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MR. TREBY: We are how going to begin the second
day of the briefing session. And, as we had indicated,
the schedule for today is that Dr. David Bowers is
available for the first two hours to be examined by the
attorneys for both the applicant and the intervenors, and
will also be available for the final two hours where the
rest of the panel is available.

If anybody concludes early and wants to get to the
other people, that's quite all right with the staff.

My further understanding is that today the order will
be that the applicant's attorneys will go first, and
Mr. Roisman will go second. * With that, I make Mr. =-- or
Dr. Bowers available to Mr. Hirschhorn and Mr. DuBoff.

EXAMINATION OF DR. DAVID BOWERS

BY MR. HIRSCHHORN:

Q Good morning. I wonder if we could start by
introducing your vitae for the record and marking it as an
exhibit. I think I have that one. 1I'll give it to you.

(Exhibit 10 identified.)

BY MR. HIRSCHHORN:

Q I wonder if you could just give us a brief
narrative description of your background, both teaching,
researching, and practical background specifically as it

relates to organizations like the one that was studied
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A In terms of education I received my bachelor's
degree in business administration and my master's of arts
in psychology from Kent State University. Then I received
my doctorate in organizational psychology from the
University of Michigan in 1962.

Following that, I remained at the Institute for Social
Research at the University of Michigan until -- well, in
fact until August 3lst, this year, when I took retirement
from the university.

Between that period and 1978, that is 1962 to 1978, I

was a primary research staff person; that is the research

faculty of zhc university. And in that capacity,

conducted a number of studies of organizational behavior,
organizational development, and other related such
problems, all having to deal with organizations, their
functioning, their outcomes, and so on.

The primary method, I suppose, that 1 used in theose
studies, patly because the Institute for Social Research
is a large and fairly famous name in the survey area, was
the survey: by interviews, sometimes, but principally by
paper and pencil questionnaire.

I have done a number of such studies., I can't
count how many =- from 1962 oa. In the course of

suppose I developed a fair amount of expertise in
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of organizational diagnosis, that is, diagnosing
organizationai strengths and weaknesses from the patterns
of survey responses particularly.

Beginning in 1978 until this last August I spiit my
time, 50/50, between the university where I directed the
Institute's organizational development research program,
and Rensis Likert Associates, which is a consulting firm
outside the university. Rensis Likert was the founder and
first director of the institute, was its director for 25
years; and on his retirement in 1970 he did something that
he always wanted to do, which was to establish an
applications entity, essentially free from the constraints
of bureaucracy and sc on in the university, to apply the
findings that he and others had generated over those man
years.

In 1978 at his request 1 began to split my time 50/50,
and became, in that year, vice chairman and president of
Rensis Likert Associates.

As I say, I took early retirement in August of this
year and am now essentially full-time at Rensis Likert
Asscoclates; retired from the university.

During my university years I taught. I taught in a
variety of kinds of areas. Several times I taught a basic
gourse in personnel psychology, which had to do with

issues like selection and so on, which is not particularly
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my area of preferred work, nor is it my area of greatest
expertise. I also taught for, oh, a number of years, my
graduate seminar in the theory of organizational
development and change. I taught as well, basic courses
in the graduate school of business for several years,
basic courses in what was called organizational behavior
and industrial relations, it was basically organizational
psychology but taught in the business school.

I have written a number of journal a;ticlos, research
reports, some books; have done a great deal of research
for the U.S. Navy, and I suppose the other salient fact is
I was a member of the three-person task force that Drew
Lewis, Secretary of Transportation in 1981, appointed to
look into the Federal Aviation Administration in the wake

of the PATCO strike. And the other two members of that

task force authored a two volume report that appeared in

early '82.

1'm not sure what more to say.

BY MR. DU BOFF:

Q Could you describe the report you did for the
Department of Transportation?

A Basically the tack force was charged by the
Secretary with going into the agency and looking into
Tanagement practices -~ management and employment

practices, I believe the title of it was, in the agency.
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It was a very broad mandate, but they were concerned that
that incredible event had happened, and what kinds of
conditions had caused essentially 12,000 people to break

the law against overwhelming odds, walk out and not come

back. And, as a task force, we decided to do essentially

three things.

The three of us visited many facilities, talked to a
large number of people. So we had interviews, relatively
informal interviews; not structured ones.

We also did a survey of practices and opinionz and
attitudes of people working in the facilities and people
in the regional offices, the Washington headquarters, and
also a parallel sample, which I organized, of the PATCO
strikers in matched facilities.

Then we retained McKinsey and Company to do an analysis
of more formal systems, things like traffic variability
and peaks and valleys and so forth.

Volume 1 of the report contains the basic findingo from
tne task force's effort, both our conclusions and
recommendations as a task force, and a report of the
survey results. I directed the survey operation. And
also an account of the McKinsey findings.

Volume 2 contains other analyses and essentially backup
data that were not central to Volume 1, but we thought

should be presented.
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BY MR. HIRSCHHORN:

Q What kinds of conclusions did you reach about
the problem« or lack of problems in the FAA?

A Basically we concluded that the FAA's management
practices and style were atrocious; that the treatment
they accorded people was punit}vc, autocratic, arbitrary,
and that in at least one analysis that was reported in
Volume 2, that a basic cause of the strike was, indeed,
the treatment that those people had received. So we came
down very negatively against the agency.

Q In describing your work with the Institute, you
indicated that you uqod surveys as your primary research
tool?

A That's right.

Q And that they typically were written questions

and answers?

A Typically paper and pencil questionnaires; more

often closed end questions, where you check a response
category.

Q So that in your view, face to face interviewing
is not an essential component of finding out what's going
on in an organization?

A In an organization, no. The difference i, that ==
well, there are two differences between the use of an

interview and the use of a paper and pencil questionnaire,
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from the discussion that we all had yesterday that the
team members, at least Dr. Margulies and Mr. Rice, read
ra@ data and then the team would meet and then they would
go back and read more data. We'll clarify later whether
that's correct, but that's the sense I got.

Did you participate in the same way or are you working
entirely separately and producing only a written document?
A I was working separately produciﬁq a written
document. I had, I think, a telephone conversation or two
of a sort of minor type with Mr. Kaplan, and similarly
couple of phone conversations with Mr. Stratton, and a
couple of administrative kinds of calls around contract
issues and so on, with Mr. Obenchain and a Ms. Rydalch.

But other than that I had, let's call it an
encapsulated task, a very definite task, and I did that

and did not interact with the other team members.

Q You didn't compare notes as you went or anything
like that?

1N No. No.

Q The final report notes on page 30, and I think

that probably was taken pretty directly from-your report,
that the 1983 survey, "was constructed specifically for
you in the QA/QC organization and was also specifically
constructed around" =~ gpecified categories. And then the

four categories mentioned are: Supervision, attitudes of
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top management, relationship between QC and craft, and
attitudes of craft personnel.

In terms of the inquiry that you, and ultimately the
team were asked to make, would you consider these
appropriate target categories?

A Yes. I believe I would.

Q And in terms of adequacy of the sample, I take

it you would consider that =- I guess the word used here
was "valid responses" -- or "usable responses" of 139
questionnaires out of 150 that were sent out is a pretty
good and pretty high result?

A I would say that that's -- yes. That's a fairly
high and adequate sample.

BY MR. DU BOFF:

Q Dr. Bowers, I don't know a great deal about
statistics, and that's probably going to become evident in
a moment or two.

Could you turn to appendix C, please? On page C-7,
could you explain the acquiescence response tendency?

That term, a little bit more, for us?

A Okay. What that refers to in this report is the
tendency of a person, if they were to feel intimidated, to
give essentially a favorable =-- to the organization, the
company or whatever =-- response. Which, since, as I

pointed out in the report, some of the items were worded
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in the negative, where mostly "no" would be favorable to
the company: and others were worded. in the positive, where
mostly "yes" would be, then the issue is: Is there a
discernible and kind of persuasive tendency for people to
answer "mostly no" to the negatives more often than they
would answer "mostly yes" to the fairly low threat,
innocuous ones. That's the kind of issue that refers to.

Q Okay. This survey was submitted in an anonymous
form, was it not?

A It's my understanding that it was. At least I
know nothing of who these individuals were and it's my
understanding that there was no way that individuals were
identified.

Q And how does that affect your ability to draw

conclusions from the data?

A The anonymity?

Q Yes, the anonymity?

A It doesn't affect it.

Q How would it be different -- would your

conclusions be any different if the respondents were
identified, or could have been identified?

A If the respondents had been, for example,
required to put their names on their questionnaires, or
sign their questionnaires, that certainly would affect any

pattern of responses. Not only around the issue of
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Q Obviously you had some more knowledge of the
situation you were looking at than was jutt‘contained in
the four corners of the questionnaires. I wonder if you
could tell us the source of it and what it consisted of?

A It really consisted of a letter which I received
shortly after agreeing to undertake this analysis, that
said basically -- well, basically outlined the issue; that
there were these questionnaires that had been collected
from QA/QC personnel; that the issue was one of -- well,
the question of intimidation, and was there evidence in
the questionnaire responses of intimidation? That the
site was a nuclear plant under construction. I believe on
anoghot letter, a more administrative one, it identified
it as Comanche Peak; about which I, frankly, knew nothing.
I had heard the name ,robably referred to in a news
article a couple of years before. I wasn't even certain
where it was. That's about what I knew.

I did not -~ for example, the questionnaires were
clumped into clusters with names, with 2 name on it like
"Smith" or "Jones." 1 assumed that these were some sort
of organizational clusters, but that's about all that I
knew.

Q I would like to show you a document and ask you
if this is the letter you are speaking of == a copy of the

letter, since it seems to be an internal one?
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1 A Yes. Yes.

2 " MR. HIRSCHHORN: Shall we mark that, please, as

3 number 11.

(Exhibit 11 identified.)
BY MR. HIRSCHHORN:
Q You said you had a couple of telephone

conferences, I guess, with Mr. Kaplan and Dr. Stratton.

I assume you had some discussion with somebody beiore

o ® N 6 v &

you agreed to. I guess what I'm asking is, I would really
10 like you to go through step by step =--

11 A How it happened.

12 Q == in addition to the letter, how it happened

13 and what information you got at what point, s0 we can have
14 as full an idea as possible of what you were and were not
15 told in connection with your evaluation of these surQeys.
16 A Okay. My typical pattern in the summer is to

17 spend about six weeks on a working vacation at my place in
16 northern Michigan. This was where I was when 2 member of
1% my university -- then university office staff, called me
20 &nd sfaid that she had rec2ived an inquiry from Mr. Kaplan.
21 And the issue was a nuclear plant under construction.

22 There were some gquestionnaires. It was an issuc of

23 intimidation. And would I be interested in, essentially,
24 analyzing those questionnaires around an issue of

25 intimidation.
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I told her I had many things to do up there, but, yes,

I could probably undertake that if they wanted me to. I

believe she called Mr. Kaplan back and passed that'along

to him.

As I recall, I don't believe at that point Mr. Kaplan
and I had talked on the phone, I believe, by the time this
transpired he was on vacation and I had had a couple of
telephone calls well, of an administrative type, with
Mr. Obenchain, and I believe a call or two with Mr.
Stratton. But that was basically how it happened. The

questionnaires, copies of the questionnaires plus the -- I

want to say =-- the nondisclosure statement. It may have
been some other document like that -- were sent to my .
office and then sent by my assistant up to me at the lake.
That was -- that, plus in one of those conversations a
discussion about the tight time constraints invelved, was
essentially what went on before my undertaking it
literally.

Q I take it, then, that subsequent to receiving
this letter =-- did the questionnaires come with this

letter which has been marked as Exhibit 117

A No. I believe the guestionnaires were sent
separately.
Q And subsequent to receiving this letter and

before beginning your review of the questionnaires, d4id
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you have any further conversations with any of the team or
anyone else from the prime contractor, about the study?

A I remember a conversation. It was not with
Mr. Kap.an. It may have been with Dr. Stratton. It may

have been with Mr. Cbenchain. 1I'm not just certain who it
was.

The question I was putting forward -- one that most
concerned me was intimidation. Was the issue: Did the
substance of the responses reflect intimidation? Or, did
the pattern of responding? Which was the focus, or both?

And, as I recall, whoever I talked to said: we.l,
that's a good question. It could be either one or both, I
suppose. And I said: Well, that's what.I think, too.

And that essentially directed my ;nalysis to looking at
bo;h substance and the pattern of responding.

Q And the conclusion that you reached, then,
includes your conclusions as to both?

A Yes. Yes.

Q And during the course of examiniag these
questionnaires and before your final report was
transmitted -- which I guess was August 2nd =- did you
have any other conversations with members of *“he team?

A As far as I can recall, I did not.

Q So that you never spoke at all, then, with

Dr. Margulies?
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A Never.

Q Or with Mr. Rice?

A Never. 1In fact =-- not during the preparation of
this at all.

Q And you were never advised of the state of the
teum's == or their individual reviews?

A No.

BY MR. DU BOFF:
Q Another term, if you will bear with me. On page .

C-8, if I can find it -- it's the third bullet paragraph

there: "5 percent confidence interval"?

A Right.
Q Can you define that for me?
A In a statistical test, the question is: What

are the odds of finding something, simply by chance? And
the way this is done is in terms of a probability
distribution. And a very common one used in the social
sciences is what's called the S percent level of
confidence. That means ycu would expect a difference that
large o- larger to occur only 5 percent of the time by
sheer chance.

So it's a kind of convention, although there are other
levels that are sometimes used, a common convention is to
say we will accept something as real if it would occur by

chance only 5 percent of the time or less. And, so, in



20990.0
BRT

AN L DRGNP O

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

224

the case of this particular thing, the question is: What
distance on either side of the percentage would occur =--
could occur by chance 5 percent of the time. So that's
what that refers to.

Q I wonder, does that in any way relate to "confidence
band" that you referred to on page C-9, I believe?

A Yes. That's essentially the band -- the band is
that area.

Q The same -- the range?

A Right. Right.

MR. DU BOFF: Thank you.

BY MR. HIRSCHHORN:

.- i Now, we know that you did not design this survey.
A That's correct.
Q But, given what it was and what it contained,

what was asked and what was answered, and given what you
were asred to examine it for, would you say that it was
useful?

A Yes. I would say that it was useful for
examining the question that I was asked to look at.

Q And that is the gquestion as set forth in Exhibit
11, of July 27 ==

A I'm sorry, I didn't understand.

Q And the question that you were asked to examine

WVa] -
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A Oh, yes. Yes. Right.

Q == I guess it's the first paragraph of page 2;
is that correct?

A That is the overall question, I gather, that is
being addressed in all of this. My part of it, of course,
was to see whether that -- there was any evidence that
that was true in the survey in the questionnaires =-- in
the questionnaire survey.

MR. KAPLAN: Could you say, just for the record,
what was true? You were pointing to something there. I
didn't know what you were saying.

WITNESS BOWERS: Page 2 says, "The basic
question which you are to attempt to answer is: Did
management by its actions create an atmosphere of
intimidation for the QA/QC inspectors such that they
performed their duties in a way that there is some
likelihood of impact on the safety and gquality of the
plant.” It was not that question in all its possible
ramifications, but that question as it applied to the
questionnaire survey results. That was my task.

MR. KAPLAN: Thank you.

BY MR. HIRSCHHORN:

Q Given the content of the survey, if the answer
to the basic question that you just read us were in fact

“vyes," what is the likelihood that that would fail to show
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1 up in a survey of this kind?

2 Did I have too many double negatives in that question?
3 A You had quite a few of them. Try it again.

+ Q In view of what the questionnaire was, and what
S kinds of gquestions it asked --

6 A Right.

7 Q -- assume, if the answer to the gquestion the

8 team was examining -- that is to say whether there was an
9 atmosphere of intimidation such that there is some

10 likelihood of impact on the safety or the guality of the
11 plant -- assuming the answer to that guestion were "yes,"
12 what would you consider the likelihood, stated either way,
13 that evidence of that would or would not show up in a |

14 survey oI this kind?

15 A I think evidence of it -- I think it's highly

16 likely that evidence of it would show up. And the reason
17 is because it is not necessary =-- not just evidence in any
18 single respondent's guestionnaire, but the pattern across
19 all respondents.

20 I'll give you an example of what I mean. With a

21 pattern, perhaps like the one that's here, where

22 prevailing opinion appears to be positive, or favorable

23 toward the company, but not universally so; where negative
24 views are not concentrated among a tiny number of people

25 but are spread across a large number of people; where
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there is no necessary pattern of a person being negative
on one and also negative on another; and to put it across
139 respondents and to produce a plausible pattern of
nonintimidation of that kind, would require interpersonal
collusion by 139 pecople. That is, the likelihood of that
ever being pulled off is very, very low.

Q May I take it, then, that given the portion of
the team's work that you conducteu, that you have a pretty
high level of confidence in the conclusions of the overall
report as well as your own conclusions?

A I have a high level of confidence in the overall
conclusions and in my conclusions about.the 1983 survey:
yes.

Q And do you have -- well, let's see if I can
clarify that a little.

Do yocu have a fairly high level of confidence that
those conclusions reflect the facts, even though you were
not on-site, did not have interviews, et cetera?

A I have a high level of ccnfidence they reflect
the facts as seen and interpreted and analyzed by other
team members. Facts other than the 1983 survey, of course,
are things that I did not analyze, have in hand, or
anything, when I did my specific piece of this. But the
fact that other things appear to be consistent with what I

saw in the limited piece I did gives me confidence that it
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1 is essentially correct.

2 BY MR. DU BOFF:

3 Q You worked independently as you said before; is
- that correct?

5 BN That's correct.

6 Q And as you were doing your own analysis, you

7 were not iniluenced by the fact, I take it, that your

8 colleagues had reached very similar conclusions looking at
9 a different data base; is that true?

10 A That is absolutelvy the case. .Because I had no

11 conversations with most of them, and, in fact was, I guess

12 at the time, unaware of the existence of two of them.

13 Q You could not have been influenced?

14 2 That's right.

15 Q Okay. Thank you.

16 MR. KAPLAN: Could I just =-- they hadn't been

17 hired. What's that?

18 MR. TREBY: I was going to suggest that you are
19 taking into their time --

20 MR. DU BOFF: Oh, that's fine. It's fine if he
21 wants tOo ask questions.

22 MR. KAPLAN: Just a quick comment, just for

23 David, we really hadn't talked too much. They hadn't

24 actually been hired at the time we talked.

25 BY MR. DU BOFF:
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Q On page 31 of the report, under the paragraph
that begins "level 1: Simple analysis responses," the
first sentence of that paragraph is -- reads as follows.
I'm quoting: "The questionnaire permits specific
ideatification of the attitudes and concerns of people in
the QC organization." Could you elaborate on that for us
just a bit?

A Well, the questions in the questionnaire dealt
with a variety of perceptions, attitudes, possible
concerns, substantively as distinct from the patterning of
responses. And that's what that -- that sentence
essentially says.

Q And did you feel that there was an opportunity
for a very broad expression of these attitudes? Is that
also part of what you are saying?

A Yes. I think so. Yes.

BY MR. HIRSCHHORN:

Q I take it, by the way, that your lack of
commuricaticn with the rest of the team continued after
you submitted your report; is that right?

