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The Effects of Task Organization and Member Compatibility
On Leuder-member Relations in Small Groups
Daniel R, Ilgen and Gordon O'Brien

University of Illinois

Abstract

Task cooparation requirements and group member compatibility
effects on leader-member relations in three person laboratory groups
were studied, Using Structural Role Theory, two forms of cooperation
were defined-coordination and collaboration, Member compatibility
was defined by Schutz'r (1958) ''interchange compatibility" on three
needs measured by his FIRO-E scale, The needs were (1) need for
affoction, (2) need for inclusien, aid (3) need for control, The
results showed that leader-member relations were affected by (1)

the coordination requirements of the task awi by (2) the interaction

of tue collaboration requirements with the cowratibility of group members,

The implications of the results for Fledler's (1964, 19A”7) Contingency

Modei of leadership were discussed,




The Effects of Task Organization and Member Compatibility
On Leader-member Relations in Small Groups1
Daniel R, Ilgen and Gordon O'Brien

University of Illinois

The Contingeiacy Model of Leadership (Fiedler, 1964, 1967) states
that the relationship between leader:hip style and group performance
is moderated by the ''group-task situation," Fiedler defined the
situation in terms of (1) the affective leader-member relations within
the group, (2) the structure of the group's task, and (3) the formal
power associated with the position 5f leadership, Objective measures
have been developed for the last two dimensions but not for the rirst.
The affective leader-iwember relations dimension has been measured with
subjective ratings obtained from versons in the group.

Recently Fiedler (1965, 1967) proposed that the Contingency Model
be applied to maximize the prohability of effective group performance,
Specifically, he proposed that we first assess the group-task situation,
Leaders could then be assigned to groups which best fit their leadership
style, If leaders were already assigned groups, the group-task situation
could be altered to increase the goodness of fit between the leaders' style

and the situation,

1'I'he study was supported by the contract to study "Communication,
Cooperation, and Negotiation in Culturally Heterogeneous Groups'' between
the University of Illinois and the Advanced Research Projects Agency,
APPA Order No, 454, under the Office of Naval Research, Contract NR 177-472,
Nonxr 1834(36), (Fred E, ¥Fiedler and Harry C, Triandis, Principal
Investigators.)
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To apply thc model in this way, an assessment of the group-task
situation must be made, This arscssment should be obtained independently
of the group members' responses, The requirement of independent assessment
is most necessary when leaders are br'ng assigned to groups, Obviously,
it would not be possible to base the measure of the group~-task situation
on leader ratings of the group before the leader had been sssigned to the
group, Independent, a priori measures of the task-structurz and the
position-power dimensions of the situation have already been developed,
However, no atteupt has been made to predict the probable leader-member
relations independent of the persons in the group.

L knowledge of some of the determinants of leader-member relations
is necessary before any prediction of the relations can be made., There-~
fore, the purpose of the present study was to investigate some of the
determinants to the leader-member relations dimension,

The affective leader-member relations dimension is primarily defined
by the interpersonal attraction of the leader to the members and the
members to the leader. Several studies have shown that interpersonal
attraction is poritively related to the amount of interaction between
the persons (Lott & Jott, 1965), Bovard (1951, 1£56a, 1956b) found
that the affect toward the grour as a whole and toward individuals in the
group was a positive function of the interaction that occurred in the
group. This affect was significantly more positive in classrooms in
which interaction was encouraged than in leader controled classrooms,
Other studies in a wide variety cf settings ranging from classrooms

{(Byrne, 1961) and dormitories (Newcomb, 135¢) to housing piojects.




