether the so-called
mediating factors really mediate. So between the climate
conditions, low groupiness, and good EEP distribution,

there is an obvious matching.

Other conclusions of MDC-AOC in regard to supervisory

variables hold true like remarks on WVPA,

(B) Integrating Climates into a Composite Glimate

Wherever Posgible and Presgsenting Results of

Climate EEP Relationshivps in Conjunction with

Remaining Variables:

This portion of the chapter contains the discussion
of the procedure followed and criteria used for clubbing
climates scores and other scores to obtain a summated and
integrated picture of OC-EEP relationships. One of the

objectives for this exevcise was to ascertain whether
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OC-BEP relationship in the integrated:sense-gets modified
ortlatered as a result of simultaneous consideration of

climates in its many sensés along with the other variables.

Criteria Uged:

The following criteria have been used to construct a
common scale for converting climate scores into numerical

scoress

(1) Tn vegard to MDC climate, climates having H side
characterisation were taken as climates having a tendency
to Gonservatism—FatalismmFascism and qualifying for
negative scores. Gon%ersély, climates having a leaning to
L gide characterisation were taken as climates having a
,%enéency a Liberalism~-Scientisu-Democratism and qualifying

for positive scores.

:

Theoreticél justification for the above criteria
could be found in the researches made by Rensis Likert,
Megregor, Ohris,ﬁfgyris and othér modern writers. In
short, negative side o f the MDC climate is equatable with
%! theory and positive side with 'y' theoxy.

and
(2) Consistent with Ohio Michigan researcheshmanagerial

grid based upon them, the best leadership climate has been
taken as one which is high on consideration and bhigh on
structure. Leadership climates having a leaning to high

congideration, high structure_are»qssigned positive scores
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in the scale and climates having lower tendency below the
cut off point are assigned negative scoreg. Incidently

the finding of the study in this regard{also_affirms the
above contention that climates high on congideration and
structure have got the best EEP distribution. Climates
which have intermed;ate scores have also shown the veracity
of the above contention in that they show z clear paftern
of relationship between scores on consideration-structure

and EEP distribution.

(3) Authoritarian climate judged from the characterisation
of the managerial groups of the departments also was rated

on a scale applicable to above.

Climates on the high side like 'authoritarian' and
tanthoritarian moderate' were assigned low scores and
climates on the lower side like 'emthoritarian low' and

'high' were assigned high scores in the scale.

(4) It was possible to convert the alienation scores
also into the format of a climate. It may be noted that

~

alienation remained an intervening variable. C-7y Aliena-
tion scores weréj?%ndered into 4he same scale since they
%ere found to be amenable to this conversioﬁ. This
conversion facilitated the clubbing of alienation scores
into the composite scores Wifhout violating the basic norm.

Alienation scores of the managers were also into the form
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of High and Low and the departmental characterisations of
the managerial groups were into the three categories - High,
Moderate and Low as in all the above cases. Moreover
alienation as a tendency could have a close association
with climate charagcteristic as it represents the other side

of motivation.

Thugs four scores giyen below from the Masper Table
given on fﬁz&% in the ff1¢fth chapter were converted into
comparable scores by using the same scale. It may be
specially noted that it was possible to convert all the
below mentioned scores into eomparable scores using the
common scale because all these scores were in the form
of High, High Moderate, Mixed, Low moderate and Low. The
alienation scores which were not characterised in the
above mentioned Master Table in terms of the above
categories were later on characterised using the same
criteria as were used in the case of MDO or leadership

climate and climateof authoritarian charscteristics.

The climate scores and other scores converted into
comparable scores are (i) MDC climate scores, (ii) Leader—
ship Climate scores in Considerationa and Structure
separately, (iii) Authoritarian Managerial Characberisation
taken into climate sense, and (iv) Managerial Alienation

gcores.



Before we proceed to the discussion of the procedure
followed for clubbing of all scores mentioned,above it is.
imperative to state an assunption that ail climates have
been taken ag of equal importance in terms of numerical
weightage. This arrangement of clubbing the climates has
been made egsentially because in the fourth chapter they
have been taken as independent entities and their individual
relationships with EEP and otherfvariatlles have been
already examined. Secondly, the climates scores which
were sought to be converted into composite scores had
been conceptualised into five characterigations namely,
High, Moderate High, Mixed, Low Woderate and Low. Thirdly
the administrative climate was taken as one of crucial
relevance and it was thought necessary to see whether its
relationship with EEP got in any way modified in the light

of other climates rendered into a common measure.