A That. is correct, until, I guess, last week, I
had a conference call. Other than periodic telephone
calls from, I guess it was Mr. Kaplan, asking when I could
come in and give a depocition, I had no such contact after

submitting the report.
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Q So you had no involvement in any of the drafts,
et cetera, a stack of which we were looking at earlier?

A No.

BY MR. DU BOFF:

Q Was a major aspect of your analysis to determine
whether the 1983 survey responses were distorted in a way
that could have masked feelings of intimidation? That
level -- I'm really thinking of your level 2 analysis.

A I hesitate about the term "masked."

Part of my charge, as I saw it, was to determine
whether feelings of intimidation were reflected in the
responses, in ways that produced what one would suspect
was a distorted response. In that sense, yes, masking.
would be an appropriate term.

Hypothetically, for example, peoplé did feel
intimidated but were so intimidated that they wanted to
give a squeaky clean case that they weren't. In that
sense masking is appropriate.

Q S0 &n important part of your analysis was to
examire whether that had taken place, and you concluded
that it had not?

N That's correct.

(Discussion off the record.)
BY MR. DU BOFF:

Q On page C-10 =-- this is a real tough question =--
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two footnotes -
Right.

Let's see he
MR. DU BOFF:
Thank you.
MR. TREBY:
(Discussion
BY MR.

Q Doctor, when
was your understanding
looking for? Wwhat did
looking

A
intimidation in

Q And what di

A An excellent

dictiorary I kept

re.

estionnaire

be correct to reac
of 4 and 5?
Yes, they should.

I think that's all we've

7,34
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2 o
wej

we take a break.

£f record.)

ROISMAN:

you got the July 27th letter,

it was that you were

you understand you were to be
ooking for evidence of

responses.

erstand
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adverse consequences. So there were three components in
my mind: One was the overall phenomenon of the behavior:
the second was the act, verbal or behavioral that was
directed toward the subject individual; and the third part
was the feeling or emotion of the individual itself.

Q Now, when you looked at the questionnaires, if
you did not find all those elements then, as to a
particular answer to a particular question, did you then
draw the conclusion that that did not represent
intimidation?

A No. I think as I stated in my report at some
point here -- excuse me just a moment until I find it == I
said in there that =-- :

Q Which page zre you looking at, Doctor?

A This is on page C-4. That "the survey rzsults
in this report" =-- analyzed in this report -- "can contain
no direct reading on possible acts ¢f intimidation."” That
is, you would not, as you would if it were some sort of 24-hour
a day vileo taping, you would not be able to literally see
the act of intimidation. Nor can you get a direct reading
on the feeling or the emotion that is inside the
individual's head.

What you can get from it is evidence that a behavior
occurred on the part of the respondent, behavior in

responding to the questionnaire, that produces a pattern
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suggesting that the emotion felt was that of intimidation.
That's what I was able to lock at.

Q S0, in other words, what you really were looking
at was whether or not the persons felt intimidated about
answering the gquestionnaire?

A That's correct -- intimidated in answering the
questionnaire, I suppose I would say.

Q For instap ., if the whole 139 answers had been
wri;ten as though these pecple were working for the lord
himself, you would have been suspicious: ané if all 139
answers had come back and had said -- no answer at all,
you would have been suspicious.

A Yes.
Q You were looking for that kind of a pattern in
the answers?

A Yes. Though not necessarily that extreme to

arrive at those conclusions.

Q I understand.
A Yes.
Q I take it if the questionnaire hadn't been

designed and hadn't asked anything particularly about the
workplace, but had simply been a questionnaire to ask the
people about == if it had been to find out how they liked
lunch, you know ==

A Yes.
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Q == it could have served the same purpose that
you were interested in? You were trying to find out did
they feel comfortable about answering questions which
might have elicited from them some negative response, and,
if they did, then you would expect to see it in the
answers to the guestionnaires?

A Yes. If the questionnaire had contained nothing
about, let's say, innocuous items having little to do with
any real -- say, work-related thing =-- having to do with
issues of quality, issues of inspection, those kinds of
things; but, rather, dealt with the parking lot, lunch,
what do you think -- what is your =-- what do your friends
and family think about the fact that you work here, stuff
like that. Then I would have said, if I were to find some
pattern which suggested intimidation on that, I wouldn't
have known what to make of it. Maybe they were very
suspicious persons or something. But it was evidence of
intimidation around thnse issues, on the questionnaire.

Q How would your conclusions differ if you
believed that the guestioned people felt that their
identities would be known?

Ry If I believed that these people felt that their
identities would be known? Let me think about that for a
moment.

Considering the pattern cof responses, I suppose what it
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would lead me to

feeling of i

here now

through with this

to 25 percent of whatever is there, that is

Q Negative about what kind of thing?
you finding that they were negative about, that wasn't
intimidation?

A Well, negative about whatever the issue was.
don't have a copy of the questionnaire in front of me.
But negative about practices of management; negative about
policies of the company legative about one's supervisor,
and so on:

if I believed that these people did not feel that

identities were protected, I suppose I would feel

be even -- must be remarkably little

certainly felt free to say what

they

+ 3
«ilons

cond

that
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problems, but not intimidated about grousing and bitching
about management?

A I suppose it is possible. But I think it would
be highly unlikely. 1I'm trying to consider your question
carefully here.

As I understand it, the purpose of the questionnaire
was to elicit perceptions and views and opinions from the
QA/QC people, about matters having to do with their
ability to perform their reporting function. And the
questions -- some of them, as I rezall -- dealt rather
directly with the issue of your willingness or ability or
whatever to report some particular problem. Others,
perhaps, had less directly to do with it. But all were
around the issue of how free do you feel to speak up in
some sense, or to do your job. I'm not sure where I'm
taking that at this moment. Would you ask me your
guestion again?

Q Let me try again in a different vein. wﬂere did
you get your understanding cf wh:t the reason was for the
survey? How did ycu obtain that understanding? .

A 1 obtained that from the -- well, from two
places: From the July 27th letter, and from a telephone
conversation which my assistant at the office had had
initially with Mr. Kaplan. And, in that telephone

conversation, 1 can recall talking to my staff member when
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she called me, I asked, "intimidaticn about what?" And
she was not clear at that point. And the letter clarified
it.

Q No, that's a different gquestion. My gquestion is:
How did you know what this survey was designed to uncover?
Not how did you know what you were supposed to lock for in
the survey. How did you know what the author of the
survey intended to tind’out wirth the survey?

RS At the time I received -~ at the time I agreed
to do this, I had no idea what the auther of the survey
intended to lock at. As 1 looked at the content of the
guestions after I received the questionnaires, it became
clear that the author <of the sirvey wanted tc ask these
QA/QC pecple about the &limate that existed in a number of
areas, supervision, management practices, policies,
whatever -- the climate that existed that could
conceivably affect their ability or their feeling cf
freedom to do their job in the best possible way., 1t
became apparent when 1 saw the content of the gues:ions.

Q That's what you perceived was the motivasior of
the questionnaire. Not that you got any information
regarding what that person stated was the motivation or
intent?

A I distinguished between the person, author of

the survey's motivaticn, anéd what he or she prcoposed

(ad
O
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measure by getting responses about it.

The distinction I'm making is that the individual who
designed this survey may have had many, many motives in
mind for designing the survey. You know, to collect the
information, to get a promotion =-- anything. I couldn't
say anything about the person's motivation. But I could
look at the content of the questions and determine what it
was the individual was attempting to measure.

Q It may merely be semantic but it seems -- you
don't mean what he intended. You mean what you perceived
what, if you had written the survey, you would have
intended. ‘You have no idea what he intended. No one
shared his testimony --

A You are quite correct. I have no reading on
that individual's intent. I am inferring the intent from
what I saw from the gquestionnaire.

Q Right. Now, were you aware that with regard to
the "Williamsf group, the l2-people group, that sometime
prior tc the time the survey was done, that most if not
all of those people had been persora.ly interviewed by the
man vho was there, the ultimate boss under whom these
pecple who answered the questions worked, for the purpose
of finding out what complaints they had about Harry
Williams?

A I was not aware of that at all at the time. Not
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1 at all.
2 Q Assuming for a moment that that's correct, does
that alter in any way your judgment about the willingness
of them to express on the written guestionnaire any
problems that they had with Harry Williams, if they had
already had a meeting at which they discussed those issues
with the man who initiated the survey?

A I don't think my reading on it would be much

MRS Ry EEN TR TR TRIE

affected by that, because one could imagine aimost

10 offsetting consiquonces from that. In other words, people,
il as a result of that, might feel that they had ventilated
12 whatever was in their minds and therefore they didn't have
i3 to put it on paper. Some might feel that way. Others

14 might feel it was now legitimate to respond negatively

15 about Williams, or whatever, so there would be no, in my
16 mind, n0 clear impact that ] would expect that to have.

17 Q Wouldn't it confuse the Williams results for the
18 purpcse of your analysis of whether or not pecple were

19 freely being critical in the surveys, as indicative of

20 their lack of a feeling of intimidation? Would it make

21 the Williams data somewhat confusing?

22 A Not realily.

23 Q Sc you'd feel just as solid about the Williams
24 data, even though the people whco are zalking about

Williams have previously expressed those concerns
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perscnally to the supervisor, under questioning from the
supervisor?

A If what you describe were what I knew, the
answer to your question is: Yes, I would still feel about
that as I do.

MR. TREBY: Could you keep your voice up?
WITNESS BOWERS: Okay.
BY MR. RCISMAN:

Q Now, in deoing the analysis that you did, how did
you factor in the substantive answer that indicated a
dissatisfaction with management practices? Did you count
that as a sign of a lack of a feeling of intimidation
because the people were willing to say that in the
questionnaire?

A To me, that was evidence that, indeed, there was
not some strong feeling of intimidation. They were
willing to, in those instances where they did, to say so.

Q I take it that if they believed that it was
anonymous, and that no one would know wh¢ said it, that
would give them a little more leeway to say it than it
would have if he knew that their names would be known:
isn't that true?

A Yes. I would agree with that,

Q How did you deal -~ we talked about this a

little bit yesterday -- with what we called the Catch-22
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phenomenon in this survey? If they don't say anything is
wrong it could eithgr mean that nothing is wrong or they
are afraid to speak up. If they do indicate a problem,
then it either indicates that there's a problem or that
there is not a problem because they are not afraid to
speak up.

How do you deal with that in the context of this survey
and giving an analysis of it?

A If they say there is a problem -- I'm just
repeating back what you said. If they say there is a
problem, it's either that there is a problem or there is

not a problem because they are --

Q Willing to say there is a problem.
A That was the statement you made.
Q That's right. When the problem is intimidation,

that's what makes it the potential Catch-22 problem.

A I guess my ansver to that is, if you were asking
questions directly about intimidat.on, I mean referring
directly to intimidation, I wovld say “h:t would be
perplexing. But if you are asking guestions about other
things, things conceivably related to intimidation, then
~t seems to me it's less a problem because if -~ and also
you have to take into account how many people, you know,
what proportion of them rather than any single one. But

if, in large numbers they are willing to describe the



20990.0
BRT

—

. W W sl W

242

existence of problems and are not universally positive, or
something, it suggests that there is that freedom to
express it.

On the other hand, if the large majority of them are in
large part favorable and selectively negative, that
collective pattern to me indicates an absence of
intimidation.

I'm not sure whether I have answered your question or
not.

Q You have done -- I mean I think you've answered
what I think is about all that one can say on that.

If you had been called in by Comanche Peak in 1983 and
asked to design a survey of the workforce to determine
whether or not they felt inhibition in reporting safety
proﬁlems, how would you have gone about doing that? What
would your technique have been for developing a survey and
how close to what you would éavelop is this survey?

A I suppose the first thing, if I had been called
in to do that, the first thing I would have done. because
it's the first thing ! do in a generation of surveys that
are to be applied to a unique site, is to do some
relatively unstructured interviewing around the
organization, making it clear that I am an outsider; that
whatever they say is confidential and will not be revealed

as their response to anyone; but, get from them issues,
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1 descriptions, or -- descriptions of situations or

2 practices or whatever that they would consider to be

3 intimidating.

I would not go around and say, or ask them if they had

been intimidated, because I think then you are getting

into the whole problem that we are talking about here.

which, if a person in Comanche Peak felt intimidated, the

kinds of things that would produce that intimidation. And

-
5
6
7 But I would ask them, probably, for the kinds of things
# :
9
0

from that I would then generate survey questions.

11 Q And how -- these survey gquestions, would you say

12 that this survey is the one you would have generated?

13 A + I would say that the questions that were asked

14 in this qguestionnaire could well have emerged from that

15 process; yes. Since I did not do that process, I don't

16  know what whoever did it, assuming they did it, or

17 something analogous to it =- I don't know what

18 materialized from that. But these gquestions would be =--

19 are very plausibly things that would be in a questionnaire

20 that would resulct; yes.

21 Q In that kind of a guesticnnaire, would the style

22 of question, the "mostly yes" "mostly no" approach be the

23 kind that you'd proba%ly use?

24 A Personally I probably would not opt for that.

It's adequate. But sort of at root is the trade-o

12 )
"
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between the fineness of discrimination that's regquired and
the amount of information that is lost. That is, a
S-point scale is parhaps optimal because if you go beyond
that in numbers of categories of response, you gain very
little information while confusing the respondent. And as
you go down from 5 toward 2, you lose this fineness of
discrimination, in that sense some information. But if
all you are really after is an overall answer of "yes" or
“no," this would probably be adequate. I probably would
have gone to some larger number of scale points, maybe S.

Q How much is the answers to the questions
distorted by the "mostly" in there, which implies that it
must be At least 51 percent of the time the condition
described exists, and thus the person who says: Yes, it's
happened but doesn't happen all the time =- how would thiQ
survey distort away that data point?

A Well, the "mostly yes"/"mostly no" two-response
category thing essentlally forces the individual to throw
it one way or the other or else not respond.

If they are truly torn -- well, there are some things
I've seen in things like that before too, it wasn't
necessarily that. They responded -- they checked both
boxes. Or they write something in the margin saying: Yes,
sometimes, but not all the time. Or whatever. I didn't

fird that, really.
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It forces them to judge one way or the other on the

" basis of some combination of the frequency and the

significance of it. So it's not just how often it happens,
but how large it is in their minds, how important it is in
their minds, in combination with frequency, that causes
them to leap one way or the other.

If -- would having it that way cover up sicnificant
acts of intimidation, significant incidents o:
intimidation? I guess that's the thrust of your question.

Q Yes.

A It might. But I think my feeling would be it
probably wouldn't, or would do so rarely. Because if the
intimidation were truly significant to a significant
number of people, I would think it =-- that fee}ing, and
not just the frequency of it =-- would push them toward
whatever the other category is.

Let's say it was one of the positive worded items, it
would tend to push them towards "mostly yes" -- "mostly no."

Q What is your understanding of the nature of the
kind of work that these people were doing which they might
or might not have been intimidated from doing right?

A My understanding, I suppose, is that they are
responsible for checking, inspecting the quality of
various aspects of construction as it occurs, whether it

amounts to welding something or %o putting pipes on
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hangers, or whatever. Something like that. It could be
concrete. It could be anything. Wiripg.

Q Was it your understanding that most of their
work involved fairly objective -- this is either right or
it's not right? They had to say either it's okay or not
okay, on a very objective evaluation basis?

A I suppose it would be my expectation or
understanding, knowing the rather stringent reguirements
that the NRC generally puts iﬁ these areas, that there are
fairly definite, clear requirements, standards, whatever,
that the work must meet, however it is defined. And that
they, indeed, have those -- whatever -- if I want to say
checklist or whatever -- that they have thosc.and those
are known to them. And they are looking to see whether,
indeed, they have been adhered to.

They are not called in to look a*% something and say:
Yes, I don't think that looks too bad. But rather it's
much more precise than that.

Q SO0 that your expectation is that they, this
group of 139 pecple, would know whether they were doing
something wrong that they should be doing right, and would
then have a sense of: Well, am I doing it wrong because
I'm intimidated? Or because I'm told every time you do it
wrong we'll give you an extra $50, whatever it was -- that

they would know whether they were doing it right or wrong?
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A I would assume that they would know whether they

were doing it right or wrong; that it would not be a

situation which you might run intoc in much less == oh, I
call it critical areas -- where it isn't important whether
it's really right or wrong. You know? 1It's not a
situation like that. That they know it is held tc be
important and they know what meets or exceeds the required
estandards. I would assume that.

Q How would you go about getting the answer to the.
question: Are you being inhibited from doing what you

should do, the right thing -- where the person who is

_ being inhibited doesn't realize that they are not doing

the right thing? That is, that they are subjectively
biasing their judgment on a series of judgmental decisions,
but they don't know that they are doing it?

A Because they don't know the standards?

Q Because the standards are not so objective.
They are not as objective as the assumptions that we have
juet been talking about, but they are more subjec:ive.

How would you go about getting the answer to the
question: Is this person in fa:t being intimidated and
acting in a way that they would not act if these events
didn't exist or the persons themselves don't realize it?

A Well, you know, there are two parts to the

problem you just posed. The issue of intimidation could
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still be looked at in this way, or something analogous to
it. The issue of their doing it wrong because they don't

know what's right --

Q No. .No.

A No?

Q That isn't what I meant. Let me give you an
example.

At this plant ther= were two ways of reporting
nonzonforming conditions. One was called an NCR, an? one
was called an IR. For reasons I will not bore you with,
management just loved the IR and they didn't very much
like the NCR. But the criteria of when you would use the
IR and when you would use the NCR were 'not so objective
that it was clear in every situation, that it was clear
this was an IR or there was an NCR situation. Many of the
people who worked for Harry Williams had had a great deal
of dispute among them for quite some time over whether
they should use the IR, or whether they should use the NCR.
Harry Williams had\already given them a now intamous
speech on that situation, and so had another man named Ron
Tolson, whose name you may also have come across. 50 it
would be an issue cn which there would be a lot of
management pressure.

And it would be an issue in which I think it's fair to

assume that management did not want to see NCRs, except
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1 when it was absolutely necessary and there was no option.

2 But it wasn't always clear to the person in the field when

w

there was clearly to be an NCR. And it was always a gray
area there. You might decide to make it an IR.
Now, these people are now being asked the question:

Are you being discouraged from doing what you think is

S S WS

right? Well, they know what they are supposed to do, but
they get faced with a number of situations in the field in

which it is not crystal clear. And they tend to bias

& W

their decisién.tcwards the one which geté them less
11 negative response from management.
12 How can you find out in a questionnaire that those

' 33 people are being discouraged from doing what their natural
14 judgment tells them they should do, by the knowledge that
15 there will be a negative response if they go toward the
16 NCR rather than toward the IR? How do you design the
g questionnaire to get at that question?
18 A I suppose -- well, there are several approaches
19 one might consider. One could design guestions that
20 directly dealt with that. You know, how often do you
21 submit something as an IR that really should be an NCR?
22 Questions like that. You directly ask it. .
23 Another would be to frame questions that dealt with
24 hypothetical problems that should be one or the other:;

25 that you truly knew would be one or the other, and ask
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them in the question what they would do with it? That
would be another way to do it.

