Unit 1 Session 1

Beginning Notes 

It is not really possible to talk about Organizational Behavior until we have developed an understanding of the way it is taught, researched, and how the literature is evaluated.  In this class you are going to encounter a way of approaching information that is typical of the social sciences, since the study of organizational behavior falls into this category.  It will be helpful for us to discuss some of the methods of our field of study, so let me cover a few of these with you.

Models
A model is a framework used to examine an issue or predict an outcome.  It can be used simply to describe a process, outline an approach to its study, or develop a way to change the outcome of a process.  In this class, we will study organizational behavior, which is one aspect of human behavior.  Our models attempt to explain human behavior and why we do what we do.  These models often tell us either how to understand a problem, or how to attempt to fix it.  A model is useful to help us conceptualize what is going on when we see specific behaviors.  Sometimes a model is only a theory, and other times the models have actually been tested through research.  In either case, the primary purpose of a model is to facilitate our understanding.  

Some models are designed to give us a step‑by‑step approach to help us solve a problem.  A common way to present a model of this type is a numeric list of steps to take.  Many of these lists are modifications of the simple "five step approach." These five steps may have different names in various models, but they are often only restatements of the same pattern.  Some of these models may have more than five steps, but they all can often be reduced to the same five procedures: 

1.  
Identify a problem 

2.  
Break the problem down into component parts 

3.  
Create a plan of action to address each component 

4.  
Execute the plan 

5.  
Analyze the results.  
This is not rocket science, but simply the way most of us intuitively solve problems every day.  Yet, you will frequently see these kinds of lists in your textbooks repeated as a new idea.  Basically, these lists are a version of the "scientific method," which you learned about in your middle school science class.  In the textbook, you will encounter numerous prescriptive models that use this fundamental structure.  Watch for them, and you will see that they are not as complex as they may originally appear.  

Arrows
Social scientists love arrows.  In the textbook, and in other literature, you are going to encounter numerous models, with lots of arrows.  There is no standard meaning to the arrows.  Sometimes the author of the model means that an antecedent event causes the outcome found at the point of the arrow.  Sometimes it is simply a path actions may take.  Arrows may be solid or dotted lines, with the meaning differing in each model.  As the number of arrows increases, the difficulty in understanding the meaning increases as well.  Some students find that the text explaining such models is easier to comprehend than the visual representation.  Don't be intimidated by the arrows.  

2 x 2 Matrices.  
You are going to hear a lot from me about 2x2 matrices.  A 2 x 2 matrix is a very useful way to break a problem down into its component parts, and you will see many of them in this textbook, and in other readings.  Basically, a 2 x 2 matrix examines two dichotomous variables, and their cross‑interactions.  The result of the comparison is four cells, with four outcomes of the cross‑interaction.  

Let me give you an example: there is a concept called "communication competency,"* that is very important for leaders.  The idea is as follows: some people are good communicators, and others are not.  Also, some people can effectively assess their own communication competency, and others cannot.  This relationship yields a 2 x 2 matrix.  On the x‑axis, the dichotomy is: communicates well ‑‑ does not communicate well.  On the y‑axis, the dichotomy is: knows level of competency ‑‑ does not know level of competency.  This relationship can be graphically portrayed, as follows: 

Communication Competence 2x2 Matrix

	
	Communicates well
	Does not communicate well

	Knows it
	1.  Effective, confident speaker
	2.  Inhibited speaker


	Doesn't know it
	3.  Quiet, reserved speaker

	4.  Brash, annoying speaker



Each of the four beige cells represents a description of a "speech personality type."  You will recognize people who display the characteristics represented in each of the cells.  For example, the cross‑combination of doesn't communicate well and doesn't know it, yields the speech personality shown in Cell 4.  The matrix helps you to visualize the causes and sources of the characteristics.  Obviously, life cannot be reduced to a 2 x 2 matrix.  Human behavior is far more complex than this.  Nevertheless, the 2 x 2 matrix gives you a conceptual basis for explaining issues.  If you don't understand this idea, please ask me questions.  Believe me, you are going to see the use of a 2x2 matrix over and over again‑even when it is not specifically identified as such.

* If you would like to see an example of this, check the Webliography.
Statistical Significance.  
If you have not had a statistics course, the concept of "statistical significance" can be a confusing one.  Please read this section carefully.  If you don't understand it, I will be happy to answer your questions.  This concept is very important.  