"As it is, the administrative climate characteristics
are too varied to be rendered onto a scale. The climate
of groupiness bas not landed itself into a treatment in
terms of five characterigsations mentioned above., It is

therefore placed in a separate column.

We also do not know theoretically which climate
combination could be characterised as the best and most
desirable in matter of AOC_ ¥he search therefore has been

conducted in an empirical sense, albeit, taking the broad

~1

oS
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clue that climates learing to participative consultative
elements would give goecd results. In fact this study seeks

a testing of this theoretical belief also.

The Procedure followed for Clubbing Glimate Scores:

A five point scale with mid-point having zero value
and intervals of 10 points on both the sides was constructed.
+10 and +20 points were assigned to the positive side and
-10 and ~20 were assigned to the negative side. Thus for
each climate the same scale straight or reversed was used

as the case may be.

Table 5.6 : Table Showing the Specific Scale used
for Each Climate.

H Hm Mixed Im I
MDC - - * : :
-20 -10 9] +10 +20
Leadership
B Hm WMixed Im L
Consideration : . : : s
+20 +10 0 -10 - 20
H Hm WMixed Lm L
Structure > — - 2 .
+20 +10 0 -~10 - 20
A Am Mixed AT L
Aunthoritarian . . . . .
Tendency -20 =10 0 +10  +20
B B Mixed Im Y
Alienation . . ~ -

-20 =10 0 +10 +20




Table 5.7 :- Table Showing Mamerical Scores Barned by
Departments in Climates and the Scale-Value
assigned to them in regard to the Climates
to obtain a Weightage for the same.

Mana~ Leadership Climate Climate
Code %erial Climate in in - Total
of the ispo- Uonsi- Struc~ Authori- Aliena-  Compo- %
Depart- gitional dera-~ ture tarian tion site Scale
ment Climate tion tendency tendency Score Value:
A -10 420 0 +10 0 +20 04
B -10 +10  +20 420 +20 +50  +10
c ~20 0 0 -20 -20 ~60 =12
D 0 +10 +10 . ~10 -10 0 00
E +10 +20 +20 +10 - 20 +40 48

Note: 1. Positive scores indicate desiratle climate condition.
Negative scores indicate undesirable climate
condition. Scale-value indicates the degree of
positive or negative character of climate.

" %Seale value is derived by dividing scale points
by five (No. of departments.)

The scale value is juxtaposed with AOC, Climate of
Groupiness, WVPA and EEP distribution to construct a composite
table inlwhich the relationshib of ACC ip conjunction with
the balance of the score value could be read along with the
climate of groupiness the WVPA and EEP distribtution.
Incidently this arrangement serves one of the important

purposes of the study that is to grasp the relationship
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between EEP and the AOC which is taken as the basic climate
in the case of this study of work organisation. Just to
recavitualate, the items of AOC are essentially.work and
work~issues related and deemed to contribute very

significantly to the total climate of the organisation.

(C) Presentation of Findings on Each Issue

Studied and/or Hypothesis.

Before we go over to the discussion of composite
climate table a clarification is in order. The AOC of
the Department has been characferised as 'clear' and
'diffused' mainly with reference to zone I climate but
other zones IT and IIT climate also have been considered
while characterising the éotal administrative climate.
Basically an AOC is characterised as either 'clear' or
'diffused' depending upon whether there is any diffused
climate in the department. But the actual climates are
being taken into account while discussing the matters

arising from the Table 5.8.
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Table 5.8 : Table Showing Scale~Value assigned to Depart-
ments, Characterisations of ACC and Climate
of Groupiness, WVPA and EEP Distribution.

Code Scale
of the Value
Depart- of
ment Climates
and
other
Vari-
ables AQC Climate .
from Charac~ of Employee Efficiency
Table terisa- Groupi- Potential Distribubion
5.7 tion ness WVPA High Low
A + 4 Clear. L.G. « 79 16 14
B +10 Clear L.G. -1 8 5
c ~-12 Diffused H.G. .16 5 7
D 00 Diffused* H.G. 008 6 g
E + 8 Clear L.G. 48 7 3

+
Diffused but in Z, not 7

o 1 climate which is more
significant.

