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CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEM AREA

Introduction

Members of a work organization develop beliefs and values upon
which their actions are based, They obtain these beliefs, Qalues,
and preferences, called perceptions, by creating them, Members of
any organization formulate their conceptions of what is good, fact,
fiction, etc. from the environment around them. These beliefs,
values, or conceptions can be fact or fiction. These pexrceptional
ideas providebmeaning to worker's lives. Necessarily, perception
then influences workers® behavioral patterns.

Traditionally, perceptions, being operationalized through
attitudinal questionnaires, have heen studied and investigated by
psychologists because early investigators provided théoretical
concepts indicating the importance of insights inté the human
cognitive‘processes and their possible relationship to human
behavior, In this research study, the primary focus is upon a
particular set of independent and dependent job attitudes which
are important-for an understanding of‘employees' desires 10 perw
form effectively, worker satisfactions, and certain responses
which résult from the work setting, Job attitude research has
typically considered only one kind of attitude: the employee's
satisfaction with his job., It is one of the contentions of this

study that aftitude research should make a significant contribution
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to the understanding and prediction of human behavior in work
organizations. Consequently, the aspects of an individual's
cognitive behavior to be investigated must be reconsidered. As
Krech, Crutchfield and Ballachey (1962) indicate, attitudes include
cognitive belief components, feeling components, and action ten=-
"dencies, In thié study, the cognitive belief components take the
form of experienced task structure characteristics and certain
individual differences; feeling components are indicated by three
facet satisfactions; and Kregh et al.'s action tendencies ‘take the
shape of perceived propensity to leave the organization,

The specific focus of this empirical field research is the
relationships and interactions of certain individual personality
differences acting as moderators between facets of task structure
and certain outcome variables. This study concentrates only on
certain sets of indepéndent, noderator, and dependent variables in
a. correlative framework or analysis.

- The contention is that the interaction between members' beliefs,
values, and preferences (i.e.,=individual differences) and experi-
enced task structure comprise much of the raw material for
behavioral patterns and motivation theory. The thesis of this study
is that the tasks performed by members of an organization together
with their individual behavior patterns explain why people in dif-
ferent parts of the world and in different jobs have different and
varied feelings about what motivates them. This study does not
attempt to measure or test the various theories of motivation. It

does, however, attempt to provide a basis for the study of hypo=-



thesized interactional relationships between certain facets of
job structure, individual differences, and particular outcome
eariables. These outcome variables take the form of three facet
satisfactions (i.e., overall, pay, and job content) and' propensity
to leave the organization.

Since work has always been and seemingly will continue to be
a highly signficiant.nonfamily activity of most people, the study
of work, job attributes, and worker perceptions of the character-
ietics of the job is an important research area. Since the early
1900's, scientific management emphasized the engineering approach
as “the one best way or method" to menage. More recently, the
human relations and "social man" movement has concentrated on the
social factors in work and has assumed that the consequences of
"dull” or repetitive tasks are constant dissatisfaction for all
workers, regardless of individual differences. This dissertation's
empirical investigation of the moderating effects of individual
differences between task structure and certain outcome variables
is based on the assumption that woxrk and‘workers are complex,
This eomplexity along with task characteristics and worker percep-
tions take the form of an interactional relationship among and
between different sets of independent, moderator, and dependent
variables.

This is not to imply that social interactions, organization
structure, technology, and other factors do not influence workers'
perceptions., It does imply that the experienced job characteristics

inherent in the task iteself influeénce worker responses and effect



certain patterns of interactions resuliting in various degrees of
oﬁtcomes. Working on a task an individuval develops certain beliefs,
preferences, and values specific to his experienced task character-
istics which combine to effect certain organization outcomes. The
specific task an individual is engaged in at a certain time is
taken as a given in the conceptual model,

The conceptual theory, then, attempts to indicate the various
interrelationships between individual differences and the facets
of task structure which help to acéount for differences in what

people believe, value, and prefer. In addition, this empirical

research will provide support for various motivational théories in
terms of some of the épecific pérsonality and task measures which
influence Jjob performance.

Specifically, this field study will investigate the following

interactional model:

FPigure 1: Simplified Version of the
Interaction Effect Between
Task Structure and Individuval

Differences Upon Outcomes

Individwal
Differences
Task o * b Outcome
Structure T Variables
Demographic

Variables




Figure 1 indicates that the individual difference variables and
different demographic characteristics moderate the relationship
between task structure énd outcome variables. Due to certain
statistical and methodological limitations inherent with multie
variate designs, this study investigates only personality or
individual difference variables acting as moderators between task
structure and outcomes., A second hypothesis derived from Figure 1
is that when individual differences are held constant;'task structure
will be positively associated with one or more of the facet satis-.
factions. A third general hypothesis is that with individual dif-
ferences held constant, task structure will be negatively associated
with propensity to leave the organization.

Task structure is composed of five facets: (1) autonomy;

(2) skill variety; (3) task feedback; (4) task identity; and (5) up-
ward influence, =These five experienced task facets have been the
focus of hundreds of articles and/or books advocating changing an
organization on the basis of commonly assumed job enrichment prin-
ciples, These studiés generally hold that a change in the facets
of task structure will lead to high satisfaction regardless of
individual differences.

Seven personality characteristics are hypothesized to moderate
the relationship between the independent and dependent variables.
These individual difference variables are: (1) internal-external
1ife orientation; (2) self-esteem; willingness to accept a bureau-

cratic orientation dividea into three bureaucratic orientation



facets’; (3) hierarchy of authority; (4) division of labor;

(5) rules for incumbents; (6) need for achievement; and (7) need
for affiliation, The research objective in conheotion with the
hypotheéized moderation=interactional analysis performed on the
five independent task structure facets and the seven moderator or
personality measures with the four dependent éutcome variables is
to show the limitations of the commonly held job enrichment assump-
tions. These specific assumptions will be discussed'in great
length in Chapter II,

The three facets of satisfaction, overall, pay, and job, and
propensity to leave the organization or perceived voluntary turn-
over, may be considered a product or outcome of the interaction
between task structure and iﬁdividual differences., It is assumed
that these four dependent variables are a function of {the experi-
enced iask structure and the individual differences.

This empirical research utilizes a field study design composed
of two separate samples: (1) a large manufacturing organization
located in a large metropolitan city in southeastern Texas; and
(2) a large nonprofit hospital located in a medium;sized rural Ohio -
city. From the combined samples a total N of 1,409 (i.e,, indus~
trial sample of 861 and service sémple of #8) was obtained, The
data were gathered through a questionnaire during working hours

1The three facets of an individual's willingness to accept a
bureaucratic orientation were adopted from Hall (1961) and modified
by Dr. James P, McNaul, The Ohio State University, and the writer,
This work was done in conjunction with Herrick's (1974) Quality qf

Work Project (see p, 91 of this study for details of Hall's
research,




in September and October, 1974, at the two sites by the writer and
research associates from The University of Michigan's Institute for
Social Researéh after some scales had been pretested in vari§us
well-lighted and noise-~free conference rooms at different sites in
Ohio. -Pretest and final study scales wexe analyzed for reliability
and validity. Other scales were adopted frbm past empirical reseaxch
with the assumption that their proveﬁ reliability and validity wouid
hold for these study samples,

In order to investigate the three previously stated general
hypotheses in relation to one other and the commonly he}d Jjodb enrich;
ment assumptions, & large and comprehensive sample composéd of over
two huyndred Jjob classifications was drawn from both an industrial
sector and a public service organization. Respondents to the ques-~
tionnaire ranged from beginning machine operators to executives in
the industrial sample and aides and oxderlies through top hospital
administrators in the service site.

