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Abstract

Human relationships are crucially important in work situations, especially
among managers. This chapter presents a brief overview of the existing
literature on working relationships and describes their characteristic de-
velopment and the ways in which they are similar to or different from
social and intimate personal relationships more generally. While working
relationships develop over time, they are less adequately characterized by
stage paradigms than are intimate rclationships. Because working rela-
tionships gencrally exist to accomplish tasks while social relationships are
not, task achievement, task instrumentality and task-specific competence
are especially important in work relationships, while affect and self-dis-
closure are less important. The chapter concludes with methodological
and substantive implications for research

Human relationships are a fact of life for people of every occupation, situa-
tion, rank, and status, but they arc an especially critical and pervasive aspect
of a manager’s life. The executives who were the subject of Mintzberg’s
now-classic study of managerial work spent 78% of their working time
interacting with others, and as much as 50% of that time in interactions
with subordinates (Mintzberg 1973, pp. 39--45). More recent studies by
Stewart (1982) and Kotter (1982) provide further support for the impor-
tance of two-person { “dyadic”) relationships in managerial work. Kotter
found that developing a network of interpersonal relationships was critical
to a2 general manager’s ability to formulate and implement an agenda and

*Originally appeared as: John J. Gabarro, “The Development of Working Relationships,” in
HANDBOOK OF ORGANIZATIONAL BEHAVIOR, Lorsch, ed., 1987, pp. 172—189. Reprinted
by permission of Prentice Hall, Inc., Englewood Cliffs. New Jersey.
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that the quality of these relationships was a key determinant of managerial
effectiveness (Kotter 1982, chaps. 2, 3, 4). Similarly, Liden and Graen
(1980) found that subordinates reporting good relationships with superiors
were better performers, assumed more responsibility, and contributed
more to their units than those reporting poor relationships. The importance
of interpersonal relationships as an aspect of management is documented in
study after study of managerial behavior, regardless of national culture or
type of management job.! Indeed, Weick (1969, p. 57) has argued that from
a social-psychological point of view, relationships are the principal means
through which organizations are controlled. Most experienced managers
would agree.

Any manager regardless of position, is dependent on subordinates, peers,
and superiors for his or her unit’s performance. This dependency is cs-
pecially important for general and upper-level managers because they typ-
ically cannot be experts in all of the functions that report to them and thus
must rely on the competence of subordinates and others. Moreover, the
greater the size or complexity of a manager’s organization, the more diffi-
cult it is for him or her to influence all of the key variables directly, re-
gardless of how good the company’s information, control, and reward sys-
tems are. Thus much of the work of managing complex organizations occurs
in the individual relationships that make up the networks described by
Kotter and others.

Given the importance of these relationships, it is surprising that relatively
little research has focused on the topic of how working relationships actu-
ally develop in organizations and what behaviors lead to effective rela-
tionships (Wortman & Linsenmeier, 1977). There are some notable excep-
tions to this generalization, such as the early work of Hodgson, Levinson,
and Zaleznik (1965) on the executive role constellation; Levinson’s (1964,
1968) work on the psychodynamic aspects of superior-subordinate rela-
tions; and Gabarro’s (1978, 1979) research on the development of manage-
rial working relationships. But relatively little research within organiza-
tional behavior has focused explicitly on the development of two-person
relationships as such. Most of the research that has addressed the topic of
working relationships has done so within the context of broader processcs,
such as managerial work, group behavior, or leadership.

This chapter presents a brief overview of the existing literature on work-
ing relationships and compares their characteristic development with that
of other types of social relationships. It draws on two literatures relevant to
the development of two-person working relationships. The first is the litef-

IMintzberg (1973, nn. 103—4), for example, cites studies conducted by Stieglitz (1969) on
non-US. exccutives; Inkson et al. (1970) on English and U.S. executives; Stewart (1967) on
British executives; and Dubin and Spray (1964) on U.S. executives.
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ature on the broader topic of relationship formation, which has focused
almost exclusively on social and intimate relationships rather than on task-
based relationships. The second is the much smaller literature within orga-
nizational behavior that has dealt with aspects of task-based relationships.
Viewing the topic from these two perspectives allows us to deal with the
conundrum that although “relationships are relationships,” as Weick
(1969) has put it, task-based relationships are likely to differ from social
relationships because they are subject to different situational and con-
textual forces (Wortman & Linsenmeier, 1977; Triandis, 1977).

Any interpersonal relationship involves both some degree of interaction
between two people and some degree of continuity between successive
interactions (Hinde, 1977; Swensen, 1973). The term working relationship
is used here to mean an interpersonal relationship that is task-based, non-
trivial, and of continuing duration. Working relationships like social refa-
tionships develop over time and can vary in their stability, mutuality, and
efficacy (Gabarro, 1978). Although working relationships have not been
studied as a substantive area of inquiry, the more general topic of relationship
formation in social and intimate relations has been treated extensively. The
topic occupies a significant place in the literatures on interpersonal attrac-
tion and two-person relationships. Accordingly this review will begin with
these more general literatures.

Several conceptual and methodological problems are inherent in studying
and describing interpersonal relationships of any kind. The most basic of
these problems is that although they can be defined in terms of dyadic
characteristics, such as shared meaning, content of interaction, “quality,”
patterning of behavior, and context (Hinde, 1979), relationships are them-
selves the consequence of interactions amongst individuals and are heavily
permeated by the effects of individual personality and predispositions (Sul-
livan, 1953; Carson, 1969, Hodgson, Levinson, and Zaleznik, 1965). More-
over the processes involved in the evolution of a relationship are multi-
faceted (Huston, 1974) and involve different levels and types of behavior.
Triandis ( 1977), for example, has differentiated among attributive, affective,
and overt behaviors, while Huston (1974) has distinguished among eval-
uative, cognitive, and behavioral components. Altman and Taylor (1973)
have described the relevant processes as consisting of internal subjective
processes (including expectations, attribution processes, and evaluative
judgments) and overt behaviors, which they define as including verbal and
nonverbal behaviors and the use of objects and space. Altman has further
argued that the process of relationship formation is sufficiently complex, in
terms of the variables that influence it over time, that the phenomenon
should be studied from a social-ecological point of view (Altman, 1974, 121~
25).

A final question that arises in discussing relationship formation is what
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distinguishes a “developed” relationship from a partially developed one. As
Hinde (1979) has pointed out, even the distinction between “interaction”
and “relationship” is by necessity somewhat arbitrary. The question is a
particularly difficult one because most theorctical descriptions of the devel-
opment of relationships include not only a temporal dimension but also
hierarchical dimensions of mutuality and pair relatedness (Levinger, 1974)
and commitment (Secord & Backman, 1964 ).

These problems are further compounded when we focus our attention
on working relationships as a substantive category. All of the research and
theory on the general topic of relationship formation strongly indicates that
the situational and role-related factors that distinguish working rela-
tionships from social ones are likely to make a difference in their
development.

This chapter obviously cannot examine in depth all of the processes and
issucs just described. It is possible, however, to address some of these
questions one at a time, beginning with a discussion of the dimensions along
which relationships develop as indicated by the general literature on social
rclationships. Then, after considering the stages that characterize rela-
tionship formation and the underlying social processes that drive it, we can
turn to working relationships as a substantive category and explore the issues
involved in their development in more detail.

DIMENSIONS ALONG WHICH RELATIONSHIPS
DEVELOP

Although scholars differ in their definitions of a developed relationship, there
is a remarkable degree of convergence in the literature on the dimensions
that characterize the development of relationships. Several of these dimen-
sions are summarized in Table 4.1, which draws heavily on the integrative
review of Altman and Taylor (1973) and to a lesser degree on those of
Levinger and Snoek ( 1972 ) and other authors refercnced in Table 4.1. Let me
briefly describe each of these dimensions as characteristics, while postpon-
ing my discussion of the underlying processcs, such as social exchange, that
move relationships along the various dimensions.

The first three dimensions listed in Table 4.1 are perhaps the most
frequently cited as characteristics of mature, stabilized relationships: the
degree of self-disclosure present in a relationship; the degree and richness of
knowledge that each party bas of the other; and the ability of both parties tO
predict and anticipate each other’s veactions and responses. Itis no accident
that these three characteristics are interrelated. The higher the level of
mutual self-disclosure in a relationship, the greater the knowledge base each
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TABLE 4.1
Summary of Dyadic Dimensions Among which Relationships Develop

From To

OPENNESS AND SELF-DISCLOSURE 2346
Limited to “safe,” socially acceptable top- Disclosure goes beyond safe areas to in-
ics clude personally sensitive, private, and
controversial topics and aspects of self

KNOWLEDGE OF EACH OTHER245:6
Surface, “biographic” knowledge; impres- Knowledge is multifaceted and extends 1o
sionistic in nature core aspects of personality, needs, and
style

PREDICTABILITY OF OTHER'S REACTIONS AND RESPONSES21.5.6
Limited to socially expected or role-related Predictability of other’s reactions extends
responses, and those based on first im- beyond stereotypical exchange and in-
pressions or repeated surface encounters cludes a knowledge of the contingen-
cies affecting the other’s reactions

UNIQUENESS OF INTERACTION'2:5
Exchanges are stereotypical, guided by Exchanges are idiosyncratic to the two peo-
prevailing social norms or role cxpecta- ple, guided by norms that are unigque to
tions the relationship

MULTIMODALITY OF COMMUNICATION "2
Largely limited to verbal channels of com- Includes multiple modalities of commu-
munication and stereotypical or unin- nication, including nonverbal and verbal
tended nonverbal channels “shorthands” specific to the relationship
or the individuals involved; less restric-
tiveness of nonverbal

SUBSTITUTABILITY OF COMMUNICATION 2
Little substitution among alternative modes Possession of and ability 1o use alternative
of communication modes of communication to convey the
Same MCSSAge

CAPACITY FOR CONFLICT AND EVALUATION'.2.3.3
Limited capacity for conflict; use of con- Readiness and ability to express conflict
flict-avoidance techniques; reluctance 1o and make positive or negative gvatua-
criticize tions

SPONTANEITY OF EXCHANGE! 23
Interactions tend 1o be formal or “comfor- Greater informality and ease of interac-
tably informal” as prescribed by prevail- tion; movement across topical areas oc-
curs readily and without hesitation or
formality; communication flows and

ing social norms

changes direction easily

(Continued)
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TABLE 4.1
(continued )

From To

SYNCHRONIZATION AND PACING'-2
Except for stereotyped modes of response, Speech and nonverbal respaonses become
limited dyadic synchrony occurs synchronized; flow of interaction is
smooth; cues are quickly and accurately
interpreted

EFFICIENCY OF COMMUNICATION -2
Communication of intended meanings Intended meanings are transmitted and
sometimes requires extensive discus- understood rapidly, accurately, and with
sion; misunderstandings occur unless sensitivity to nuance
statements are qualified or claborated

MUTUAL INVESTMENT 2.7
Little investment in the other except in Extensive investment in other's well-being
arcas of role-related or sitwation interde- and efficacy
pendencies

TAltman and Taylor 1973, 129-36.