Approach of Discussing the Table

Since Eﬁkyhﬁjwnﬂdepartments are involved in the study,
it is intended to conduct an intensive comparative study of
the departments to form final conclusions emanating from the
above scheme of presentation. FEach department will be
compared with the rest of the departments in terus of the
20C ard other scores. In all there would be ten comparisons.
The idea behind this approach is to exhaustively treat the

tabulated data to arrive at reliable conclusions.
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Table 5.8 will be discussed in conjunction with
Table 5.9 which plots each climate score as plus or minus
or zero depending upon whether, by the selected criteria,
Bt constitutes positive, negative or neutral climate
respectively. The criteria have already been discussed
earlier. The idea behind this arrangement is %o ascertain
whether a particular climates contribution is positive or
negative in the total organisation climate and also to
see if its positive or negative chavacter relates
significantly with EEP distribution in terms of its
relative worth and weightage in the sum of individual

climates.

Comparative Study of the Devartments A and B:

It is clear from Table 5.8 that, departments 4 and B
have common climate characterisations in AOC and groupiness
namely, 'clear' climate and 'lower groﬁpiness'. Depart-
ment A has +4* points in the secale value which are lower
than +10 points of Department B. This means that
Department B has a good support of the other climates but
has g poor WVPA support unlike the Department & which has
very high WVPA support. It thus transpires that the higher
scale value support makes up for low WVPA. In fact it
ﬁore than makes up for, looking to the extent of differences
between scale values and WVPA scores of the two departments.

A higher scale value support makes for better EEP distri-

bution desvite poor WVPA.

*-

For this scale values please refer Table 5.9. Scale-
value valence when positive is considered positive support
and vice-versa.
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,
The above brief descriﬁtion points out the importance
of the climate conditions vis-a~vis WVPA in matter of EEP
distribution. One may %bereforé legtimately state that
the conclusions drawn in Chapter IV that climate conditions
have a super¥or association with EEP distribution compared
to WVPA holds good. At this stage to avoid repetition
smother clear observatioﬁbwhich emergeg from Table 5.8 also

may be stated as below.

(1) Departments having positive scale value and
clear climate conditions have good EEP
digtribution. Conversely, departments having
diffused climate in AOC zones and a high
groupiness climate have poor EEP distribu-
tione.

(2) Departments having good EEP distribution have
some WVPA.

We may resume the comparative study of Departments
A 2nd B in terms of Table 5.8 and 5.9.

Referring to Table 5.9?one may observe that Department

owy . .

A has two positives compared to few positives of Department
B and equal number of negatives but two neutrals compared
to gero neutral of Department B. Department B has clearly
fogr suvporting pluées and only one minus opposing force

in MDG.



Comparatively Department B has far better conditions
and has better EEP distributioﬁ compared to Department A.

The Table 5.10 will bring out the points more clearly.

Table 5.10:¢ Table Showing Scale-Value, Plus Points,
Minus Points earned by Departments by
select criteria and EEP distribution.

Code ‘

of the _ EEP

Depart- Scale No.of No. of No. of Digtribution

ment value Pluses Minuses  Neutrals High Low
A + 4 +2 -1 2 16 14
B +10 -1 (-) g 5

A sinple observation commends itself that all climates
contribute in the matter of determination of association of
climate with EEP. Moreover, more pluses does mean support

from many climate sources and other sources.

Comparative Study of Departments A, B and C:

We have already obtained the total picture of
Departments A and B. If we include Department C in the
analysis an interesting comparison should become possible
since C department, differs from Departments A and B on

almost all the points except WVPA.
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Table 5.11 :. Table Showing Relevant Extracts bf Departments A, B and ¢ from Tables 5.8 and 5.9.
. } . . T - T T
, 20RTION I s, PORTION IT
Code Scale AOC Climate WVPA _ . EEP MDG rbeadership .. Authopi- Riliena-  Ho.of Ho.of No.of
of the Values  Charac-~ of High Loéw - Climate tarian tioxn Pogi-~ UNega~ Neu- .
Depart- of teri- Grouni- . - Congi~ Struc~ climate (limate  ti tives +trals
ment Climate sation ness S dera~ fure of Manage of
and tion Marage.ss ' Wanazers
other - - ,
Vari- ‘
ables K
from B
Table
A 4 Clear L.Gs 79 16 - 14 - + C + 0 +2 -1 2
B +10 Olear L.G. .11 8 5 - + + + + +4 -1 ()
c -12  Diffused  H.G. .16 5 .7 - 0 0 - - =) -3 2
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Tne case of Devartment C is exactly opposed to
Departments A and B in point of scale value, AOC climate
characterisation, climate of groupiness and EEP distrilbu~

tion. (Please refer Portion I of Table No. 5.11).