A response rate of 8% percent [i.e., an industiral rate of 86
percent (861/1003) and a public sector rate of.81 percent (548/679)]
was obtained. The high response rate was a resuit of administering
the questionnaire on paid work time within the two site facilities
without company or hospital officials being present. Of course,
complete confidentiality was guaranteed to all respondents. The
reasons for the sixteen percent non-response rate were many. They
included absenteeism, press of‘business, vacation, etc.

With these different éontentions, theses, and assumptions in

nind, the next sections of this chapter explore the specific pro-
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blem axea, indicate the importance of ‘the research being undertaken,
provide a conceptual-theoretical model, state the research objec=-

tives, and provide an organizational framework for the study.

Background

Historically, the rise of industrial organizations are associated
with the emergence of automatibn and division of labor, One of the
first advocates of division of labor, Adam Smith (1937), in the
late 1700's indicated that the advantages were increased efficiency
and saving of time. In the early 1900's the scientific management
period, fathered by Frederick Taylor (1911), indicated that simpli-
fying work and jobs would mean accomplishing work more efficiently;
a less skilled employee would be required; the control exerted by
management over the work flow and ultimately production would be
increased; and eventually, profits to the organization would
increase. Davis (1970) has categorized this philosophy as follows:

1. The man and his job are the essential building blocks

of an organization, If the analyst designs these
"right," the organization will be correctly defined,

2. Man is an extension of a machine, useful only for

performing things that a machine cannot accomplish,

3. The men and their jobs==-the individual building blocks=-

are to be welded together by supervisors or menagers who
will eliminate the uncertainties and variabilities that

arise in the work environment.



4, The organization is free to use any a&ailable social
mechanism to enforce compliance and to ensure its own
stability.

5. Man is simply an extension of the machine, and obviously,
the simpler the machine, the lower the costs. Thus, job
fractionalization is a way of reducing the costs of
carrying on the work and reducing the skill contribution
of the individuwal who performs it.

Whiie division of labor, the automated factory, and work
specialization and fractionalization have increased industrial pro-
ductivity, numerous concepiual and empirical étudies suggest that
the tools of work simplification or specialization have also pro=-
duced some unintended and unwanted side effects among workers (e.g..
Walker, 19503 Herzberg, Mausner, and Snyderman, 1959; Turner and
Lawrence, 1965). These side‘effects'are beliavioral and economic
in nature and include: job dissatisfaction, high absenteeism and
turnover, and lower productivity (Porter and Steers, 1973; Macy and
Mirvis, 1974; Mirvis and Macy, 1975). The nature and effects of
thesg work-related outcomes--including job satisfaction--are impor—
tant subjects for empirical reseaxch since‘the eighty million
Americans who hold jobs, spend one-thixd or more of their waking
hours at work, and for many their continued performance at work is
an economic and psychological necessity.

It has only beén recently that social scientists have attempted

to gather rigorous empirical evidence on the outcomes of workers at
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work, their relationships to individual differences, and the
experienced characteristics of job or task structure.

Considerable evidence has been gathered'through so=called
Jjob enrichhent experiments which regard the industrial and public
service environments and their workers as less complex and less
interdependent than the data seem to suggest they are, Moreover,
many of these programs of Jjob enrichment, 1like the theories of
Taylor (1911) and Roethlisberger and Dickson (1939), regard the
individual as being motivated by a single variable. This study,
opposing this single variable or Jjob enrichment approach, views
man as a complex organism.

As a result of these common job enrichment concepts, many
‘organizational theoreticians have chosen to concentrate their
theoretical and empirical efforts on the discovery of the various
influences upon social man. To counteract this recent trend,
Schein (1970) has commented:

a. Man is not only complex, but also highly variable; he
has many motives which are arranged in some sort of
hierarchy of importance to him, but this hierarchy
is subject to change from time to time and situation
to sitwation; furthermore, motives interact and com-
bine into complex patterns ... .

b. Man is capable of learning new notives through his
organizational experiences, hence ultimately his pat=-
texrn of motivation and the psychological contract
which he establishes with the organization is the
result of a complex interaction between initial needs

and organizational experiences.

. ¢, Man's motives in different organizations or different
subparts of the same organization may be different . . .

d. Man can become productively involved with organizations
on the basis of many different kinds of motives . .
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e, Man can respond to many different kinds of managerial.

strategies depending on his own motives and abilities

and the nature of the task. (p. 70)
It is this study's basic research theme that the motives and needs
cited by Schein (i.e., individual differences) interact with one
another (i.e., conditioning effect, moderator effect, etc.)
resulting in a patiern variable or a combined variable, Thexrefore,
a pattern variable, composed of facats of task structure and
individual difference variables, combine to produce different
outcome variables, In Mayo's Hawthorne experiments, it was assumed
that man was motivated by social needs. So, too, job enrichment
assumes man is or should be motivated by one social need-=-self
actualization, Generally, job enrichment is defined as:

The process of allowing the individual workexr to determine

his own working pace (within limits); allowing the individual -

. worker to serve as his own inspector by assigning responsie-
bility for quality control to the worker; allowing the in-
dividual worker to repair his own nistakes; allowing latitude
in the choice of methods; and allowing the worker to be

responsible for his own machine set-up. (Hulin, 1971, p.

160-161)

To summarize,' this stream of job enrichment literature indicates
that people and workers are all alike and are motivated by'one
force,

MacKinney, Vernimont, and Galitz (1962) reviewed these job
enrichment studies, which proposed a relationship between job
specialization and Jjob satisfaction, and concluded that the data
did not present any clear picture. In their discussion of the dif=-

ferences among members in this regard they state:

The most compelling argument against specialization as a
major cause of job dissatisfaction lies in the fact of



12

individual differences, This is the central fact of

life in the behavior sciences, and yet the would-te

reformers apparently believe that all people must

react in exactly the same way to the same job., The

observer says to himself, "That Jjob would drive me

nuts in half an hour." From this he somehow con- .

cludes that it must drive everyone else nuts as well,

This simply is not so! (For that matter, it's highly

probable that many of the workers interviewed by

sympathetic social scientists privately regard their

questioner's activities as a pretty terrible way to

eaxn a living, too.) (p. 17)