2Levinger and Snoek 1972; Levinger 1974, 100-109.
3fourard 1971.

*Hinde 1979, 133-134.

*Swensen 1973, 105-6, 455, 230-37.

“Triandis 1977, 191-93.

7Second and Backman 1964.

person has of the other; the more extensive this knowledge base, the easier it
is for cach party to anticipate the other’s responses and reactions correctly.
Even without extensive self-disclosure, two people will get to know each
other better (and therefore predict each other’s reactions better) simply
through the residual personal learning that results from the repeated interac-
tions that occur in sustained relationships.

The next three dimensions noted in Table 4.1 are also manifestly related to
how well both parties know each other and are to some degree a natural
product of cumulative and sustained interaction. Uniqueness of interaction
is the extent to which exchanges are idiosyncratic to a dyad and guided by
norms unique to the relationship, as compared with the more stereotypical
exchanges that occur in casual relationships, which tend to be guided by
prevailing social norms (Altman & Taylor, 1973) or by role expectations
(Kelvin, 1970). Muitimodality of communication refers to the number of
modalities of communication that are available and used by a dyad, including
verbal and nonverbal shorthands specific to the relationship. The general
finding has been that mature and stable relationships are characterized by
greater multimodality than casual or less intense relationships. Substittit-
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ability of communication concerns a dyad’s ability to use alternate modes of
communication to convey the same message. Such substitutability is a char-
acteristic of mature, developed relationships, because it requires consider-
able mutual knowledge and experience to develop a shared repertoire of
meanings and ways of expressing those meanings.

The next three dimensions listed in Table 4.1 can also be scen as parts of a
related constellation. A dyad’s capacity for conflict and evaluation refers to
the readiness and ability of two people to express conflict and to make
positive or negative evaluations of each other. Although this capacity re-
quires more than the mere passage of time and sustained interaction, it is
more likely to be found in developed relationships than in those involving
surface encounters (Levinger, 1974), in which social norms prescribe the
polite avoidance of conflict and criticism (Altman & Taylor, 1973 ). Sponta-
neity of exchange refers to the informality and case of interaction charac-
teristic of a relationship and the ability of a dyad to move across topical areas
readily (Altman & Taylor, 1973; Levinger, 1974 ). This type of spontaneity
seldom occurs between people whose relationship remains at a superficial
level, because it assumes a high degree of shared meaning and interpersonal
comfort. Synchronization and pacing refers to the degree to which verbal
and nonverbal responses are coordinated, the smoothness of interaction, and
the extent to which cues are quickly and accurately interpreted. All three of
these characteristics presume a depth of familiarity and mutual knowledge
that is seldom found in casual acquaintanceships, and it should not be
surprising that they become more prevalent as a relationship grows in
importance and experience.

Efficiency of communication refers to the degree to which intended
meanings are transmitted and understood with rapidity, accuracy, and sen-
sitivity to nuance. Again, it is not surprising that as a relationship develops, its
efficiency of communication increases. Progress along this dimension is
presumably closely related to progress along the other nine dimensions. For
example, a high degree of substitutability and multimodality of communica-
tion cannot help but increase the efficiency with which two people can
exchange meanings. Similarly the development of norms and shorthands
unique to a relationship, a capacity for conflict, spontaneity, and synchroniza-
tion all help two people communicate more quickly and accurately.

Finally, mutual investment refers to each party’s interest in the other’s
well-being and efficacy. This dimension derives principally frem the work of
Levinger and Snock (1972), who directly relate it to several of the other
dimensions already discussed, as well as to underlying dynamics of social
exchange.

Before proceeding further, it is useful to underscore several observations
concerning the characteristics we have just reviewed. First, they are not pure
dimensions, because they are closely interrelated and appear to emerge from



86 GABARRO

common underlying processes, such as social exchange, evaluation, and
attribution, which have not yet been discussed. Second, these dimensions are
progressive in nature and are treated as such in the literature (see Altman &
Taylor, 1973). They are progressive even when the nature of the relationship
is pathological, and increased movement along such dimensions as mutual
investment and uniqueness and synchrony of interaction can result in de-
structive outcomes for one or both parties { Carson, 1969; Lidz et al., 1957,
Lidz & Fleck, 1960). Third, as will be discussed later, progression along thc.‘:c‘
dimensions is moderated by three general classes of factors, which Altman
and Taylor (1973) term individual factors, situational context, and the
outcomes of the exchange for each party.

Although the dimensions just described are based almost exclusively on
research conducted on dyads of a social and intimate nature, they have face
validity and relevance for task-based relationships, at least at a descriptive
level. Everyday observation would suggest that individual working rela-
tionships differ from each other along these dimensions and progress along
these dimensions as they develop. Moreover, barring underlying psychu-‘
dynamics of a pathological nature, progression along these dimensions
shiould enable the two parties to work better together, if only because of the
ir}lﬁrcased efficacy of exchange that characterizes more developed relation-
ships.

STAGES IN THE RELATIONSHIP-FORMATION PROCESS

Implicit in the dimensions just reviewed is progression not only of a
qualitative nature but also of a temporal and cumulative nature as well. A
number of authors have suggested that relationships typically progress
through stages as they develop. Although Hinde (1971, 1979) has argued
that such stages cannot be distinguished by observable discontinuities and
that any definitions of stages are likely to depend on arbitrary criteria, he
also suggests that it can be useful to describe changes in a relationship as
involving a succession of stages (pp. 289—90). Stage paradigms of the rela-
tionship-formation process have been postulated by several researchers.
Simmel (1950), for example, implied a progression through stages of casual
acquaintanceships, friendships, reciprocated love, and established dyads;
Newcomb (1961 ) postulated differences in stages in terms of balance theo-
ry; Kerckhoff and Davis (1962) described differences in terms of similarity
and complementarity of attitudes; and Murstein (1977) postulated stages in
terms of stimulus, value comparison, and role compatibility. This review,
however, will focus only on the three stage paradigms that figure most
prominently in the literature on relationship formation (sece, for example,
reviews in Hinde, 1979; Huston, 1974; Swensen, 1973; Triandis, 1977).
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These three are Secord and Backman’s (1964) reciprocal-exchange-stage
paradigm, which is heavily based on Thibaut and Kelley’s (1959) work;
Levinger and Snoek’s (1972) and Levinger’s (1974) pair-relatedness model;
and Altman and Taylor'’s (1973) social-penetration model Table 4.2 de-
scribes these stage paradigms in terms of both the stages postulated and the
underlying processes thought to move relationships through these stages.

TABLE 4.2
Major Stage Paradigms of the Relationship-Formation Process

1. Reciprocal exchange paradigm (Secord & Backman 1964; Thibaut & Kelley 1959)

Underlying processes

Stages or levels of relationship
The “motor” for both the formation and

1. Sampling: Selection process by

which a person chooses another with
whom he will have a more involved
relationship; requires propinquity; ap-
pearance, attractiveness, similarity are
used to evaluate potential payoffs.

2. Bargaining: Each party tests and ne-
gotiates to see if “a more permanent
trading relationship would be to mu-
tual advantage.” In a sense, this starts
the moment two people begin to in-
teract; rewards come from ease of in-
teraction, similarity of values, and
complementarity of nceds.

3. Commitment: Relationship becomes
more central and, in social and ro-
mantic relationships, intimate. Each
party forgoes relations with others to
engage in relationship with the other
party.

4. Institutionalization: Formal ratifica-
tion of the commitment takes place
(if deep and appropriate). Legal, sym-
bolic, or other ratification and mutual
acknowledgment of the commitment
0Ccurs.

termination of the relationship is cach
party’s desire to maximize personal
outcomes. Each person’s comparison
level (‘Thibaut and Kelley 1959) and
comparison level of alternatives change
over time with experience and learning,
and therefore the evaluation of payoffs
is evolutionary.

II. Mutuality and pair-relatedness paradigm (Levinger & Snock 1972; Levinger 1974)

Levels of relationship

1. Unilateral Awareness: (Level 1) Oth-
er is seen entirely in terms of exter-
nal characteristics. Attraction based
on perception of favorable and po-
tentially rewarding attributes {ex-
pected favorable outcomes before

{nderlying processes

Dyads develop through stages of in-

creasing mutuality of rewarding ex-

changes. Processes include

1. Mutual Disclosure: Disclosurc of
selves and sharing of significant atti-
wides, feckings, and experiences re-

(Continued)
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TABLE 4.2
(continued

)

extended interaction occurs). Knowl-
edge of each other is superficial,

2. Bilateral Surface Contact: (Level 2)
Interactions primarily superficial and
stercotyped; defined by socially de-
termined roles. Relationships typ-
ically segmented in that they deal
with partial aspects of living; attrac-
tion based on actual reward-cost
outcomes and expected future out-
comes. Variables are important at this
stage, not necessarily so for later
stages. Knowledge of cach other is
partial.

3. Mutuality: (Level 3) A continuing
evolution toward greater shared
meanings; attraction is based on the
satisfactions of levels 1 and 2 and
also on unique dyad emotional in-
vestments, interdependencies, and
mutuality of need satisfactions. Part-
ners possess shared knowledge of
cach other and assume responsibility
for furthering each other’s outcomes.
Both parties share private norms for
regulating their association.
(Advanced level 3) The prior history
of the pair's interactions serves to in-
crease the “number of its actual and
potential joint behavior repertoires.”

sult in a “spiral of shared
assumptions.”