It seems its negative scale value, diffused AOC and
high groupiness contribute to its association with poor
EEP distribution despité its "some WVPA", Department O's
case conforms the observations that (i) negative scale
value agssociates with poor EEP distribution. (ii) Diffused
AQC climete associates with poor EEP distribution and
high groupiness climate also asgociates with poor EEP
distribution. In fact, in point of such opposite forces,
its BEP distribution could have been poorer. Perhaps its
balanced consideration structure force giving rise to
mixed climabe have arrested the play ofienegative forces.
The neutral consideration structure scores do not indicate
that there is no consideration structure climate but only
that they are balanced off mutuelly and do not permit

predominance of one over the other.

In point of high groupiness (referring to the actual
i
scores of groupiness) it is less than in DepartmentdD.
Tt's some WVPA could also act somewhat and contain poor

distrivution at its own level. Amother helpful factor is

that zones II and ITI climate is participative-consultative.
But the consideration of Department C supports the observa-

tions made in the case of comparative study of Departments

A and B.
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‘Pahle 5.12: Table Showing Relevant Extracts of Departments ¢, D and E from Tables 5.8 and momu

3.

2

"

LS

PORTIOR I PORTION I .

“Jode Scele 408 Climate WVPA EEP ¥DG  Lzedership Authori~ Aliena~  Bo.of No. of HNo.of
of the values Charac~ of High Iow . . olimate tarian tion Pogi~ Nepa~ Ne-
Depart- of terisa~ Groupi- Vougi= Strue- of Charac— tives ‘t%ives trals
ment Climate tion ness dera~ ‘ture menagers terisa- '

and vion ticn of .
other managers
- Veorie- _
ables
from
Table
G -12  Viffused  H.G. .16 5 7 - 0 0 - - =) -3 2
D 00  Diffused H.C. .0C8 6 ¢ 0 + + - - +2 -2 (=)
oot
B +8 Clear L.Ge 48 7 5 + + + + - A (=)
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Pleasge refer to Table 5.12,Departments C and D have
the same AOC climate characterisation, high groupiness
climate as common but Department D's scale value is zero
and that of C's -12. So in terms of scale value Depart-
ment C has a very poor condition. Department D's climate
conditions are very poor especially in regard to groupineés
climate where it i1s reported to be 100 per cent groupy.
Department D's MDQ climate 1s also "zero" i.e. balanced
off. Thus, Departments C and D fall in the same category.
Devartment D's diffused climate again is in the non~
critical zone II whereas Department G's diffused climate
ig in zone I which is the mogt critical one. Department D's
diffused climate as we have seen is in zone II. Department
- 0 has a good support from zoneé IT and III climate which

ig participative consultative.

Thus, between Departments C and D we find apparently
comparable general conditions. Internally there are

differences but these differences are mutually set off
ag obgerved.

But on the whole Devartment C seems to be in a

poorer state compared to Department D.

One broad generalisation which emerges is that
diffused climate and high groupiness with negative or

zero scale values do not associate with good BEP distri-

butione.
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If we compare Devartments C and D as a joint case
with Department E we find that their conditions in regard
to climate oonditiéns and other variables are diametrically
opposite. Department E has positive scale galue, clear
AOC climate, lower groupiness climate and moderate WVPA

support and the best EEP distribution.

Comparison of Devpartments C and D, with ﬁbpartment B
bringsout a support to the two observations ﬁa&e earlier
gtated now in one manner. ZPogitive scale valuves, clear
AOC climate, some WVPA, get associated with good EEP

distributiocne.

Department E has four positives and only one negative
meaning thereby that there is a full climate support. MNo

wonder, it has the begt BEP digtribution.

The negative alienation conditions, it seems, have

been more than set off by other good conditions.

This part of the discussion again highlights the
point that climate conditions operate in unison along
with the other variables but climate conditions have an
upper say in the matter of association with good EEP

distritution.