Q Yes.

A Beyond that, I am not sure what I would do. 1I'd
have to think about that for scme time. Those are at
least two possibiiities.

Q How, at all, does this survey, the 1983 survey.

give you an answer to.that kind of issue? The issue of
the person who is not consciously aware that they are not
doxng something that they should do, or that they are
being -- that their subjective is directing them away from
courses of action where there is a judgment to be made, if
one course of action looks like it is going to give them a
negative response?

A In this survey, it would not be that specific
issue that would be addressed. It would be that issue as
part of an overall feeling or climate of intimidation.

In other words, the situztion you described is a very
specific, concrete situation. Specific, concrete
situations are not really assezsed in a questionnaf}e like
this that deals with the more general issue.

Q That's right. I didn't mean my qu;stion to be
related to the particular NCR/IR, but to the generic issue:
How well does this survey help you learn whether there is

a subconscious biasing that's taking place as a result of
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regative responses? How does this discover whether those
biases really exist and whether these people find those
negative responses?

A It seems to me that's a part of the question
that's addressed by the pattern of responding as opposed
to the substance of the response; that if there are
subconscious or unconscious feelings like that that are
steering people away from doing anything controversial,
that it should show up in this overall pattern of
intimidation anyway.

Q Is that how you looked at this? Is that the
issue was whether these people were being discouraged from
doing anything controversial? Your premisq was to exarine
and see whether there was a pervasive discouragement of
doing the controversial?

A No. I wouldn't say that that was what guided me
in this. I used that term, I guess, as an outgrowtn of
your illustration of IRs and NCRs, which did scund
controversial saomehqQw.

But the issue that I was addressing here was whether
“he pattern reflected an underlying feeiing of
intimidation, which may have come from acts that one is ==
that they were directly aware of, or of things that they
were not directly conscious of but which nevertheless

influenced their behavior in the response to the
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questionnaire.

Q Would the questionnaire find indicacions of --
let me take that back.

Give me a couple of examples of what, in your mind,
would be the kind c¢f intimidating actions that you think
Qould have been present at Comanche Peak, if there were
intimidating actions present. 1In other words, some idea,
what did you think there was if you had gone down and you
had been able to do your £full, in-depth survey, what did
you think was meant in specific about intimidation?

A Well, it seems to me intimidation can cover a
fairly wide range of acts and their effects, their
emotional effects.

For example, maybe at one extreme would be a statement
from the compauy tacked up on the bulletin board saying
that anyone who reports anyching will be fired. All right?
That would be pretty intimidating.

Q Reports anything? What do you mean?

A Anything unfavorable, any problems. Sort of "don't

nobody bring no bad news" kind of injunction.

Q Let me just stop you there because I really want
to get at what -- because you were not part of the team's
evolutionary process. You didn't read the thousands and
thousands of pages of deposition which may explain why you

were willing to work for a substantially lower daily rate
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than anybody else. You sat at your cabin in Michigan =--
they had the other things.

But in the context of this it sounds to me like you
were looking for just what y_u just described; tha* is,
you were looking for a company that basically was trying
to get the word out to everybody that bad news is
unacceptable?

A No, I was anchoring one end of a diétribution at
that point. Not stating that as the ==

Q Give me the other end of your distribution.

A Okay. The other end would be intimidation that
is induced because of, let's say, expressions or maybe not

even verbal -- implications of disapproval.

Q Disapproval of what?

A Of the individual. 1In other words =--

Q No; of the individual for doing what?

A For doing anything. I mean, if it's doing --

let's say doing their job exactly -- scmeone might frown,
scowl or even verbally say something about "you are too
fussy" or whatever. That would be mildly intimidating, to
me. Certainly nowhere near as great as a direct threat to
you that: "If you do that or don't do that,.you will be
fired."

‘a

Q Ail right. You look like you are old enough to

remember Jerry Lee Lewis. Do you remember Jerry Lee Lewis? -
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1 A Yes.

2 Q Remember his song about blue suede shoes?

3 A Yes.

B Q Remember what he says in the song: You can do

5 anything you want to do but don't step on my blue suede

6 shoes."

7 How effectively does this survey deal with the "don't
8 step on my blue suede shoes," if the blue suede shoes are:
9 "Don't do anything that will slow down the production of
10 this plant but grouse on anything else you want"? Just

11 how gocd a survey is it for that?

12 A It deals with that issue, among others. Does it
13 deal with that issue alone, in a way or to a degree that

14 would permit you to know, in great detail, whether that
15 was a problem? The answer would be "probably not." You
16 wouldn't know in great detail, though you would know, I
17 think, that that was a problem as part of a broader

18 picture of intimidation.

19 Q When you did your analysis of ‘he survey from
20 the perspective of whether the way in which answers were
r presented, did they reflect existence of an intimidating
22 atmosphere, did you draw a distinction betweén people who
23 were willing to grouse about everything but blue suede
24 shoes, and those who just were willing to complain about

- the blue suede shoes? Those who were just willing to
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focus their complaints on the issue of whether production
was taking precedence over other considerations like
safety?

A Well, I did look, particularly in the responses
to that last writing question, 20, look at that kind of
distinction. 1In fact I think that's indeed kind of
implied by the four categories that I clustered things
into; that is, complaints about wages, hours, so forth, on
up to suggestions of intimidation. Or more serious
complaints about procedures, safety, and the like. There
is that kind of distinction in that.

Q But what way does that cut in terms of the issue:
Did the survey answers reveal a willingness on the part of
people to complain about matters of intimidation that
interfered with them doing their .job. What do the number
of negative answers tell you about that? Does it tell you
that they were free to express that complaint, that they
were not free to express it, or you can't draw any
conclusions about it?

A I'm not certain one can draw a conclusion about
that distinction. What one can say is that Fhey did not ==
they felt free to complain about a wide array of things,
80 that it was clear, you know, that they did not feel
that they were in a situation in which one never

complained about anything == you know, you couldn't
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criticize or complain about anything.
Q Yes.
A It's clear that a few people, five of them, felt

free to complain about things related to safety or

procedures or even just to say "somebody was intimidating

me.

Q Could five -- it may not be five, right? It
could only be as many as three?

A I was lumping those two categories together.

Q But I was saying it could be the two that are in
category 3 are part of the three that are in category 4.
This chart didn't suggest that you had parsed it carefully
enough to know whether there's double counting?

A ~ As I recall, there is not dohble counting. I
believe -- I think it is five.

Q All right. Five out of the 139 is not, in and
of itself, is not evidence -~ just because five complained,
that therefore they didn't feel an inhibition to complain
about items 3 and 4; is it? 1t daesn't give you any clue
on that, does it?

A I think the answer is "Yes." But let me =-- the
questionnaire results do not tell you about ;omething that
might 2xist but that one would 2xpect to have not exist if
it did.

Q One of the conclusions that you reached was
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there were enough people complaining about conditions at

the plant that you could not conclude that there was an
atmosphere in which complaining about conditions at the
plant was being discouraged.

A That's correct.

Q Now my question tO you is: Were there enough
people complaining about serious safety procedural
problems or actual acts of intimidation, that you could
say that there was not an atmosphere at the plant that
discouraged them from complaining about those two thing

A That's where I got into that tongue-twister.
cannot conclude that what I do not see exists.

Q But I'm asking you to conclude the opposite.

s?

I

I'm asking you your conclusions, your positive conclusions.

Can you make the positive conclusion that there was not
atmosphere that discouraged people from reporting the

kinds of things that are in your categories 3 and 4 on

page C=-107?
A Ckay. Now I think I am on to the guestion.
Q Okay. I'm sorry if I got you confused.
A No, it's all right. I cannot conc;ude anythi

about what went on in that plant. All I can conclude i
what is reflected in the survey responses.
Q Okay. Even looking at the survey responses,

the survey responses give you a basis to say that the

an

ng

do
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people who believed that there were serious problems with
procedure and safety, and the people who believed that
they were being intimidated from reporting those problems,
were free to speak up?

A Does it permit me to conclude that? It does not
permit me to conclude that =-- I want to put an adverb on
it == I don't want to be redundant. I was going to say
"conclusively."

I cannot say that beyond any shadow of a doubt. Right?
That I can't say.

Q I'm not asking you to do that. Whatever was the
level of confidence with which you said this survey shows
that people were not discouraged or didn't feel
discouraged from complaining; to that level of confidence,
can you say that they were not discouraged about
complaining about serious procedures and safety problems?

A 1 can conclude that there is, in my judgment, a
high likelihood that people who are intimidated by an
arxganization, for example, on something of great
consequence, will not say, therefore: But I'm free to
complain about other things.

I mean, it seems to me that most human beings, if
someone hits them with that kind of intimidation, will sa¥y:
Well, the heck with it. 1I'm just going to stay clear of

it. I'm not going to complain about anything. Not draw
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can't be sure. And it seems to me in situations in
organizations, where the organization is seen as likely to
clobber someone who complains about something in a
particularly important area, I would guess that the effect
becomes generalized, at least for that period of time,
whatever it is. Just, you know: "Stay out of the way.
Don't complain about anything. Be safe." You know?

Q But your premise is "clobber." What if it's
just that when you report a safety problem you find
yourself in three different meetings at which people are
expecting you to justify why it was that you repd}ted that
safety problem, and it's made you feel uncomfortable. You
just felt like ~- that wasn't worth it. It wasn't worth
it for me to go to those three meetings and have three of
my supervisors question me about "How come you wrote the
NCR, why wasn't it an IR?" Not in a nasty way, but people
don't like having to justify themselves to other people.
"I'm told you don't like it here. I wouldn't if I were.on
the other side."

It's not a clobbering. It isn't that management docked
you five days pay. 1It's that they dealt with you at that
other end of your spectrum.

Now, why would that make you reluctant, particularly
when asked the question: Do you think you are making

enough money? To say: No, I don't think I'm making
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enough money.

Why would the rational person assume that they would
alsa be subjected to some kind of an inquisition situation
over that issue?

A No, I don't think that they would be subjected
to an inquisition situation over it. But then in this
instance, it is not someone going around asking them if
they are paid enough. 1It's the issue of: 1In this climate,
whatever it is, can you safely complain about something?

In the exampie you gave it would be clear'to an
individual in that kind of a climate that it was -- it was
not to your advantage, best interests or whatever, to
complain about "this" category of things. Would you
therefore feel that if you complained about other
categories of things would it amount to anything?

My hunch is that complaining about the wages and hours,
or benefits, you know =-- you may not run into a stone wall
of intimidation but you probably will run into bureaucracy,
legal reqguirements, contract laws, prevailing wage rates,
we don't do it that way, we can't do it this way -- all
the things we run into in large organizationg. Anc there
is a risk there, too, not necessarily of being clobbered
here, either, but of being seen as a whiner, a chronic nag,
or whatever. And that would not be pleasant either.

To. the extent that it is simply unpleasant treatment,
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1 if one wants to call it that, that's at issue. I'm not

2 sure these others are devoid of that either. And if i+ is

something more serious that is sort of -- I won't say
- "promised," but whatever it is sitting in the background =--
5 my hunch would be that it would generalize to any
6 complaints.
? B Are you suggesting that when a person raise a
& +aint, if nothing is done that after a while they stop

9 raising the complaint? That the failure to do anything
10 about the complair* is itself an inhibitor in their

11 r:ising the complaint subsequently?

12 A It can be an inhibitor. But you can't rely on
13 its being an inhibitor. That is, if you raise a complaint
14 --and someone =-- who;ver -=- doesn't do anything about it:
15 they raise it again, they don't do anything about it; you
16 raise it; a third time they still don't 4o anything about
17 it; some individuals will say, "Well, wh&at the heck. I
18 might as well not raise it. I might as well save my

19 breath."

20 Other people, however, will be precisely the opposite.
21 I'm referring to the FAA thing I did two years ago. 1In
22 that instance the controllers had complained.about

23 conditions for years and gotten nowhere. It didn't stop
24 them complaining about conditions. What it led to was

25 rebellion.
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certainly end up with less complaints
overall. You are saying some people will persevere
through it but some will
complaining class;
A Some will

be cne way or
simply saying i u them to more serious
would one call i re serious behavior about
issues, rather than to

(Discussion off the record.)

BY MR. ROISMAN:

Q 3 \ report itse

C, which deals with the 1983 survey =--

section?

A
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Q So the only parﬁ of this document that's called
"EG&G report" that you personally reviewed before it was
completed and/or that you wrote, is part C that has your
name on it; correct?

A That's right. That is correct.

Q Now, does your answers earlier to questions by
the other counsel regarding whether you were suppor:tive of
the results of the entire report, that's not based upon
your doing the work yourself?

A That's cérroct.

Q You have read over the report, it sounds
reasonable to you if everything that they saw would have
caused them to reach those conclusions?

A That's correct.

Q At the beginning of your report on C-4, you say
“the survey results analyzed can contain no direct reading
about possible acts of intimidation. It also contained no
direct reading about the feeling or emotion of the
respondents. What they can contain is evidence that the
responses were distorted in ways congruent with
intimidation having been felt."

When you read that, what I understood you to be saying
was, essentially, that I am disregarding these surveys for

their substantive content and I'm looking at them as

indicative of a process. 1If the employees felt
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intimidated, I weould expect to see it show up in the way

in which they answered the guestions, rather than the

specific content of the answers. And that you were not

going to draw conclusions about whether they substantively

did or didn't give you examples of intimidation or not,

but that you were only going to look tdO see whether or not

that they answered certain guestions or didn't, what

patterns you could say had emerged from that? Am I --

s not what I tried to say in that

Good. Maybe you could explain it

again. Because I was not sure about it at all.

A Ne. That'
parngtaph;

Q All right.
then,

A

Other than the behavior, the timidity behavior

which I-treated as sort of the overall, or first indicator

supported by two other things, namely an act that induceéd

it and an emotion that was a reaction to it =-- okay?

Gther than that behavior, the survey itself is not -- it's

not a snapshot of those acts that you might get if you =--

if you somehow got a reading upon the behavior of Joe

Dokes,

that.

September 5,

1981 =~ whatever. Okay? It is not

It can describe whole categories of, like supervisory

style

2r something.

that specific act.,

Q

Yes.

But it is not a direct reading on

Okay?
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A It also is not a direct reading on the emotion
that is inside the individual, such as what you might get
if you did an examination of hormonal level changes.

Q Yes.

A Rather, what it is is a reading upon what the
respondents said, and the pattern with which they =-- %he
pattern they used in saying it, that, as an act =-- yes, as
a behavicr, a set of behaviors in this case, can be
reasonably assumed to imply the other two legs of the
stool. 1In other words, to imply that there was a feeling
in these people of apprehension and whatever, intimidation:
and that, therefore, there had to have been an act, an act
at least perceived by them, that would induce it.

ks ‘Now, in your examination on the intimidation
question, do you look only at whether there was indication,
as the letter to you on the 27th suggests -- of management
intimidating?

A I did not specifically orient myself exclusively
to management intimidation, though L wauld assume that 1
was limiting myself to intimidation in the organizational
setting and not, let's say, intimidation com;ng from being
brought up to say "nobody likes a complainer." Not that
kind of intimidation.

Q Well, in your instructions in the July 27th

letter, you are told, for instance -~ let's see == "this
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is distinct from intimidation that some inspectors may
have felt from actions on the part of crafts person:gl."
Now, the questionnaire that you looked at might have scme
guestions about crafts.

A That's right.

Q Did you follow that instruction? Did you
disregard that, the statements regarding perception of
intimidation or perception of pressure or conflicts with

the craft personnel?

A I did not ignore those ideas.

Q All right. What did you do with it?

A I treated them as I did all of the other items.
Q When you say you treat them as you did all the

other items, did they show up in your listing on page C-10,
under categories 3 and 4?7 If a craft person =-- if they
said, "Well, craft was trying to get me not to do it the
right way," if that statement were made, would it show up
under statement 37

A It would show up in here. Where, specifically --
I'm not quite certain where I would put it. But I did not
drop any of the written-in responses on the grounds that
they dealt with crafts and the letter said that was not
the issue.

Q No, but it is very important. 1I'm puzzled that

you wouldn't know which category you would put them into.
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There were some statements that said that craft was
discouraging us from finding prcblems, or would argue with
us and so forth. Did you call that number 12? Or did you
call that number 3?

A I would call that number 3, if they said
something about, you know, somebody -~ craft is always
getting its way, or that crafts people get all the goodies,
or something like that. Then I probably would put it in
number 2. But if it dealt with issues of safety and so
forth, then 1 definitely would put it under categery 3.

MR. TREBY: Why don't we take a couple of
minutes. Realign ourselves.

(Discussion off the record.)

EXAMINATION OF PANEL RESUMED

MR. TREEY: We are up to, now, the last phase, I
guees -- the last two hours.

DR. MARGULIES: Let's try to stick to that
because I really want to try tc catch my plane.

(Discussion off the record.)

BY MR. HIRSCHHORN:

Q Dr. Bowers, there was some colloguy between you
and Mr. Roisman about the section of the report itself
that reviews your findings, your cenclusions, and you
indicated that you had neither written it nor been

consulted about it.
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That's correct.

A
Q Have you had an opportunity to read it?
A

Yes.

Q And would you say that it accurately reflects
your own findings and conclusions? :

A It accurately summarizes them; yes.

Q Even if, hypothetically, Mr. Roisman's premises,
namely that the criteria for inspections or for the
inspector's work were subjective rather than objective,
and that intimidation was strictly limited to the safety

11 area and accident was perhaps even encouraged, if not

12 tolerated in other areas, even if those premises were,

13 wouldn't you have expected the 1983 survey to have

14 . _reflected what intimidation there was?

15 A I would have expected it to reflect whatever

16 intimidation there was, because I think it's very

17 difficult to set things up in an organization as

18 selectively intimidating.

19 Q I'm not sure who would be the best person,

20 perhaps Mr. Kaplan or Dr. Stratton, could summarize for us

21 the process by which the team reached its conclusions?

22 And by that I mean, I got a sense, although i don't think
it was crystal clear, from yesterday's discussions, that
at least Dr. Margulies and Mr. Rice went off and spent

some time on the data and then the team met, either
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physically together or by conference call, and then they
went off and met again. I wonder if you could describe
that in as much detail as can you recall.

A (WITNESS KAPLAN) Correct. Ckay. Basically the
study team people were hired on the understanding of what
the scope of the study was to be, they were to deal with
the climate of intimidation. They were told that a number
of depositions, reports would be sent to them. That they
were to read those. And we would get back together after
a few-week périod and begin writing a report.

In terms of getting started, I believe Chuck Rice took
the initiative of saying: Well, let's get a little more

refinement on what our definition of "intimidation" is, seo

-that we are all reading for the same kinds of things. And

Chuck checked around, as I understand, because now we are
in the time period when I was on vacation == Chuck checked
around with Newt and Bill, and got a concurrence that that
seemed tO be an adequate working definition, a general
guideline to help get started.

Am I giving you too much detail?

Q No. That's fine.

A Okay. So basically, then, people went off, did
their reading independently. Then the next time they met
was in Idaho Falls on Friday, the S5th or so. They met in

Idaho Falls and we had an evening meeting. 1 guess it
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wasn't Friday -- it was a Sunday night.
A (WITNESS RICE) Sunday night?
A (WITNESS KAPLAJN) And at that time people were

asked for the first time what their conclusions were: or
what they were finding. Basically w2 were getting ready

to write a report.