This statement and the typicallj loose research procedures
followed by some of these job enrichment advocates (Herman and
Hulin, 1972) indicate why much of the theory about workers' jobs
and their perceptions has pointed to self-actualization approaches
and single work-motivated value systems, in spite of the fact that

the data have not been clearly supportive of this position,

Specific Problem to be Investigated

Throughout the last forty years, behavioral scientists and
mnagers have been theorizing about work, motivation, performance,
etc. Within these various theories, task structure (referring to
the previously discussed five experienced and intrinsic attributes
of the job or task) has been identified as one of, if not the main .
set of variables (by various researchers, including Wanous, 1974;
Hackman and Lawler, 1971; Pritchard and Peters, 1974; Dickéon, 1974;
Wyatt et al, 1937; Walker and Guest, 1952; and Turner and Lawrence,
1965) that cause certain outcomes, However, task structure is
essentially an experienced phenomenon., Its correlations are the
different stimuli and the different responses which occur within a

particular unit of time, What will be varied and interesting to
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one individual may be monotonous and uninteresfing to another,
Munsterberg (1913) made this distinction by seeking out what he
considered to be the most monotonous Jjob in a factory setting.
During the period of watching many Jobs and talking to the
individuals concerned, he concluded that feelings of monotony
depended more upon the individual than the type of work performed.,
Munsterberg described a woman packing light bulbs in a plant},al—
though the job was described as monotonous and lacking skill
variety, he discovered that the woman had found the work intexr-
esting and had in fact done it for fourteen years, The reason for
her interest was that she had built a great deal of structure
into her work by setting herself goals and targets for completion,
Bills (1923) came to a similar conclusion indicating ways in which
individuval diffeiences influence task structure.

In order to provide an understanding of the complex problem
to be investigated in this study, a brief review of the two con-
flicting viewpoints (the assumptions of the job enrichment frame=-
work and the individual differences viewpoint) will be made at
this point. Chapter II will provide in detail the specific and
lengthy research evidence necessary to test these conflicting view-
~points,

Assumptions of the Job Enrichment Framework

In recent years, proponents of the job enrichment movement,
like advocates of the human relations school which proceeded it,

" have enthusiastically followed the prescriptive doctrine that all
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jobs should be designed so thét the job itself engages the inter=-
ests, skills, and abilities of the worker, and brings him a sense
of accomplishment which will result from completing a meaningful,
challenging, and interesting job. Researchers such as Argyris
(1957, 1962, 1964), Valker (1950), Herzberg (1966), McGregor (1960),
Likert (1961, 1967), and Kornhauser (1965) all suggest that a world
in which all Jjobs or tasks were enlarged would be psychologically
more fulfilling., Generally, these theoreticians and many anecdotal
accounts hold the following assumptions to be valid for all workers:

1. Low task structure (task repetitiveﬁess, low autonomy,
etc.) leads to monotony and, conversely, task unique~
ness and diversity lead to a lack of monotony.

2. Task monotony leads to boredom and Jjob dissatisfaction.

3. Boredom and job dissatisfaction are associated with the
undesirable behavioral patterns of turnover, absenteeisn,
restriction of output,' poor quality of woxrk, theft, and
drug abuse.

The first assumption holds that as tasks or jobs become
increasingly specialized (i.e., less atuonomous, less varied, less
influential, etc.), the monotony (the worker's perception of the
characteristics of his or her job) increases. The task repetitive=
ness, or short-time cycls of simplified tasks, is assumed to lead
to monotony. Therefore, monotony is hypothesized to be associaﬁed
with feelings of boredom and Jjob dissatisfaction. Conseguently,
the affected responses of Jjob dissatisfaction and boredom are pre-

dicted to lead to certain behavioral outcones. These behavioral
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outcomes are assumed to be turnover, absenteeism, restriction of
productivity, poor quality of work, theft, and drug abuse. These
Jjob enrichmeﬁt assumptions are diagrammed in Figure 2,

The above assumptions are presenied in a more positive light
in Figure 3. This figure presumably holds true for all members
of the workforce., In other words, ihe more compléx and challenging
the task becomes, the more Jjob satisfaction will increase. Further-
more, this figure illustrates the hypothesiZed positive and mono=
tonic association between the dimensions or facets of task structure
and job satisfaction, Bven though the relationship may be linear,
any one of several positive and monotonic functions couid be sub=
stituted., This brings to the forefront fhe questions: Are there
multiple functions for different subgroups of people perforﬁing
multiple and varied tasks? Are these functions always positive and
monotonic? Can too much autonomy, variety, etc. {very high task
structure) be associated with job dissatisfaction?

Also included in this depiction of task structure and job
satisfaction is the assumption that as job variety and job satis=-
faction increase, the intrinsic motivation of the worker will show
a corresponding increase. In recent years, there has been consid=
erable empirical evidence indicating that individuals vary in their
willingness to accept monotony. Moreover, évidence seems to indicate
that some workers may be positively motivated by repetitive Jobs
(Smith, 1955; Smith and Lem, 1955; Baldamus, 1961; and Filley and

House, 1969). .



FIGURE 2: THE TRADITIONAL JOB ENRICHMENT MODEL

STIMULUS CONDITION

EXPERIENCED ‘
PERCEPTION AFFECTED RESPONSE BEHAVIOR OUTCOME

Low Skill, Low Monotony Job Dissatisfaction 1. Restriction of Output

Job Content or _b,'(Task Repetitiveness). (Boredom) 2. Turnover

Low Task Structure 3. Absenteeism
4. Poor Quality of Work
5. Theft

) 6. Drug Abuse

SOURCE: (Modified from C. Hulin and M. Blood, "Job Enrichment, Individual Difference, and
VWioxker Responses", Psychologieal Bulletin, Vol. 69, No. 1, 1968, p. 211).

9T
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Figure 3: Hypothesized Ganeral
Relationship Between Job
Variety and Job Satisfaction

Job Satisfaction

JOB VARIETY, AUTONOMY, SKILL REQUIREMENTS — ..M

SCURCE:

(From C. L. Hulin, "Individual Differernces and Job
Enrichment--The Case Against General Treatments,” in
New_Persvzsctives In Jocb FEnlargement, (ed.) bv J. R.
Maher, New York: Van Nostrand Reinhcld Company, 1971,
p. 163). '
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This reported linear relationship between task stiructure and
job satisfaction has been subject to considerable criticism
from Brayfield and Crockett (1955), Schwab and Cummings (1970),
Stozdill (1972), and many others, Most recently, Ash (1973) chal-
lenged the controversial Health, Education and Welfare's (HEW)
Work In America (1972), which is based on the above job enrichment
assumptions. Ash's criticisms conéerned Y. ..the adequacy of the
data for its recommendations and the validity of its underlying
assumptions” (p. 600). Other theorists (Scott and Mitchell,'1972)
suggest that the relationship between task structure and job satis-
faction may be curvilinear, as represented in Figure 4,

Scott and Mitchell indicate:

When the job is neither specialized nor standard, an

employee would have difficulty knowing what or how to

do his job. At the other extreme are situations which

are highly repetitive and boring. Although these

points may differ for diffexrent types of people or

jobs, it is clear that the extreme ends of these con-

tinuuns are related to low morale., (1972, p. 107)

In summary, the first assumption of the Job enrichment school
when considered in light of other theory seems at best questionable,
Chapter II presents in detail the specific empirical evidence upon
which this opposing theory is hased.