2. Mutual Investment: As a rclatioamh;‘p
unfolds, each party takes increasing
pleasure in the other's satisfaction,
Mutual investment includes learning
how to accommodate each other's
responses and preferences. The deep-
er the relationship, the larger the
cargo of joint expericnces, shared
feelings, and behavior coordination,

I, Social-penetration paradigm (Altman & Taylor 1973)

Stages of social penetration

1. Orientation: Interactions are stereo-
typed in nature; exchanges lack
breadth, depth, or richness. Informa-
tion exchanged at superficial level.
Littie open evaluation, criticism, or
expression of conflict; indirect tech-
niques used for conflict avoidance.
Interactions limited to outer, pubfic
areas of personality. "Social actors
scan onc another and communicate
according to conventional formula.”

2. Exploratory affective exchange: In-
terpersonal behavior is still at periph-
cry of sclf. Relations flow more
smoothly and are more relaxed.

Underlying processes

L. Soctal penetration involves (1) overt
interpersonal bebaviors, (2) inlernal
subjective processes (including at-
tribution, assessment) which pre-
cede, accompany, and follow overt
exchange. Interactions are “critiqued”
to see if further contact or penetra-
tion is worth pursuing,

2. Penetration is 4 systematic, orderly
process of mutual self-disclosure,
which proceeds gradually from su-
perficial to deeper areas of
personality.

3. The rate and stage of penetration

varies as a function of interpersoncl
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TABLE 4.2
(Continued)

Commitments are limited or rewards and costs (absolute magni-

temporary. tude and reward/cost ratio), both im-
3. Full affective exchange: Both partics mediate and expected.

know each other welk, fairly exten- 4. Depenetration is the reverse process

sive history of association; exchange and is also systematic.

RNire spoimatsou; coasigersbibe: K. 5. The process is maderated by person-

terpersonal synchrony, permeability,
and substitutability; readiness to
make positive and negative evalua-
tions; increased uniqueness in pat-
terns of communciation. Knowledge
of intermediate levels of cach other’s
sclf; many barriers to intimacy down,
but exchange still retains restricted-
ness and caution.

4. Stable exchange: Achieved in only a
few relationships. Exchanges involve
richness, spontaneity. Parties know
each other well and can readily inter-
pret and predict feclings and proba-
ble behavior of other; considerable
knowledge and dialogue involving
core arcas of personality.

al characteristics of the two people
involved, outcomes of exchange, sit-
uational context.

The Reciprocal-Exchange Model

Secord and Backman (1964) postulated that social relationships can pro-
gress through four stages, which they called sampling, bargaining, com-
mitment, and institutionalization (sce Table 4.2). Their view of the
underlying social processes that account for progress through these stages
is based on social-exchange theory. A relationship’s progress through these
stages, they argue, will depend on each person’s ability to maximize person-
al rewards in the relationship as compared with external alternatives. A
relationship will develop if doing so increases personal outcomes, given
€ach person's internal comparison level and comparison levels of alter-
natives (Thibaut & Keliey, 1959). They further argue that each person’s
Comparison levels will change over time and that the evaluation of payoffs is
evolutionary in nature.

Mutuality and Pair-Relatedness

Levinger and Snoek (1972) see the potential evolution of relationships in
terms of three levels of pair relatedness, which are in turn based on the
degree of mutuality present in a relationship (see Table 4.2). Like that of
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Sccord and Backman, their model is based on social-exc
s e 1 - > a2,

g::,):;:nfn 1?;10, 1961‘; Thibaut.& Kelley, 1959) in that clyadiad[zif';cL stehc;o?
Howev;::rgl .rough’ 5tagt:s of increasingly rewarding mutual cxchangc:
- - an,d ,é:vmgcr and .Sn(l)ck go well beyond the simple concept of I'(.
mum\al invcs(zf;s anfj c?cscrlbc mutual seif-disclosure (Jourard, 1959) and
s en.t in d common bond as important underlying processe
move 2 relationship through these stages. Thus their stage ps 'd'LLS
g(’)ffs significantly beyond the social-exchange paradigms ‘ofgScE(‘uzi fgm
ackman (1964) and Thibaut and Kelley (1959). bl

Social-Penetration Model

Perh = i ive, i
lUa;lps 1tlhc ;nost inclusive, integrated, and detailed stage paradigm of the
“lationship-formation process has b
s been presented by Altman :
(1973) (sce Table 4.2). Th : eyl
.2). They postulate four stages of sociz i
bt 7 v : g social penetration,
e fm\olﬁc increasing degrees of mutual knowledge, openness, unique
s ) i ] t] o
e emle;; .‘;ngt(:l_1 spontaneity, synchrony, and substitutability. Although
3 sizc that any attempt to categorize the soci ¥
i e social-penctrati y
i - _ \ teg on pro-
i r:}[]o .Llcarly delincated stages is artificial their four stages differ marllmd-
S);Ci 1 cir central activities, exchanges, and characteristics. They sce the
a _ Y v 3 - . H . )
g Izcnctlrdmén process as including both overt interpersonal behaviors
nternal subjective processes (includi ibuti ‘
: ing attribution, assessm
e : : ’ , assessment, and
o pc?tatlons), which take place before, during, and after exchanges. In
ractions are “critiqued” over tim if fur vortl
e to sce ion i
Wi 70 see if further penetration is worth
Al : i
s tmanf and Taylor define social penetration as a systematic and orderly
fo dcccess o mutualf self-disclosure, which proceeds gradually from supcrﬁcia’l
per areas of exchange involvin, 5
‘ g more central aspects of each person’
personality. In this respect, their vi et
s : ew of the underlying d ics is simi
s ying dynamics is similar to
s. Similarly, they also view the re
: ; e rate and stage of social
N = ; s0cCia
Eh« cltrauon as.a function of interpersonal rewards and costs (in terms of
s:;)ltlj;c magnitude and reward/cost ratio), both immediate and expected
-, r:Ozm and Taylor’s social penetration model is quite inclusive and ex-
wirs ?.spccts of personality and self. Like Levinger and Snoek, they believe
breadt\;c oirgcnt of a relationship is closely related to self-disclosure and the
o t_an 1S,pth of calch person’s knowledge of the other. Critical to their
s P 10nh0 the social-penetration process, however, is the degree of
i asl? u;c thpj.rscin has to core aspects of the other's personality. They
ze bo isclosure and access in terms i : \
: rms of a “breadth” dimensi 4
) ; ; nsion (how
e y aspec(tls of one’s personality become known to the other), a “hrc(adt'n
C ucnc 2 -} 3 - o 1} »” 3 % i -
pcgpherzfl d;;tzei:smrfl, cu;;l) a “depth” dimension (disclosurc of central versus
aspects of sclf). In these terms, the i i -
g S, social-penetration CS
rocee : R it
i[; ;Ltds toward g.rt_:atu depth, breadth, and interconnectedness, resulting
greater vulnerability and access to “socially undesirable” characteristics as
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f the whole personality. A surface relationship
(low breadth) and peripheral (Jow depth),
hip would be characterized by mutual
per, and more interconnected

well as greater understanding o
would tend to be segmented
while a more advanced relations
disclosure and knowledge of a broader, dec

nature.

Commonalities

s have several important underlying similarities. The
ly involve interactions that are socially “safe” or
stercotypical, concerning topics that are routine, superficial, or prescribed
by role expectations. Commitment tends to be tentative; knowledge of the
other is superficial and segmental; and the focus of each party’s concerns
tends to be principally unilateral rather than bilateral. In contrast, later stages
are characterized by richer and more penctrating exchanges, more commit-
ment to the other and to the relationship itself, and finally greater perma-

nence and stability.

These three stage model
first is that early stages large

Underlying Processes

The threc stage paradigms arc all roote
movement from one stage to another is
social penetration, mutuality, or commitment will be, on balance, more

| three models also presume the presence of what Altman and

rewarding. Al
Taylor have described as internal subjective processes, such as attribution,

the development of expectations, assessment, and evaluation. Finally, several
COmMMOoN OVEILt Processes arc involved in moving from one stage to another.
These include selective self-disclosure, exploration, testing, and negotiation.

In their shared view of the direction of movement and the underlying
processes, the three stage models are readily applicable to the development
of working relationships. 1t is not clear, however, that the particular configu-
rations of the stages postulated by these authors arc as applicable to working
relationships as they arc to social and intimate relationships. Let us now turn
our attention to working relationships as a substantive Category to explore
these differences and their implications in more detail.

d in social-exchange theory in that
based on the prospect that greater

WORKING RELATIONSHIPS AS A SUBSTANTIVE TYPE

One should not draw too sharp a line between working relationships and
social relationships. Working relationships are, after all, a form of social
relationship; they employ social modalities, develop between two social
beings, and exist in organizational contexts that are themselves social struc-
tures. For these reasons we will treat them as a substantive type of social
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T l 1 { > it -
nf(:)?t&(])nsfnp. Nonetheless, it also seems clear that working relationships are
e e S(;ll'-n( ;5 li)urc/:ly social or intimate relationships. The stage paradigms
iewed in Table 4.2 do not appl i i
oply easily to most workin, lati i
S ; s . g relationships,
. lfept‘ lzlls they p_crltam to their purely personal aspects. A key question thu&ii is
at characteristics of working relationships distinguish them from oth ;
types of social relationships. o