(Festinger, 1953) have supported the hypcthesis that interpersonal
attraction is a positive function of the amount of interaction. ‘There-
fore, it was hypothesized that the leader-member relations would be
positively related to the amoint of interaction between the leader and
the group members,

Interpersonal attraction or relations have also been related to
the similarity of group members' values, attitudes, neceds, or other
individual ckaracteristics, A positive relationship has consistently
been found between group homogeneity or compatibility on such member
characteristics &8 religion (Festinger, 1950; Fiedler, 1966), race
(Byrne & VWong, 1962; Lazarsfeld & Merton, 1854), beliefs (Broxton,
1962; Newcomb, 1956; Rokeach, 1960; Triandis, 1961), and personslity
traits (Cohen, 1956; Izard, 1960; Schutz, 1958, 1960). Lott and Lott
(1965) concluded from their review of the interperscnal attraction
liturature that there was little doubt that persons preferred friendly
relationships with others who were compatible to them in interests,
values, and personality, Thus, it was hypothesized that leader~member
r- ations would be partially determined by the compatibility of the
leader and the group members on relevant individual characteristics.

‘The following hypotheses related to the determinants of leader-
member relations were tested:

1. Hypothesis 1, The leader-member relations will be better when
the group merbers are allowed to interact than when they are not allowed

to interact,




2. Hypothesis 2, Leader-member relations will be better in

groups composed of persons who are compatible thau in groups that
are incompatible,
Method

Assessment of Independent Variables

De terminants of interaction, In laboratory yroups, the amount

of interaction is largely determined by the group task structure and
the work organization, Co-acting vs, interacting, coordinated vs,
uncoordinated, or interdependent vs, independent are just a few exsmplev
of work organizations that have been investigated in the¢ laboratory.
These catagories refer to various forms of cooperation that may exist
among group members working on a task, In general, as the amount of
cooperation required by the task increases, the amount of interaction
demanded by the work organization also increases,

An objective method of indexing the amount of cooperation required
by the task situation has been presented by O'Brien (1968), Using the
principles of Structural kole Theory, O'Brien defined the formal cooperation
structure of the group by the manner in whbich group tasks were Gistributed
among positions in the group. This distribution of tasks to positions
was divided into: (a) the extent to which positions in the group were
allocated to the same subtasks, and (b) the extent to which subtasks
allocated to different positic>s needed to be sequenced in a particular
temporal order,

The two distributions c<2scribed above were used by O'Brien to

define two forms of cooperation~ collaboration and coordination,




e g——

5

Collaboration referred to the extent to which more than one person
must work on the sa : subtasks, and coordinatior. referred to the extent
1o which one subtask must preceed another,

1f the Structural Role Theory elements of positions and tasks are
represented by points and the relationships between them are represented
by lines, the collaboration and coordination requirements of the task
organization can be presented diagramatically, Figure 1 shows the four
task organizations utilized in the prcsent stvdy, Tha presence of a
linc between a position and a task represents the allocation of the
position to the task, The absence of such a line indicates that that
position is not associated with the subtask, Directed lines beiween
tasks indicate that the subtask to which the arrow points follows the
subtask from .hich the arrow originates,

O'Brien (1968) further defined indices for both the collaboration
and the coordination requirements of the formal task organization,
These indices were used in the present study to difine the two types
of cooperation, In this way it was possible to get an a priori index
of the degree to which the environment imposed on the group controlled
the group members' interaction, The values of the collaboration and
coordination indices for each of the four task organizations utilized
in the present study are listed in Figure 1, For a complete description
of the indices see O'Brien (1968),

Menber compatibility, The effects of member compatability on

leader-member re¢lations were based upon the degree to which members

were similar on three personality variables. Schutz's (1958) FIRO-B
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Figure 1, Diagrams of the relationships between positions (pi) and
task (ti) for the four tasrk organizations,




scale was used tu meu..re two aspects of each of three needs which Schutz
stated were important in interacting groups. These .eeds were: need
for affection, need for ccntrol, and need for inclusion in the group,
For each need the person's desire (1) “» express the need and (2) to
receive it from others, were measured,