Most of the quantitative researchers you will encounter in this class (and virtually all other classes in the social sciences) will base their findings on statistical significance.  The general idea of statistical significance is that the relationship between two variables (behaviors, physical characteristics, traits, actions, etc.) is not due to chance, or random variation.  For example, if I flip a fair coin 10 times, it should come up heads five times, and tails five times.  It is possible, however, for it to come up heads all ten times.  It is unlikely, but certainly possible.  If I flip a coin ten times and it comes up heads each time, should I conclude that the coin is unfair? Probably not.  Maybe it was just chance that I got ten heads.  Maybe I should flip it 100 times and see what happens.  Could I get 100 heads? Of course, but it would be highly unlikely.  

The question I am trying to answer is, "is this a fair coin." If I flip it 100 times and get 100 heads, I would answer, "probably not." Could it be a fair coin? Yes, it could.  It may have been a simple chance variation that it came up heads 100 times.  It is extremely unlikely, but it COULD HAPPEN.  Notice that I am not talking about what is true, but what is probable.  I don't actually know if the coin is fair or not.  I can only say that it is probably not a fair coin, if I get 100 heads on 100 flips, but it could be a chance occurrence that this happened.  Statistical significance is not about truth, it is about how likely something is to occur.  
When I observe human behavior, it is also possible that I think I see a relationship between two actions, when in reality, I may only be observing a chance occurrence.  For example, let's say I were an alien ambassador from another planet who had been assigned to observe earth, and I happened to land my flying saucer at a Britany Spears concert.  Is the behavior I see "normal?" Should I assume ALL humans react this way? Would it be accurate to report my observations as reflecting all human behavior? Should I, as an alien ambassador to Earth, formulate my intergalactic foreign policy on the basis of this observation alone? 

Statistical significance only indicates HOW LIKELY it is that my observation of a behavior is a chance occurrence.  It does not tell me the strength of the relationship, or if other factors may be involved in the relationship.  If I were a smart alien, I would visit Earth at various times and places, to make sure my observations were not simply chance repetitions of the same unusual event.  If I were to visit earth 10 times, at random locations, what is the likelihood that I would hit a rock concert every time? How about in 100 visits? The more times I visit, the higher would be my confidence level that I had observed a broad spectrum of human behavior.  Statistical significance only deals with this confidence level.

This can be a real problem for researchers, and the students who read their work.  If a study says that there is a 0.95 probability that a relationship is not due to chance, this says nothing about the quality of the relationship.  It only talks about the likelihood that the observance of the relationship is not a coincidence.  This is a very important distinction.  

An example: I am confident that I can prove beyond a reasonable doubt that people who rob banks also carry money in their pockets.  There is a strong relationship.  If I interview 100 bank robbers, and ask them if they have any money, the answer will probably be "yes." It is very unlikely that I have simply selected 100 bank robbers who, by chance, happened to be carrying money.  The relationship between carrying money and robbing banks is STATISTICALLY significant.  

It is obvious, however, that while this relationship is statistically significant, it is meaningless.  Since virtually everybody carries money, the fact that a bank robber also has money tells us nothing about her bank robbing behavior.  When reading studies, be critical in your evaluation of research results.  Statistical significance alone is not enough to prove anything.  You must also examine the quality of the relationship.  You must also ask yourself "why?" If a relationship exists, is there a plausible explanation for it? Is the information trustworthy? Does the concept make sense? Remember, statistical significance does not mean something is true.  It does not, for example, mean that if you carry money, you are automatically a bank robber!

Causality.  
A related statistical issue is causality.  Much social research is designed to explain why people do things.  The fact that a relationship between two actions exists, does not mean that one thing caused another.  Please stop and think about this.  Let me give you an example to help clarify your thinking.  It has been scientifically proven that, on any given day, the number of hot dogs eaten at the beach at Coney Island is directly related to the number of people who drown while swimming there.  The higher the hot dog consumption, the greater is the number of people who drown.  This relationship is statistically significant and can be shown to exist over many years.  

Does eating hot dogs cause drowning? Probably not.  This is a classic example of what is called an "intervening variable." In reality, the relationship is probably as follows: hot weather causes people to go to the beach.  When people go to the beach, they like to do two things: swim and eat.  People who swim are more likely to drown than people who don't go in the water (duh!).  In cold weather, when nobody is at the beach, hot dog consumption drops, because there is nobody at the beach to order them.  Therefore, HOT WEATHER causes both hot dog consumption AND drowning to increase.  The fact that there is a relationship between the number of hot dogs eaten and the number of people who drown does not mean that one action caused the other.  