Interpersonal Setting and Relationship Goals

f;nhlmportant fact(.)r‘ affecting the development of any relationship is the
chavioral setting itself (Barker, 1968; Wicker, 1972) and the expectations
that people bring to it as an interpersonal setting (McCall, 1974). Inter, flb
§0nal scttings have been described in terms of a number of d’imens'i(.)m Ttlff‘r J
include such contextual cues as time, space, and objects (Athos & (i-aha -
1978) and place, imagery, and nonverbal clues (McCaskey, 1978) Ahnr;Q
anq Taylor (1973) have argued that the purpose of a rclat’i(;nship i-s itscl;r']
basic aspct.:t of the interpersonal setting. They cite earlier work by Ben;lisrci
al. (1964) in which interpersonal settings are defined in terms of rclationslhi
goals, that is, the purposes inherent in why a given relationship is formed _P
the first place. Using this definition, Bennis et al. identified fo;lr diffe;c:::
gf;s ((l)f relationships that act as interpersonal settings: (1) rclationships-
ed to fulfill themselves (such as love, friendship, and marriage); (2)
thcrse formed for self-confirmation or situational definition; { 3) those fo;m d
to u_lﬂuence or bring about change; and (4) those formf:(’i £0 focus on taZk
achievement. Although working relationships often meet two orkmor‘ f
these goals simultaneously, their primary purpose is usually the achicvcry:: .
of a task, and the wider setting is typically an organizational or task-h'; n:l
context. Because of their distinctive purpose and interpersonal setti Lﬂ
several factors are much more important in working relationships th m‘h.
purely social ones. These factors include task and task instrumcrﬁalitymﬂ:rc1

- L Uf CompCtCﬂCC thC nature 5 i
; 3 O -AISCIOsSure alld €
1mp01'l’.:il‘lCC Of 1'016. I 1 1 th

iﬁfﬂggﬁ if C:;’;Atﬁlfiem-?'mem. One result of the centrality of the task
b i ﬂ;an o L sougl Fomponcntl of a working relationship is less
R 1€ in an intimate relationship ( Triandis and Davis 1965;
. ;) ein :imd. Davis 1972). In terms of underlying social-exchange dynam-,
::l::t,] ¢ principal chards and costs concern task achievement. Similarly
; ough the affective component is important to all relationships, it is less s ’
in task—bas'ecl., formal relationships than in purely social ones (Tria;ulis 197';;)
In t{)art,.tlns is because people seek out other interpersonal settings to attain.
O.t er kinds of rewards (McCall 1974 ) and form working relationshi i

cipally to focus on task completion. i
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Task Instrumentality. When task attainment is the basis for a rcla-
tionship, people can be expected to value attributes in the other that are
consistent with task accomplishment (Wortman & Linsenmeier, 1977). Re-
search by Wall and Adams (1974 ) and others shows clearly that in task-based
dyads, a person’s ability to perform effectively influences a number of inter-
personal outcomes, including the other person’s willingness 1o grant autono-
my, the devclopment of trust, and the other person’s evaluation—all of
which are important to the relationship-formation process. Similarly, other
research has shown that successful task performance is a basts for both liking
and attraction (Farris & Lim, 1969) and satisfaction and cohesion (Staw,
1975).

Conversely, some research on working relationships also suggests that
some conventional sources of interpersonal attraction arc less important in
working relationships than they are in social or intimate relationships. In a
three-year longitudinal study of the evolution of managerial relationships,
Gabarro (1978) found that initial liking and attraction were not predictive of
the longer-term strength of the relationship. Other more instrumentally
relevant atteibutes, such as judgment, competence, and task consistency,
were far more important to the development of a working relationship and its
resulting quality, but these attributes did not emerge until after the two
parties had worked together for some time. Gabarro also found that if a
superior or subordinate was an effective working partncr, Mmanagers would
overlook social traits that they would have considered undesirable in a
personal relationship (Gabarro, 1978, 290-92).

Elsewhere, 1 have referred to the task-based instrumentality found in
managerial relationships as a “pragmatic imperative,” arguing that it shapes
interactions profoundly but not always with the best outcomcs (Gabarro

1980).2 The pragmatic imperative influences how a relationship develops

2In using the expression pragmatic imperative 1 am calling attention 1o the desire of

managers to focus on aspects of causality that are instrumentally relevant in achieving the cnds
they are most concerned with, i.e., creating cffects that contribute to task attainment and
personal and organizational performance. But in a mote basic sense all relationships are
pragmatic in that people sce their situations and act upon them in ways that help them atrain
what they want or what they think is important (Lecky, 1945). Part of this pragmatism in
everyday life is that people tend to percceive their situations in ways that simplify them so they
can focus on what is salienl 10 them, just as managers do in their own particular setting. The
need for this selective simplification s a recurrent theme in virtually every school of psychol-
ogy and social psychology, and the concept of the pragmatic imperative as a variable in human
interaction is an old and pervasive one. Weick (1969, p. 67) explicitly describes the predomi-
nant orientation of the human actor as pragmatic and identifics this pragmatism as the essential
determinant of what a person attends to and what meanings be makes of his experiencing.
Thus, in using the term pragmatic imperative, 1 am only highlighting an essential aspect of alk
human interaction in managerially specific terms.
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and what is ed in i i i
- is valued 1'n it. It has particular implications for competence and
nature of self-disclosure in working relationships : .

Competence. Task-specific
; -specific competence plays :
s . _ : : plays a much greater role i -
(*0‘;1(;li?).m‘|;rllt of working relationships than it does in purcly soci:l I: o
d,cv ;1 erable rcscarch. suggests that competence has a direct effect o -
Wal(;ooprnem; of both interpersonal trust and influence (see the revie?vlim
19792:; al,, 1968; Bachman, 1968; Wall & Adams, 1974; Gabarro 19:;
kA t;c.en gjifsvia(])d rfle Golde;lbcrg, 1979). Demonstrated compctcn,cc l;a;
g influence liking and interpersonal e ion i :
e ! . eng valuation in worki
F(l,;::‘t;;nsmf); -gé,(;wxn & Craig, 1968; Farris & Lim, 1969; Fromkin Klimc(::}]:i] H‘E
; an, as well as how much a s will : o9
o 1972 person is willing to invest i
A ‘ vest
r Ol:f:;;ljlhlp (F;abdrro, }978). Thus competence can be expected tobe a :f: :
p personal attribute in the development of working rclatinmhipsw

SELF-DISCLOSURE

In all three jor s i
i 0;)2 tll;e ma;olr stage paradigms reviewed carlier, self-disclosure

a personal or intimate nature, fi i th 2o

pesiailof : res prominently both as
characteristic of a relati i e Wi,
S onship and as an underlyi “esS i
il . : : ving process involved in the
tionships. The limited work
el ; that has been d
role of self-disclosure in i i AR A
working relationships su i

e oo suggests that disclosure about
(Gabarrzs 1ln;?fgrtarr)1t than openness concerning task or organizational issues
ik s ((,}amts ),1 : ;(t] t;ut openness concerning task-related issues is quite

28, ; Sgro et al, 1980). Current resea
N : : rch also suggests that
interpersonal trust as related ¢ i ol

§ O openness is a two-factor variabt isi
a person-specific, attitudinal fac ich i o i
_ ; tor, which is broad-based
i i L fag sed and stable, and a
o hn;)rn ?)967(;[’1: factor, which is less stable and is situationally con{ingenc;
; . Scott, 1980). Indced, Gabar '

! : ? , : ro (1978) found s of
s : : - cxamples of
i Sarg‘g’. éirélgn:?ﬁps that were perccived by both parties as highly ei?ecrive

s ut that involved very little discl .
e sclosure of a personal or intimate
e : o or intimate
i i‘:;s;z;)ll(l)ld n((:)ltgl:;c:5 ;urprlsmg, because working relationships are, in
aylor’s 3) terms, segmental in n L ’
oA Z ture: they d CEeS-
sarily involve all aspects . el
of a person’s life. Discl /
B ‘ . Disclosure of one’s intimate
gs is not as important to the devel i
relationship as openness i el
‘ about variables that directly i
piors ’ . . irectly influence the rela-
inapprg). I_n fd((:Jt, personal disclosures may have a negative effect if seen as
priate (Jones & Gordon, 1972; De et
_ ; ; Derlega & Grzelak, 1979; Wo -
al,, 1976) or poorly timed (Jones & Archer, 1976). RN

Role as a Factor

If task inst ity i i
. ! rumle;tahty.xs an} important consequence of the purposive nature
of working relationships, the presence of organizati €s is an .c ua' .
of wo ki hips, g ganizational roles is ally
important aspec ir i T :
p t aspect of their interpersonal setting (Biddie & Thomas 1;66;
) A
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t of the context of all social interaction,
put they arc even more pervasive and are more explicitly defined in working
;elationships, particularly when they occur within or across organizational
pierarchics. Most working relationships develop between people by virtue of
their roles. In this respect, pcople begin with an institutionalized role rela-
tionship, often before they have begun 1o develop an actual working rela-

tionship. For example, superiors and subordinates begin their interactions

with 2 “ratified role relationship,” which is the final stage in the Secord and

Backman paradigm of relationship development (see Table 4.2). In a per-
4 before they have begun the activities that

verse way, they are at stage
gecord and Backman describe as occurring in earlier stages. The operational

question for such a dyad is not whether to get smarried,” but rather how to
make the marriage work (Gabarro & Kotter, 1980).

A second consequence of roles in hicrarchical organizations is that the
distribution of power in working relationships tends to be far clearer and
more asymmetric than in relationships of a purely social and voluntary
nature. Asymmetry in powcer has a negative effect on self-disclosure and the
development of trust (Walton et al., 1968; Walton, 1969) unless such self-
disclosure is legitimized by role-related social norms, such as those pertain-
ing to relationships with psychiatrists, physicians, social workers, and
priests (Derlega & Grzelak, 1979). Thus working relationships are likely to
develop in a morc guarded and monitored fashion than those described in
the general literature on relationship formation. On the other hand, work by
Tedeschi (1974) and others suggests that asymmetry in power can some-
times be a basis of attraction if a foundation of trust or credibility exists.

A final and rather direct way in which role definitions can affect the
development of working relationships is that people’s reactions to each
other and the attributions they make about each other are clearly influ-
enced by role expectations (Davis, 1973; Guiot, 1977; Triandis, 1977).
Guiot has argued convincingly that attributions about intention and behav-

jor are made quite differently if one is viewed “in role” rather than “qud

persona,” and that behavior that leads to the attribution of sincerity or

trustworthiness “qua persona’ will not lead to the same attribution if a
person is seen “in rol¢.” Guiot further argues that because of this distinction

many findings in the attribution literature are not applicable to role-based

situations.