Group compatibility was based upon Schutz's (1958) "interchange

t

competibility.”" By assuming that the amount of intcrchange zn indivicual
desires may be measured by combining his scores on both the "expressed"
and the "wanted to receive' scales for each need, an individual's desire
for interchange was dufined as the sum of his "expressed” and "wanted"
scores on eack need, Group interchange compatibility was then defined
by minimizing the difference between group members' sums, Incompatibility
was defined by maximizing the difference between the members’ sum scores
on the three needs,
Design

The basic experimental design was a £ x 2 x 2 completely crossed
and balanced design with two levels each of ccllaboration, coordination,
and memk x compatibility, The levels of collaboration and coordination
were either absence or presence orf the condition, One~half of the
groups were compesed of persons compatible on the three needs measured
by the FIRO-B scale (Schultz, 1958) and one-half were composed of in-
comnstible members.
Subjects

192 male undergraduates enrolled in an intorudctory psychology
course at the University of Illinois participated in the study. All
subjects participated in several experiments as part of the ~ourse

recuireuent,




Group Task

Sixty-four three-person grouvps were assigned the task of writing
creative stories abcu: each of three TAT pictures. The stories were
to be c:igial, creative, and stylistically pleasing. One hour wa~
allotted ifor the completion of the three stories,

Although the overali task was the same for all 64 groups, one of
four task organizations was imposed on each group. The four task
organizations were as follow::

Neither coordinatio® nor collaboration, The 16 groups in this

condition were told to wr_te the three stories by assigning one picture
to each person, Each person then wrote one story about hic picture
without consulting the other members of tho group,

Coordination only. The task of groups assigned t¢ this condition

w#as to write the stories bv assigning one picture to each individual,
After twenty minutes had elapsed, the pictures were exchinged. A second
exzhange took place after forty minutes, At the end of the hour each
individual had contrihuted one~third of the story written about each
picture,

Collaboration only. The task was to discuss each nicture as a

groap, The story written about each picture was written by one member
vho recorded what the group wantea said aboul each picture,

Both coordination and collaboration, The task in this condition

was to discuss, as a group, all three stories in the first fifteen

minutes. In the last forty-five minutes, tke threc stories were written

bv nassing them ‘rom ore member to another every fifteen minutes.
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Indices of collaboration and coordination for the four task
organizations as defined by Structural .tole Theory (Oeser & Q'Brien,
1967; O'Brien, 1968) are listed in Figure 1,

Procedure

Prior to the group sessions all 192 subjects completed a pretest
questionnaire which included the FIRO-B scale, Members were assigned to
each leader to form ''compatible” or "incompatible" groups on the basis
of their FIRO-B scores, Thirty-two compatible and thirty-two incon-
patible groups were formed, The mean compatibility range for the
compatible groups was 5.78 with a variance of 17,89; for t. in-
compatible groups the mean was 19,25 with a variance o* 39,44. Eight
compatible and eight incompatible groups were randomly ascigned to
each of the four task organizations,

Ten groups met on each of the first six nights anao four groups
met on the seventh., Five groups met in each of two classrooms each
evening, and all f.ve groups in a c¢'assroom used the same task
organization, Finally, trained observers were assigned to each group
to record who spoke to whom and the type of communication,

As the subjects arrived, they were instructed to sit with their
group. After all subjects were present, the experimenter announced
that the purpose of the study was to investigate group creativity.

He also gave a brief description of the task and the task organization
that would be used, The importance of performance was emphasized by
offering $21,0C to the highest scoring group, The leaders were then

announced and instructed to meet with the expcrimenter, The experimenter
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expluined the task organization more completely to the leaders and
gave them the TAT pictures, paper, and pencils, The leaders returned
to their groups and began the task, One hour was allowed for the task,
Cne observer sat beside each group and recorded the interactioa during
the hour,