Q That would be Sunday, August S5th?
A (WITNESS STRATTON) Right.
Q So that would be after Dr. Bower's report was

dated if not received?

A (WITNESS KAPLAN) Dr. Bower's report had been
seen by me. I don't know if Dr. Stfatton had seen it.
Margulies had not and Rice had not. They received it for
the first time, actually, Monday.

And at that point I checked around the table to ask
primarily -- well, to ask Rice and Margulies, and Bill, I
believe, and I had had some discussion -- asked these
other guys what their findings were, what their
conclusions were, in a summary kind of way. And basically
their overall findings were the same; basically, that
there had not been a clirate of intimidation,

Because we were 8o close in what the assessment of the
situation was, it was decided to write an integrated
report.

There might be more reasons for having decided to write



20990.0
BRT
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Then we proceeded the next day to say what would the
categories of the report be and divided up the work in
terms of people taking a shot at writing a first draft for
different sections of the report. That's how we got
started.
Q So that it is accurate to say that three
independent -~ strike that.

It is accurate to say that three different individuals,

¥ © Y & P » W 9 »

each selected for a particular field of expertise, and
each examining at least pars if not most of the raw data,
reached the same basic conclusion?

A Correct.

. ... BY MR, DU BOFF:

Q Dr. Bowers, have you read the definition of
intimidation in the report?

R (WITNESS BOWERS) Yes.

Q I believe it's at page 5.

A Yes.

Q You are familiar with it., 1Is that definition
consistent with appendix € and the conclusions that you
set forth in appendix C?

A I think it ie. The difference, to the extent

there is a difference in the body of the report, treats

the behavior as a separate and sort of co-equal category.
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1 1 treated it as an overall category, with two
2 triggering subcomponents -- all three parts are in my
3 definition as it is in theirs.
“ Q All three parts are in the definition you use?
5 .A Yes.
€ Q Can you turn to page 5 of the report? The five
7 bullet paragraphs there, those indicators are all
8 consistent with your definition as well?
9 A Let me examine them a moment.
10 They are all consistent with it. They state in much
11 greater detail what I stated and dealt with in more
12 general terms. i
13 Q Turning to the 1983 survey responses, in your
; 14 . .analysis of the responses did you == did they suggest to
15 you any feeling on the part of the respondents that their
16 identity would be disclosed?
17 A Saw nothing that suggested that.
18 MR. DU BOFF: That's all I have. Thank you ==
19 oh, Mack, you have some questions.
20 BY MR. WATKINS:
21 Q Dr. Margulies, yesterday I believe you stated
22 that in assessing the data, all the data, yo; focused more
23 on inhibitors than on facilitators; is that correct?
24 A (WITNESS MARGULIES) Yes. I said I was more
25 interested in looking -~ since the question was, "Is there
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a climate of intimidation," I was more interested in
trying to discover what would be the producers, the
factors that would contribute to that. That's right.
MR. TREBY: Keep your voice up.
BY MR. WATKINGS:
Q S0 you focused more on the negative than on the
positive?
MR. TREBY: Wait. Don't nod. Answer.
A (WITNESS MARGULIES) I'm sorry == yes.
Q In assessing climate, isn't that like counting

rainy and snowy days and ignoring sunny days altogether?

A The question wasn't to produce a report that
described the climate profile at Comanche Peak. That
wasn't the charge.

Q Wouldn't positive management attributes,
pceitive management acticns, tend to mitigate the negative
aspects?

A Well, if you look at some of the indicators, I
mean there are things that fall into that general category.
We were interested in seeing the degree to which
management took prompt and effective action; the degree to
which the management protected tne job oecutity of
individuals -~ 80, 1 mean it wasn't something that was
totally ignored,

But I'm saying as a focal point, as a target for
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exploring the issue, we tended to look more at the
contributors to the climate. But we didn't ignore the
others. I mean those were part of the indicators.

Q In that sense, in any event, your approach was
more conservative than not, wasn't it, in assessing
climate of intimidation?

b3 I wouldn't use that word. 1I1'd say it was more

focused. 1I'd say it was more focused.

Q Mr. Rice, do you agree?
A (WITNESS RICE) Yes.
Q Doctor, you mentioned yesterday that there's

Qery little in the literature regarding intimidation,
industrial organization intimidation. What is ;hcro
little about in the literature, exactly? What were you
looking for that you didn't £ind?

A (WITNESS MARGULIES) There are various ways of
defining "climate" in the literature. There are various
ways of dimensionalizing "climate." There's very little
in-trumentation._tor exampie, that specifically measures
climate of intimidation, or intimidation specifically as
an element of climate.

Secondly, I find very little specific research on the
impacts of an intimidating climate. And I think I 4id a
regsonably thorough literature search.

C You mentioned that you did £ind literature on
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power?
A Oh, vyes.
Q Can you tell me what that is?

A Oh, there's lots of information on sources of
organizational power, how éower is used in crgarizations,
particular modes of utilizing power in conflict resolution,
various dimensions of power; and, subsequently,
organizational politics, these days, is very popular.

Q Did you use any of those macerials in conducting
your survey? Your study?

A I find that they were sort of general, and I am
familiar with the literature, but not terribly pointed to
help focus this study.

Q . -.Did .you plan to write anything for pubpication
regarding your participation in this enterprise?

A Well, to be perfectly honest, I was sitting over
there actually watching the behavior of the attcrneys and
I == no, I'm just kidding.

(Laughter.)
A (WITNESS MARGULIES) I'm just quipping.
Q You have my consent.
(Discussion off the record.)
A (WITNESS MARGULIES) The nction crossed my mind.

I think really -- by the way, I checked this out with some

of my colleagues at school and they are also rather
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intrigued with this idea. So I think potentially it might
be something that's worth exploring in more detail.
BY MR. WATKINS:
Q Have you put anything down? Written anything in

an outline?

A No.

Q Dr. Stratton?

A (WITNESS STRATTON) No.

Q Dr. Bowers?

A (WITNESS BOWERS) You mean for publications?

Q Yes.

A I have no intention of publishing anything from
this.

Q.- .-.To what extent, Dr. Marguli;:, would your

written product differ from conclusions that you reached
here? What would you analyze that you have not already
done?

A (WITNESS MARGULIES) Well, I think number one is,
I tried to point out, in at least the portions that I
wrote, the complexity of dealing with this issue: the
interpretation of all the elements in the definition, what
the acts are, what the probabilities of percéption are,
what the probabilities of subsequent action are. So I
think there's =-- I think some more interesting work could

be done in sharpening and conceptualizing this whole

b



20990.0
BRT

20
21
22
23
24

25

278

notion. That's number one.

Secondly, personally I don't believe that =-- this is
sort of a case study. So we don't 1eally have available
more global information in other organizations of the same
type, or different organizations, different types of
organizations. I think that might be an interesting
avenue.

We all implied here, over the iast day and a half or so,
of the very important and critical stressful relationships
between production and quality control. That's worth some
additicnal exploration, I think.

Q Just so I understand, you and Mr. Rice,

Dr. Margulies, did not divide up the depositions and

-transcripts? You duplicated the effort? Each of you

reviewed everything that there is to review?

A Right.

Q You might not be up to speed on what's happened
since the report was published =--

A That's accurate.

Q Dr. Margulies, what kind -- can you give us an
example of things that you read that you decided simply
weren't relevant to the question that you we;e studying?
Testimony, for example?

A Again, there were two specific things that at

least come quickly to mind. There was one deposition that

-
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had to do specifically with a particular personnel
procedure. And I felt there was a good deal of detail
about the procedure, but very little indication of how
that was applicable to the gquestion that I was interested
in.

Another, I thought the bulletin board incident was not
terribly relavant.

Q What was the bulletin board incident?

A There were concerns about where the bulletin
boards were placed and where on the bulletin board the
telephone number or instruction =-- it had to be in the
lower right-hand side -- that kind of thing. And it was a
lot of detail that I felt wasn't terribly relevant to what
I was doing.

Q Mr. Rice, to go back to something I asked
Dr. Margulies, did you feel that you focused more on the
negative aspects of the plant than the positive?

A (WITNESS RICE) No, I don't really think so. I
think it was an attempt to view all of it as relevant data.
Obviously, the filter through which you are processing all
of this in your own mind, however, is related to the
consideration as to whether a climate of intimidation
existed. So perhaps from that standpoint. I wouldn't
call it a focus on the negative, however.

Q Yesterday I think both of you, at least I know
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you did, Dr. Margulies, indicated that you did not
consider credibility of individual allegers. You would
have ignored, therefore, facts such as that the alleger
was a two time felon or had misrepresented facts elsewhere.
You just ignored that; is that correct?

A Yes. I didn't make any judgment about the
quality or truthfulness of either the information that I
was looking at or the person who was providing it. I just

took it ==

Q You took it at face value?
A -=- at face value.
Q Did you also ignore evidence tending to indicate

that the facts as related Dy the individual could not have
been true?
A I think in a general sense I have to say I

couldn't make that judgment.

Q SO0 you didn't make that judgment; is that right?
A That's right.
Q In that sense, therefore, you gave the allegers

the benefit of the doubt?

A I didn't make the judgment.

Q Well, an alleger comes forth and says "I was
intimidated." You accepted that as face value, no matter

that it might not have been true or that this person might

be of doubtful credibility?
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A I couldn't make that judgment. If a manager
said, "the alleger says there was never a meeting and I
know darned well there was," I didn't make the judgment
that the manager was incorrect either. That was just a
misunderstanding or distortions of a piece of data. I
just treated it that way.

Q Prior to our session here yesterday, Mr. Kaplan,
I'l1l ask you first, did you have any contact with anyone
that you know represents the intervenors?

A (WITNESS KAPLAN) No.

Q Did you have any contact with anyone from any of
the following organizations: Citizens Association for a
Sound Energy; Trial Lawyers for Public Justice; or the

Government Accountability Project?

A No.

Q Mr. Rice?

A (WITNESS RICE) No.

Q Dr. Stratton?

A (WITNESS STRATTON) Prior to when?

Q Yesterday. Prior to yesterday's session here?
A I -- on a visit to Comanche Peak with Dr.

Margulies, we sat in on one deposition. Tony Roisman was
present in that session and we simply were introduced.
Q Dr. Margulies?

A (WITNESS MARGULIES) I agree.
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Q Dr. Bowers?

A (WITNESS BOWERS) I have had no contact with any
of those.

Q Mr. Rice, I was interested in your statement
yesterday that Mr. Tolson might not have had any more
influence over blind truth, let's call them, than
supervisors somewhere down the chain. Do you remember
that?

A (WITNESS RICE) Yes.

Q Dr. Margulies, do you agree with that, that a
supervisor, Mr. Tolson in particular, might have less
influence?

A (WITNESS MARGULIES) 1I'm saying it's either/or.
I'm saying sometimes people at the top are so divorced and
detached from the operations that they really have minimal
operational influence.

On the other hand, it's also true that people at the
top can have, and sometimes do, strong influence on the
kind of attitudes and qultura af the arganizaticn, how the
organization proceeds. So it's a matter of either/or.

Q Have you seen enough about Mr. Tolson in this
record to reach any judgments, to make any degments about
whether he falls into one category or the other?

A I don't think I could comfortably make the

judgment.
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Q What zre the attributes, then, of the kind of
isolated manager that has little influence, or less
influence?

A Where the role has begun to evolve to a more
longer range, strategic management of the enterprise;
where the manager is concerned and needs to spend a
greater part of his or her time interfacing with other
units outside of the organization; where the role has
evolved, such where the manager's role has evelved more in
the change and implementation of new technology. That
person would be involved, in terms of the way they would
spend their time, in issues that are more detached from
the day-to-day operation of the organization.

Q In this case, what about practical things, like:
"Does the person write a lot of memos for distribution?
Does the person leave his office to go out into the field?"
Are those relevant to that question?

A Well, sure. And what I said is a person who is
more involved in the day-to-day operations would spend
time in more of a directing, managing, monitoring role on
the day-to-day operations. That person, depending on one's
own leadership style and its effectiveness, could have a
lot of influence.

Q Mr. Rice, can you add to that? Have you reached

any conclusion about Mr. Tolson?
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A (WITNESS RICE) I think I probably said yesterday,
and I would repeac: I think there were intimidating
aspects to Mr. Tolson's personality.

Q Right. I understand that and I'm going to
address that in a minute. The question is, was he highly
influential, in your view, or less influential, as
compared to supervisors in the field, for example?

A If I recall correctly, Tolson was probably the
third level up from QC inspector. At most construction
sites, the actual interaction of each one of the
inspectors with somebody three levels up in the
organization would be very few and far between. They
would almost, almost be limited to having, perhaps, sat in
on some meetings with them without any direct interaction
between them. 1In addition, viewing memos that might be
posted on the bulletin board, or that sort of thing, might
also be there.

The primary influence that I would expect to see on the
part of — influence on QC inspectors would be the
immediate QC supervisor immediately above them. Just like
a foreman on top of a craft worker.

Q Okay. Now, as to Mr. Tolson, the intimidating
aspects of Mr. Tolson's behavior, that relates to the way
that he conducted himself, the way that he talked:; is that

right?
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A That was my conclusion; yes.
Q There is a distinction between having such a
personality and intentionally trying to intimidate people,

isn't there?

A I would say "yes."
A (WITNESS MARGULIES) I would say that.
Q Dr. Margulies, Ao you make that distinction in

Mr. Tolson's case?

A (WITNESS MARGULIES) I really would like to
decline on that because I really did not, certainly at
this point, make judgments about either the personality or
the truthfulness of what was reported.

The answer to your question is, in my opinion, as I
said, there are two possibilities. There are very
explicit identifiable acts of intimidation. And as I said
yesterday about three or four times, when those acts are
coupled with threats or potential use of negative
sanctions, they are very explicit.

There are also behaviors that are implicitly
intimidating, that do not have those charactaristics, but
can be, in the percepticn of the perceiver, intimidating.

SO0 I agree with that part of it. I don't.think I have
enough information, frarkly, at this point anyway, to make
judgments about, A, whether those things really occurred

explicitly; or, B, whether the personality of the players

o
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was such that they are naturally intimidated -- that is
that people would perceive the behavior as such. That's

an honest response.

Q I'm sure they all are.
A Thank you.
Q With respect to Mr. Tolson's, what you

characterized as his personality, would that personality
have the greatest effect on the meekest person?

A That is people who tend to have a style that is
more likely to be interpreted or perceived as intimidating?
I don't know if it's meekest, but some =--

Q How would you characterize it, the person on
whom it would have the.greatest effect?

A Generally people who tend to just be more
sensitive to that kind of behavior.

Let me give you an example. On the one hand, it could
be meekest. On the other hand, sometimes the most
aggressive styles tend to be the most sensitive to other
aggressive styles. 1It's very hard, I think, to categorize.
The best thing I could say is that there probably is a
group of people who would be very sensitive to that and
would interpret that behavior as intimidatiné. But I have
trouble differentiating, at least right now.

‘Q Mr. Rice, you, I think, answered affirmatively a

minute ago that there is == to the question: Is there a
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distinction between having an intimidating personality and
intentionally committing intimidating acts; is that right?
A (WITNESS RICE) Yes.
Q Have you formed a judgment about whether
Mr. Tolson intentionally committed intimidating acts?

A I guess my feeling is that the answer to that is

no. The answer is "yes, I have formed an opinion," anc
the answer, further, is "no, I don't believe it was

intentional." And when I say "an intimidating personality,"

‘there are also areas in which it is obvious that he has a --

at least the record would tend to indicate that he has a
caring personality with respect to a lot of the people.

So, like anybody, it isn't a black and white case.
It's a case of having what appears to be intimidating
aspects to his personality.

Q Okay. Nonetheless, you discounted a lot of that
and focused instead on the state of mind of the individual,
the alleger, the person who claimed intimidation in his

contacts with Mr. Tolson; is that right?

A Yes.
A (WITNESS MARGULIES) Yes.
R (WITNESS RICE) Oh, I'm sorry, I thought you were

asking me.
Q No, I was. I got your answer and I wanted --

A (WITNESS MARGULIES) Sure.
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Q You have each, by now, for better or for worse,
gotten a feel for how the lawyers in this proceeding have
gone about trying to prove the cases. And the way it
worked at least initially was the intervenor would produce
a witness who said "I was intimidated," and then the
company would put on witnesses to say, "no, you weren't.,"

Is that a fair statement of how it started out anyway?

A (WITNESS MARGULIES) I think it's fair.

MR. ROISMAN: Just for the record, that's not
how it started out.

A (WITNESS RICE) The company witnesses were the
first ones that we saw.

BY MR. WATKINS:

Q Right. Due to a procedure that I have never
encountered before and hope never to again.

A (WITNESS RICE) It added burdens to the review of
the depositions.

Q Would you agree that what we are left with,
thaugh, in looking at the totality of it, is we have a
bunch of allegers and we have a bunch of responsive
evidence, either that the allegation is true or not true:
is that fair? :

X (WITNESS RICE) Yes.

Q Dr. Margulies?

A (WITNESS MARGULIES) Yes.
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1 Q The intervenors certainly did not produce

2 witnesses who sa;d "I wasn't intimidated" for obvious

3 reasons. In that respect, Dr. Margulies, would you say
- that the record of the case developed this summer is

5 somewhat biased toward actual incidents of intimidation?
€ You haven't heard from all of the other inspectors out

7 there; is that correct?

8 A See, I'm having problems with the line of

9 questioning so you'll have to help me. My problem is that
10 I feel on a dilemma. And cﬁe dilemma is between trying to
11 make judgments of individual instances of intimidation,

12 and I'm not going to argue whether there were or there

13 weren't. In fact, in my view -- wait, wait, let me finish.
14 Hear me out. :

15 In my view, in terms of the charge and focus of the

16 project, to try to make a judgment about climate of

17 intimidation, it wouldn't matter if there were 10 or 12 or =-
18 I don't know what the number is =-- actual incidents of

19 iAtimidation. What I'm more interested ir is the, as I

20 said yesterday, the overall pattern, the gestalt, what's

21 going on in this place. So I'm more comfortgble trying to
22 deal with that rather than each item.

23 Now, given that =-

24 Q I appreciate it. I agree with everything you

25 say. Given that, how representative is this hearing
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1 record, the depositions and the transcripts?

2 A I was very comfortable with the survey data

3 because I think the survey data in both cases at least

N covered more ground in terms of climate of intimidation.

5 It covered more ground. There was more breadth.

6 We can always argue about what the quality of those

7 responses are, whether the questions did what they were

8 supposed to do, whether they actually measured what they

9 were supposed to measure, et cetera, et cetera. But I

10 think there's some breadth there.

11 I think what we've got is a whole series of things that

12 make up this data pool.

13 I don't think the depositional material is unimportant.
14 Q I wasn't suggesting that it was.
15 A What I'm saying is it's a piece of a number of

16 things that come together to try to help give a picture of
17 what's going on here.

18 Q My question again was: How representative is

19 the hearing material?