Roles and role expectations are par

Salient Differences

As the preceding discussion makes clear, working retationships differ from
more purely social relationships in a number of ways that are likely to
influence their development. First, they are more segmental in nature than
intimate or personal relationships. Both the mutuality of exchange and the
breadth of that mutuality can be expected to be narrower and less inclusive



96 GABARRO

than in personal relationships; relationship development is more likely 1q
involve depth of mutual understanding concerning task-related issues rathey
than breadth along a fuller range of issues. Second, openness concerning
tagk-salicnt issucs can be expected to be more important than selfdis.
closure per se. Third, specific competencies that are task relevant will be ap
important influence on attributions, liking, and evaluation. Finally, role def;.
nitions can be expected to temper openness, trust, and self-disclosure ;xis: d
working relationship progresses and, all other things being equal, retard the
degree of social penetration that is likely to occur (Altman & Taylor, 1973 ).

THE DEVELOPMENT OF WORKING RELATIONSHIPS

With these differences in mind, let us now turn our attention to the ques-
tion of how working relationships develop. Although the particular configu-
rations and content of the stages summarized in Table 4.2 do not fit working
relationships easily, the underlying processes and directionality of these
paradigms do have applicability if we consider the differences just reviewed
as moderating variables. For example, working relationships clearly evolve
toward the greater shared meanings of Levinger and Snoek’s pair-related-
ness model, though this development may not occur along all of the dimen-
sions described in Table 4.2, The underlying process of self-disclosure is
also applicable if we consider self-disclosure in terms of task-relevant open-
ness. The related notion of a “growing spiral” of shared assumptions also
applies if we construe it in terms of assumptions salient to task. Similarly the
process of mutual investment has manifest applicability in terms of mutual
accommodation and investment in common goals, if not along the other
dimensions shown in the figure. The same argument can be made about the
directicnality of Altman and Taylor’s stages of orientation, exploration, and
stabilized exchange, if one views progression as occurring segmentally in
terms of depth.

We can expect therefore that working relationships that develop beyond
role-specified surface encounters will progress along the dimensions sum-
marized in Table 4.1 and with the directionality of movement indicated in
Table 4.2. Thus for a working relationship to develop effectively, we can
expect that mutual understanding and richness of knowledge will increase,
and that the nature of this mutual knowledge will move from being general
and impressionistic to specific and concrete. The underlying processes of
cxpectation formation, attribution, assessment, and evaluation will operate
in the development of werking relationships just as they do on other types
of relationships. Finally, we can expect that task-relevant openness will play
a role analogous to that of self-disclosure in intimate relationships, and
depth of mutual investment will not occur unless doing so is on balance
more rewarding (or less costly) than not doing so.
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several dimensions along which attributions of influence were differenti-
ated in terms of both positional and personal bases.

In comparing the evolution of these relationships over the three years of
the study, Gabarro postulated a four-stage model of the development of
working relationships: (1) orientation and impression formation; (2) explo-
ration; (3) testing and working through; and (4) stabilization. Table 4.3

TABLE 4.3
Stages in the Development of New Working Relationships:
Characteristics, Tasks, and Issues

Stage Characteristics

Major Tasks

Issues and
Questions

I. Orientation:
Impression formation

Brief period, perhaps
lasting the first
several weeks.

Mutual sizing up be-
ginning with first
impressions, and
continuing with
more extended
and less sterco-
typed interactions.

Trust is impression-
istic and undiffer-
entiated

Personal influence
not yet developed.

Deal with the ques-
tion of the other’s
motives.

Exchange an initial
set of expectations
at a general level
concerning objec-
tives, roles, and
needs.

Develop initial un-
derstanding of
how both partics
will work together
in the future.

How competent, re-
liable, and open {s
the other person?

What are the other's
concerns, motives,
and intentions?

How open and forth-
right to be with
the other person?

Ii. Exploration:
Beyond impressions

Longer period than
Stage I, perhaps
lasting the first
several months.
General and tenta-
tive expectations
of Stage | become
more specific and
concrete.

Rapid learning to
search out the
other's important
assumptions and
expectations, and
10 communicate
one's own.,

Both parties begin to
assert their per-
sonal identities,
styles, and values.

Explore in more de-
tailed and con-
crete terms
other's expecta-
tions about goals,
roles, and
priorities.

Surface and clarify
differences in
expectations.

Explore and identify
questions and
SOUTCEs CONCErn-
ing trust in terms
of motives, com-
petence, consis-
tency, and open-
ness.

Explore and identify
guestions and

How much can the
other person be
trusted in terms of
jntegrity, motives,
competence, judg-
ment, and con-
sistency of action?

How safe is it to be
open with the oth-
€r person in terms
of problems or dif-
ferences of opin-
ion?

What is the other
person’s credi-
bitity and decisive
ness?
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TABLE 4.3
(Continued)
.
Issues and
stage Characteristics Major Tasks Questions

Leads to confirma-

tion or rejection
of initial impres-
sions.

S0UTCes CONCEr-
ing influence in
terms of positional
and personal at-
tributes.

[H. Testing:

Testing and defining
the interpersonal
contract

A long period, per-

haps six months
to a year in dura-
tion, but could be
longer.

Testing concerning

minimal cxpecta-
tions, arcas in
which trust exists,
and limits of each
person’s influence
on the other are
tacitly and overtly
tested.

As a result, limits of

the evolving inter-
personal contract
are defined for
better or for

WOrsc.

Test the mutuality of

expectations, and
the bases and lim-
its of trust and
influence.

Work through and

negotiate basic un-
resolved differ-
€NCes.

Assess the degree 10

which mutual ac-
commodation is
possible, and
whether the cosis
of achieving it are
acceptable.

Define stabilized set

of expectations
concerning each
other's role, and
the bases for trust
and influence in
the relationship.

To what ¢xtent is

the situation (€.g.
environment,
structure, culure)
rather than the
other person the
causc of the diffi-
culties in the
relationship?

How long should the

testing continue?
How to know
when enough is
enough?

How to insure an ad-

cquate testing to
avoid a superficial
and unsatisfactory
relationship, with-
out pressing too
hard and risking
unnecessary or
unproductive con-
frontation?

IV. Stabilization

Interpersonal con-
tract becomes
defined

Little further cffort
goes into learning
about or testing
each other.

Aspects of the rela-
tionship such as
cxpectations,
trust, and influ-
ence undergo lit-

If events or cpisodes

lead to negative
feelings (e.g., con-
flict over a deci-
sion, slight, or
aversight), take
steps to repair the
damage.

Insure that the rela-

tionship continues
to be productive,

adaptive, and satis-

Is the interpersonal
CONtract appropri-
ate given changes
in the individuals
or the situation?

How to kecp the in-
terpersonal con-
tract viable in the
face of major indi-
vidual and situa-
tional changes?

{continued)
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TABLE 4.3
(Continued )
o e Issues ang
17 Characteristics Mafor Tasks Questions
tie addirional fying as the needs
changes. of the situation
Major event or and the parties
change needed o change.
destabilize the re- If 2 major episode
lationship. (e.g., one party's

actions violate the
level of trust buile
up) or a signifi-
cant environmen-
tal change
destabilizes the re-
lationship, rework
the carlier stages
of the relation-
ship-building pro-
cess from the
point of regres-
sions.

Reprinted from V. Sathe, Culture and Relat
by permission.

presents Sathe’s (1985) overview of these stages, which summarizes the
interpersonal tasks, issues, and dilemmas characteristic of each sta c\ The
model is quite similar in many respects to those presented by Altrngar; ’m(Li
Taylor and by Secord and Backman. The important difference is that ‘Lhc
stages presented in Table 4.3 are described in terms of archetype i;s511c;q that
emerge with continued interaction rather than in terms of the “éoodhcq;"'
of a relationship. Gabarro postulated that management dyads pro Lt‘;'a
through these stages regardless of the quality of their rclationsl{ipls) uilc;e;
ogc party quits or is fired before the relationship becomes stabiliz,cd !*’(;kr
this reason, some working relationships that reached the stabilization s.mgc
\I\;e;;s;;ngf lo;c or both parties as not fully effective or satisfying (Gabarro,
Usmg‘a “contract” metaphor (Lawless, 1972; Levinson, 1968 Thomas
1976), Gabarro postulated that managers go ' , :
process of forming a unique interpersonal contract, He also argued, how-
cver, that a relationship’s effectiveness is not determined by whether ;1 dyad
progresses through these stages, but rather by how well the dyad deals with
thc_ archetypical problems and dilemmas presented by each stagé ‘"l'hu-s
u.nhkc the stage paradigms reviewed carlier, Gabarro’s stages are c.!cﬁn{"cl‘
simply by the interpersonal tasks and issucs that emerge with sustained

through these stages in the

ed Corporate Realities (Homewood, 1UL.: Irwin 1985)
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interaction. It should be clear, however, that working relationships could
also be configured in terms of stages defined along hierarchical dimensions
of mutuality or other qualitative aspects of relationships, which would be
more directly analogous to the stage paradigms of Altman and Taylor and
Levinger and Snock.

Despite these differences, the general directionality of Gabarro’s stages is
essentially the same as that described in the Secord and Backman and Alt-
man and Taylor stage paradigms. Moreover, the content and process issues
described as characterizing each of the stages in Table 4.3 require the same
types of cxploration, openness, and reward/cost assessments as those de-
scribed by Altman and Taylor and Levinger and Snoek, as well as the implicit
testing and negotiating described by Secord and Backman. Indeed Table 4.3
implies that these interpersonal processes must occur if a working rela-
tionship is to develop cffectively. Otherwise the relationship will stabilize at
a relatively superficial level

THE DEVELOPMENT OF MUTUAL EXPECTATIONS

Working relationships vary in their mutuality, efficacy, and intensity. Some
stabilize at a relatively superficial level of exchange, others at rather deep
levels of mutuality and synchrony. For purposes of this discussion, the
development of working relationships has been seen as a progression from
role-specified surface encounters to a greater degree of mutual exchange
and task-related efficacy. The process involves both temporal dimensions
(such as the sequential phases shown in Table 4.3 ) and qualitative dimen-
sions (such as those summarized in Table 4.1). An implicit assumption has
been that when the work of two people makes them highly dependent on
each other, it is desirable to develop a relationship that is mutual and robust
enough to be rewarding and effective.