At the end of the hour, the stiries and pictures were collected,

Every person in the group and also the group's observer then filled out

8 questionnaire, The subjects left when they had completed the questionnaire,

Measures

leader-member relations., The leader-member relations in the group

were baszed on the leader's rating of the "atmosphere’ or "climate' in the
group, Fledler (1967, Pp, 32) stated that the leader's rating of the
atmosphere of the group was the best measure of ieader-member relations
in ad hoc laboratory groups, The leaders rated the group on a ten item
bipeolar adjective scale which contained the following items: friendly-
unfriendly, accepting-rejecting, satisfying-frustrating, enthusiastic-
anenthusiastic, productive-unproductive, warm~-cold, cooperative-un-
cooperative, supportive-hostile, and boring-interesting, A score of
eight was given for the most favorable response and one for the least
favorable response on each item, The leader's Group Atmosphere score
was the suw of his ratings of the ten {items,

Opserver ratings, The observers rated the leader, and each member

on a bipolar adjective scale, They also rated several aspects of the

group &s a whole,

Interaction Sccres, The amount of verbal interaction was rccorded by

the trained observers who also recorded who spoke to whom, Three frequency
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measures were obtained for each individual in the group, These were the
number of times person A spoke (a) specifically to person B, (b)
specifically to person C, and (c) to both B and C, A total of nine
interaction measures were therefore obtained from each three person
group,

Prior to the experiment, all observers met with the experimenter
who explained the interaction rating. When the observers understood
the rating, three observers formed a group and performed the task used
in the actual experiment, (The ''colla.ration only" task organization
was used.) The rest of the okservers recorded the interaction in the
group. The average correlation of the interaction scores for the nine
observers watching the same group was ,91, The same procedure wes
repeated choosing three different persons as group members, The average
intercorrelation in this case was ,95., The magnitude of the inter-
rater corrclations indicated the high relialrility of the interaction
ueasure,

Performance, The group periormance score was based on judges' ratings
of the three stories written by the group. Five judges rated the plot,
originality, elaboration, plot structure, sentence structure, expression,
and humor and suspence of the stories, Interrater reliability was ,82
using the Spearman-Brown correction, The ratings for each story were
converted to standard scores for each judge, and the productivity of each
group was calculated by summing the ratings for each of the three stories
over all raters,

Results

The task cooperation requirements were varied in order to control
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the degree to which group members had to interact, Table 1 shows that
one neasure of interaction, the number of comments made in the group,
was significantly related to task organization.

Table 2 1lists the median number of comments made in each vf the
four task organizations.2 It 13 ~vident that the number of comments was
highly dependent upon the coordination and collaboration requirements
of the task organization, Furthermore, the number of comments was
affected more by the collaboration than by the coordination requirements

of the task,

Hypothesis 1. Leader-member relations will be tetter when the

task requires the group members to interact than when the task does
not require interaction from persons in the group,

The 2ffect of interaction on the leader-n..mber relations was
asgessea by the effect of the two forms of cooperation, coordination
and collsboration, on the relations, Table 3 shows that leader-member
relations as measured by the leader's rating of the atmosphere in the

group was signif?:antly influenced by the coordination requirements of

the task,

2'I'he median number of comments was used because three groups in

the "neither coordination nor collahoration” and two in the "coordination
only" condition misunderstood the directions and began to discuss the
pictures as a group. After a few minutes, the experimenter corrected the
gronps, Nevertheless, the number of comments made in these groups was
considerably higher than the rest of the groups in their task organization,
Consequently, the median which is less sensitive to extremes than the

mean was used to describe the central tendency of the task orgaanizations,




Table 1

Summary Analysis of Variance: Task Organization and
Membe: Compatibility Effects on Verbal Interaction,

2

Source M,S. d.zf. F E P-level
Task Organizatiocn (A) 636310 3 53,11 75.00 < 001
Compatibility (3) 1560 1 G.13 0.00 n.s,
AxB 11790 3 0,98 0.00 n.s,
Within 11981 56
Total 63
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Table 2