20 A Let me see if I understand what you are saying.
21 If one only gets depositions from people who are now

22 allegers, then it's sort of a self-selected érocess. So
23 in that respect, it has that characteristic. 1Is that =-
24 Q Presenting a witness to say "I have been

25 intimidated and here's what happened" is one thing. How
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do you show =-- on what do you rely, including the absence =--
it's hard to prove, isn't it? The absence of intimidation?
A Well, I think the methodology for doing that, I
think David has discussed in a lot of detail this morning,
using more giobal data while looking at patterns of
responses and making inferences from those patterns. So I
think from a behavioral science point of view the
methodology, while not flawless, is fairly straightforward.
Q Let's go back to your observation that we have
10 or 11 or-12, or however many actual incidents of
intimidation in the depositions, for example. Your
indication was that some =-- or your belief is that some
intimidation is inevitable, some conflicts of that sort
are inevitable?
A It doesn't surprise me.
Q It follows, to me anyway -- and correct me if
I'm wrong == that given those §ata, given <he '79 survey,
given the whole data base that you evaluated, it was
important tQ put those individual incidents in context and

that's exactly what you've done, isn't it?

A That's exactly what I tried to do.

Q Mr. Rice, do you agree? .

A (WITNESS RICE) Repeat the question.

Q Let me go back a couple of questions. How

representative of plant conditions do you think the
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hearing record developed over the summer is?

A (WITNESS RICE) I was adding up some numbers:
writing down some numbers while you were talking with, or
asking Newt questions.

In the area of depositions from the alleged intimidated
people, you've got roughly 40 to 50 depositions. We've
got an equal number that come from the other side of the
fence, from the management side of the fence.

In addition to that you've got something like 145
people that were interviewed by the Office of Inspection
and their reports, another 38 that were in an additional
interview process that -- plus something like 121 in one
of th. surveys and 130 in another one of the surveys. So
you are looking at a data base in terms of people that
were talked to and had an opportunity of something close
to 500 people.

Obviously some of those are duplicates. But I think
the data base that we were looking at is a large number of
people and it's not limited to simply the people that were

allegers.
Q So your answer is, you do feel it was fairly
representative, if you include all of the OI interviews

and all of the exhibits as well as the deposition

transcripts?

A I feel it was relatively representative; ves.
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Q Dr. Margulies, I recall you saying -- please
correct me if I'm wrong -- that when you looked at the '79
survey data, you expected to find more in terms of
intimidation than you d4id. Did you make that observation
yesterday?

A (WITNESS MARGULIES) That sounds like something
that I might have said; yes.

Q Why 4id you expect to find more?

A Well, I think, given the natural tensions and
conflicts and interface difficulties between the craft and
QA/QC, I expected to see more indication of that tension
surface in that questionnaire. And it just wasn't there.
So my expectations were that the.numbers on those
categories would be scmewhat higher. ‘

In fact, in '79, if I would just do a kind of rough in
my mind, the number of times those kinds of items were
identified was not unlike the '83 survey.

So, my expectation from the situation was that there

would be somewhat more indications there.

Q Did you look at the '83 curveys, materials?
A No.

Q Did you, Mr. Rice?

A (WITNESS RICE) Mo, sir.

Q Are you going to?

A (WITNESS MARGULIES) I didn't think it was



20990.0
BRT

LN ]

- w8, B WM

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
12
20
21
22
23
24

25

294

necessary.
A (WITNESS RICE) I have no intent to.
Q A few times yesterday, Dr. Margulies, you

referred to the question of anonymity -- I can't pronounce
that word -- in connection with the ;7Q_surveys. Could
you describe your thoughts on that, what you meant?

A (WITNESS MARGULIES) Sure. I also said that
while I had a high level of confidence in the data, I
don't think =-- you know, from an ideal perspective, the
way in which the '79 survey proceeded was that there were
recorders who went in, talked to people, and wrote down
the responses. And my recollection of that == I'm not
totally accurate -- is that those'peoplé were Utilities
people. I think they were not on-site but off-site
someplace in Dallas or something like that, which is
admirable. But there is still that kind of internal
connection. And, so, when one is collecting data from an
individual, there may be some question about the =--
particularly if it's an interna) -- abaut the level of
confidentiality and anonymity of that data.

SO0, while I feel very confident about the conclusions
in the report vis-a-vis intimidation, I'm not so sure that
people felt that they could be, you know, absolutely
totally open about their concerns.

I think the data would have just == I think I might
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have said this yesterday -- a twinge more credibility if
the same data had been collected with a bit more anonymity.
That is, where people could either fill it out or the data
could have been selected by external parties.

Q But you did see enough to indicate to you that

the interviewees were candid?

A I would say so.

Q And you were satisfied on that?

A Yes.

Q Mr. Rice, did you share that concern?

A (WITNESS RICE) I would say yes, probably for

different reasons that Newt did. The people as I recall
from Dallag were Texas Utilities people. The bulk of the
inspectors on-site that were interviewed in the process of
that survey worked for Brown & Root, or Ebasco, or other
contractors as opposed to actually working for Texas
Utilities.

There is a -- consequently there is an opportunity
there for inspectors to make their concerns known, if they
have them, at a level in the organization they normally
wouldn't have access to, because they are now talking to
the Utility. This, generally, would tend to make for more
Jpenness than would otherwise be the case, in my
estimation.

Q Mr. Raplan, I believe you indicated you did not
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1 actually evaluate any of the data base?

2 A Right.

3 Q You evaluated tﬁe evaluators, those were your

- words yesterday?

5 A (WITNESS KAPLAN) Yes.

6 Q What was your criteria? Wwhat standards did you
7 use to evaluate their work?

8 A Well, it had to make sense to me. It had to

9 have some face validity. It had to be fairly

10 comprehensive. I'd say the main thing I was doing was ~-
11 it had to fit my previous training and experience in the
12 area. I anticipated what questions others might ask of

13 the data; I thought what other points of view could

14 someone take on the subject other than the ones they were
15 ~aking; and just as I read the thing, as you saw, if I had
16 a doubt or question concerning it, I would write: this

17 doesn't feel well, this doesn't sit right with me -- the
18 sort of gut level response.

19 Q Did you do the same thing in meetings with the
20 group? Did you challenge =--

21 A I used some of the meetings that we had to do

22 that, to go through and take questioﬁs and p;oblems that I
23 had and confront people with those; yes.

24 Q Mr. Rice, did your evaluation of the data base

25 and conclusions that you reached in any way depend upon
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whether an individual allegation of intimidation caused a
defect at the plant?

A (WITNESS RICE) No. As a matter of fact, we
tried to stay away from that kind of a judgment, with the
understanding that that was being looked at independently
by other people.

Q So you ignored any possible downstream effect,
would be the answer?

A We ignored it and I don't think the record would
have been such that we could have done anything with it if
we had tried to.

Q I'm sorry to hear you say that.

Dr. Margulies? ; Pk

A (WITNESS MARGULIES) Yes, I agree with that. We
had, in my opinion, very little information to make that
judgment and I think -- there was a technical report that
we saw where somebody else made those judgments. But I
don't -- there wasn't enough, really, and it wasn't, again,
the charge. The charge was simply to lock at the climate,
recognizing that there are, again, implications downstream,
but we really didn't get into that.

Q Recognizing that there could, there might be?

A Sure. Or might not.
Q Or might not.

MR. WATKINS: That's all we have.
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MR. TREBY: All right. Mr. Roisman now has his
hour, I thinka}’;:ther than take our break so we can
maintain the schedule for the panel, we'll just move on.

EXAMINATION

BY MR. ROISMAN:

Q Dr. Bowers, I forgot to ask you, when you did
your work did you take notes?

A (WITNESS BOWERS) I took notes, counted things
and so on, sitting up at my cottage; vyes.

Q Have you got copies?

A No, they don't exist because when I finished the
report I threw them away.

Q What about your assistant; did she keep notes of
that telephone conversation?

A No. No.

Q Of that telephcone conversation? Either with you
or with the person who called her about the project?

& No. All that she did was tc call my at the lake
and tell me the gist of it, asked me what me response or
interest was. When I knew I was coming here I asked her
if she had been the one that had taken the call. She was
rather strained and said: Yes, I think so. .So there are
no notes or anything that she would have.

Q Okay. Mr. Kaplan, looking now at this thing you

started talking about briefly this meorning, in the letter
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of July 31 to Mr. Leach, which has been previously marked

as Exhibit 5, there is a paragraph at the end of the first:

page of the attachment. It says, "the basic‘question the
team has to attempt to answer is --"; can you please tell
me where did that basic question come from?

B (WITNESS KAPLAN) It came from me, in terms of
where did it come from. I spoke with == I wrote the words
and I based that on ccnversations with the -- essentially
with Stu Treby and Tom Ippolito, in terms of what their
needs were, to> the best of my understanding of what we
would == I had to put that into a framework I coculd work
with and see if it made sense as au area of investigation.

Q Did the input outside of your own knowledge come

through a single meeting or several meetings?

B I had, 1 guess =-- I had conversation with Mark
Williams.

Q Mark Williams is --

A NRC staff.

MR. TREBY: Just to clarify the record, Mark
Williams is a centracting person on the staff who had made
the initial contact to see =--
X (WITNESS KAPLAN) Prior to =--
MR. TREBY: Let me finish the sentence =-- to see
whether EG&G Idaho would be available to do the work and

had the necessary expertise to do the kind of work.
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BY MR. ROISMAN:
Q Gec ahead.
A Prior to my conversation with Treby and Ippolito,

I had spoken with several pecple I had already started to

consider as possible rescurces for doing this task.

Q And who were those people?

A I'd have tc check my notes.

Q Are those nctes that you produced for us?

A Yes.

Q Okay. That's fine. And then how many times d4id

you talk to'Ippolito before the time that you wrote this
July 31 -- s

A I only recall talking with Ippolito in Texas,
and'heeting him there for the first time and talking with

him. 8o it was basically the day -- it was based on a day

in Texas.
Q Was that the first time you met with Mr. Treby?
A Yes.
Q And there are notes of those conversations?
A There are notes of those conversations. I have

a few; yes.
. - w r
Q Okay. Are those the ones that you have,turned
over?
MR. TREBY: That's right.

MR. ROISMAN: Both the Ippolito and yours?
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MR. TREBY: PFirst of all, it was two days, it
wasn't one day. It was July 18th and 19th. As I
understand it, the 19th was'a very short follow-up meeting
where there were just -- it was a follow-up meeting where
they just went off to do something. But, yes, there are.
Those are the notes that have not yet been turned over and
they occurred at least with regard to myself, at the Glen
Rose Motor Inn. Both Mr. Kaplan, Dr. Stratton, and I
think Mr. Rice, came to the motel with Mr. Ippelito. So I
think it is possible they had spoken to him azhead of -ime
while I was at the meeting.

MR. ROISMAN: The only notes you held back were
notes that you or the staff attorneys =--

MR. TREBY: I didn't notice any notes of prior
discussions before they got toc the hotel. It seemed to me
that the notes were strictly the meeting in the hotel room.

MR. ROISMAN: Okay.

BY MR. ROISMAN:

Q At the meeting that you had that Mr. Treby
attended, was it your understanding Mr. Treby was giving
you any legal advice? Was he acting in -=- as your lawyer?

A (WITNESS KAPLAN) No.

Q Was he, in your judgment -- well, what did you
think he was doing there? What was he doing? I don't

want you to tell me what he said for the moment. I just
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want you to tell me what scrt of things was he talking to
you about?

A Giving us some understanding of what the case
was that they were invelved with.

Q Yes.

A And trying to think through, verbalize how we
might be a resource to them.

Q Yes. OCkay. And what role did Mr. Ippolito play
in that meeting?

A In éhat meeting I recall ~- you guys check me --
I recall Ippolito sitting back a lot and letting Stu
orient us to wha* was going on, what they were involved
with; and coming in more in a focﬁling. clarifying kind of
role.

Q Did you get facts at that meeting? 1In other
words, were you told: Well, here is a kind of incident
that we are dealing with, or here is an event or something
like that?

A I'm not sure. But I think that I would have
gotten some examples of the kird of things that were going
on.

Q What was it that you heard, or whaﬁ was it that
you learned, that caused you to formulate the basic
question as distinct from any intimidation that some

inspector may have felt from actions on the part of crafts
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persornél? Can you remember wnat you heard or what you
knew that wade you feel that should be part of the
definition?

A Actually, I think in my own experience coming
back, 1 missed that part of it. And I think I got that
encouragement from Bill -- if not Bill Stratton -- if not

frém Chuck -=- if that was the area in which we were trying

to work.
Q Dr. Stratton, was it you, as you remember?
A (WITNESS STRATTON) I remember -- my recollection

is that, yes, cthat what we were to look at was climate of
intimidation with some clarifying provisos, in a sense
that are, you know, listed under the section of specific
problems, where we said we are not to look at specific
ceses ¢f intimidation and decide whether in fact they were
OI ware nNOt -~ munagement was Or was not culpable; that we
wére not to loeck at -- or that a climate of intimidation,
there was 2 distincrtion -~ we needed to get a definition
af climate ~f intimidacion in our heads, or werk one out,
that at least Could distinguish that from something that
you might more loosely characterize as management style.
And we were to make no judgments about whether in fact
there was a safety problem or nct. That was clearly out
of our expertise. And that we were to look at, in a sense,

managemant's responsibility for this.
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So that, if we wer: dealing with intimidation =-- an
intinmidating 2ot on the part of a craftsman, we would look
at mana¢ement's responsibility in that when they bec me
aware of it, did they react appropr.iately? Did they do
things to try and prevert it or whatever? But not that
ihat wovld be -~ if (here were a lot of individual
incidants, I suppose, with craftsmen Prow-beating
inspectors that management nevi: knew anything about or
whatover, thal tha%. wasn't the thing -~ we needed to make
a distincction about management's involvement in whatever
climate there was versus other people's involvement, the
focus being on management's iesponsibility.

Q And you got that in your conversations with
Messrs. Treby-and Ippolito? Or you got that on your own?

A No, I believe ~- my recollection is that that's
one of the factors that came out of that conversation.
And I believe that it was the distinction on the second
day when we met actually at the site.

MR. TREBY: I thought about it a little bit
further and I think the second day I also was at the
meeting, and that was mainly one where you provided us a
schedule. We had talked in terms of what the scope might
be on the first day and then, at that point, we stil; had
this potential hearing coming up on August 20th, andiﬁgre

to go back and develop a schedule overnight as to how they
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1 would meet various milestones, and that we'd have a
2 document, or testimony or whatever on the August date.
3 BY MR. ROISMAN:
Q Dr. Stratton, if you were conducting your own
survey, unconstrained by the contract here, trying to find

out whether or not the workforce was being discouraged

4
5
6
7 from reporting safety problems -- not "who is to blame" --
8 would you look at the issue of whether crafts people were,
9 unbeknownst to anybody except themselves, discouraging the
0 inspectors from reporting safety violations?

11 A (WITNESS STRATTON) Well, I don't know if I'd go
12 out -- the way you pose the question,.I don't know if I'd

13 go out and ask that question, specifically look for that.

14 - s If you had that information coming to you, would
15 you ==

16 A I assume I would cast the net that would include
17 that.

18 Q And what about the question of management style?

19 Do you feel that management style is irrelevant to the
20 question of how comfortable the workforce feels about

21 reporting problems if they see them? 1Is that a ralevant
22 part of answering that question? Forgetting about this
23 intimidation thing for a moment; just to that question.
24 A The way that you ask the guestion, I think I

25 would have to agree that, sure, management style is a part
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of the climate that people work in.

Q And it can influence whether they do or do not
feel comfortable about reporting a safety prnblem or
complaining about their wages or whatever?

A Well, see, I'm not sure at what point, when it
gets specific to talking safety, that you are talking now
to talk about a subset of their behavior that I would
include in the intimidation climate part of things.

Q I'm not even'thinking s0 much =-- for the moment
I'm stripping the word "intimidation" out and I'm just
dealing with perhaps a broader or a different set. And
the set is employees who feel, for whatever the reasons
are, a reluctance to report safety problems. And I'm
trying to look =-- if you were looking at that gquestion:
"Do the employees at this plant feel a reluctance to
report safety problems” -- would you look at whether craft
people were the source of any reluctance that they might
feel? Or wculd you look at management style, as to just
how they dealt with their employees in trying to find that
out? Would those be relevant factors that you would
examine?

A I'm having trouble responding and f'm not sure
why. I think I'm not thinking along the same wavelength
or characterizing things the same way you are.

As soon as you start asking a question about reluctance
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1 to respond, then the issue of "why" and "what's behind

2 that" and "intimidation" is what's on my mind and you are

3 trying to divorce that from intimidation and that's my =--
- Q I don't mean to divorce it. I mean not to focus
5 exclusively on it. 1I assume there are other things that

6 might not be called intimidation that might be the reason
7 why you were reluctant. For instance, I think yesterday

8 one of you drew the distinction between harassment and

9 intimidation. And you might simply say: It is not worth
10 it.
11 For instance, are any of you familiar with a recent,

12 within the last year'or 8O, report, that came out from the
13 Federal Government on the issue of whistle-blowers? And
14 in that report they discuss the question of: What is it
15 that causes employees to be reluctant, if they are

16 reluctant, to blow the whistle? And one of the very high
17 positive answers was: We are reluctant if we think, by
18 blowing the whistle, that nothing will happen; in other
19 words, that there will not be any action taken.

20 That, I don't think == in your definitions I don't

21 think any of you would call that intimidation. Those

22 employees weren't being intimidated but they were being
23 turned off. They were being discouraged. So that might
24 be an example of an action which couldé be a management

25 style which would -~ which would be =-- and what I'm askin
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is, do you agree with this or not agree with this =--

A Yes, and I think it's one of the things we
locked at. We looked at management response. It's one of
the bullets we had under our "climate" definition was =--

Q You looked at management response to allegations
of intimidation?

A Okay. Or management -- I believe we also looked
at -- yes, that's right.

Q And similarly, when you looked at response, you
didn't necessarily look at style; isn't that right? You
excluded -- if the results of Mr. Tolson, to use the
example that's been used a lot here -- if the results of
Mr. Tolson's work was to "address the problem," the fact
that his style may have been intimidating w;s not, in your
judgment, a factor which was part of your mandate? You
were locking to see, wher Tolson got done, did we think
that he had responded to the allegation of intimidation by
X over here, not what was his style in responding to it?

A I'm not sure I can answer that. PFirst of all,
as I told you yesterday, I didn't read all these
depositions.

Q No, I understand.

A So I am not familiar with how Tolson reacted and
there are some stylistic things you are not going to catch

from a written record either. So I don't know if I can
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respond to that.

Q Maybe that's a little too detailed. I think you
answered the gquestion.

Dr. Margulies, do you have anything to add to that
question, or the answer that Dr. Stratton there, in terms
of what role management style and craft personnel
intimidation of workers which did not become known to
management necessarily, or at least knowledge that you saw
told you that it did -- what role that would play?

A (WITNESS MARGULIES) Well, you asked earlier, I
think the guestion that you posed was: Well, if you were
going to kind of go in and look at the question, would you
kind of explore the role or relationship of craft and =-- I
think-that's-a legitimate factor to look at.