In your reading of the literature, be VERY SKEPTICAL of claim that one variable causes another.  Always look for possible intervening variables.  Remember that a relationship between two variables does not necessarily mean that one variable caused the other.  Assigning causality where none exists is the most common flaw made by those giving advice on organizational behavior.  

Causality, Part II.

I would like to go into elaborate detail on this subject because it is so important, but I will spare you this.  To do this subject justice, we would really need to go back to the work of Sir Francis Bacon (1561‑1626).  His works were held in esteem by Robert Boyle, Robert Hooke, Sir Isaac Newton, and Thomas Hobbes.  In the 18th century, Voltaire and Diderot considered him the father of modern science.  Bacon believed that we should determine facts by observation and analysis rather than simply relying on expert opinion.  Bacon particularly found fault with Aristotle, because he believed that one could, indeed, observe events and draw accurate conclusions.  

In the social sciences, we have particular difficulty with causality, because it is hard for us to say that if you do "x" it will cause "y" to occur.  Let us use the science of physics as an example of our problem.  Newton was a student of Bacon, and his work with gravity showed this.  If I hold an apple above my head, and let it go, it will fall to the ground.  In fact, EVERY TIME I repeat this, I will get exactly the same result.  The apple will always fall.  It will never suddenly reverse itself and fly into outer space.  The apple always falls and it never doesn't fall.

This is a physicist's definition of causality, but as you can see, it is substantially different from our kind of causality.  In human behavior NOTHING ever happens every time.  You will never find a "cause" that is so strong that it brings about the same outcome in every place, at all times, and in every situation.  Yet, every apple that has ever fallen off of a tree has always fallen down.  In the entire history of the world, no apple has suddenly come loose from its stem and shot into low earth orbit.  Furthermore, it never will happen.  

When we are trying to predict human behavior, we often use "correlation" or "regression analysis." Correlation is a statement of the relationship between two variables.  The correlation of letting an apple go, and it falling to the ground is 1.00.  That is 100% of the time this is exactly what will happen.  A correlation of 1.00 is a perfect relationship.  A correlation of 0.00 would mean that two variables are completely random.  The first variable has no relationship to the other variable.  A correlation of ‑1.00 means that two variables are "negatively correlated," and one variable causes the opposite of the other‑one increases in value while the other decreases.  

For example, let's say that we want to determine if eating a lot and being fat are related.  To do this, we take a sample of 100 people and weigh the amount of food they eat.  We would then weigh the people.  We are probably going to find that the more people eat, the more they weigh.  But, wait a minute...what about that guy who eats all he wants and never gains a pound.  You know, the guy we all HATE! What we will find is that there is a strong correlation between the amount one eats and how much a person weighs, but this relationship will not be perfect.  The correlation is probably something like 0.6.  Why isn't it a perfect 1.00? If eating causes overweight, shouldn't it cause it all the time and for everybody.  That is what gravity does with the apple, right? 

As we all know there is more to the story than this.  Just weighing the food is not enough.  What if one person eats only carrots and another person eats only chocolate donuts.  Now we discover that there are other variables, so we must also measure fat, sugar, carbohydrates, etc.  But, even if we do that, we are still not going to get a perfect correlation between eating and weight.  Why? Because each person's metabolism is different.  Each person exercises differently.  Each person has differing efficiency in their system's ability to digest and process food.  As you can see, the list of "variables" is endless.  In reality, we will NEVER get a correlation of 1.00 for food consumption and weight, even if we find hundreds or even thousands of variables.  

In human behavior, when we get correlations of 0.3, we are quite happy.  Should we be? You will often see the term, "R‑square" in the literature.  R‑square is a measure of the amount of "cause" we have isolated.  It is the square of the coefficient of correlation.  Okay, don't panic, this is not going to be on the test.  All this means is that if we get a correlation of .3 and square it, the result, 0.09, or 9% is the amount of the variance we have explained.  


Let me try to put this more simply.  Let's say you are reading a study and the author brags that she has examined the relationship between yelling at employees and the amount of work they do.  She claims that she has found a statistically significant relationship and the correlation is 0.3.  Now, keep in mind what "statistically significant" means.  It DOES NOT mean a true relationship.  It means that it is very certain that this relationship is not due to chance variations in the observation.  The relationship is real, but does it mean anything? Well, yes it does, but it doesn't mean as much as the author of a study might claim.  The researcher's relationship has an R‑square of 9%.  That means that of all the possible causes for production to be high, only 9% of it can be attributed to yelling.  It also means that 91% of the causes are UNEXPLAINED by the research.  