How can this process be facilitated? Several implications can be drawn
from the work we have just reviewed. The first is that developing a robust
working relationship takes time. The internal subjective processes of at-
tribution, expectation formation, and assessment, described earlier as un-
derlying the relationship formation process, all occur over time, arc interac-
tive, and typically involve extended sequences of interactions (Altman,
1974). To accelerate or influence the process (i.c., actually “develop” a
working relationship rather than let it evolve) will require purposive “inter-
personal work.” Identifying and dealing with important differences of opin-
ion, for example, requires emotional energy and action, as well as a level of
awareness, of self and other, that does not occur naturally for most people.

A second implication is that the development of mutual expectations
plays a key role in this process. In terms of task instrumentality and effec-
tiveness, the relevant areas of mutuality in expectations concern (1) expec-
tations about what the task is and what the outcomes of the joint endeavor
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should be; (2) expecrations about how the two parties should actually work
with each other (which include assumptions abut process as well as respon-
sibility ); and (3) expeciations about how the two people work singly and
independently on the joint task. Thus the task-salient aspects of mutuality
include not only expectations about outcomes but also about interpersonal
processes involving interdependence, autonomy, and individual influence,
which are in turn affected by cach person’s assumptions about trust and
power within a relationship (Argyris, 1962; Barnes, 1981; Deutsch, 1962;
Jacobson, 1972).

Both the general literature on relationship formation and the field-based
research reviewed earlier suggest that the development of mutual expecta-
tions requires a great deal of exploration, testing, and negotiation of indi-
vidual expectations. These processes occur at both tacit and overt levels of
behavior. It also requires considerable internal subjective work by each
party, involving attributional processes, the formation and revision of indi-
vidual expectations, and cvaluative processes of the type described by so-
cial exchange theorists. To work actively toward developing shared expec-
tations therefore requires a clear communication of initial expectations,
where possible, and the exploration and testing of any difference in expec-
tations. Exploration is also required when it is not clear to one or both
parties what should be done or how to proceed (as is often the case at the
outsct of a joint endeavor). Finally either tacit or overt negotiation of dif-
ferences is required before mutual expectations can be formed.

Although mutual expectations are sometimes negotiated or clarified as a
result of critical and occasionally dramatic events, they are more typically
worked out over time during a succession of routine interactions, such as
ad hoc encounters, meetings, progress reviews, and discussions of task-
based problems (Gabarro, 1978). Thus much of the work of developing
mutual expectations will appear to be routine, invisible, or tacit, except
where differences in initial expectations are clear.

The difficulty involved in clarifying, exploring, testing, and negotiating
cxpectations will depend on the g priori differences between the two
people involved. In this respect, working relationships are no different from
purely social relationships, in which similarities in values and attitudes al-
fect the ease with which further mutuality can develop (Berscheid & Wal-
ster, 1969). Considerable evidence suggests that the more similar two
people are in background and attitudes, the easier and more satisfying 4
task-based relationship will become (Wexley et al, 1980; Ross & Ferris,
1981; Posner & Munson, 1979; Weiss, 1978 ). The literature on organization
theory also suggests that differences in functional backgrounds result in
different cognitive orientations concerning task achievement and different
attitudes toward structuring, which are themselves natural sources of con-
flict (Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Lorsch & Allen, 1973). Thus we can expect
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that differences in social attitudes and values as well as functional?y base;l{
task predispositions will influence the an?lount‘ o.f 1_ntcr.pers,ona1 v._zolrl .
needed to develop an effective working rcl.atlonsmp‘.‘ This v&t}ll be c‘spcl(na 5
true in carly stages, when initial expectations are “traded and (,x.p o(ric ;
and in later stages when mutual expectations are tested and ncgonatc; h
Most of the research on working relationships (as well as much of t e
work done on the dynamics of task-based groups ) suggests that opennef,? m_
the confrontation of differences can make the outcomes of these proc;sscs
more effective. The dilemma, of course, is that although openness ten : tof
be reciprocated (Chaikin & Derlega, 1974), some threshold _akrzlou(r)lth(c)r
interpersonal trust is needed before it sccm§ safe to be. open )th z:n i
person (Rubin, 1975), especially where dxffcrf:ncc]:? involve e:?if(; 11'(:: ncc};
charged issues. No doubt this is why people “test apparcnf . (,. i
incrementally and why modeling of openness by one 'or both p“{rt.ws u,f i
by many scholars of two-person relationships as a major explana;xon (o) r\};ny
two people become morc open over time (Bandura,. 1977). n W(f hj
relationships, it seems clear that the superior or the h1g_lier-btf1tus mL;n() 16
of the dyad is in the safer position to model such behavior (Gabarro, .
i 68). _
LC‘;;?S;O];:??SS ())f developing mutual expectations is further compllcat'ctdtllg]z
the reality that often one or both parties do not @0w what they want a
outset of a working relationship. Onc’s expectations oft.cn do not bcE:orne
clear until after one has had some experience working with anomcr‘pcrsEn.
In this respect, most differentiated expcctations rcs‘ultfr.on} a Qroc;ls? t z:
Weick (1979) has called “retrospective sensc-r_nakmg mvolvmg .c r.S
flective glance.” Much of the work of developing mutual gxpfzgltanons:-
thercfore episodic and iterative. Even if early agre;emcm on initial expt:t;: a‘
tions is easily attained, subsequent renegotiation is necded as rc;lauo;sE ips
develop. Several large US. corporations, such as General E.lﬁ(i[rl.c an : x;f
on, have used “assimilation meetings” to facilitate the‘clanﬁcatlon an m_d
gotiation of mutual expectations between newly assigned n?ana.gers gn
their new subordinates. These meetings have been very effective 1n.clanfy-
ing initial expectations, developing a basis of trust, and accckeratmg the
process by which initial mutual expectations arc agreed upon. Exp'cnence,
with these interventions suggests, however, that subscquwt meetings are
needed after six to eight months to deal with issues that neither party could
anticipate at the outset. ‘

The development of mutual expectations is an extended pﬁmuﬁ:ss. Con-
crete differentiation of these expectations takes time and requires }ntcrper-
sonal work. As for the development of influence and trust, one-time interven-
tions are insufficient (Scott, 1980). The research reviewed in this chaptcr,
however, suggests that greater attention on the part of on_c or both F)artlcs t;]an
greatly influence the success and cffectiveness of this process, and that
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certain interventions of the type just described can help focus and accelerate
the process. My own belief is that they also legitimize the confrontation and
resolution of differences early in the relationship-formation process, thereby
making it easier and safer for both parties to be open with each other as the
relationship develops.

IMPLICATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

The development of working relationships is a vital aspect of organizational
life. Nevertheless, although a large number of scholars trained in social
psychology have recently entered the field of organizational behavior, it
remains a neglected area of inquiry.

The thinness of existing research applicable to understanding how work-
ing relationships develop has at least three implications for further work. The
first is that more rescarch is needed on the development of working rela-
tionships as a substantive area of knowledge. The second is that more field-
based work is needed so that working relationships can be studied in context.
The third is that more work of a longitudinal nature is needed because the
development of working relationships is an evolutionary social
phenomenon.

Substantive Area of Inquiry

Research on phenomenal causality of behavior within two-person rela-
tionships is a strong tradition within social psychology, dating back to the
early 1930s. This tradition has included work on interpersonal perception
as well as phenomenal causality, and has yielded several major theories,
including balance theory, other consistency theories, exchange theorics,
and, most recently, attribution theory. Yet for our purposes, this impressive
body of knowledge has two significant limitations. First, although these
theories are potent in their general explanatory power, they are of less value
in predicting behavior and outcomes in specific types of relationships. This
is not because they are poorly constructed theories. Rather, it is because
they are so general that they cannot be usefully applied unless one first
understands the situational context and purpose of a relationship. AS
Levinger (1974, p. 117) has pointed out in 2 critique of exchange and
reinforcement theories, the strengths of these theories are simultaneously
their weaknesses: “that which explains everything cxplains nothing; the
‘laws’ of [such theories] must be moved toward greater specificity and their
clements differentiated.” What is salient in a relationship obviously depends
in part on its nature and context (From 1957; Tagiuri, 1969; Jones &
Thibaut, 1958). Situational forces are sufficiently complex and variable i
and of themselves that one cannot understand what is important to w0
people in a relationship without understanding the context and how it
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impinges on the people involved (Kerckhoff, 1974). For example, attribu-
tion theory is clearly germane to the question of how two managers make
attributions about each other in forming working relationships. But it is not
very useful in understanding how working relationships develop unless one
understands what traits, dispositions, behaviors, and contextual entities are
salient to managers in their working relationships.

Indeed, several theories emerging from the literature on phenomenal
causality—most notably attribution theoty, cognitive-dissonance theory,
and exchange theory—have been taught for some time in most graduate
pusiness schools and are included in most current textbooks on organiza-
tional behavior. Yet practicing managers seidom use these concepts to in-
form their decisions. I suspect that one reason for this disjunction between
theory and practice is the lack of situationally grounded substantive theory.
The importance of this gap between general and substantive theory has
been pointed out by Wortman and Linsenmeier (1977) in their review of
research on interpersonal attraction and ingratiation and its applicability to
organizational scttings. They note that the importance of competence and
power in working relationships significantly affects the extent to which
existing theory and findings are useful in predicting outcomes, and they
conclude that considerably more research is needed on the particular
“vicissitudes of the phenomena in organizational settings” before existing
research on interpersonal attraction and ingratiation can be applied to the
substantive issues and problems of organizational and managerial behavior
{p. 173).

Clearly, certain basic underlying dynamics of relationships transcend
situational settings. But the manifestation of these dynamics and the particu-
lar contextual factors that affect them vary from setting to setting. Further
work of an integrative and substantive nature is nceded to learn how these
Processes take place between people within organizations.