Q If the question were as I defined it rather than
as the question was defined for your work?

A No. Even as defined, I'm saying if we started
out with the question and said -- in fact, if I might just
reiterate, 1 think what David said early this morning
would be ideally the way to go, which would have been kind
of explore what's going on here in a kind of general sense
and then get more pointed about the data collection.

Q Let me interrupt, you meant when he talked about
going and interviewing and making sure everyone knew were

you anonymous, et cetera, to get ycur own first
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impressions?

A You develop the dimensionality of the issue.

And in fact, I guess Bill also said you sort of throw out
a wide net.

So, I think the number one question worked with the
data set that we had. And I think secondly there were in
a number of places, as I said yesterday, interface issues
between QC and craft that are not insignificant issues.

So, it kind of emerged but it wasn't a focal point.
That was one gquestion you asked.'

The other question about the impact of management style,
I mean from an academic point of view, I think that
management style does influence climate in the general
sense. You can think about a climate as being open or
closed or on some continuum, and the management philosophy
and operating policies and behavioral style all influence =--
that is one factor and an important factor in the climate.

The fact that you have an open or closed climate does
not necessarily -- I don't think you were implying this, I
just want to underline it -- does not necessarily imply an
intimidator. That's what you were saying.

Q And you were excluding the management style. 1In
other words, you were not trying to answer the question:
Is thiﬁ workforce reluctant to report safety problems for

whatever the reasons. You were trying to answer a
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narrower question than that?
A I think it was a narrower focus. But I think if
you remember, recall in the report we did make a point of

discussing style because we did think it was an important

consideration.

Q It showed up?

A Do you remember that?

Q Yes. Yes. I do remember that you talked about
that.

A So it did emerge and we thought it was important

enough to identify but it was not part of the scope of
what we were asked to do.

Q So, for instance, when you've answered questions
here in the last couple of days on the question, "did you
see in the '79 surveys as much as you might have thought, "
what you were talking about was not "did you see as much
concern about management style or complaints about

pressure from craft." You were talking about the smaller

subset --
A That's right.
Q == the intimidation originating out of

management or allowing to be continued with management's
knowledge?
A That's right. That's right.

Q That was the subject?
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A That's right.

Q Mr. Kaplan, when you did you team selection ==
A (WITNESS KAPLAN) Could I?

Q Yes.

A On the last question, I just wonder if my

silence there implies my agreement.

Q No, your silence there implies that 1 didn't
care to take a piece of my hour to ask you that.

A Go ahead.

Q No. Your silence here reflects nothing other

than those kinds of irrelevancies to the substance of the

discussion.
A Fine.
Q When you did the team selection, I noticed

throughout the contracting documents there was -- I was in
government long enough to knéw what it takes to get a sole
SOu. e contract for anything more than $50, and you all
managed to get one through and I notice throughout all
those contracts there was reference to the enormous cost
of delay associated with having to go through a more
laborious contracting process than the sole source
approach.

Were you a part of the decision process that decided
how to frame that?

A No.
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Q So you were aware --

A Let me say I wasn't part of the decision-making
process. I probably provided some of the information they
used to make that decision.

Q Who came up with the information that a day of
delay would cost $625,0007?

A I'm not sure, but I was under the impression
that that was the -- that delaying the schedule for
loading fuel and such like that, was such that I was under
the imbression that hold ups in hearings or the dragging
out the hearing process in general meant that the chances
of operating a plant would be delayed and that there was --

Q But how did you get that knowledge? I mean how
did you learn that there was a fu;l load schedule and how
did you learn what price tag had been placed on a day's
delay in meeting tnat fuel load schedule?

A I believe I asked something about that when I

met with Ippolito.

Q SQ, Mr. Ippalito, did he give you the dollar
number?
X I don't specifically recall nis =-- I don't know,

really, where 625 came from. I may have i in my notes
but I don't recall the number.
Q Why did you ask about it? What made you think

it was relevant?
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1 A I think cost is relevant in research.

2 Q I'm sorry?

3 A. I think cost is relevant in business research.

B It's one of the factors.

5 Q Why was delay relevant? I mean, you had a

6 contract. The contractor told you to deliver your product
7 by a certain date, August whatever.

8 A Right.

9 Q I think a draft to the staff by August 10th and

10° a final by Augusi 20th. Why did it matter why your

11 contractor was demanding those deadlines? What difference
12 did that make?

13 A I thought I just said. My understanding is
14 - there were people there trying to =- who had built the

15 plant, mostly, who were trying to find out if it was

16 adequate or not, who were geting ready to be closer to an
17 operational phase, and that if the government could

18 conduct its work in a way that didn't interfere with that,
19 that was desirable. And to the extent that it did, that
20 government processes delayed the opening of the plant,

21 that somebody was going to incur a cost, and_that was the
22 Utility and ultimately all of us.

23 Q Did you make any judgment as to whether the

24 amount of time that you were going to have available was

25 - so short that the quality of your work would be adversely
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affected and that even if it would take five more days,
that it was important to do it right?

A To phrase the question a little bit differently,
I felt that I needed to do a quality job and if it took
longer, then it took longer.

Q Well, my question is that you were prepared to
work on a very tight time schedule?

A Yes.

Q Is it fair to assume that if you had more time
you could have done more?

A Could have done more?

Q Yes. You could have done =--

A Sure.

Q - == and your job would have been more thorough;
right? You wouldn't have been just sitting around for
five more days if you had five more days?

A I feel like we did a very thorough job.

Q That wasn't my question. I don't think you'd be

here if you didn't think you did. But could ycu have done
a more thorough job by the five more days? Were you
squeezed by the time limit or was there plenty of time?

A Oh, no. I was continually conscious of the time
and working to do a good job within that time.

Q You realize that the plant -- if your report had

concluded that there was widespread and pervasive
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intimidation at the plant site, that the plant would not
have gotten an operating license and there would have been
no delay cost?

A I don't know that the whole thing would have
hedged on =-- I guess I even doubt that my particular
findings would have been the basis on which tae plant was
licensed.

Q You understand if it didn't get an operating

license =~

A Then there's no delay.
Q == no delay cost?
A Correct.

MR. TREBY: 1 might just add at this point that
when we had that meeting and talked about scheduling, we
really didn't give them a choice. We told them that this
was our requirement. So it wasn't a matter of if he
wanted 5 days or 10 days =--

MR. ROISMAN: I understand that. That's why I
didn't realize how much it matters how much the delay
costs. Who pays the fiddler calls the tune.

MR. TREBY: I think that's just an_explanation
for sole source contracting.

MR. ROISMAN: I was just a little curious about
what all those factors were doing in a contract =--

MR. TREBY: We'll give you the extra three
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1 minutes but I'm surprised at the 600-some-odd dollar

2 number because the only numbgr I remember having been

3 mentioned at anv of these meetings, and I'm not sure if we
. did -- but I think we did talk about the prehearianyg

5 conference that had taken place in June. During the

6 prehearing conference there was lots of discussion about

7 "every day of delay is $1 million." And there was lots of
8 banter back and forth about: "All right, I've just cost

9 you $7 million" -- or something like that.

10 I'm sure in the course of our discussions about why the

11 schedule was so important and these people were not very
12 happy when we told them we have these depositions, we

13 expect that there's going to be 80 or 90 of these things
14 to read and ‘we want a report by such and such a day, and
15 they said: Well, what's the great urgency and why is the
16 board deciding to do this on such a rushed schedule?

17 We indicated one of the questions is fuel loading and
18 during this prehearing conference this $1 million a day
19 has come up.

20 MR. ROISMAN: By the way, just as an historical
21 footnote, you know fuel loading was in fact postponed.

22 A (WITNESS KAPLAN) So that there was no cost.

23 MR. ROISMAN: 1In a "lessons learned" context,
24 that seems to be one of the hardest lessons that gets

a5 learned here.
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A (WITNESS KAPLAN) The hardest lesson is what?

MR. ROISMAN: 1Is that those fuel load dates seem
to come and go with grade regularity and there doesn't
seem to be -- it's always hard to figure out when is the
deadline. There's a book how -- you can negotiate
anything. And one of the theses of the book is that there
is only one deadline. The trick is figuring out which it
is, in negotiation..

BY MR. ROISMAN:

Q -Mr. Rice, what role did Mr. Andrognini play in
your work? I notice there are notes that appear to be in
someone else's handwriting and I assume those were his?

A (WITNESS RICE) That's right. Several things.

The first thing is that because of the short deadline we

felt *hat the only way to get through the bulk of the
depositions in time to begin to put together a draft
report, that he would read some and I would read some. I
also had other commitments. So he was able to review
depositions when I wasn't there. I was able to, in that
initial phase, screen some out and say: These do not
aspear to be of significance.

It also gave somebody on-site for me to béunce ideas
back and forth on and =--

Q By "on-site" you mean == ;

A In my office.
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Q In your office. All right.

A I think I would like to answer the part, what
would have happened if you had five more days.

Q In all respect, I'm on a short time limit and -=-

A This is stickiﬁg to that answer.

Q With all due respect, I don't want to know your
answer to that éuestion at this point.

A Okay.

Q What I am interested in knowing is whether any

Qf the views that are expressed in here are dependent on

work that Mr. Andrognini did that you did not yourself

also do?
A »o.
Q _ SO every transcript that he read that was

relevant you also read?

A That's correct. And even some of the ones that
he said didn't appear to be particularly relevant, I read
also.

Q The two of you, would you say it was a
collaborative effort on your part, in terms of doing the

analysis of the record and reaching some preliminary

conclusions?
A I would say that; vyes.
Q Are you and Mr. Andrognini, have you lists of

publications that, say in the last few years, that you all
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have authored? 1In journals or books or speeches you have
given or letters to the editor?

A No. I quit, when I got out of the purely
technical side of things some years ago, quit producing
papers for -- of that kind. We turned out probably three
or four reports a month related to analyses, evaluations
of nuclear plants, nuclear operations.

Q But these are reports for which someone

. SRS SR DR RS QR CEE S

contracts with you and you provide them with the report?

[
o

A That is correct. That is correct.

—
—

Q How about Mr. Andrognini. Has he published

12 anything?

13 A I think he's in the same category. I think the
14. answer would be "no."

15 MR. ROISMAN: 1I'll give you a request on

16 publications list of people in the normal, formal way.
17 BY MR. ROISMAN:

18 Q Mr. Rice, in looking at the data that you had,
19 how aware were you of the limitations in the data base
20 that you were looking at? For instance, did you believe
21 that you had before you all of the people who were

22 complaining about alleged intimidation, that-you were

23 reading their complaints through the various different
24 sources that you had?

25 B (WITNESS RICE) I have no basis for knowing
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whether it was all of them or not.
Q SO it may have been that there were 200 allegers

and ‘only 10 showed up as witnesses for Case, for all you

know?
A For all I know that could be the case.
Q Dr. Margulies, you also made no assumptions

about whether what you saw was necessarily either a
representative sample or the whole universe or anything
else?

A (WITNESS MARGULIES) Oh, I'll t2ll you, my
assumption was that what I was getting was the entire
available data base, the entiie available record relevant

to this issue. Let me say it again: The entire available

"data base relevant to this issue, that's what I thought I

was getting.

Q Which means only that you did not == if there
was somebody else who had a deposition that was taken, you
assumed you had gotten it?

A Yes, sir.

Q Not that, if there was a Corey Allen out there
who had never showed up to be a witness in a hearing, that
in fact there wasn't such a person?

A No. 1I'm just saying of everything that was
available, on the radar, I thought I had it.

Q And you meant by "available," in writing some
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way? Available in that sense?

A Correct.

Q So that the chart that appears on page 16, and
the ratios there, are all qualified by the "data available"
limitation, as opposed to: These are the ratios 'in the
universe. These are just the ratios in the available data?

A That's exactly right.

Q And if the available data was not representative
of the universe, the ratios in the universe might be
dramatically different? Higher, lower =--

A Certainly.

Q Now, I would like to try to understand and I'll
start with you, Dr. Margulies, and then Mr. Rice, because
I think you are the two who did the most looking at the
data, how you get with == I'm still not clear how you
dealt with ambiguous evidence in the record. You have
indicated to a certain extent that you, Dr. Margulies,
took the transcript at face value. And scmetimes taking
it at face value meant that you tock contradictory
perceptions.

I mean, you have Darlene Steiner saying that while
management claims that they were being very Qupportive and
helpful of Darlene and doing the right thing, and Darlene
said "everything that they did was having exactly the

opposite effect on me."
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Now, on the one hand you have a gquestion, "management
response.” How did management respond to Darlene Steiner's
claim? You have her view and management's claim. How did
you deal with it in your analysis here, reaching your
conclusions?

A Let me try to describe it. It would have been
lovely had we had X number of incidents, reported
incidents, and in addition to that we even had the results
of whatever the procecution is to decide: Yes, it was: no,
it wasn't. It would have been lovely. Then it would have
sorted out and I would have had: Guess was, X were
reported and three were legitimate and three were not; and
I could even make some judgments perhaps about the impact.
and magnitude, et cetera. At that point in time I didn't
have ﬁhat. And I guess, if I wanted to think through my
rationale, I could make a judgment that says: Well, let's
say 50 percent are and 50 .ercent aren't legitimate. But
the most important thing for me at that point was to begin
to discern the patterns, the patterns.

For example, I want to look at how widespread
allegations of intimidation are, so let me lqok at the
material and decide, in any disposition =-- okay? 1In any
report, how many people are named as allegers? How many
people are really identified as compiaining about

intimidation?
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How many people are identified in any one report as
complaining about =-- as being identified, and "accused" of
intimidating? So that's the -~ so I began to sort through
some dimensions of the case without making judgments about
whether it was a legitimate or nonlegitimate instance.

I also looked to see, for example, in people -- the
people who were providing depositional material,
information: how many are management personnel and how
many are nonmanagement personnel? I mean, I would like to
inderstand that. What's the array of data provided? Afe
they mostly managers? Like, are they =-- just making up
some numbers, 75 managers providing information about one
case of intimidation? What's the array of providers in
those categories?

And then I tried to do the same thing in some of the
other documentation. I looked at some of the available
Office of Investigation reports to try to make the same
judgments: Who were the data providers; how many allegers
are named; how many intimidators? Are they localized?

Are they all within one or two units within QA/QC or are
they spread throughout QA/QC? Just to try to get a sense
of the breadth in which complaints and allegstions are
being made.

Q Can I stop you there for cne second?

A Sure.
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Q How do you know whether the breadth that you are
looking at is » relevant breadth, if you don't know
whether o. not the way in which the data that you are
looking at was assembled in a representative way? What if
OI was not a representative example of people coming
forward with complaints? What if theirs was some
unrepresentative example, for whatever the reason m:ght be?
What if the witnesses who were called at the hearing were
called in a way that, if you knew that way, you would say:
“Oh, well, gee, that didn't give me a very representative
look." You didn't seem to have any way of knowing how
your data got assembled and what criteria were used; how
do you know what it showed you was a representative slice?

A Well, I think for example, in the OI reports, if
I remember correctly =-- and I'm sure the numbers are in
here -- just the numbers of people that were included in
providing data for those reports were enough to
demonstrate some breadth of the investigation. So, again,
I can say, you know, there were a reasonable amount of
data providers. So I think I'm getting a pretty good
profile.

Now again, the kinds of questions that ycu continually
drive at are important questions. But they tend to be out
of the context of, at that point in time, what was

available.
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For example, implied in what you say is ideally,
ideally, do you have all of the relevant data that you
need constructed in the best possible way that we know
abogt in organizational behavior to do this job? And, if
you say "ideally," then I have to say well, we worked with
what we had. I think it was a pretty good array of data
with pretty good breadth, but it certainly wasn't ideal.

Q No. But the question is more fundamental than

Okay.

Q I understand you all are very confident with and
when asked questions seem to be very confident on the
conclusions. You all had a body of data. You all took a
look at it.

That from my perspective is not worth anything more

than if I were to bring you a photograph of the plant and

then ask you to tell me what does this nuclear plant iook

like. That depends on where I stood, how wide the lens,
not to mention 1000 other factors. And nobody wha wants
to know what the plant really looks like would give a damn
what you thought after you looked at my photograph; not,
t least, until they knew everything that had to be known
until they knew how the photograph was taken to get that.
A But if I knew endugh about the plant =-- not

everything, but enough =- and you showed me the photograph,
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I'l1l bet I could make inferences, although I have never
been there, about what the other side of the plant looks
like. '

Q That's fine. And my question to you is, putting
aside your own knowledge and looking only at the
phctograph for a moment to continue the analogy, how do
you know that the photograph gave you enough of a picture
that ycur assumptions from other experiences have validly
allowed you *c make scme more generic conclusions? The
bottom line is, how do you defand the claim that this
report is relevant in the overzll guestion that's being
asked, forgetting about whether it is valida. 1Is it
relevant? How do you defend that if you don'4a know more
about how the data that you locked at was assembled and
whether it was or was no: a representative sample?

R With regard to -~ now, again, cne more %ime. I
think it's a matter of lookihg at the array of information,
all the indicators that went into making the final
judgment. And, in some cases, £ar example, L would
prebably rate my confidence in tre data higher than in
Other cases. But I don't want to take (it apart that way.
I think I need to look at the array of what I've got.

The survey is, 1 think, again, not ideally conssructed
or administered, but I felt pretty Jdecently =~ that the

data was pretty decent and could allow me to make pretry
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think I don't know everything about what =-- pursuing the
line of questioning this morning, while I can't judge the
"motivations” of the survey designers, I think the
dimensiocnality is fairly clear, if you look at the items.
And I have confidence in the dimensionality.

$0 L 4o think I know something about how, certainly in
the case of the surveys, the data collection process was
constructed. I think I can say that.

Q What d4id you learn in the transcripts, the
deposition transcripts, about what was the nature of
management response to the porticns of the 1979 survey
complaints that went to management stylc; craft/QC
interface, and actual intimidation? |

A Say it again? What was the management response

to the '79 survey? Gosh, I really =-- I don’'t recall that.

I'm sorry.

Q Okay. Let's tuk? a dAifferent one. Mr. Rice,
I'm going to skip you because my time is running short,
but probably during the hearings you can expect that
you'll get a chance to answer that.

A (WITNESS RICE) That's why I have been writing
down the guestions.

Q

You'll also get a copy of the transcript, I'm




I don't know which one of you or who wrote or takes the
most direct responsibility for the section beginning at
page 20 and over to the top of page 21 that deals with the
Kahler, Keeley, and Spangler investigation?

A I think I'm probaﬁly the most responsible there.

Q Oh, good, Mr. Rice. Tell me something: 1In
looking at that particular document, as I understand it
you use it as a good example of a management response to
an allegation of intimidation and cover-up, since the two
were together in the one document -- is that right?

A That is correct.

Q What did you think of the portion of the report
which Kahler, Keeley, and Spangior summarize, and this is
what they say: "It appears that there's a difference in
philosophy between QA/QC management and some audit team
leaders. QA/QC management takes a practical approach to
the application of the quality criteria of appendix B.
Audit team leaders who also adhere to this philosophy have
no problems with the report review process.

“On the other hand, the purest philosophy of some audit

team leaders is directly opposed to that of management.