The second assumption, that monotony leads to boredom and job
dissatisfaction, although closely related to the first, is the
assuned affected response (Figure 2) from the worker's pexrception
of his job's characteristics.'»This assumption is dependent upon

the additivity and validity of the stimulus condition and the

experienced perception of the first job enrichment assumption dis-



Figure 4: Hypothesized Curvilinear
Relationship Between Task
Structure and Satisfacticn

High

Job
Satisfaction

Low

v

Task Structure

SOURCE: (Modified from W. G. Scott and T. R. Mitchell,
Organization Theory, Homewood, Ill.: Richard D.
Iwrin, Inc., 1572, p. 107).
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cussed above. But, for a m&ﬁent, let us assume that this assumption
is valid, If this is true, can we also assume that all workers
will respond negatively to this experienced perception? Is it
not possible that some workers prefer less challenging and less

responsible tasks? In 1960, Vroom, in his book Some Personality

Determinants of the Affects of Participation, indicated that not all

workers are satisfied when they'take part in the decision-making
that is the result of more challenging tasks and more responsibility.
Vroom indicates there are significant individuwal differences between
workers who perceive the opportunity to make decisions about their
Jjobs positively and those individuals who do not. Vrpom's empirical
data, like those of Smith (1955), Smith and Lem (1955), and

Baldamus (1961) highlight the possibility that some workers may pre-
fer routine, repetitive, and specific work methods.

In summary, there seems to be conflicting theory and evidence
that makes suspect the hypothesis that monoiony leads to boredom and
jbb dissatisfaction. Chapter II presents the specific basis for this
opposing theory.

The third assumption, that boredom and Jjob dissatisfaction
are associated with various.undesirable behaviors, is the behavioral:
outcome shown in Figure 2 and procesds from the additive relationship
of the two prior assumptions. These behaviors are assumed to be
turnover, absenteeism, lower productivity, poor quality of work,
theft, drug abuse, etc, However, only for two of these behaviors,

turnover (measured in this study as propensity to leave the organi.
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zation) and absenteeism (not measured because of historical time

requirements), is there enough theoretical and empirical evidence

to substantiate that in certain situations an individual's Jjob

satisfaction is significantly related to his oxr her decision to quit

or be absent (Wertz, 1956; Vroom, 1964; Hulin, 1966, 1968; Lawler,

1970, 1973; Porter and Steexrs, 1973; Porter et al., 1974; and

Newman, 1974).

The above three job enrichment assumptions may be summarized

as follous:

1.

2,

3.

7

Hard work is a virtue and work confers upon the woxker

a. sense of his identity, place in the world, status,
order in life, and reason for being (i.e., the Protestant
Work Ethic). |

York is central to the lives of all people.

On=the=~job work values, norms, etc, are transferred

to off-the-=job activities.

Ail workers desire to achieve self-actualigzation in
their tasks,

There is 2 rising tide of discontent ( job dissatisfaction)
among workers,

A1l workers want tasks that are intrinsically meaningful
(i.e., high task structure) and

Job redesign can be applicable to all jobs and all people

because it makes work meaningful.

The relationship between resiriction of output or productivity

and job satisfaction has been almost nonexistent (see Brayfield
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to find the assumed hypothetical relatioﬁships between task struc-
ture and job satisfactiont
1. Failure to account for individual differences (Hulin and
Blood; HacKinney et al., 1962, Locke, 1970);
2. The relationship is complex and requires-the use of

noderator variables (Schwab and Cummings, 1970);

3. Theory and literature are highly value-laden (Filley
and House, 1969);

4, Research has been far fron rigorous (Hulin and Blood,
1968; Filley and House, 1969; Herman and Hulin, 1972);
and

5, Findings stem from unclear data with which job enrich-
nent advocates allow themselves interpretive ffeedom

- (Filley and House, 1969).

In view of the questionable Jjob enrichment hypotheses, it might
be beneficial to provide a brief review of an alternative to the
assumption that all people respond the same way to the same
stimulus.

An Alternative Approach: The Individual Differences Viewpoint

The alternative.viewpoint proposed here is based on the
individual differences position described by Hulin and Blood (1968)
and Hulin (1971) in two papers stating the case against general
treatment of workers by job enrichment enthusiasts. Some or all
of the above assumptions are invalid for some or all members of

the workfaorce; the assumptions hold true only in certain circum-
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stances and to certain degrees, In other words, subgroups of the
workforce may be identified whose motivation to work (defining work
as those activities performed for pay, Dunnette; 1973) does not
follow the job enrichment principles nentioned earlier. No value
Judgment is attached to individual difference variableé (self-

. esteem, internal-external life orientation, etc., defined elsewhere
. in +this study) for these subgroups of.workers. It is assumed that

the interaction of these individual différence variables creates

a pattern variable, which moderates the association between task

structure and certain outcome variables, These outcome variables

are three facets of satisfaction and the perceived propensity to
leave the organization.,

This new list of counter-assumptions leads to thé iejection of
specific assumptions inherent in the Job enrichment model. Speci-
fically, the positive and monotonic linear relationship shown in
Figure 3, which is assumed to be true for all workers, would be
viewed as only one of a number of different possible relationships
between task structure and job satisfaction. Hulin.(197l) indi-
cates that we should be willing to consider a multiple family of
curves or functions (sore weak, some moderate, and some strong)
relating to task structure and job satisfaction; He indicates three

.sets of curves (Figure 5), with the nost satisfying amount of task
structure at different points for different subsets of workers,
according to individuval desires and differences.,

The genexral conclusion one derives from Figure 5 is that there

is a positive relationship between task structure and job satis-




FPIGURE 5: ALTERNATE HYPOTHESIS -- ALLOWING FOR INDIVIDUAL
DIFFERENCES - RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN TASK STRUCTURE
AND JOB SATISFACTION FOR DIFFERENT GROUPS OF
‘PEOPLE WITH VARYING DEGREES OF DESIPES FOR
DEMANDING JOBS

JOB SATISFACTION

TASK STRUCTURE

»

SOURCE: (Modified from c. Hulin, "Individual Differences and Job Enrichment--The Case
Against General Treatments", in New Prespectives In Job Enrichment, {(ed.) by
J. R. Maher, New York: Van Nostrand Reirhold Compnay, 1971, p. 166-167).