~
-

<
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Department D's poor scale value and negligible WVPA
are balanced off by positive leadership on consideration
and structure and a clear tendency to consﬁltative Ev%ﬂcgct
authoritariar bureaucratic managerial philosophy
in its C-AB cbaraéterisation in zones I and III. The case
of 'C' is really difficult to understand . It has the
maximum negative scale value and a diffused climate in
critical zone I. Leadership climate ig not pronounced in

(favour of either consideration or structure. It fturns out
t0 be a problem department. In fact, its BEP distribution
could have been poorer. Prohably factors beyond the
review of this scheme may be responsible for maintaining

BEP distribution comparable to Department D.

Please refer to Table 5a13°i§t us compare Departments
B and E which have p&sitive scale values almost equal,
clear AOC, lower groupiness climate and equal number of
positiveness and even negatives. The only difference
between them is in the work values and the type of climate.
It seems that, when other conditions are almost equal,
WVPA éoupled with the type of suitable climate becomes
jmportant. Department B's WVPA is .11 and E's is «48.
Glearly Department B has good WVPA compared to Department B.
Moreover Devartment E's climate which is basically C-AB

is compared to Department B's climate, AB-P.
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The obvious conclusion could be that, other conditions
remaining same, WVPA bécomes an lmportant factor in under-
standing OC-EEP relationship. That WVPA has the least
importance in terms of priorities in understanding 0G-EEP
relationships also gets further clarified. If we compare
Departments A and E, we find that Department £ has doubly
good conditions in respect of scale value and positive
scores. (Please refer Portion II of Table 5.13). Their
other conditions, namely, AOC and climate of groupinéss

are comparable and MDC climate conditions are opposite.

Department E's far better BEP disgtribution becomes
explicable in the light of the above remarks and a further
point be made that almost half the WVPA of Department E
compared to Department A in itself, does not matter.

Other favouratble conditions seem to be predominating.

. The above scheme of tallesg provided the opportunity
of comparing each department with the rest of the
departments and draw and/or verify the conclusions and
observations regarding OC~IEP relationships in terums of

the scores and characterisations made.
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In the further scheme of interpretation of Table
we shallbe ignoring the scale values but consider the
specific climates namely, AOC climate of groupiness, MDG,
leadership climate and the two variables authoritarian
characterisation of managers and alienation characterisa-

tion of managers.

From the Table 5.14, we derive the Table 5¢15 to
facilitate considerations of all above climates and other
factors with EEP disgtribution which will be mentionéd only
as favourable or unfavourable in terms of conclusions made
Cin Fourth chapter. DPlease note that the favourableness or
otherwise of the climates derive from the logic and inter-
pretation made by drawing observations in regard to each

type of elimate, having a broad theoretical justification.

Department & has four favourables, two neutrals and

one unfavourable and has almost equal EEP distribution.

Department B has gix favourables and one unfavourable,

no neutral and has good EEP distribution. T

Department C has no favourable and two neutrals and
five unfavourables and has poor LEP digtribution.

Department D has two favourables, one neutral and
four unfavourables and has poor EEP distribution.

Department E bhas six favourables and one unfavourable,

no neutral and very good EEP distribution.
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It clearly transpires that departuents which have
more favourable scores in climates and other variables
have good EEP distribution. The Department E which has

maximum favourable scoreg has the begt EEP distribution.

Departments which have maximum unfavourable have

poor EEP distribution.

It may also be observed that in Departments A, B and E
wherein AOC and climate of groupiness are both favourable,
the authoritarian characterisation of managers and aliena-
tion characterisation of managers are also favourable

(Devartment E has unfavourable alienation score).

Departments C and D have matching of unfavourable
scores in the four aspects mentioned above. It seems
therefore that AOC climate and climate of groupiness with
authoritarian alienation characterisatiom of managers in
general seem to be having the same kind of association

with EEP digtribution.

WDG climate is unfavourable for departments A, B, G,
neutral for D and favourable for E. Where;%/MDC‘s un~
favourableness is not set off by favourableness in other
climates,it seems to have a negative assoclative impact
but wherein its gnfavourableness is set off by favourable-

ness in other climate, its impact ig not felt.

Leadership climate's favourableness also seems to be

subdued by unfavourableness in AOC climate of groupiness



2933

and authoritarian and alienation scores (Please refer to
Department D),Sb leadership climate seems to Dbe = supporting

factor.