Let me go back to my original example: What is the R‑square for falling apples? It is 100%.  In research in the social sciences, we are happy when we can explain 9% of the cause, and we proclaim our research a success.  

This is the fundamental problem we have in our social science research.  We must be extremely careful about what claims we make for our success.  When we have explained 9% of the "cause" of something that has happened, that isn't much.  We may find that if we had thought about the situation a little more, we might have found some other factor that was far more important.  In our example, we probably should also look at talking softly, being logical with employees, being caring, or being empathetic.  We may actually find a higher R‑square by see how hot it is outside! You don't really know until you gather the data, and run the analysis.  All of these factors may be even more important in explaining the causes of high production than yelling, yet in our research they have remained unexamined.  

In your textbook, you are going to see a lot of research that appears contradictory.  That is because it IS! Yet, it can be contradictory and still be right.  That is because of the sheer complexity of human behavior.  To accurately describe human behavior, not only do you have to identify all the factors, but you have to also identify the interactions between the factors.  This is impossible, and is why we are so satisfied when we find an R‑square of 9%.

In summary: if you are trying to find out if one variable causes another, and you are not working with falling apples, you have your hands full.  Be very critical of the research you read.  Ask yourself hard questions about causality.  Make sure what is claimed makes sense.  Look at the correlations.  Square the number and see how much of the cause has actually been explained.  If you see correlations in the .2 to .3 range, remember that the research has left the vast majority of the causes of the behavior being studied without an explanation.  

Measuring variables.
Finding causality is difficult, but for social scientists, measuring results is equally as difficult.  The best kind of data is experimental data, but we don't get that very often.  If I want to know if apples fall when I let go of them, all I have to do is get an apple and let it go.  But, how do I find out about human behavior.  We can see what people do, but we can't see what they are thinking.  We can ask them what they think, but we have no real assurance that what they tell us is accurate.  Even if they think they are telling the truth, they may not even know the answer.  All of our experience is filtered through our own perception and what we think and do are often very different.

A renowned researcher (okay, not so renowned...it was me) did a study a few years ago on this subject.  The question was, do shy people talk less when in a group? Dumb, right??? Of course they do.  The results, however proved to be very different than expected.  There is a standard questionnaire that measures "communication apprehension," which is a fancy word for "being shy." We gave this self‑assessment instrument to 55 people, and then observed them in a group.  The result was that there was NO RELATIONSHIP between the behavior in the group of those who identified themselves and shy, and those who said they were talkative.

How can that be??? Surely I know whether or not I am shy? There are a lot of possible answers to this question, and you can probably think of several yourself.  Let me mention a few.  A questionnaire is a self evaluation.  Are you really capable of self‑evaluation? Think about our "Communication Competency" table, above.  You know people who THINK they are good communicators, but in reality are not.  You may think you are shy, but those around you may see you very differently than you see yourself.  We could give the communication apprehensiveness instrument to somebody who knows you well, and have them rate you.  Do you think that would be accurate? Of course not.  Nobody knows you as well as you know yourself, and as we have just seen, YOU probably don't know yourself that well either.  

The best way to measure shyness is to actually observe the person's behavior in the group.  But, wait...that doesn't work either.  Maybe the person in a group is not communicating because he or she is just having a bad day, and doesn't want to talk.  Just because a person doesn't talk, doesn't mean they don't want to talk.  Maybe somebody else in the group is being a jerk and dominating the conversation.  Maybe the person doesn't know anything about the subject.  Do you see my point? One of the reasons we have difficulty in getting high correlations on human behavior is because we don't even know how to collect accurate data...garbage in, garbage out.

When you are reading studies, look carefully at how the data were collected.  If the primary instrument is a questionnaire, be very skeptical of the results.  Remember that self‑assessment of feelings, traits, or behaviors is not accurate.  Also keep in mind that over 70% of all social science research is conducted on college freshmen and sophomores‑not exactly a representative sample of the population.  

Prescriptive advice.  