G2z
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faction, but it must not be assumed to be the same for all., Rather,

it is dependent to a great extent on the individual differences of

workers,
Hulin reports this alternative viewpoint as stated below:
There exist identifiable subgroups of workers within the
American workforce whose motivations are predictably and
lawfully different from the general work motivation assumed
by the job enrichment proponents. The problem confronting
the researcher,' then, is one of determining and assessing
those variables which differentiate between these various
subgroups,’ rather than assuming we understand work and what
motivates men, The next step must be to detexmine the char-
acteristics of the job and work situation which serve as
positive sources of motivation for these different, indepen-
dently defined work groups. Finally, if we discover that
substantial differences exist between workers and that cer~

tain groups of workers are positively motivated by money .
or even a repetitive job, then such differences must simply

be regarded as t_of the description of the world as it
‘Furthermore; Ffigure 5 makes the stated job enrichment assumptions
and principles suspect by indicating that the relationship of job
satisfaction to task structure is curvilinear. However, this
curvilinear relationship is also relafed to other kinds of moder-
ating variables=-namely, individual differences.,

Hulin and his associates have identified the reseaich trail,
but théy have not established, determined, or assessed those
variables which differentiate between workers., HNor have £hey deter=~
nined the experienced characteristics of task structure and their
empirical relationships to satisfaction. |

Turner and Lawrence (1965), Hackman and Lawler (1971), and
more recently Vanous (1974), have proceeded beyond the research

trail identified by Hulin and others and have empirically investi-~
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gated those variables which differentiate workers from one another,
Moreover, they have indicated that there are certain moderators

of employee reactions to task structure or job charactersitcs.,
Wanous, like Hackmen and Lawler, found that higher order need
strength (using a median split to separate responses into high or

" 1ow “higher order need strength" groups) was the best and the most
significant of three individual difference measures. The other two |
measures were Blood's "pro~Protestant Ethic" and Hackman and Lawler's
measure of “location of socialization.”

The next sections of this chapter define +the conceptual
model to be used in the empirical test of the hypothesis that
individual differences act to moderate the relationship between task
structure and certain outcome variables.

Against the background of the two opposing viewpoints concerning
task structure,’ individuval differences, and outcomes, the following
three propositions will be empirically investigated:

Proposition I One or more of the individuwal difference:
variables will moderate the relationship
between task structure and the facet
satisfactions,

Proposition 1I Holding tne individual difference variables
constant, task structure will be positively
associated with one or more of the facet
satisfactions.

Proposition IIT  Holding the individual difference variables
constant, task structure will be negatively
associated with propensity to leave the
organization,

This study attempts to test the main hypotheses that individuals

faced with a common task and environment perceive these differently,
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and that these differences in perceptions are influenced by partif
cular dimensions of an individual's personality. The other hypo=-
theses are logical theory-based derivatives of the conceptual model
which will be presentéd in Chapter II,

The various null hypotheses and the associated specific hypo-'
theses with each will be presented in Chapter I1II,

Importance of the Individual Differences Approach as Moderators

Between Task Structure and Outcomes

Much of the current theory about organizational functioning2
alludes to, but deals only summarily with,' the effects of different
modalities of individual personalities on outcomes in orgapizations.
Specifically, there has been little attempt to determine empiri-

- cally whether particulaxr attributes of an indiyidual's personality
have significant effects on the relationship of the individual to
organizations and,' therefore, on his or her behavior in organizational
settings.

Organizational theoreticians,' managers,' and Jjob enrichment
advocates have (or should have) a vested interest in this study
as it attempts to explain and predict how the five facets of task
structure influence the three facets of satisfaction and propensity
to leave the organization, Hopefully, with the variance from the
two samples and its corresponding large N.including nany individuals

at various Job levels, this study's findings will be sufficiently

2Expectancy theory does allow for individual differences, but
does not deal with them in sufflclent detail,
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géneralizable to provide additional knowledge of task structure's
impact upon the three facets of satisfaction and propensity to leave
the organization. Moreover, this study's combination of task struc-
ture and individual difference measures--the same general sets of
variébles alluded to in various motivational models--will lead to
further research on the interactional nature of the»relationships
between satisfaction and performance or performance leading to
satisfaction.

In addition, if the study's hypothesis concerning the inter-
actional relationship of individual differences and task structure
is confirmed, then the finding that the outcomes are a function of
this interaction will have significant impadt upon those interested
in applying behavioral science knowledge to the practical problems
involved in Jjob redesign: Job redesign advocates will have to take
into account differences among the very individuals they are trying
to change.

Approach and Conceptualization

The concept upon which this study is based is that there are
basic aspects of an individual's personality that significantly
affect the way he or she perceives his or her task structure or
environment, and that this interaction pattern causes certain
outcomes.

The various dimensions of the conceptual model, their definitions,
operationalizations, and interrelationships are detailed in Chapter
II. This research is an attempt to test the hypothesis that people

perceive things differently based upon their individual differences,
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It is proposed that individual differences will moderate the rela-
tionship between task structure and certain outcomes. With the
foregoing framework in mind, the following research questions were
formulated: (1) Do individuals who differ in certain personality
measures differ in their responses to task structure and outcome
measures? (2) If individual differences are held constant, do
individuals differ in certain outcome measures aé a function of
task structure? |

The research is 5ased on moderator analysis (Saunders, 1956;
Ghiselli, 1963; Zedeck, et al., 1971; Zedeck, 1971; Abrahams and Alf,
1972; and Dunnette, 1972) in combination with Multiple Classification
Analysis (MCA) developed by Andrews, Morgan, and Songuist (1967) and
Andrews et al. (1973). Generally, this approach is a "nmoderator
approach to prediction" and uses some variable(s) as moderators
to investigate possible interactions, A special feature of the
MCA program can be used to @etermine the extent of specified inter-
actions. Where appropriate, partial correlational analyses will be

performed holding certain moderators constant.

Research Objectives

The general objective of this reseaxrch is to examine the
relationships or interactions of individual differences acting as
moderators upon the five facets of task structure and the indicated
outcome variables. In addition, this empirical field study will
consider the relationship between the different facets of task

structure, and the outcome variables of satisfaction and propensity
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to leave the organization, holding individual differences constant.
In other words, this field research will be_a pértial test of the
"general treatment” assumptions which hold that there exists a posi-
tive relationshipibetween high task structure and high satisfaction
for all people. This study postulates that these assumptions are
only true in varying degrees for certain identifiable workgroups,
this interrelationship depends to a great extent on the individual
differences of workers. |

There were three specific research objectives., The first was
to develop.items, report intermal reliabilities, and factor findings
and loadings for each scale in an operationai questi§nnaire that
neasures the indicated independent, moderator, and dependent
variables. This nécessitated pretesting a sample QQestiOnnaire
over large industrial and public sector populations or utilizing
other reliable measurement scales,

The second research objective was to measure the interaction

of a structural variable--éask structure--and some psychologically-
determined personality measures against their relationships to some
outcome variables, This was done to determine wheﬁher or not per-
sonality measures alter or moderate the relationship between certain
independent and dependent variables,

The third research objective was to determine the relationships
between task structure effects upon specified outcome variables when

individual differences are held constant.
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Organization of the Study

Chapter II describes the detailed conceptual-interactional
model, its dimensions, operationalization, and definitions. A
. detailed discussion of the concepts of task structure and the
individual difference measures procede a}discussion of the outcome
variables, The theoretical considerations and empirical evidence
from which the research objectives have been derived are included
in Chapter 11,

Research design statement of the general propositions. and
their specific hypotheses are the subject of Chapter III, Included
in this chapter are the following topics: statement of research
hypotheses; design and construction of the questionnaire; sample
sizes and characteristics; field study methbdology; and limitations
and assumptions underlying the field study.

In Chapter IV, the measurement of internal reliabilities, factor
analysis results and correlational matrices by scale are presented.
Included within this chapter is the prior evidence of independence,
scale reliabilities, etc, of the independént; mode:ator, and depen-
dent variables,

In Chapter V, the analysis and discussion of the data are pre-
sehted for each hypothesis. The specific statistical tests used
to test each hypothesis are also discussed.