This may be the source of their problems with the repor:

review process. These team leaders often feels that they
must go to great length to justify to their own management

the validity of their findings. Apparently QA/QC
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management has not been able to convey their philosophy
regarding quality assurance to all of the audit group
members."

Do you remember that part of the report?

A As I recall -- let me try and get the whole
thing back into perspective. Wasn't it Kessler and --

Q X?

X? Sorry abcut that.

Q X. We have two people who haven't signed the =--

A They were called out to do an audit. The result
of the audit was presented to the quality assurance,

quality control manager on-site. He did not agree with

13 some of the findings that were there and, as I recall,

14 __within the prerogatives of his responsibilities, modified =--
18 maybe it was a guy in Dallas. But the report was =-- it

16 was Vega ==

17 Q It was Tolson who didn't agree with it, but Vega
18 was the one who made the modifications?

19 A Who modified it. That's right. And the

20 immediate response was, as far as I can tell, X and

21 Kessler indicated the problem to -~ probably to Vega. And
22 Vega immediately assigned Keeley, Spangler, ‘nd Kahler as
23 & committee tO yo down and take a look at what the

24 situation was and handle it.

25 I think there is -~ apparently there were some
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perscnality problems involved in this thing. Those
particular words, yes, I remember reading them, but to try
and put them into a context that says how important that
was to this entire process, I guess I'd have a tougher
time doing at this point.

Q Let me be more specific, then, with ny questions.
The part of your report, page 20, that seems to focus on
the existence of the Kahler, Keeley and Spangler report -=-
that is, the fact that it was ordered relatively quickly,
that these three people went out, they did a fairly in-depth
audit, and that was a positive thing; and my question to
you is isn't 1} equally important if not more important to
know not only was there a follow-up but what were the
results of the follow-up? And I didn't see any discussion
in here and I was trying to find out how aware you were of
what the results were. You were awar2 that the paragraph
was used to explain why the "cover-up" was not an
objectionable activity?

A Yes.

Q And were you also aware that Kessler and X, one
Just before and cne after the completion of the audit,
left the plant site? .

A That's correct.

Q And one of them said they left the plant site

because they didn't feel the problem of intimidation had
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been dealt with properly?

A Yes.

Q How did you factor that into your judgments that
this represented an example of a good, positive,
management response to an intimidation allegation?

A Like most of these incidents it had some parts
of it that were favorable. It had some parts of it that
were questionable. The -~ I read the original draft that
they had presented. I read the comments that Vega had
made on it in the final version as it came out.

My net feeling there was that the entire process that
had been followed by QA/QC management was within the
normai frame of what a QA/QC organization and QA/QC
management should do. I had no.prcblem witﬁ it as far as
that was concerned.

Q How about as far as the way Kessler and X
respond;d to it?

A Without attempting to beg the issue at all, I
would say that I -- I put the response of X and Kessler
into the category of peing people who felt that they had
been intimidated.

Q But I'm focusing now on the manageﬁent response
side of the issue. I understand both you and
Dr. Margulies said we'll count Kessler and X as two =-=- or

at least one of them as an alleger on the intimidation
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side.

Now the other piece of this is management response. It
all became part of the same equation.

So, management response, one response was to say on the
cover-up question that there was a philosophical
difference; and you said you come down on the side of the
philosophy of Mr. Vega and the second audit team and not
on the Kessler and X side?

A That's correct.

Q What about the response with regard to the
person who felt intimidated? The report did reach -- that
is the Kahler, Keeley and S@angler report == KK&S =--

A There are too many Ks_--

" That's right =- did come down with certain
factual determinations, as I remember, with regard to the
allegation of intimidation. Do you remember that? Well,
let me --

A Only that they didn't, as I recall, did not
agree aeither with Tolson's explanation or with Vega's
change to the report.

Q You are focusing on cover-up. I'm_talking about
Vega -- Tolson was accused of saying, "If auditors work
hard enough at finding problems and making these known to
construction personnel, someone if going to get hurt,

physically or politically."
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Now, the second audit team confirmed that that was said.
What happened? What did the audit team recommend happen
and what actually happened in terms of evaluating
management response to the initial complaint of
intimidation on the part of Tolson?

A I think, if you will look further in the report =--
I've forgotten precisely where it is == you will find a
comment to the effect that management's response to
demonstrated intimidation was not always as prompt as it

could have been. I have forgotten precisely where that

occurs.
Q Let's presume that was there.
A Tﬁis is one of the instances -- page 22.
Q All right. Do you havé the statement on page 20,

"It appears that the report is thorough and detailed,
indicating a serious attempt on the part of management to
deal with the issues at hand." And my question to you is
how did they deal with Mr. Tolson that is representative
of a serious attempt on their part to deal with the issue
at hand?

A I reference you to the last sentence just above
3.2.1.4 on page 22. :

Q "Prompt"” implies that it happened, but it
happened late. What response did you £ind in the record

that was taken in response to Mr. Tolson that was made in
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response that an auditor claimed he felt intimidated?
B I don't know about anything that happened until
his ultimate transfer from tie site.
Q Which was, as you understand it, at his request?
A That's what the record says.
Q And, actually it wasn't that he was physically

transferred from the site, he changed his position; isn't
that correct?

B That's what my =-- my recollection is he --
became part of the hearing process.

Q When you get around to reading, if you do, and
during the hearing, you'll find that everyone else
confirms that this happened only because Tolson asks for
it to happen. Nobody was preprared to say that he was
fired or forced to ask for a transfer.

When you all were counting up for your chart on page 16,
the allegers, we've got a number of allegers -- I think 10.
How did you count the T-shirt people? Did you count any?

A (WITNESS MARGULIES) If they were named, then I
counted it.

Q Well, there were several places in the
transcript where -- I know many times it was mentioned
that there were eight people wearing T-shirts that day,
and I know that at some place in the transcript all eight

names are given. I can't remember whether they occurred
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at the time of the depositions that you locked at or later.

A I can't remember either. If they were named,
then I counted it.

Q The T-shirt people were people about whom it was
alleged they were being intimidated. If you remember the
incident, there was an anonymous phone call to the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission on-site saying: "They got eight
guys. They got them locked up in a room. They are
searching through their files and so forth. Come and do
something for them."

I'm just trying to understand how you did your
accounting? Did you put "8" down and say, "We've got
eight people of whom it's alleged they were being
intimidated"?  ‘Or did you not count them at all?

A No. If there were eight names, then :hey would
be counted. If somebody said: "So-and-so and so-and-so
were intimidated," then they were counted.

Q Well, I'm almost certain that the anonymous
caller didn't use the word "intimidated."” The anonymaus
caller said that "Something very improper is going on.
These people are being held against their wi}lAin a room,
and their personal belongings are being searched and
seized"; and had called the NRC to complain about it.

Just what I've teld you. 1If that appeared in the

record, did that appear on our list?
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A No. If it was described that way it's only the
alleger.

If someone said: "Oh, there's eight people over there,"
that's the alleger.

Q I see. Not the eight people about whom the
event is being alleged to have happened?

A Right.

Q So when you had one person of a team of 10 like

Bill Dunham, who came forward and was complaining about
things that were happening in the paint coatings, you
counted Bill?

A Counted as the alleger.

Q But not any of the people who he said felt the
same way he did, et cetera. Okay. All right.

A Yes.

MR. TREBY: Let me give you a five-minute

warning.
MR. ROISMAN: Okay. All right.
BY MR. ROISMAN:
Q Dr. Margulies, I'm going to ask you some

questions about your handwritten notes.
A Sure.
MR. HIRSCHHORN: Whose notes were you looking at?
MR. ROISMAN: I hoped I was looking at

Margulies' notes, but I'm not sure =--
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MR. RICE: They are way too neat to be mine.

MR. ROISMAN: Got his little name tag, but it
was not his notes. Let's see if I can find them.

MR. TREBY: I put those little name tags on
things that T got from him. They may have been papers
that he produced.

MR. ROISMAN: I was looking at a set of notes
yesterday. I thought I was looking at his notes. 1I'll
just check and see.

(Discussion off the record.)

BY MR. ROISMAN:

Q On your notes, this group came clipped together.
Does that look familiar? Up at the top it's got, " define,

No. 1, intimidation and nonunion" over on che right side --

A (WITNESS MARGULIES) Yes.

Q It was clipped together like a set.

MR. HIRSCHHORN: How many sheets is that?
MR. ROISMAN: Oh, it looks like about 10 or 12.
BY MR. ROISMAN:

Q Now, over on the third page you've got written
over on the left-hand side just after the middle of the
page, "my note: Does not take things at facé value. Word
games. Attorneys are narrow minded." Can you see that?
You understand why that jumped out at me.

A (WITNESS MARGULIES) Wait a minute. Let me £find
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it. I'm sure it's right --

Q I knew you would agree with that?

A Let me try to find that.

Q I think it may be actually you've got it, it
might be 4. It's got an 8-2 at the top?

A Oh, got it. Got you. Okay.

Q What's that note referencing? First of all,
about whom are you talking when you say "does not take
things at face value; word games."

R I think -- I was sitting in on one of those =--
on a deposition.

Q Yes.

A And I =-- I think I was talking about whoever was
being interviewed at the time.

Q Is this date 8-2 at the top there nnt the date?

A Yes, that is the date.

Q I didn't remember your being there that late.

That's the second of August, according to these notes.
Aéd that's just a few days before you all were going into
a final draft?

A That's not the date, then. It may be the date I
sent this together, or =-- :

Q What are you referring to, "does not take things
at face value. Word games."

A I felt that there was a lot of evasiveness going
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on in the data collection =- in the deposition.
Q Evasiveness by whom?
A The parson who was being asked for information.
Q Now, up above that you have the name "David,

deliberate annoyance, do some thus, wrong to do" == do you
see all that?

A I think that was the person, in fact I know it
was, and these are just my notes about what was going on.

Q On the next page you have "10:30, David Chapman,
manager, QA." Is that the David you were referring to
back on the previous page?

A Yes.

Q And was this -- do you think this is based upon

reading the transcript of Chapman?

A No.
Q You think this is based on -
A I know it. I may have missed the date, but I

know those notes were my sitting in on == I know that.
What's the date?
A (WITNESS STRATTON) According to my notes, it
was the 2nd.
MR. ROISMAN: I'm sorry =--
A (WITNESS MARGULIES) Just trying to trap me again,
Tony == no == I know I was there.

BY MR. ROISMAN:
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Q "Attorneys are narrow-minded"; but substantively
what do you mean?

A Substantively -- it wasn't personality, although

I felt that way anyway --
(Laughter.)

-=- the questioning was so narrow that it was going off
into areas that I just felt were away, away from what, at
least in my perception, was the issue present, what the
data collection was all about. And was spending so much
time focusing on an area that to me was extremely narrow.
And I couldn't -- to be polite about it =-- I couldn't see
the relevance.

Q So if you had been doing the questioning and
Chapman had been in front of you, you would have been
asking different questions and getting different
information than what actually happened?

A I think that's the problem I have with the
depositional material.

Q Can you remember now what sort of question it
was? I don't mean a particular question, what kind of
things did you think Chapman should have been asked that
he didn't get asked at that time?

A I don't really remember. It's just my kind of
impressionistic feelings at the time.

I remember, for example, the notes on the rest of that,
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on the bottom of the page were some things that I think
got -- were discu;sed. There were some questions. These
notes referred to that. "Yes, we have a management
development program. It is very humanistic. We go to a
section and some psychologist comes in and tells us about
psychology." That's the overall philosophy of the man.

So I felt: Yes, that's nice, but I don't know what
that has to do with the particular issue. It was kind of,
you know == I know, I know, I know =--

Q I felt the same way;

A That's funny.

MR. WATKINS: And you were asking the questions.
DR. MARGULIES: So those were those notes. It

was David Chapman at that time.

e (Exhibit 12 identified.)
(i—‘JﬂuiameP
MR. TREBY: JMy clock tells me that you guys have

done your dutyjﬁﬁThe record -- as far as the briefing

session is concerned, the record is closed.
(Whereupon, at 1:25 p.m., the briefing session

was concluded.)
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 M.A., 1958: Kent State University (1957-358); majer in psychology, mincr in

sociology.

Ph.D. completed Decezbar 1561; degree awarded January 1562: The niversity cf
Michigan (1958-61)-—industrial psychology.

Doctoral dissertaticn: "Scma Aspects of Affiliavive Belavicr in Wark
Gzooups.”

WORK EXPERIINCT

1950-54: Military service in the U.S. Alr Force: career guidance specialist,
invelved inn the administraticon and scoring of tests of abkility,
aptitudes, and proficiencies; later pesscnnel sargeant-majer,
Tesponsitle Ior keeping perschnel records f2or an airssafc eancsal
and wasTing gooup.

1557-58: Graduate assistant to Dean o2 Students, Xent State Sniversity, Xent,
C2iz; develored an inspection program and inspected cfl-campus
housing.

Reseasch Exverience

1958-61: Assistant Study Directcor, Susvey Resesarch Center, Ilnsticuta for
Social Research, The Univessity cof Michigan; pecicrning the
Lollowing Sunctions:

i, Participated in questicnnaire construcsion, ac=inistration,
analy.is, and repert writing in a two-year field experimen:.

“
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1962-66: Study Direcior, Susvey Research Canter; perfarming the Selloving'
functicns:

1. Responsible for designing and casTying cut an ia-depth interview
"+ study of insurance executives, plus write-up and presantasicn of
research Sindings.

Z. Rasponsilble for design and administraticon of 2 survey of a
second sasple of life insurancs agencies.

3. Reaspensille for a study of management change, invelving a
questicmnalire survey, periodic chservatiocn, and interviewing in
two plants of & clothing manufacturing company.

é. Respensible for designing and conducting a naticnal
- fepresentative sazple interview study of Peace Corps applicants.

S. Respensible for design and administration cf a study cf the .cole
of the “working foremaz,” an hourly paid, unicn-mexber
SUPRIVISSr, in an electrical appliance fism,

€. Respensible for planning, designing, and administesing a study
ef a "matix orgamization--cocsdination through Dexbership in
verticzl and horizontal tsams,

1966: Progran Associate, Center for Research con Utilization of Scientilic
Rowledge; performing the following funseicne:

i. Respcnsitle, with othess, for planning, dasigning, angd
SSTRuCTing A program of studies invelving both research and
utilizaticn activities iz business cryanizasions.

2. Ressensible, with othess, ‘o Fianning and develcping an eight-
year longitudizal study of crpanizations.
B

197L: Prograz Rirector, Canter 2or Ressasch ox Utilizatisn of Scientilic
Xnowledge; perforoing the Sollowiny Sumseiswe:r

L. Rasponsitle for planning, designing, and esnducting a progras of
studies invelving both rasearch and utilizasion activities in
business crganizaticns.

Z. Respoansille for planning and develsping a lengitudinal study cf
erganizational practices and develcrment within crganizaticns.
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1572-73: Acting Director, Ceanter £or Research on Utilizariss of Scientilic
Kowledge.

1579-80: Acting Directsr, Canter for Reseassh on Usilizacion of Seientific
Knowledge.

i978-present: Vice-chairman and President, Rensis Likert Associates.

i978-present: Vice-chairman and Resident Agent, Foundation fac Researzh on
Human Behavicr,

Professicnal Membershiog
Azecizuz Psychclogizal Asscciaticn Fellow (Bivisicns 14 anzt 19).

DDter-University Sexinar o the Arzed Forces and Scciety.

“
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Teaching Exverience

Psychclogy 565 (Survey of Personnel Psycshalogy), U=M cazsus, Fall Tasz,
1965, ant at Flint Ixtension Cantearz, Spriag Tes=, 1966.

AC 561 (Oryanizaticmal Thecry), School of Business Administraticn, U-M
cazpus, Spring Tes=, 1570.

Psychalogy 968 (Thecry of Organizational Qange), U-M cazpus, Fall Tecms,
1970 angd 1571.

Mexber Crganizatisnal Psychology Executive Coxxittae, 1972,
Adviscr, fisst-year Crpanizacicnal Psychology students.

Psychalogy 768 (Thecry of ryazizaticnal Cuange and Develcpmant),
cazpus, Fall Ter=, 1572.

CE-IR SCL (Human Behavier and Crsanization), Schocl of Business
Ac=inistoation, U-M QAZpus, Winter Tesm, 1573,

Psychology 766 (Thecry o2 Crzanizaticnal Change and Develcpzant),
cazpus, Fall Tesm, 1573,

CB~IR SC1-2 (Humanm Semavier and Cryamizzsian), School of Susiness
Adzinistraticn, U-M CaZpPus, Winvter Tersm, 1574.

Psychaology 766 (Theary of Cryanizaticnal Cuange and Develcruaent),
QAspus, Fall Tes=, 1S7¢.

(Theary of Organizational Cuange and
serz, 1976,

(necry of Crganizational Qhange
Caspus, Fall Tasm, 1876,

Psychclogr Teés (Jecry of reanizarional Cange
Q=pus, Fall Term, 197T.

Psychology TES (ecry o Crzanizasional Sanges
cazpus, Fall Tarm, 1578,

Psycholagy 756 (TNecey of C
caxpus, Fall Term, 1579.
Psychelesy 766 (Theery of
cazpus, Fall Tes=, 1980.
Psycholegy 766 (Theery of Crganizatisznal \g Develcrment), U-M

cazpus, Fall Term, 1981,
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PUBLICATIONS

Leadership and organizaticnal perforzance in an insurance cospany. Paper
Fresantead at the annual zeeting of the Azerican Psychologizal
Association, September 1562.

Self-esteen and the diffusicn of leadershin style. Jozraal of Applied
Psychalogy, 1563, 47(2). _

(With S. E. Seashcre) Changing the structure and functicning of an

crganization~-repart ¢f a field expecimant. Research monograph. Ann
Arbor: Institute for Social Resaarch, 1563,

(Ed.) Applying moderm managenent principles to sales ecganizations. Ann
Azbor: Foundation for Ressarch cn Human Behavicr, 1963.

Crganizaticnal control in am insurance coxgany. JSocf ozetry, June 1964.
Sell-esteex and supervision. Personne] Administration, July-Auguss 1564.

(With J. G. Bachzan and 7. M. Marcus) Bases of supasviscry power: A
compasative study Lo Sive crganizaticnal settings. Paper read at tha
Anerican Psychologizal Association Conventicn, September 1965, .

(With S. E. Seashcra) Predicting cryanizacticnal effectivensss with a
four-factor thecsy of leadasship. Adoiaristretive Scieace Quarterly,
Septazbaer 1566. - :

(Rith S. E. Seashore and A. J. MarTow) Masagezent by participation. New
Iock: Barper and Row, 1967,

(With S. E. Seasherw) Pear leadershipy within worck groups. Personnel
Admiaistration, September-October 1567.

(With R. Lika=z2) Crganizaticmal thecry and human rescurce ascounting.
American Psychologist, Jume 1969, 24, 585-552.

(Witk R. Norzaz) Stratesies for changing an cryasizasien. [azavetion,
1868, 5, 50-=5.