Median Number of Comments in the Groups For the Four
Task Organizations,
Task Organization

1 2 3 4
Neither Coor- Both Coordination
Coordination dination Collaboration and
nor Collaboration only only Collaboration
Median Number 45 72 547 224

of Comments
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Table 3

Summary Analysis of Variance:

15

Coordination, Collaboration,

and Compatibility Effects on Leader Group Atmosphere Scores,

Source M.S., d.f, F Ez p-level
Coordination (A) 676,00 1 8.44 11,35 < ,01
Collaboration (B) 126,56 1l 1,58 1,01 n.s,
Compatibility (C) 12,25 1 0.5 0.0 n,s,
AXB 16.00 1 0.20 0.06 n,s,
BXC 361.00 1 4,50 5.81 < .05
AXC 175.56 1 2,19 2,04 n,.s,
AXBXC 3.06 1 0.04 0.00 n.s,
Within 80,06 56

Total 63
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The leader-member relations were signifsicantly better in groups required
to coordirate than in groups not required to coordinate (Table 4),

The effects 1f the cuordination requirements were aleo determined
for the three levels of coordination represented in the four task organizations
employed in the present study, For the task organization involving neither
coordination nor collaboration, the value of the coordination index was
zero; for the organization involving coordination only, it was oae-sixth;
and for the organization involving both coordination and cellaboration,
it was one, in Figure 2 the mean leader Group Atmosphere scores were plotted
for the three values of coordination. This figure shows that the ieader's
Group Atmosphere score was a monotonically increasing function of the
coordination requirements of the task,

Table 3 shows that the leader Group Atmosphere score was not signifi-
cantly affected by the collaboration requirements of the task,

The failure of collaboration to influence the leader's Group Atmosphere
score appeared to be partially due to the effect of the "collaboration
only" task organization on group performance., Table 5 shows that perforuance
was significantly affected by the task organization., Table 6 shows that
the effect of collaboration on performance was negative, Furthermore, Table
7 shows that the worst performance occurred in the ''collaboration only"
condition,

There was also evidence that the adverse effect of collaboration on
performance in the "collaboration only" condition was perceived by the
leaders., The correlation between the judges' ratings of group performance
and leader ratings of group performance was .61 (p < .0l) in the "colla-

poration only' condition. Furthermore, the leader ratings of group performance




Table 4
Means of the Leader Group Atmnsphere Scores for Task
Organizatione which did or did not Require Coordination
or Collaboration,

level of Cooperation

Abgent Present
(N=32) (N=32)
Form of Cooperation
Coordination 61,28 67.78

Collaboration 63,13 65,94
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Figure 2

Mean leader Group Atmosphere Scores for Three Task
Organizations Requiring Different Amounts of Coordination
(N = 16 for each Coordination Value).

0.0 183 «50 1+, 00

Coordination Value




Table 5

Summary Analysis of Variaace: Coordination, Collaborationm,
and Compatibility Effects of Group Performance,

Source M.S, d.f, F E2 P-level
Coordination (A) 858,01 1 14,20 18,10 < .00l
Collaboration (B) 744,76 1 12,33 16,05 < .001
Compatibility (C) =~ 9,87 1 0.16 0.00 n.s.
AXB 197,66 1 3.27 4.40 n.s,
BXC 32,85 i 0.54 0.00 n.s,
AXC 8.25 1 0,14 0.00 n.s,
AXBXC 75.06 1 1,24 0.42 n.s,

Within €0.41 40

Total 63
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Table 6

Mean Group Performance Ratings for Task Crganizations with
Coordination or Collaboration either present or absent,

Level of Cooperation

Absent Present
Form of Cooperationa (N=32) (N=32)
Coordination -3.62 3,70
Collaboration 3,49 -3,37
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Table 7