Chapter VI summarizes the findings of the study. The possible
extent of generalizations, future directions, and recommendations

are included in this final chapter.



CHAPTER II
SUPPORTING THEORY AND EMPIRICAL EVIDENCE

Introduction

Recent theoreticians (Hulin and Blood, 1968; Hulin, 1971;
Hackman and Lawler, 1971; and Wanous, 1974) have indicated that the
study's five independent and seven moderator perceptual variables
(i.e., task structure facets and individual differences) are some of
the basic factors influencing satisfaction and performance. Likexrt
(1961) has indicated that the member's reaction to the stimuli
always depends upon the stimuli as "perceived" by the member and the
expectations, values, and interpersonal skillé of the member., Likert
states this generalization to be "valid for every level in a hier=-
archical organization and for all kinds of organizations: industrial,
governmental, military and voluntary" (1961, p. 95). Likert's
position, like the position of this research, is consistent with
Lewin's (1935, 1951) theories of force=field and personality which
strongly demonstrated the vast importance of intervening variables
and interaction or moderator effects,

Likert (1961) describes Lewin's influence upon his own research
as shown in Pigure 6. This cognitive model, demonstrating the influ~
ences of intervening variables or moderators, indicates that the
responses from a member to task structure depend upon:

1. The perception by the member (i.e., how the member sees,

interprets, and experiences the stimuli).

33



Figure 6 :

Association Between Likert's and Lewin's
Intervening Variables and Outcomes
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SOURCE: (Modified from R. Likert, New Patterns of Management, McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1961, p. 197.)
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2. The relationship between these perceptions and the
various expectations, and interpersonal skills of the
member (i.e., the personality or individual difference
variable).

3. The member's culture, past experience, socialization,
background, values, etc.

Measurement of these intervening or moderator variables can be

of great assistance to understanding and predicting behavior, Such
measurement can reveal that expectations, values, beliefs, and per-
ceptions of the organizational member are of critical importance

in organizational theory. Likert's integrating theory summarizes
this perceptual approach as follows:

es @l individual's reaction to any situation is always a

function not of the absolute character of the interaction,

but perception of it. Consequently, an individual member

of an organization will always interpret an interaction

between himself and the organization in texrms of his back-

ground and culture, his experience and expectations. (1961,

p. 102) |

.Therefore, for empirical research purposes, the use of perceptual

measures is acceptable (Sims and Szilagyi, 1974; Porter and Lawler,

1968).

The Conceptual Model

Since the early 1900's, theoreticians and field psychologists
have been investigating the interaction between woxrk and workers.
Munsterbergexr's (1913) researéh was the initial psychological work
concerning work and behavior outcomes. Hoﬁever} Munsterberger's

work, like that of other psychologists from 1910 to the 1930's,
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primarily focused upon the various techniques of personnel selection
and plaqements, and upon certain physical aspects of the work enviﬁon-
ment. During the late 1930's, interest was shoﬁn in studies of
employee attitudes and their relationships to outcome behaviors. The
Hawthorne Studies (Roethlisberger and Dickson, 1939) provided the
impetus for studying workers and their relationships to thelworking
environment, At about this same time, Lewin, Lippit, and White
(1939}, énd Coch and French (1948) emphasized the critical impor;
tance of studying member's attitudes and feelings about their work
situation. So, by the late 1940's, it had become scieniific practice
to study concepts and variables like satisfaction and the impoxrtance
of job structure to the worker,

The investigation of workers, their attitudes, and the ﬁork
environment became commonplace in the mid-fifties and early 1960's.
| Vroom (1964) reviewed twenty correlatioﬁal studies of Jjob satisfaction
and job performance and found a median correlation of .14 which had
1ittle theoretical significance. Hexmberg et al.'s (1957) review
of the same studies rendered the opposite conclusion, Vroom (1964)
indicates:

1. There is no single relationship between Job satisfaction’
and Jjob performance,

2., There is a consistent negative relationship between job
satisfaction and the probability of resignation.

3. « « oit is sufficient that the lack of any marked asso=-
ciation between the two variables (job satisfaction and
job performance) suggests the desirability of regarding
them as both concepiually and empirically separable out-
comes of the person~work role relationship. (pp. 186~187)
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Since Vroom's research, it has been customary to investigate
worker attitudes in relation to satisfaction, supervision; influence
in decision-making (i.e., upward influence), the work group, inter—
actions between independent, moderator, and dependent variables,
task structure, individual differences, specialization, control of
work methods and work place, skills and abilities, success and
fajilure in work performance, wages, interruption of work, and demo-
graphic variables (Vroom, 1964, pp. 99-173). Vroom (1964) emphasizes
the limitations of theoretical and empirical statements on work
characteristics and worker responses:

The investigations considered'in this section have been

relevant to a determination of the effect of social rela-

tionships between members of the same work group on theix
attitudes or satisfaction., There has been virtually no
consideration given to the role of individual differences

in this relationship. The protability that individual per=-

sonality and work group characteristics may interact in the

determination of affective orientations toward the group or
the group setting has not been explored in existing research
on this topic. (p. 126) :

There are significant theoretical reasons that individual dif=-
ferences (i.e., internal-external life orientation; self-esteem;
the three facets of willingness to accept bureaucracy; need for
achievement and need for affiliation) might be extremely important.
For example, Cartwright and Zander (1960, p. 72) attach importance
tos

1. Such properties of the group as its goals, programs, size,

type of organization and position in the communit&; and

2. The needs of the person for affiliation, recognition,

security, and other things . . .
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Because the investigation of attitudes is so closely related
to the study of motivation and motivation theory, researchers can
draw upon a considerable body of psychological theory to build an
interactional model.which emphasizes task structure and individual
differences.

It seems in both social and organizational psychology there has
been a'general reluctance to deal with individual differences and
structural or environmental variables simultaneously. The result
is that, while there is much known about the separate effects of the
two types of variables (i.e., individual differences and a structural
variable-—-task structure), there is 1ittle or no knowledge about the
nature of their interaction, However, the need for this type of
interactional research has been widely recognized for some time,
Katz (1955) discussed the significance of this problem for social
psychology:

In other words,' we have perpetuated the old dichotomy of

approaches: either all individuals are affected similarly

by group conditions or all group effects are explained as

the expression of personality mechanisms., If social

psychology has any unique subject matter, it may well be

in this neglected area of the interaction effects of per-

sonality and social settings. (p. 352)

Crontach (1957) came to a similar conclusion in a presidential
address before the American Psychological Association:

In both applied work and general scientific work, psychology

requires combined, not parallel, labors from our two historical

disciplines. In this common labor, they will almost certainly
become one, with a common theory, a common methed, and comnmon
recommendations for social betterment. In the search for
interactions we will invest new treatment dimensions and dis-
cover new dimensions of the organism, We will come to realize

that organism and treatment are an inseparable pair and that
no psychologist can dismiss one or the other as error variance,

(p. 683)
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This study deals with individual differences and structural
variables {i.e., task structure) simultaneously to test the nature
.of their interaction. The conceptual~interactional model is indji-
cated in Diagram I on the following page. As Diagram I indicates,
the individual difference variables mediate the relationship of task
structure and the outcome variables, Furthermore, this interaction
between task structure and the personality characteristics influencgs
' different outcomes stemming from different pérceptual states.