Fprom Table 5.15, 1t transpires that A0C and climate
of groupiness among climates could have more impéct than
climates of MDC and leadership, next only to authoritarian

and alienation characterisation of managers.

As this stage a tést to ascertaln whether the above
OC-EEP relationship does not &eise from the application of
criteria favourable,azgufnfavourable climates f&om EEP
disbribution itself:b In ther words>it ig necessary to
recall and check that OC characterisations and other score
characterisation in-terms of positive and negative valence
have been derived from some independent criteria and not

by the manner in which they are found to be associating

with FEP distribution.

The following inventory of relevant researches would
vrovide the theoretical underpinnings of the criteria which
have gone into formulation of the hypotheses and the
gsystem of evaluation of the characterisation of 0C and
other variable such as alienation and authoritarianism into
positive or negative scores. It may be noted that the
theoretical guidelines so obtained were very much useful

in cutting of scores into positive, negative and neutral.



294

One of the most frequently cited studies was done
by Morse and Remier that exposed work groupsg to either
autocratic or democratic 1eadership.1 The study was
conducted in two clerical departments having approximately
500 employees and was continued for a year. In the two
democratic groups, supervisors were trained to use more
democratic methods and also to delegate more dec ision-making
In two autocratic groups, more of the deciéion authority
was given to the supervisors who also increased the close-
ness of their supervision. The increase in productivity
as measured by cost reduction was higher for the autocratic
than for the democratic groups. However, employees subjected
to authoritarian leadership quickly became dissatisfied,
whereas satisfaction increased and turnover and grievances

decreased for the democratically supervised groups.

There is a tendency for democratic leadership to be
associated with high satisfaction, but its relationship to

productivity isunelear.2

,

Numerous studies have indicated that groups with

leaders who score high on both dimensions (structure and

. . . . 3
congideration) are higher in overall effectivenesse.

1Morse, N.C. and E. Reimer, "The Experimental Change
of a Major Organisational Variable", Journal of Abnormal and

Social Psychology, 52, 1956, pp.120-129.

20ipb, Cecil A., U"Ieadership", in ¢. Lindsey (ed.).,
'Handbook of Social ésycbology’, Vol. IT (Cambridge,
Mass: Addison-Wesley, 1969), pp.205-273.

3Jacobs,lT.D., "Leadership and Exchange in Formal ‘
Organisations", (Alexandria, Va.: Human Resources Research

Organisation, 1971), p.31.
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Blake and Mouton are of the opinion that the 9,9
team builder is‘the most effective style. Reséarch by the
two grid authors show that the 9,9 style is the-one most
positively associated with productivity and profitability,
career success and satisfaction and physical and mental

health. ¥

Studies have tended to supvort Likert's contention
that system 4, participative group, Is an effective approach

> Th e more the management style of an

to management.
organisation approaches styiem 4, the more likely it is to
have high productivity and employee satisfaction. The

reverse, lower productivity and job satisfaction, obtains

for system 1.

The results of a recent comprehensive review and
analysis of research on Fiedder's model indicate a

generally high degree of overall support for the theory.6

AOC bas been characterised as clear or diffused
climate in terms of the percentages of responses cast in
favour of four subcategories of AOC climates. (Please

refer Appendix 5.2 for the Table) where percentages

4Blake, Robert R. and Jane S. ¥Mouton. 'The New
Manegerial Grid' (Houston: Gulf Publishing, 19%88).

5Hand, H., M. Richards, and J. Slocum, - "Organisational
0limate and the Effectiveness of a Human Relations Training
Program", Academy of Management Journal 16 (1973), pp.185-95;
Seashore, Stanley E., and David G. Bowers, 'Durability of
Organisational GChange", American Psychologist 25 (March,1970)

6Strube, M.S. and Garcia, J.E., A4 Meta—analytic

Investigation of Fiedler's Contingency NModel of Leadership
Effecﬁi%eness. Psyehological Bulletin,1981, 90,pp.307-21.
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claimed by different sub-climates are more or less equal
the climasbes have been characterised as diffused. AQC
climate characterisation therefore is independent of any

consideration of EEP distribution.