Field-Based Longitudinal Research

As we attempt to learn more about the development of working rela-
tionships, there is a great need for field-based, longitudinal research. Very
little research so far has focused on how “natural,” working relationships
evolve over time. By natural relationships, I mean real, ongoing rela-
tionships as they exist in everyday life. Most research on relationship forma-
tion has involved “synthetic” relationships created for purposes of laborato-
I¥ experimentation.? Such synthetic relationships are by their very nature

e A

3See, for cxample, Swensen’s (1973 ) review of various approaches to the study of interper-
S0nal relations and the data and methods employed within these approaches (pp. 144—47).

CIe are, of course, some ¢xceptions to this generalization, especially in regard to social
Exchange theory (pp. 245-56).
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carefully constrained, controlled, and short-lived (as brief as thirty miny,

typically no longer than a couple of hours). Usually the person with wh 3
the subject interacts in the relationship is a confederate of the experim >0 .
er, so that even if the subject’s reactions are “natural” those of the C()ﬂfcfint-
ate are not. 4

Obviously laboratory experimentation has many advantages, the ppi
cipal one being that it enables the researcher to focus on specific vari:iblm-
}mder controlied conditions. Most of the advances in attribution theory d:j
interpersonal attraction have been based on such work. But the rCSU'ltq of
laboratory research have only limited applicability to our understan(iin;; of
the dynamics of developing relationships. Natural relationships are ongoin,
and evolutjionary in nature, and people’s interactions are less Cons.'.raineg
than in a laboratory setting. In real relationships people are free to seek
additional information, and, more important, they are able to “proac::‘ on
€ach other over time. As Weick ( 1979) and others have pointed out, people
learn from their actions and the consequences of their actions and make
cause-cffect attributions in terms of Ppast history (Jones & Goethals, 1972)
Laboratory subjects are really objects, in the literal sense of the word.
because they are one of the variables being manipulated and their ability t(;
proact is severely constrained. In real relationships people are both subjects
and objects. They can seek more information, act, and learn from their
actions, and they do this over time (Bugental, 1969, 1978). To my knowl-
edge, little empirical research within organizational behavior has focused
on the development of natural working relationships and on how attribu-
tions change or develop over time as two people work together.

A related limitation of much of the work on relationship formation in
general is that it is largely devoted to the verification and development of
general theory (or what Glaser & Strauss [1967] and others have called
formal theory). Thus, although some of it has dealt with specific aspects of
behavior, the resulting findings are still at a very general level of abstraction
and thus of limited utility in substantive areas such as working relationships.
Unfortunately, this is particularly true of research on attribution, which 1& a
central aspect of the relationship-formation process.

In stressing the need for more field-based longitudinal research and for
more substantive theory, I do not wish to reinforce further the polarity that
currently exists between field-based, middle-range theory and labor;'lto[“}"
based general theory. Clearly, further substantive research on the topic
needs to be informed by existing formal theory, and conversely the devel-
opment of more grounded, substantive theory cannot help but inform and
articulate the larger base of general theory.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

Th‘f author gratefully acknowledges the assistance of Colleen Kaftan for her
insights and help in reviewing the basic literature on relationship formation.

4. DEVELOPMENT OF WORKING RELATIONSHIPS 107

REFERENCES

Algman, L (1974). The communication of interpersonal attitudes: An ecological approach. In
T. L. Huston (Ed.), Foundations of interpersonal attraction (pp. 121-142). New York:
Academic Press.

aftman, L, & Taylor, D. A. (1973). Social penetration: The development of interpersonal
relationships. New York: Holr, Rinehart and Winston.

Archer, R. L (1979). Role of personality and the social situation. In G. J. Chelune (Ed.), Self-
disclosure (pp. 28—58). San Francisco: Josscy-Bass.

argyris, C. (1962). interpersonal competence and organizational effectiveness Homewood,
IL: Dorsey Press.

Athos, A. G., & Gabarro, J. (1978). Interpersonal bebavior. Communication and under-
standing in relationskips. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Bachman, J. G. (1968). Faculty satisfaction and the dean’s influence: An organizational study
of twelve liberal arts colleges. fournal of Appifed Psychology. 52, 55-61

Baird, J. E., Jr., & Wicting, G. K. (1979). Nonverbal communication can be a motivational tool.
Personnel Journal, 58, 607-0625.

Bandura, A. (1977). Social learning theory. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hald.

Barker, R. (1968). Ecological psychology: Concepts and methods for studying the environ-
ment of buman bebavior. Stanford CA: Stanford University Press.

Barnes, L. B. (1981). Managing the paradox of organizational trust. Harvard Business Review,
59, 107-116.

Bennis, W. G., Schein, E. H, Berlew, D. E., & Stecle, F. I (1904). Interpersonal dynamics.
Homewood, IL: Dorsey Press.

Berscheid, E., & Walster, E. (1969). Interpersonal attraction. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley.

Biddie, B. J., & Thomas, E. ]. (1966). Role theory: Concepts and research, New York: Wiley.

Bugental, J. F. T. (1969). Somcone nceds to worry: The existential anxicty of responsibility
and decision. Journal of Contemporary Psychotberapy, 2. 41-53.

Bugental, }J. F. T. (1978). Intentionality and ambivalence. In A. G. Athos & ). ). Gabarro (Eds.),
Interpersonal bebavior. Communication and understanding in relationships. Englewood
Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall

Carson, R. C. (1969). Interaction concepis of personality. Chicago: Aldine.

Chaikin, A. L., & Derlega, V. ]. (1974). Self disclosure. Morristown: N}: General Learning Press.

Davis, M. S. (1973). Intimate relations. New York: Free Press.

Derlega, V. J., & Grzelak, J. (1979). Appropriateness of self-disclosure. In G. J. Chelune (Ed.),
Self-disciosure (pp. 151—176). San Francisco: Josscy-Bass.

Deutsch, M. (1962). Cooperation and trust: Some theoretical notes. In Nebraska Symposium
on Motivation (pp. 275—319). Lincoln, NE: University of Nebraska Press.

Dubin, R, & Spray, 8. L. (1964). Executive behavior and interaction. frdustrial Relations, 3,
99—-108.

Farris, G. F,, & Lim, F. G, Jr. (1969). Effects of performance on leadership, cohesiveness,
influence, satisfaction, and subsequent performance. fournal of Applied Psychology, 53,
490-97.

From, F. (1957). The Experience of Purpose in Human Behavior. Paper read at Fifteenth
International Congress of Psychology, Brussels.

Fromkin, H. L., Klimoski, R. ]., & Flanagan, M. F. (1972). Race and competence as determinants
of acceptance of newcomers in success and failure work groups. Organizational Bebavior
and Human Performance, 7, 25—-42.

Gabarro, J. J. (1978). The development of trust, influence, and expectations. In A. G. Athos &
J. J. Gabarro (Eds.), fnterpersonal bebavior: Communication and understanding in rela-

tionships. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Gabarro, J. J. (1979). Socialization at the top: How CEO's and their subordinates evolve
interpersonal contracts. Organizational Dynamics, 3, 2—23.



108 GABARRO

Gabarro, J. J. (.198()). The cvolution of managerial working relationships. Working p;
2 lHnrv:xrd University International Senior Management Program Center Vevey, qwiic ]‘:I:L:!'
sabarro, J. ., & Kotter, J. P. (1980). M i A i,
oy ] ( ). Managing your boss, Harvard Business Review, 58, 92
Gainges, J. H. (1980). Upward communication in i
" . industry: A ‘rime Stri,
N e cin Ty: An experiment. fndustrial Relg.

Glaser, B, & Strauss, A. L. (1967). The discovery of grounded theory: Strategies
ttve research. Chicago: Aldine.

Goldstein, M., & Davis, E. E. (1972). Race and belicf: A further analysis of the social determ;
nants of behavioral intentions. foural of P i OCT : .
74y - i ersonality and Social Psychology, 22, 346

Guiot, J. M. (1977). Attribution and identity ¢ i J

L : Y canstruction: Some comments, 4 ic S
ciological Review, 42, 692—704. T

Hinlqc:r]?; Ah(lt)?l). Some problems in the study of develapment of social behavior In

~ lobach, Aronson, L. R. Aronson, & E. Shaw (Eds.), The bio, :
‘ ; L L), psychology of develo
(pp. 411-432). New York: Academic Press. - i,

H.mdc, R A (1977). On assessing the bases of partner preferences. Bebavior, 62, 1-9

Hinde, R. A. ( ‘1979 ). Towards understanding relationsbips. London: Academic Press.

H()(;gsr.m, R (, ]:cvmson, D. J, & Zaleznik, A. (1965). The Executive Role Constellation

oston: Division of Research, Graduate School of Business Administration, Harva d
University. ' h

Homans, G. (1950). The buman Eroup. New York: Harcourt, Brace and World

Horgvansl_, G. (1961). Social bebavior: Its elementary forms. New York: Harcourt Brace and

orld. , ‘

H ua:ton, I L (1974a). Foundations of interpersonal attraction. New York: Academic Press

Hua{()n‘ T. L (1974b). A perspective on interpersonal attraction. In T. L Huston (Ed.)

) Foundations of interpersonal attraction (Pp. 3-28B). New York: Academic Press ‘

nk:‘(::, J[ H. K_(,1 Schwitter, J. P., & Hickson, D. J. (1970). A comparison of organizations

ucture and managerial roles: Ohio, US.A., and the Midlands, En 1 77
' X A, 1 and. 7
Management Studies, 7, 347363, i AT

Jacobson, -W.‘D. (1972). Power and interpersonal relations. Belmont, CA: Wadsworth.

Jones, E. E., & Archel.', R. L (1976). Are there special effects of personalistic self-disclosure?
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 12, 180—193,

Jonc.s, E. E, & Goethals, G. R. (1972). Order effects in impression formation: Attribution
umtc_xt and the nature of the entity. In E. E. Jones, D. E. Kanouse, H. H, Kelley, R.E. Nisbett
S Val.ms, & B. Weiner (Eds. ), Attribution: Perceiving the causes of bebavior (pp. 27—46),
Morristown, NJ: General Learning Press. '

Jones, E, E & Gordon, E. M. (1972). Timing of self-disclosure and its cffects on personal
dtrrajcnon.jouma! of Personality and Social Psychology, 24 358-365.