Dimensions of the Conceptual Model

In recent years, organizational research findings have been
dependent upon the conceptual strategy and the methodology employed
(Hexman and Hulin, 1972; Katz and Kahn, 1966). Generally, the con-
ceptual framework has been based upon two research ajproaches: (1)
investigating objective or organizational variables or characteristics
across many organizations; and (2) investigating individuval differ-
ences within a single organizational setting. Historically,
researchers have studied attitudes and behaviors of organizational
members through an individual differences model, while the objective
approach seems to be mors concerned with developing the "ideal"
taxonomy identifying differentvcategories of variables according to
different types of organizations., Usually, the latier approach con=-
ceptualizes a framework devoid of organizatiopal members; the former
approach looks at members seﬁarate and apart from the organization.
However, certain theoreticians, in contrast to the above-cited
strategies, emphasize that the combined study of the differences

between individual workers and the objective characteristics of the
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organization is the most relevant empirical research methodology.
These theoreticians (March and Simon, 1958; Likert, 1961; and Katz
and Xahn, 1966) emphasize that research paradigms cannot make valid
pmedictions within a complex and dynamic orgahizational situation .
without considering organizational and task structure, differences
between individual workers, and the interactions between individual
workers and their organizations,

The problem to be considered in this empirical field reéearch
is: “How can we best describe workers so that our descriptions will
help us predict their behaviors?", ‘Descripfions in terms of certain
personality}variables and member perceptions concerning the task
structure as experienced by the worker are of particular interest
in this investigation. Can certain variables relate& to workers'
personalities or reactions to work situations be used to order or
subgroup workers, thereby facilitating different predictions about
outcomes?

Variables in the Conceptual-Interactional Model

Task Structure ‘

This variable refers to five intrinsic task attributes experi-
enced by the organizational member, These five experienced task
structure facets influence his perceptual responses. The facets of
task structure under consideration are such internal job character-
istics as the amount of autonomy, required skill variety, task feed=-
back and identity, and upward influence built into the job. These
aie not thought to be the only determinants of a worker's responses

to his or her work situation. It is noteworthy, however, that only
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Turner and Lawrence (1965), Hackman and Lawler (1971), and Wanous
(1974) have investigated the relationship of various task étrﬁctures,
outcome variables and individual differences. Turner and Lawrence's
Requisite Task Attribute '(RTA) Index, a linear combination of six
separately measured Jjob characteristics, was used in determining
the association between task structure and worker satisfaction
and attendance. Turner and Lawrence obtained different reactions
to high task structure due to substantial moderation by differences
in the cultural btackgrounds of employees. Blood and Hulin (1967)
and Hulin and Blood (1968) supported Turner and Lawrence's findings
by providing additional data and theoretical constructs on the
relevancy of subcultural factors (i.e., plant location and socializa-
tion) to determine the responses of workers to the internal design
of their jobs. These three studies emphasizes the social and cul-
tural aspects of workers and their Jjobs, but did not subétantiate.
the reliability of specific scales or variables for measuring
individual differences, Moreover, they failed fo measure the char-
acteristics of the task adequately. An improvement was made when
Hackman and Lawler used subsets of the Turner and Lawrence RAT Index
and scientifically measured individual need satisfaction and strength
as opposed to individual differences or personality variables,
Hackman and Lawler used subsets of Maslow's (1954) need hier-
archy to determine individual reactions to different tasks., Wanous
(1974) also used Maslow's need hierarchy scale. These researchers
did not use established or empirically validated personality measures.,

As prior research has found, the need hierarchy as developed hy
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Maslow is suspect; consequently, the development of items that have
the necessary internal reliability and validity is imperative to
mbderator research,

The way a worker responds to his task may be dependent not

only upon task structure, but also upon the organization's technology;
organizational structure; supervisory beha&ior; economic, social, and
environmental conditions; policies and practices; and individual's
needs, values, beliefs, ete., The pbssible combinations and inter=
actions from such a list are, of course, numerous; therfore, certain
sets of variables have been extracted for study.

The person=-machine~task relationship indicated by “task struc-

ture" is composed of the fbllowing five measures:

1. Autonomx--the degree to which the job provides freedonm,
independence, and discrétion to the employee
in scheduling his work and in determining the
the procedures to be used in carrying it out.

2, Skill Variety--the degree to which a job requires a variety
of different activities and skills to carry out .
the work,

3. Task Feedback-~the degree to which carrying out the work
results in the employee obtaining information
about the effectiveness of his performance.

4, Task Identity--the degree to which the job requires the
completion of a "whole" and identifiable piece

of work from beginning to end,
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5. Upwaxd Influence=-the degree to which the job pmovidés the‘:

employee contiol and influence'within thevwork'
setting., |

In Diagram I, the five facets of task structure combine (i.e.,
interactively) with the demographic variables and individual dif-
ferences to affect the four dependent variables. 14 is not the
objéctive nature of task étructure which influences or affects mem~-
bers attitudes, but rather it is the way they are experienced by

the members. In other words, the degree of aﬁtonomy, skill variety,
‘etc. a worker actually possesses in his or her job is not important;
it is the degree or amount he perceives that he has which detefmines
his responses to the task (Hackman and Oldham, 197%4). The objective
characteristics of a job do affec£ the member's perceptions and
experiences, To emphasize this distinction Hackman and Lawler (19?1)
indicate:

| . « othere are often substantial differences between objective

Jjob characteristics and how they are perceived by employees,

and it is dangerous to assume that simply because the objec-

tive characteristics of the job have been measured (or changed) -

that the way that job is experienced by employees has been
dealt with as well, (pp., 264=-265)

The intent of the task structure measures used here (see the
variable listing, Exhibit B, for specific items) is to determine
perceptual, rather than attitudinal or other types of responses.,

The experienced task elicits a “stimulus-complex” (Thibaut and
Kelley, 1959, p. 150) which is objectively internal to the individual.

Task structure refers to a complex set of stimulus conditions which

prompt the individuval to perform certain processes in order to obtain
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certain outcomes. Operationally, the task structure measures stimu-
late, or are intended to stimulate, the member to express his or her
perceptions of the job in terms of these facets; the purpose is
not to determine whetﬁer he or she likes them or not. Thus, the five
task structure measures are designed to describe the perceptions of
the job itself whereas the three satisfaction measures (see the
variable listing, Exhibit B) evaluate them in terms of the degree
of satisfaction derived.

To summarize, it is contended that the attributes or character-
jstics of tasks can elicit conditions (if we hold individual differ-
ences constant) which will enhance the satisfaction of workers.

The specific findings to support this contention are provided later
in Chapter II, Specifically, a model btased on those Turner and
Lawrence (1965), Hackman and Lawler (1971), and Wanous (1974) with
the addition of upward influence, explains an individual's ability
to obtain satisfaction from tasks which he or she experiences as
high on the measures of task structure., The higher the task struc~
ture ratings, the higher the satisfaction.