Mean Performance Ratings for the Four Task Organizations

Task C;ganization

1 2 3 4
Neither Roth
Coordination Coordination
nor Coordination Ccllaboration and
Collaboration only only Collaboration
(N = 16) (N = 16) (N = 16) (N = 16)
Performance 1.5 5 78 -8.79 2.05

21
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correlated .66 (p < .01) with their Group Atmosphere scores, These two
high correlations suggested that the effect of the ''collaboration only"
task organization on group performance may nave influenced the leader
Group Atmosphere scores. Performance seemed to act as a moderator in
the relationship between collaboration and leader-memdber relations,

The effect of collaboration on leader-member relations was also
inf.1enced by the nature of the task. In the "collaboration only"
condition, the group was required to write three stories on the basis
of a discussion of the pictures, Since the group wmembers had to discuss
the stories for one full hour, it was felt that this condition would
generate a higher probability of disagreement among grou;- members than
in the two conditions not requiring collaboration. In the latter two
conditions, the group members did not discuss the pictures as a group;
therefore, they could not have argued about what they felt was in the
pictures,

Table 8 shows that the task organization significantly affected the
extent to which members argued as indicated by the observers ratings.
Group members argued most in the 'collaboration only' condition and next
most in the condition that required both collaboration and coordination
(Table 9).

Hypothesis 2, The leader-member relations will be better in groups
composed of persons who are compatible than in groups composed of persons
who are incompatible.

Group compatibility was based on the similarity of members' needs
for affection,inclusion, and control, Table 4 shows that the leacer
Group Atmosphere scores were not significantly better when the groups

wer2 compatible than when they were incompatible.
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Tahle 8

Summary Analysis of Variance: Task Organization Effects
on Observer Ratings of the Number of Arguments that
Occurred in the Greoup.

Source M.S. d.f, F Ez p-level
Task Organization 14,32 3 3.51 10,66 < .05
Within 4,08 60
Total €3
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Table 9

Mean Frequency of Arguments For the Four Task Organization
a8 Rated by the Observers.

Task Orjanizat ion

1 2 3 4
Both Coor-
No Toordination dination and
nor Collaboration Coordination Collaboration Collaboration
(N = 16) (N = 16) (N = 16) (N = 16)

Degree to which
members argued 2.19 1.25 3.94 2,56
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Although .here was no differénce between the scores of compatible
and incompatible groups across all situations, the two group compositions
were diff rentially affected by the two levels of collaboration (Table 4).
Figure 3 shows that leader Group Atmosphere scores for compatible groups
which were not allowed to collaborate were iower than for compatible groups
which were allowed to collaborate, On the other hand, the leader Group
Atmosphrre scores for incompatible groups were unaffected by the colla-
boration requirements of the task., Collaboration positively affected
leader-member relations in compatible groups but had no effect < leader-
member relations in incompatible groups.

Discussion

The leader's Group “tmosphere score was used to assess leader-member
relations in three person laboratory groups. The results showed that
leader-member relations were influenced by the coordination requirements
of the task organization and by an interaction of the collaboration
requirements with the compatibility of group members.

Leader-member relations were positively affected by the degree to
which the situation required the groups to coordinate the subtasks,
Likewise, the number of comments made in the group increased as the
coordination requirements of the task increased (Figure 2), This finding
was consistent with previous studies that had found a positive relation-
ship between interpersonal relations and the amount of interaction that
occurred in the group (Bovard, 1951, 1956a, 1956b; Byrne, 1961),

The degree to which persons in the group had to work together on

each subtask (i,e., collaborate) did not significantly affect leader-
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Figure 3

Mean Leader Group Atmosphere Scores for Compatible and
Incompatible Groups in Task Organizations with Collaboration
Requirements Present or '.bsent,

70
.« Compatible
/'
e m— © . —— ’_./
d””’,,f”"*w""“ -3 Incompatible
60 -
o ]