Jones, E. E.,. & Thibaut, J.. W. {1958). lateraction goals as bases of inference in interpersonal
Pcru:pt:on. In R. Tagiuri & L. Petrullo (Eds.), Person perception and interpersonal bebay-
ior (pp. 151-178). Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.

Jourard, 8. M. (1959). Self-disclosure and othe: i

\ , ; E her cathexis. Journal of Abno, YOCH
Psychology, 59 428—431. H pa gl
Jourard, 8. M. (1971) Self-disclosure: An experim
" A 3 - An experimental analysis of the trans,
York: Wiley-Interscience. . & S

Kelvin, P. (1970). The basis of social bebavior A 3 J

! s of s rAn approach in terms of or :
London: Holt, Rinehart & Winston. A
kcra:khoﬂ. A: C. (1?74 ). The social context of interpersonal attraction. In T. L. Huston (Ed ),
Foundations of Interpersonal Attraction (pp. 61-78). New York: Academic Press o

Ktrakhoﬁ.’, A. C.,, & Davis, K. E. (1962). Value consensus and need complementarity in mate
selection. American Saciological Review, 27, 295~ 303,

Jor quality.

4. DEVELOPMENT OF WORKING RELATIONSHIPS 109

Klimoski, R. J., & Hayes, N.J. (1980). Leader behavior and subordinate motivation. Personnel
Psychology, 33, 543-555.

Kotter, J. P. (1982). The general managers. New York: Macmillan.

Lawless, D. . (1972). Effective management: A social psychological approach. Inglewood
Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Lawrence, P. R, & Lorsch, J. W. (1967). Organization and environment. Boston: Harvard
Business School.

Lecky, P. (1945). Self-consistency: A theory of personality. New York: Island Press.

Levinger, G. (1974). A three-level approach to attraction: Toward an understanding of pair
relatedness. In ‘T. L. Huston (Ed.), Foundations of interpersonal attraction (pp. 99—120).
New York: Academic Press,

Levinger, G., & Snock, J. D. (1972). Attraction in relationship: A new look at interpersonal
attraction. Morristown, NJ: General Learning Press.

Levinson, H. (1964). Emotional bealth in the world of work New York: Harper & Row.

Levinson, H. (1968). The exceptional executive Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Liden, R. C., & Gracn, C. (1980} Generalizability of the vertical dyad linkage model of lead-
ership. Academy of Management fournal, 23, 451-4065.

Lidz, T., Corncelison, A, Fleck, 8., & Terry, D. (1957). The intra-familial environment of schizo-
phrenic patients: II. Marital schism and marital skew. American Journal of Psychiatry, 114,
241-248.

Lidz, T., & Fleck, 8. {(1960). Schizophrenia, human integration, and the role of the family. In
D, D. Jackson (Ed. }, The etiology of schizopbrernia (pp. 323—345). New York: Basic Books.

Lorsch, J. W., & Allen, 8. A. (1973). Managing diversity and interdependence Boston: Har-
vard Business School.

Lowin, A., & Craig, ]. R. (1968). The influence of level of performance on managerial style: An
experimental object-lesson in the ambiguity of correlational data. Orgarizational Bebav-
ior and Human Performance, 3, 440-458.

McCall, G. ]. (1974). A symbolic interactionist approach to attraction. In T. L. Huston (Ed.),
Foundations of interpersonal attraction (pp. 217-231). New York: Academic Press.
McCaskey, M. B. {1978). Place imagery and nonverbal cues. In A, G. Athos & ]. J. Gabarro
(Eds.), Interpersonal bebavior. Communication and understanding in relationships.

Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Mintzberg, H. (1973). The nature of managerial work New York: Harper & Row.

Murstein, B. L (1977). The stimulus-value-role (SVR) theory of dyadic refationships. In
S. Duck (Ed.), Theory and practice in inter-personal attraction {pp. 105-127). London:
Academic Press.

Newcomb, T. M. (1961). The acquaintance process. New York: Holt, Rinchart and Winston.

Posner, B. Z., & Munson, J. M. (1979). The impact of subordinate-supervisor value consensus.
Akron Business and Economic Review, 10, 37—40.

Ross, }., & Ferris, K. R. (1981). Interpersonal attraction and organizational outcomes: A field
examination. Administrative Sclence Quarterly, 26, 617-632.

Rubin, Z. {1975). Disclosing oneself to a stranger: reciprocity and its limits. fournal of fix-
perimental Social Psychology, 11, 233-260.

Sathe, V. (1985). Culture and related corporate realities. Homewood, IL: Irwin.

Schwarzwald, J., & Goldenberg, J. (1979). Compliance and assistance to an authority figure in
perceived equitable or nonequitable situations. Husman Relations, 32, 877—888.

Scott, C. L., [II. (1980). Interpersonal trust: A comparison of attitudinal and situational factors.
Human Relations, 33, 805-812.

Secord, P. F., & Backman, C. W. (1964). Social psychology. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Sgro, J. A, Worchel, P., Pence, E. C., & Orban, J. A, {1980). Perceived leader behavior as a
function of the leader’s interpersonal trust orientation. Academy of Management Journal,
23, 161-165.



|

110 GABARRO

simmel, G. (1950). The sociology of Georg Simmel (K. H. Wolff, Trans.). New York: Free
Press of Glencoe.

Staw, B. M. (1975). Auribution of the ‘causes’ of performance: A gencral alternative in.
terpretation of cross-sectional rescarch on organizations. Organizationat Bebavior ang
Human Performance, 13, 414—32.

Stewart, R. 1. (1967). Managers and their fobs. London: Macmillan.

Stewart, R. L (1982). Choices for the manager: A guide to managerial work and bebavior,
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Stieglitz, H. (1969). The Chief Fxecutive—And His Job, (Personnel Policy Study No. 214),
New York: National Industrial Conference Board

Stogdill, R. M. (1974). Handbook of leadersbip). New York: Free Press.

Sullivan, H. 8. (1953). The interpersonal theory of psychiatry. New York: Norton.

Swensen, C. H., Jr. (1973). Introduction to interpersonal relations. Glenview, IL: Scor,
Foresman.

Tagiuri, R. (1969). Person perception. In G. Lindzey & E. Aronson, (Eds.), Handbook of
social psychology, Vol. 3, 395-449, Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley.

Tedeschi, J. T, 1974). Attributions, liking, and power. In T. L. Huston (Ed.), Foundations of
interpersonal attraction (pp. 193—215). New York: Academic Press.

Thibaut, J., & Kelley, H. H. (1959). The social psychology of groups. New York: Wiley.

Thomas, R (1976). Managing the psychological contract. In P. Lawrence, L. Barnes, &
J. Lorsch (Eds.), Organizational bebavior and administration (pp. 465~888). Home-
wood, IL: [rwin.

Triandis, H. C. (1977). Interpersonal bebarvior. Monterey, CA: Brooks/Cole.

Triandis, H. C., & Davis, E. E. (1965). Race and belief as determinants of behavior intentions
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 2, 715-725.

Valenzi, E., & Dessler, G. (1978). Relationships of leader behavior, subordinate role ambigu-
ity, and subordinate job satisfaction. Academy of Management Journal 21, G71-678.

Wall, J. A., & Adams, J. S. (1974). Some variables affecting a constituent's cvaluations of and
behavior toward a boundary-role occupant. Organizational Bebavior and Human Perfor-
mance, 2, 290-308.

Walton, R. E. (1968). Social and psychological aspects of verification, inspection, and inter-
national assurance. Lafayette, IN: Purdue University Press.

Walton, R. E. (1969). Interpersonal peacemaking: Confrontations and third-party consulia-
tior. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley.

Weick, K. E. (1969, 1979). The social psychology of organizing (2nd Edition, 1979). Read-
ing, MA: Addison-Weslcy.

Weiss, H. M. (1978). Social learning of work values in organizations. Journal of Psychology,
63, 711-718.

Wexley, K N., Alexander, R. A, Greenawalt, }. P, & Couch, M. A. (1980). Attitudinal con-
gruence and similarity as related to interpersonal evaluations in manager-subordinate
dyads. Academy of Management fournail, 23, 320-330.

Wicker, A. W. (1972). Processes which mediate behavior-cnvironment congruence. Bebavior
Scienice, 17, 265-277.

Wortman, C. B., & Linsenmeier, J. A. W. (1977). Interpersonal attraction and techniques of
ingratiation in organizational settings. In G, Salancik & B. M. Staw (Eds.), New directions in
organizational bebavior (pp. 133-178). Chicago: St. Clair Press.

Wortman, C. B., Adesman, P., Herman, E., & Greensburg, R (1976). Self-disclosure: An attribu-
tional perspective. fournal of Personality and Social Psychology, 33, 184—191.

Mutual Knowledge
and Communicative Effectiveness

Robert M. Krauss
Susan R. Fussell
Columbia University

Abstract

For people to communicate effectively, they must solve the mutl..lal knowl-
edge problem. That is, they must develop some idea of what their commu-
nication partners know and don’t know in order to formulatc. what they‘
have to say to them. Speakers come to conclusions about thc1lr par.tm:rs
states of knowledge through a number of mechanisms—by listening to
what they themselves have just said, by making inferences about thf.: part-
ners’ state of knowledge from their catcgory membership, or by relying on
direct and backchannel feedback from their pariners. This chapter f:ie-
scribes experimental research illustrating these proposition and draws im-
plications from this research for communication technology to support

cooperative work.

It is hardly more than a platitude to observe that all cooperative work is
mediated by some form of communication, but, platitude or not, there are
few situations in which people can work cooperatively without_ a mcan§ of
coordinating their efforts. Coordination of effort requires that information
be exchanged among the cooperating individuals, and the exchange or
transfer of information makes up a large part of what we mean by commu-
nication. The explosion in the development of communications tcchno{ogy
that has occurred over the last quarter century Or SO has raised questions
about (a) the kinds of information that must be communicated in ord.(:r tbat
different sorts of work can be accomplished, and (b) the communication
modalitics that can more or less cfficiently transmit these different sorts of

information.