All of us are either leaders or subject to somebody who exercises power and influence over us.  Some of these relationships are formal, such as our workplace, a social club, or a religious organization.  Others may be less structured, but all of them require us to interact with other human beings.  Our environment abounds with advice about how to best deal with our fellow men and women.  This can be as simple as advice from "Dear Abby," or as complex as a scientific study published in an academic research journal.  There is a huge body of literature on how to act in the workplace.  Entire sections of bookstores are dedicated to manuals on leadership, team building, etc.  Most of the popular literature focuses on giving prescriptive advice‑‑telling us how to do things in our companies.  

In reading both the popular literature and the scientific journals, be careful with the prescriptive advice.  Human behavior is extremely complex.  As you will see from your text, determining WHY people do what they do is difficult, and in many cases, impossible.  In organizational behavior research, we don't even have a consensus on how to approach the question.  Do we study traits, behavior, situations, etc.? 

Most of the advice you will receive from the popular literature may be insightful, interesting, entertaining, or motivational, but it is often not based on sound scientific research.  As you will see in the text, the advice given in the popular literature is commonly not only unsupported by research, but in some cases is exactly the opposite of what the research shows to be effective.  Prescriptive advice on team building, or working in groups is probably the most notorious for being unsubstantiated by facts.  Much of this advice is highly counterproductive.  It can actually damage the working of groups, and cause bad decisions to be made.  Please keep in mind that in your life and career you have been fed a steady diet of this advice.  You have formed many opinions.  Although the opinions you hold are not necessarily wrong, they are not necessarily right either.  You need to evaluate what you believe based on the sound scientific research you will learn about in this class.  Be open to new ideas.  

Furthermore, the temptation to give advice is so strong that it is difficult to avoid.  Even the author of our textbook has this tendency.  For example: in the textbook you will read that the scientific evidence of a relationship between job satisfaction and worker productivity is very weak.  This is true.  The research on this subject has been inconclusive.  Satisfied workers are not necessarily more productive.  The relationship between satisfaction and productivity is highly situational.  As you work through the textbook, however, you will see the author making repeated references to increasing job satisfaction in order to improve productivity.  This advice may make us feel good, but it is NOT NECESSARILY true‑‑or false for that matter.  It is simply not substantiated by the research.  

Logic tells us that there is probably a relationship between job satisfaction and productivity, but we still must be very skeptical.  I suspect that the real relationship is between countless intervening variables, with each one contributing to higher productivity.  It would take millions of arrows to graphically represent the actual relationship.  In your reading, be very critical of advice.  Ask yourself WHY, or on what basis an author claims that taking a specific action will cause a manager to function better.  

I want to WARN you about something at the start of this class: as adults who are already in the workforce, many of you have had management training, organizational behavior training seminars and loads of personal experience.  One of the problems that adult learners have is that they may need to unlearn some things before they learn something new.  You are going to be exposed to a lot of new ideas in this class that are going to clash with things you have learned previously.  You may have strong beliefs about certain issues, and you may be called upon to change your thinking.  DON'T FIGHT THIS.  The information you will receive in this class is based on sound academic research.  Both the textbook and the information I am going to give you is not my belief or opinion, but information based on scientific inquiry.  When I give you my opinion, I will identify it as such, and the author of your textbook does the same.  I am not saying that you must believe everything you read, or that I tell you.  HOWEVER, if you disagree, it is not enough to tell us what you BELIEVE.  I welcome contrary opinions, but they need to be based on the same type of scientific inquiry that your author uses.  For example, I mentioned motivation and productivity.  The research on a relationship between the two is inconclusive.  If you believe that motivation causes productivity, then you need to show why.  

The fact that you think they are related or that you believe they are related is not enough for an upper division social science class.  We need evidence! Unless I see evidence to the contrary, I am prone to accept the findings of the highly qualified social scientists quoted in your text and whom I name in my remarks.  I will use the same logic in grading tests.  If you disagree with someone's findings and want to take a contrary position, that is great.  But, you must tell me what the standard research says, and then tell me on what basis you disagree.  This will generally require you to give me a logical reason, or quotations of alternative research.  If you say something like, "I believe motivation causes productivity," without any evidence, I will probably mark it wrong‑‑even though it COULD be true.  

I hope this is clear.  The reason for an education is to learn new things.  This is why you enrolled, and you should come to this class with the expectation that some of your ideas about organizational behavior and organizations may have to be modified.  If you are right in your existing belief system, and either the text or I disagree, all you have to do is provide evidence of your position.  If you just tell me what you believe, without evidence, we are going to have to practice our conflict resolution techniques.  