Collaboration Collzaboration
Absent Present
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member relations in spite of the fact that the number of comments was
significantly higher in groups that collaborated than in groups that did
not collaborate, This findipg did not support the findings of Bovard
(1951, 1.956a, 1956b): Newcomb (1955}, and others who found that inter-
persousl relations were a positive function of the amount of interaction
that occurred between persons,

The failure of interaction when indexed by collaboration to influence
leader-member relations appeared to be due to the effect of collaboration
on roup performunce, Groups in the ''collaboration only" condition per-
formed significantly poorer than groups in the other three task organi-
zations. In addition, the group leaders were able to perceive this
low performance., The high correlation between leader Gioup Atmosphere
sccres and leader perceived performance ratings (r = ,63, p .01) indicated
that performance moderated the relationship between interaction and
leader-member relations,

Several studies have shown that percelved performance positively
affects interpersonal relations in the group (Heber & Heber, 1957;
Hoffman, 1958; Myers, 1962; Zander & Havelin, 1960). Interpersnnal
relations tend to be better in groups that experience success than in
groups that do not experience success, The high correlation of the
leaders' perceived performance with their rating of the atwosphere in
the group indicated that leader-memher relations were also better when
the leaders felt their groups were successful than when they felt their
groups were unsuccessful,

The effect of collaboration on leader-member relations was also

influenced by the type of task, The story writing aassignment was a
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discussion task only when collal:c ‘ation was present, The discussion
nature of the task in this condition led to considerably more verbal
interaction, but it also led to more arguments than when collaboration
was absent. The failure of the increase in verbal interaction to
influence leader-member relations in the collaboration condition appeared
to be due to the negative value of this interaction. The amoun* of inter-
action required by the task organization positively affected leader-member
relations only when increased interaction did not lead to (a) lower per-
formance and (b) increased opportunity for disagreement among group
members, The coordination requirements of the task organization did not
lead to either of the above and leader-member relations were positively
related to coordination. On the >ther hand, collaboration led to a
decrement in performance and an increuse in argument, The collaboration
requirements of the task did not affect leader-member relations,

¥hen compatibility of group members on their needs for affection,
inclusion, and control was cousidered, no affect of compatibility on
leader-member relations across all task organizations was found, How-
evely, compatibility significantly influenced the leader-member relations
wvhen the amount of interaction was considered. For compatible groups
in task organizations that required little verbal interaction {task
organizations in which collaboration was absent) the leader-member
relations were lower than for compatible groups in situetions that required
more verbal intersaction (task organizations in which collaboration was
present). This finding supports Byrne's (1961) contention that i, factews

external to the individual which influence his need for interaction and
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‘2) personality characteristics of the individual which iniluence the
sustaining of interaction are important variables for the prediction
of interperscnal relationshir 2, The task organization requirements for
interaction were external factors that influenced interaction; the in-
dividual's needs were personality characteristics which, in combination
with the needs of others in the group, influenced the sustaining of
interaction, When the task situation made compatibility salient,
compatibility influenced the leader-memher relations. It seems likely
that this effect would emerge even more strongly in the more hetero-
geneous groups frequently encountered in field situations. In these
situations, more salient member characteristics could be used along
with the task organization requirements to give vetter prediction of
leader-member relations than was possible in the laboratory,
Conclusion

The cooperation requirements of the task and the intcractioa of
member compatibility with cooperation affected the leader-member
relations in three person laboratory groups. Although a large pro-
portion of the variance in leader-member relations was uncontroled,
the findings of the present study have implications for the Contingency
Model, Since the model reguires that the leader-member relations be
scaled or classified as "good” or ''poor,” consideration of the cooperation
requirements of the task organization and the compatibility of group
members may be useful for the prediction of the relations, The success
of thie prediction would greatly expand the applicability of the model
for selection of leaders s well as for alteration of the group-task

situation to fit the leader's style,
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ABSTRACT

Task cooperation requirements und group member compatibility
effects on leader-nember relations in three person laboratory
groups were studied, Using Structural Role Theory, two forms
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