‘ MDG climate has been categorised as positive or
negative on the basis of whether the composite climate
scores show a leaning towards conservative, fatalist,
fascist tendency or liberal scientismic and democratic
tendency. It's indevendence is self-evident. At the
next stage in analysis leaning towards conservatism,
fatalist Fascism has been given a negative value and
leaning towards liberal, scientismic and democratic
tendency has been given a positive value in terms of the

modern management theory and the general logic.

Figh congideration and high structure are found to be

good conditions for employees.

The plant in which study is made is having a highly
sophisticated technology and a modern organisation peopled
by bighly qualified staff. Though it is a contimuous
process unit, its general pattern of management is of a

project type.

On the whole,managers are perceived to be scoring
high in absolute percentage in consideration and structure

both. The categorisation of managers into high, moderate
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and low as perceived by the subordinates has been made o
find out the trend which really obtains and not on the |
basis of a 50 per cent eut off point. Managers who are
perceived as low coumpared to other organisations in
consideration and structure could be quite high since the
cet off point itself is quite high. Zero categorisation
in structure does not mean that managers are perceived to
be having zero structure behaviour. What it means is
that equal number of managers score high and low in

structure behaviour.

Broadly speaking, looking at the totality of responses
in the matter of consideration and structure it was found
that managers were percéived to be quite high on considera~
tion and also on the high side in structure. (The
assumption that the organisation has an inbuilt leaning
to high stPucture high confidence is borne out by the
pattern of scores also). There are cases of departments
scoring high in consideration and structure and not

having good EEP disftribution.

In regard to authoritarian characterisation we have
principally gone by the criterion suggested by Mbgregoz:é
and Likert's works which associate high productiv ity or
good performance with less authoritarian climates or

managerial styles. Accordingly, low score in authoritarian
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tendency has been treated as favourable and vice-versa.

In the matter of alienation, it is hypothesised in
conformity with general motivational theories that, aliena-
tion makes for low performance §r inferior c omditions of
work. Thisg hypothesis also stands on fairly accepted

theory in management.

In regard to climate of groupiness we have gone by a
research finding that high groupiness does not forever lead
to better performance.* Moreover the low groupiness
characterisation made in the study is at a fairly high
score above 65 per cent. The high grouviness score by
absolute standards would be extremely high score. So
when high groupiness characterisation is made it really
means groupiness above almost 80 per cent which evidently
is very high. There are findings to support the conten-
tion that high groupiness bec omes dysfunctional like high
cohesiveness andnlow cohesiveness of group not associating

with high performance in Fiedder's Model.

Thug the criteria for favourableness and unfavourable-
ness or positive and negative characterisation have been
rooted into prevalent theoretical constructs and the

brozd trend in research findings.

*p] eage refer the findings on Groupiness and its
relationship with performance quoted in Chapter IV

on dP. 239-240.
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Before concluding the thesis, an explanation regarding
the exclugion of report on (a) Work Value Scaling for the
Departments and (b) Intrinsic and Exirinsic sets of work—

values ig in order.

Moreover, the reporting on general Hypothesis V that
was promised to be made 'later on' is now due. We take it
up first.

' and Table 5.8
A close scrutiny of Table 5.7/will bring out the

following points:

(a) MDC climates scores ,even when they are negative,
do associate with good EEP digtribution.

(b) Even while leadership climate scores in considera~
tion dimension are positive, their strengths do
not mateh with EBP distribution pattern.
Strengtb-wise; Department A has +20 polnts and
yet neutral distribution and Department B has
+10 points and yet good ZEEP distribution and
Devartment C has zero point and poor EEP

distribution.

(¢) Zero structure score associates with neutral
and poor EEP digtribution. Departments B and B
have +20 points and yet very much differing EEF
distrivution. Department B with +20 points has
very good EEP distribution.

(d) Departments A, B and E have +10 points in
Authoritarian tendency and widely differing EEP
distribution.
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(e) Departments C and B have —20 points in Alienation
tendency and yet materially differing ELP
distribution.

The obvious and unmistadable conclusion that recommends
itself in the light of above observations is that, the
climates represented by these scores operate in unison in
the matter of EEP distribution. While individual climates
in the above scheme do exhibit broad trends, the specific
explanation of EEP distribution comes out only when the
total climate scores represented by scale value are taken

into considerat ione.