(Wit S. E. Seashore) Pradicting argamizational effectiveness with a
four-facior theory of leadessiip, In [eadership. New York: Penguin
Bocks, 1969. (Alsc repcinted in Loscepts in air force leadership.
Maxwell ALr Focrce Base, Alabama: AFROTS, 1965.)

(With S. E. Seashore) The durability of cryanizational change. Azerizan
Psychologist, 1569, 28, 427-233.

(With R. Likert and R. Norman) How %0 increase a 2ir='s lead time in

fecognizing and dealing wiil problems of managing Lts human crganizacion.,
Michigan Business Aeview, Janvary 1965, 21(1), 12-17.
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(Wit S, E. Seashcre) Ohanging the structure and functicning of an
erganizaticn., Iz W. M. Evan (E2.), Organizational fiperizents. New
Tork: Harper and Row, 1570,

Systex 4: The ideas of Rensis Likert. New York: Basic Bocks, 1570.

(Weth 7, Likers) Cmflict stratesies Celated to erganizaticnal thecrias
ad 22 agesant tems. In Artitudes, conflice, and sociel change. Kew
Yor« and London: Academic Prass, 1972.

(Wizh J, L. Franklin) Survey-guided development: Using human rescuscas
Deasuracent in crganizaticnal change. Joornal of Lostemporary Business,
Suzmers 1572, 1(3), 43-35.

The survey of organizations: A macaine-scored, standardized
questiocanaire fastrument. Ann Arbor: Centar £or Researsh on Utiliszusion
el Scientific Knowledge, Institute for Sccial Reseassh, 1572.

CO techniques and thelir results in 23 crmanizaticns: Te Mighigan IC
scudy. Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 1573, 3(1), 2i=43.

(With R. Likert) Izproving the accuracy of P/L reports by estizasing the
change i dollas value of the huzam oryamizasion., Michigas Susiness
Review, March 1973, 25(2), 15-24.

(With J. L. Franklin) Basic concepts cf Susvey feediack.
and Jones (Eds.), Nandbaok for group facilitators. 1874.

Systezms of cryanizaticn: Management of the buzanm Pesource. Anm Asser:
Universicy cf Michigan Press, 157S.

(With J. L. Franklin and P. A. Pecorella) Matching problexns, precurserss,
and interventions in OD: A systmmic approach. Journaz! of Applied
Behaviorsl Science, 1978, 11, 35.-409.

(With P. A. Pecorella) A curren® value apsroach te human Tascurces
acssunting.. Accounting Foruz, Dece=ber 1975, 25-40.

Rerarthy, fincotior, and the generalizabilicy o leadershiy practices.
Orgeniratior an¢ Admicistrstive Sciences, 197, 6§(2-3), 1567-1380. Alsc &
J. G. Bunt and L. L. lLarson (Eds.), Leadersdip frontiers. Rens, Ohis:
Kent State University Press, 157%.

(With D. L. Bausser) An expirical trPology ©f werk groups in civilian
and military crganizations. Unpublished raper,

(With D. L. Hausser) Work group =ypes and
erganizaticr develcpment. Admiarsiretive Scie:

22, 76-54.

StSucture and process in a

Ton and Administrative Scien
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36.

37.

4.

Organizaticnal development: Promises, perforzances, possibilities.
Organizational Oynamics, 1576, 4(4), S0-62.

Work-ralated attitudes of military personnel. Social Psychology of
Military Service, 1976, §. Alsc reproduced oy Sage Publicaticns, Iac.,
wC 77-78, ESP 504, T-9, R-a.

(With J. L. Pranklin) Asaricaz work values and praferences. Aicdigas
Basiness Review, Mazch 1577, 29(2), 14-22.

(Wizk S. E. Seashore) Durahilicy of orgazizasisnal change. In R. 7.
Golemblewsich and A. Bluxbery (Ids.), Semsitivity trainiag and the
laboratory approach: Readings aboat coacepts and applications (3zd ed.).
Itasca, Ill.: F. L. Peacock, 1S577.

Work bumanizaticn in practice: What is Dusiness doing? In W. J. Heisler
and J. W. Houck (Zds.), A marter of dignity: Inguiries into the
bumanizatiom of work. Notre Dame: University of Notre Daze, 1577.

(With G. J. Spencer) Structure and process in a social systems
framewcrk. In E. A. Burack and A. R. Negandhi (Xds.), Organizationa!
design: Theoretical perspectives aod ezpirical findings. Renz, Chio:
Kent State University Press, 1S77.

What would zake 11,500 persens quit their jobs? Organizaticns] Oynamics,
Mizter 1981,
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MAJCR RESEARCH REPCRTS
(With M. Patchen) .Factors detwmining fizst-line supervision., Survey
Research Canter, 1560.

(With §. 2. Seashcre) Study of life insuranca agents asd agencies.
Repert I: Mathods. Susvey Ressarch Centar, 1961,

(With S. E. Seashore) Study of life insurancs agents and agencias.

Repart II: Descriptive summary-—coopariscn between bettar and pocrer
pecsioming agencies. Survey Ressarch Cantar, 1562.

(With N. Ceswell) Study cf agents and agency managecen®: Repert of
£iel2 resesacsch. Survey Ressarch Canter, 1563,

A narTative repost on the role of the working foreman. Survey Reseassh
Canzaz, 1965.

(With S. E. Seashcore) A study of Peace Corps declinations: Two narrative
fepests. Institute for Sccial Rasearch, 1963.

A report cn leadership and perscnal background of respondents. Canter
for Reseaarch on Utilizaticn of Scientific Knowledge, 1566. y

(Wizh K. R. Student) A test of rhe two-factor theory of job
satisfactior, Izstitute for Social Research, 1967.

Cata froe [CLS pilar year. Canter for Reseasch en Utilizasien of
Scientific foowledse, 1567,

Changes ir core profiles, 1966-1967, for continvous process zmanufacturing
sites. Canctes for Research o Utilization o2 Sciancific Kaowledge, 1567,

Core questionnaire Format and position response biss. Cencer 2ar
Researchr cn Cillization of Sciantisics Kncwledge, 1968.

A theory of system functicaiag sad orgasizations! change. Canter 22o:
Rasaarch on Utilization of Sclentific Rmowledge, 19628,

Predicting ergrairation effectiveress scress tive. The Dxecutive Study
Cnlerence, 1568.

Neasaremeat-based organizational developzent. Intermal Revesue Sesvic )

The purgose sad fuactioning of ICLS. Instituve cf Intermal Audizers,
1568.

Variables in managerial behavior sffecting personne] petantion. Nawy
Conlerance on Persexnel Ratenticn Research, December 1563,

Use of the rasults of social science research. Q22ice of Aesospace
Resesarch, 1969,



i

Vita» - 0. Bowars

7.

3C.

May 1581 - %

Symposium om organizational bekavior in the air force. U.S. Als Porze
Acadexy, 1569.

Professional Personne] Management Course. Aic University, Maxwell Als
Force Base, 1569. '

The effects of group composition aad work situzatiom upon peer leadership.
Institute for Social Ressarcth, Septazbar 1565.

Three studies ia change: Am sccount of data-besed organizaticn
developmeat sctivities iz three coatisusss process fires. Instisute for
Social Resaacch, Septmmber 1565,

Work orgasization as dymamic systems. Institute for Social Reseasch,
Septexzbar 19565,

Perspectives in organizational development. Institute for Sccial
Reseqarch, Septaxtber 1570.

The sarvey of organizations: Toward & machine-scored, standardized
Questiocanaipre jastruzent. lnstitute f2or Sccial Research, Decscher 1570.

(With R. Likarz) Conflict stretegies related to organizational theories
&nd mancgemenl systems. Institute 220 Social Ressarsh, Decesber 1370.

Céange in five plamts: Ao analysis of the current state of development
«fformts n the GM-Institate for Socia] Research project. Iassitute for
Social Reseasth, May 1571 (restricted distridusion).

Jevelopment rechni ques aod organizational change: Ar overview of results
froz the Michigan ifatemr-company loagitudinal study. Iassizute for Social
Researth, Septexber 197L.

Development techniques and orgamizational climace: Am evalvation of the
comparative izporiance of twa poteatial forces for orgaaizational change.
Institute o7 Sccixl Research, Cctober ISTL.

(With J. L. Franklin) Survey-guided development: Using huzan resources
Bersureest ¥ orgsiIationsd cheage. Institute for Soetzl Researct,
I8TL..

Change agentry ir the third year of the GM-Institute for Sociel Resear:zh
project: Some comparstive sarlyses of content and style. ZIaswitute foc
Sccial Research, June 1872, .

(With J. L. Franklin and P. A. Pecsrella) 4 fazonomy of fatervention:
The science of organizational development. ZInstitute for Social
Resesarch, May 1573.

(Wath J. A. Drexlex) WNavy retention rates and buman resources
Banagesenl. Institule Zor Sccial Research, May 1573,

Values and their impact for navy asd civilisn mespondents. Iassitute 2e2
Sccial Research, June 1573.
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46.

47,
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(With J. L. Franklin) The nravy a: 2 functioning organization: A
diagnosis. Institute for Sesial Research, June 1573.

Organizational prectices and the decisicn to re-enlist. ZInstitute far
Social Research, Decsmber 1573

Exzpressed preferences and orgenizationsl practices experienced by navy
officers. Institute for Social Research, Dececbar 1573.

Orgamizational diagaosis: A review and @ propased sethod. Institute for
Social Researth, Segtamber 1574,

(Witk J. G. Backman) Military manpower end modern valaes. Institute for
Social Researzh, Octcber 1574.

(With D. L. Eausses) G&roup fypes aad fatervention effects in
organizational development. Instizute for Social Research, Novembar
1874.

Multivariace diagnostic processes: The PAVAL pregram, Instisuse for
Social Research, June 157S.

Navy zacpower: Vealues, practices, and hozan resources requirezents.
Institute for Socizl Ressaszh, Juns 157S.

(Wit J. L. Pranklin) Sarrep-guided development: Dety-based
organizational change. Instituse for Social Ressarch, June 1975,

Werk values and preferesces of officers and enlisteds in tée U.5. Army.
Institute for Sccial Reseascsh, Septacbar 157S.

(With P. A. Pecorella) Future perforzzace tread indicators: A current
velue aggroach to human resources gecounting.  lastitute 225 Social
Research, Septenber 1576.

(Rith P. A. Peccrella) Fature performance tresd indicators: A curreat

- valoe aporosch to homza resources sccounting. Repert Il. Instizuse for

Social Reseaczh, Novembar 1376.

(Rith P. A. Peccralla) Futore performance trend fodicators: A carrent
veloe approach ta huzam respurczs accounting., Report IIl. Instisuve far
Social Research, January 1577,

(Withk X. S. Davenport an J. B. laPcinte) Future performance tread
indicators: A carreat value approsch to bumen rescurces accounting.
Reporr IV. 1Iastizute for Social Researsh, June 1577,

(Wigh A. S. Davenpert and G. E. Wheeler) Clomzaretive fssues and methods
ir organizational disgaesis. ZIastisute far Social Researzn, November
1577,
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49, (Wimh A. S. Davenpert and J. B. lLaPointa) Future perforsaace trend
fadicators: A current value approach to husan resources accoustiag.
Repert V: The value 2rtribdution process. Institute 2or Social Ressasch,
Januasy 1578,

S0. Buman rascusces accounting for the military., Iz L. A. Broedling and
R. Pexn (Eds.), Military productivily and work zotivatican: CLooference
proceedisgs. Final repost to Navy Perscrmel Ressarch and Developmant
Canter, San Diege, August 1978,

SI. (With J. L. Prankliz and P. A. Pecorells) Future indicators of nevy
performance: An exteasion of carrent value coscests to navy data.
Ingtitute for Sccial Ressasch, July 1§78,

$2. (With A. S. Davenpert) Future perforzsnce trend indicators: A carrest
value approach to humem resources sccounting. Report VII: Utilizatica
problezs tied to methodological issues. Iastitute f22r Social Researzh,
August 1578.

S3. (Wigh P. A. Peccrella, A. S. Davenpers, and J. E. lLaPcinte) Forecesting
perforzance fa orgenizations: Ar application of carrest-value huzan
Pesogrces accounting. Institute for Sccial Research, August 1578.

S4. (Witx G. H. 5. Ross) A model of intem-orgeaizations! iafluesces onm
organizations] processes. Report . Iastitute for Social Reseasch,
m’t u”. *

S8, . (With A. S. Davezpert, N. St. Claire, and R. Farrell) 4 20de] of jatern-
erganizational fnfleences on organizations] processes. Final report on
kiererchy and =odels of command: [ofluesces om army uail effectiveness.
Institute Zcr Sccial Resaarch and Vectsr Research, Inc., Asril 198C.

56. (With L. M. Jones and S. E. Puller) Marzagement gnd employee
relationstips within the Feders] Aviation Administration. Vol. I.
Instituse foo Social Research and McRinsey and Co., Ine., Massh 1582.

§T. (With L. M, Jenes and S. R. Fuller) Meaagement and employee
reletionstips within the Feders] Avistion Adwinistretion. Vol. II: A
compiletion of date suoglementary to VoF. I. Dnystewute for Ssctal
Ressarch and McoXinsey and Cz., Ine., Masch 1582.

5. (Witk L. S, Xrauz xod D. R. Denisen) [rses of Project Upgrade: Resslts
of Interview Studies is 14 Fleet Units. Zechnizal repert to the 022ice
ef Naval Researth, 1583,

§9. (With L. 5. Rrauz) Oryamizations] Correlates of Project Upgrade. Final
TepcrT 12 the QOllice cf Naval Research, 1583,

60. (With D. R. Denisen) Forecasting unit performance: a current value
human resources accounting system for Navy rgEnizations. Final repect
8 the Cllice ¢f Naval Research, 1981,

J'v

B



[
- B. L. Barnes
Ex I/ 5 S g
' 8. L. Kaplan “V
st e Central File
C. F. CDQHCHG‘.H F“IQ (4

July 27, 1284

Dr. David Bowers

Institute for Sccial! Research
426 Thempson

university of Michigan

Ann Arbor, Michigan 4810%

., MANAGEMENT-RELATED ALLEGATIONS AT SOMANC

HE PEAK « Qben-27-84

Dear Dr. Zowers:

[ am writing to you on behalf of Bruce Kaplar who

ne 1s on vacation for the
next week. He wanted me to express his plaacure 3t your accepting 2 role

in our current project with the Nuclear Reguiatory Commission. wWe are
especially appreciative of your willingness to respond witnin QuUr ratner
tight time constraints.

First, by way of introduction, ! would like to give you some backgrounc 9
information regarding the project. At a nuclear power nlant nearing com-

pletion, allegations have been put forward by a numter of indivicuals

involved in the QA/QC area (Quality Assurance/Quality Control) that manage-

ment created an atmosphere of intimidation during coenstruction of the plant

which inhitited QC inspectors from performing their duties accorging to :
written standards and regulations, to the extent that tne safety cf the plant

might de compromised. In the contex: of issuing an operating 1icerse to this
plant the NRC is saking depcsiticns from those alleging irregularities and
from the applicant ompany ‘n anticipatiomr ¢f & forma) hearing. These depo-
sitions are being reviewed by a team of experts from both the nuclear industry
and academia to make a judgment as to the accuracy of the allegaticns.

As part of their own management of the situation, the asglicant company
conducted a survey of 1ts QA/QC personnel in an attempt to cdetermine the
tmesphere/climate in which they perceived themselves to ne cecerating. A
copy of the set of returned questicnnaires nas been sent ta you feor analysis.
It is my understanding that you and your staff will uncertake an analysis of
the responsas and draw whateyer conclusions you can reascnadbly make from them.
This study will include & statistical analysis of the cneckec resperses and
alse analysis of

ang
the open-ended remarks tnat respondents macde cn the survey
forms,
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The basic question you are to attempt to answer is: did management by its
actions create an 2tmosphere of intimidation for the 94/QC inspectors such
that they performed their duties in a way that there is some likelihood of
impact on the safety and quality of the plant. This is distinct f=om intim-
‘dation that some inspectors may have felt from actiors on the part of crafts
personnel. The intent is to estadlish if a pattern of intimidation existed,
as opposed to whether certain individuals were in Tact intimidated. There

1s also some distinction to be made in terms of what is really a climate of
intinidation compared tc what might be described as a fairly hard-ncsed
management style in the plant. ;
This issue of a definition of "intimidation" should be considered. Naturally
the applicant company tends to see all its actions as management style. Those
making the allegaticns tend to see all these same management behaviors as

intimication. A third view is to define inuimidation . as involving some viola-

tion of written procedures for construction, inspection or tasting due to scme
incident, action, or statement on the part of management. It is this third
view that is probably the most useful and applicadle definitien. In any case,
an explicit definition of climate of intimidation should be included in your
report.

. -
[ expect that in order to draw your conclusicns from the guestionnaires you
would 1ike to have some informaticn regarding the develeopment an:. administra-
tion of the questionnaire i1tself, such as the process ¢f sample selection,
response rate, provisions of anonymity, etc. Please address these questions -
t0 me as s00n as possible by phone at 208/526-36596 and I will see that you get
the needed information.

We need your completec regort ‘n our hands by August 5, 1984. It should be
mailed to: Bruce Kaplan, EGAG ldaho, Inc., WCB, P.0. Box 1625, Idano Falls,
1D 83415,

Uncer separate cover, Eil1 Stratton has mailed o you via Jane Delaney a
request for a copy of yaur resume and a "Statement of Non-Disclosure” to be
signec by all individua's working with the questionnaires. Both the resume
anc the signed statements should be returned to me as soon as possible.

Should you have any suestions or nes2 .:t‘*‘anal information of any kind,
please don‘t hesitate to contac: me at 208/526-9696.
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Again, we are very pleased with your involvement in this project.

Bruce and I look forward to working with you.

Vefy truly yours,

& fé?wecvfz»-:_-

C. F. Obenchain, Manager
NRC Technical Assistance
Programs Branch

acf

cc: B. Stratton, ISU
J. 0. Zane, EGAG Icahe

o

Both
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The following is an analyisis of ; survey involving QC inspectors which was -
;?ﬁinistared in 1979. This information provides a historical perspective
on the question under investigation. The purpose of the survey seems to be
investigatory in nature, 1nquir%ng into the feeiings anf perceptions of QC
fnspectors about their jobs, quality of supervision, support of QC management,
and 2 general m?&‘l into m%séxperiences er m?‘
the Comanche Peak site. '
3ecuse the survey was not designed to address the specific concerns of thés
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study there 1s a judgmentsd peacsss uhich,inc1udes sorting those questions in the

' : Acrwe pree it
survey which seam to be germain to &==s euasaaoa'a:goﬁrqse which & not, 2epesn

COF [mreTEST
So-be—retevant, A careful inspection of 10% of the gquestionnaires was
conducted to ascertain whether or not the questicns i€ excluded would also
exclude relevant fnformation.
in (+&d of e Soeoes
An 42l inspection,led to the conclusion that three questions on the survey
seemed relf?ant to the study; questions 1f (2), question 2, and guestion 5.
Cur careful inspection of the 105 sample led tb the conclusion tha;éo
/

relevant deta would be excluded by eleiminating the other questions.

A contant analysis wes perfo;wed on the responses to these 3 questions and

summarized below.
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