Hard facts vs.  Feeling Good.
Have you ever worked for a nasty boss whom you didn't like? Did he yell and scream? Were you afraid of her? Did you work hard for that boss? Did you like it? Did you think this individual was showing poor management skills?

As social scientists, we must try to be very dispassionate.  It is unfortunately true, that some behaviors managers exhibit can be utterly reprehensible, but nevertheless very effective.  Autocratic behavior, in certain work situations, can result in higher (short term) productivity than democratic management.  Does this mean we like the domineering boss? Certainly not.  Does it mean that it is "right" to be a despot? Certainly not.  

Nevertheless, we must be willing to study such behavior, and understand the situations in which specific approaches may be more effective than others.  Studying "bad" behavior does not mean that we would support using it, or that we approve of it.  For moral and ethical reasons, we often don't do the thing that would be "best" in any situation.  For example, the political system of democracy is not very efficient in making decisions.  Our Congress is notoriously slow.  A dictatorship is much more efficient.  Does that mean we should dump democracy? Of course, it does not.  The benefits to mankind of a democratic system outweigh the disadvantages, even though we know that our system is not the most efficient in decision making.  It is also important, however, to understand how dictatorships work.  We need to understand that SAYING a dictatorship is efficient, does not imply that we WANT a dictatorship.  

You are going to encounter this situation many times over the next 15 weeks.  We are going to discuss ways of dealing with each other that are WRONG.  It is unfortunate but true: a boss who yells and screams may be more effective, in certain situations, to get a job done.  You may LIKE the nice boss more, but he may not be as effective.  Some of you may have difficulty separating these two issues.  Understanding behavior and its potential outcomes, does not mean that we must subscribe to that way of acting.  

Our analysis will be very dispassionate.  When we finish, it will be up to you to decide how you will work in organizations and what style you will adopt.  That style will be based on productivity, as well as social, moral, ethical and political considerations.  In the mean time, we will study concepts and behaviors that many of us find unacceptable in organizations.  That is exactly what we want to do.  We cannot devise our own style or strategy of organizational behavior until we understand all of the options.  Remember, when I say that an ill‑tempered boss can be effective in certain situations, it does not mean that I am recommending that you should be a nasty, mean supervisor‑‑at least not all the time.  

Practical vs.  Scientific Approach. 

Scientists generally like to know why things happen, and be able to predict if they will happen again.  As you will see from the text book, a lot of what we will study goes well beyond simple understanding.  This class will not only help you know why things happen, but is designed to change the way YOU behave as well.  This approach may be much different from other classes you will take.  When you study Shakespeare, you will learn to understand the language, the metaphors, the comedy, and the history of the literature.  You will not be required to write as well as Shakespeare in order to pass the class.  

In an organizational behavior class, you are not only expected to understand organizational behavior, but you will be expected to learn to influence and shape behavior as well.  For many of you, an MBA is your planned terminal degree.  An MBA is a "professional degree," like a lawyer or a doctor.  There is generally no thesis required, since an MBA is not a philosophical degree, but a practical one.  This class is much the same.  You are learning behaviors that will help you "get things done through people," and we will focus on applications, as well as knowledge.  

Questions for Discussion.  
You can react to some or all of these questions.  You may also use this conference to raise your own questions or issues.  Please note that the information on statistical significance and causality is very complicated and very important.  If you don't understand either of these issues, ask questions.

Please respond by using the "respond" button, below: 

1.  What makes a good model? How do you think models help us understand human behavior? The concept of "statistical significance" is a difficult one.  If something is statistically significant, why doesn't it mean it is "true?" Shouldn't the fact that something happens all the time mean it is true? How do you know when one variable causes another variable? 

2.  Let's say you just read an article in Management Fads Quarterly Magazine that gave you the 10 steps for making sure that everybody in a group gets along, and never argues.  Do you think that is good "prescriptive advice?" Why or why not? 

3.  What do you think of this statement: "Hitler was a good leader because he built the German Autobahns" Do you agree? Why or why not? Remember, don't just give me a knee‑jerk reaction because I used the word "Hitler." Think about this.  I know Hitler was a bad man, but I want you to think seriously about the question.

4.  Someone tells you they have just read a study that proves that children with low birth weight have a lower probability of growing up to be leaders (I heard this on Hollywood Squares!).  What do you think? Does low birth weight cause lack of leadership skills? 