The two distinct climates which have exhibited clear
indevendent association with EEP distribution are AOC and
climate of groupiness. Between these two, climate of
groupiness is a general measure. AOC is a more.specific
and sophisticated measure in that it provides for many
more and finer pefceptions of OCG. Despite the possibility
of a variety of combinational perceptions, the ACC
perceptions have resulted in é patterned way, pointing up
the climate conditions precisely. The climate of groupiness
is a géneral measure and the explanation based on it,
while being important, does not throw as meaningful and

specific light on OC-EEP relationships.

In the light of the two c onclusions namely, (a) first

five climste measures scaled to value jointly explain EEP
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digtribution and((b)‘AOC and climate of groupiness explain
EEP distribution independently, a final comment on the
GenerallHypothesis V could be made that, General Hypothesis
Vzthough not conclusively proved jhas the merit to be
considered as credible and acceptable. It is really
difficult to opine if AOG's contribution to the Organisa-
tional Climate is maximum. But one may safely, say, that
AOC's éontribution to organisational climate is the most

significant,.

Now we turn to Work-Value Scaling and categorisation
of Work values into two sets namely (a) Intrinsic work-

values and (b) Extensive work values.

It may be noted that the exercise of bifurcating
work-values into above-mentioned categories did not make
any ngingful contribution to understanding OC-EEP
relationships. ZThe bifurcation could not tell us as to
with which types of different climate conditions Intihnsic

or Extrinsic work-values go.

Secondly, the long drawn exercise of work-value
scaling also did not produce any result. No definite
pattern emerged as to work-values preferred by‘the
supervisory groups on any comparable basis. The Table

5.16 amply highlights the point.



302

< 2 I 9 14 L 8 6 G 5

< L 8 G Z 9 14 6 b a

b ¥ 2 9 8 ¢ L 6 q 0

1% G L 9 L 2 8 6 ¢ q

c ¢ 9 G L L 3 6 4 7

(X1) (IITR) (II4) (I0) (n) (AD) (III) (I1) (1)

anTep anTep anTe A anTea anTep BNTBA angep antep antes quaw
~NIOg  ~HIOp  ~H{ION  =¥Ioy  -IIoN  -HAoN  ~-AIOop  -DIOp  =HIOoN —qxedsq
Jo ~ Jo Jo Jo Jo -+ Fo Jo Io Jo ayy jo
juey quey Juey yuey yuey ey yuey uey juey apPon

sgrusuqgardaq 24y IO

squspuodsey Axzostazedng Jo JurTedg anTep-dIoph SUTMOUGS STABL

P 9L°g eTaRy



303

The only significant observation that could be made
is that work value (II) (Financial rewards) got the ninth

rank in all the departmenﬁs.

The Summing Ups

'Summing up' as an intellectual exercise promises the
insights that one gets at the end of the work and the
foresights that one could put to use if one were to extend
the work. It also provides the opportunity to introspect
(rather than merely analyse) and do a little frank reporting
on the work and a lot more self~accounting leading to a
balanced viewing of one's own efforts and probable

achievement.

The most important insights and foresights that the

investigator has acquired are:

(a) 00 is a fruitful area of research, especially
providing for the inclusion of social,
psychological and cultural variables into
the functioning of the organisations. It gives
one an opportunity tdgnow for oneself "how much
Management is culture-bound"?

(b) 0C could be conceptualised in a number of ways.
One must lay ones hands on the most crucial
factors, either strategically or if possible
statigtically.



304

(c) OC as a concept needs much more explication,
that being a totally new concept.

(@) 0C ool could be made highly integrated at the
design stage of the work.
(e) EEP is a practical concept and could be rendered

more quantitative.

(£) It pays to study OC of a large organisation.

(g) After studying sufficient number of organisation
for 0G, a design for the study of Total Organisa-
tional Climate could be developed.

(h) OC is not merely a concept buThas a practical
manifestation relevant for the management.

(i) 0C could be meaningfully related with such
important variableg as BEmployee Job Satisfaction,
Employee Performence, Employee Motivat ion,
Employee Morale, Growth of Organisation,
Effectiveness of Organisation, Mental Health
of Bmployees, etc.

The efforts of tapping sources of OC, measuring it
and relating it with EEP proved to be a truly testing and
deeply gratifying experience to the investigator for the
reason that it took him right into the realm of human

perceptions and evaluation at which'meaning'is generated

and'motivation'is 'shaped'.