Individual Differences

This portion of the model hypothesizes that the interaction -
between one or more of these variables will moderate the relationship
between task structure and the specific outcome variables. The
following seven moderators (see variable listing, BExhibit B, for
specific items), according to their specific definitions, have been

shown by prior research to influence certain outcomes:



1.

L6

Internal-External Life Orientation--the degree to which

individuals have different concepts of a particﬁlar role
because they themselves may differ from each other in
their own self-conceptions, their social class identifi-
cations, occupational specialization and experiences,

and the positions they occupy.

Self;Esteem--the degree of an individual‘'s self-confidence

or self-deprecation.

3. Willingness to Accept a Bureaucratic Orientation--the

degree of bureaucracy defined as hierarchy of authority,

division of labor, and tules for incumbents, the worker

is willing to accept, divided into these three facets:

a. Hierarchy of Authority~-the degreé to whiéh an
individual willingly accepts a rigid separation of
legitimate power within the organization;

b. Division of Labor~~the degree to which an individual
willingly accepts task specializatioﬁ and depart-
mentalizatioﬁ; and o

¢, Rules for Incumbents~-the degree to which an individual
willingly accepts a rigid set of rules and penalties
regardiﬁg his work conduct. |

Need for Achievement--the degree to which an individual

has goals, strives to accomplish tasks as quickly as pos-

sible, attempts to exert his or her best efforts.
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5, Need for Affiliation-~the degree to which individuals
desire to be with other people even if they are strangers;
the desire to sﬁare common opinions with others,

Demographic Variables

Demographic charceteristics are also viewed as moderator
variables., According to Diagram I, the following heredity, economic,
and socially determined variables interact with task structure and
the specified individual differences to affect various outcomes:

1. Company Tenure (Seniority)-?ﬁhe nﬁmber of years a member

has worked for a company or organization,

2. Socialization=-Rearing~~the geographic location where the
individual was reared up to age 4. |
3. Sex=--whether an individual is male or female.
4, Age--a worker's chronological age. |
5. Educationw=the last year of formal education completed.
6. MNage Classification-Job Level--the specific hourly,' super-
visory, managerial, or clerical wage classification.
Previous empirical findings (Herman and Hulin, 1972; Herman
et al., 1975) have indicated that some of these demographic
'variables are either positively or negatively associated with the
outcomes variables, Consequently, they are clasSified as demo=
graphic variables; however, these are cperationally utilized as
moderators, even though they can be thought of as either intervening

moderator variables,



48

Perception

The individual member's perception of the work organization
is the variable which determines outcomes. As defined earlier, per=
ceptions are an individual's beliefs, preferences, and values.

They are best measured by a self-report from the individual (Porter
and Lawler, 1968, p. 25). This study will measure an individual's
perception of his job by means of a self-report questionnaire
(Exhibit A) whose purpose is to gather and quantify information on
an individual's perceptions. The construction and internal scale
reliabilities are discussed at length in Chapter 1V, The way an
individual experiences the five facets of task structure and per-
ceives his needs, wants, and Qalues as measuréd by the indicated
personality scales are of the utmost importance to this reseaxrch.

The finalvyariable in the conceptual model==outcomes==is
viewed as a product of the independent and moderator variables
stemning from perceptions,

Outcomes

Outcomes are derivative variables. Operationally, these are
used as.dependent variables and take the form of three facets of
satisfaction and the propensity to leave the organization. The
interactional model in Diagram I indicates these outcome variables
are affected by the interactional relationship.of‘the five task
structure facets, the demographic variables, and the seven individual
difference measures,

The facets of satisfaction are defined asé
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1. Satisfaction with Coﬁg@nx, Management, and Recdgnition--
the degree to which employees are satisfied with the

company, management, and recognition (similaf to overall
satisfaction).

2. Satisfaction with Pay~-~the degree to which employees are
satisfied with the money, fringe benefits, and other
commédities that have financial value which organizations
give in return for thelr services.

3. Satisfaction with Job Content--the degree to which employees

are satisfied with the experienced characteristics of their
jobs.

The fourth dependent variable is defined as:

L, Propensity to Leave-~the degree to which'employeés are
voluntarily leaving the organization (i.e., perceived
voluntary turnover),

Diagram II‘presents'the interactional variables in the standard
regression format. The specific hypotheses to be tested in this
study are stated in Chapter III.

The following section deals with the theoretical and empirical
evidence which supports the above contentions, Before considering
how individual differences interact and mediate the relationship
or association between task structure and the outcome variables, it
is necessary to examine in detail previous studies regarding the
relationship of task structure to satisfaction and propensity to

leave.,
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Concept and Evidence Regarding Task Structure

The objective and perceived characteristics of jobs in relétion
to work environments and worker attitudes have long been of major
concern to organizational theoreticians. Numerous studies (Beer,
1968; Shepard, 1969, 1970; Cummings and E1 Salmi, 1970; Lawler and
Hall, 1970; Bishop and Hill, 1971; Campbell, 1971; Hackman and Lawler,
1971; Kirsch and Lengermann, 1972; and Wanous, 197%) on job struc-
tures' relationships to work attitudes and performance have been
published since Hulin and Blood's (1968) critical review of the
literature concerning Jjob enlargement and the principles of Jjob
enrichment, |

Work tasks are the link through which indiyiduals relate to
their organizational ehvironments. Therefore, tasks, in many organi-~
zations, may be the major derivative of Such factors as the nature
of supervision, the degree of intrinsic motivation stemming from
- task-role related duties, and the amounts and types of rewards
available to the worker. Consequently, an individual's task-role
relationship should relate to such job=related factors or attitudes
as overall satisfaction, satisfactionvﬁith 2y, the work itself, and
general performance motivation (Turner and Lawrence, 1965; Hackman
and Lawler, 1971). With these above empirical findings, task
holders in any job (if compared with those of other jobs) would,
consequently, be eipected té have relatively homogeneous job attitudes,
More importantly, their organizational outlooks would . be expected

to be homogeneous too.
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In this present study a number of job-related attitudes (over-
all satisfaction, satisfaction with the task iteslf or Jjob satis=-
faction, and pay satisfaction) and organization-related attitudes
(e.g., propensity to leave) were measured that were assumed to be
influenced by the organizational task-role relationship of the
individual,

This study concerhs the role of the seven individual differ-
ences in moderating the relationship between the five facets of
task structure and the subsequent reaction to these task character-
istics, If a particular individual difference variable works as a
moderator, one would expect to find significantly more positive cor-
relations for high versus low personality characteristics,

Perspective Viewpoint of Task Structure

Over one hundred individual articles, books, and monographs
(see Table 1, pp. 70-75) have been devoted to the study of the rela-
tionship between task structure, satisfaction, and outcome variables.
Almost a.ll3 of the theory and empirical research conceyned with
attitudes and behavior of employees assumes that they are influencéd
by the objective characteristics of the work situation.

Early pSychological theory and researchvon employee selection,
placement, and training started with thevassumption that the task
to be performed in the organization is taken as a constant within

some theoretical framework. In simpler terms, these researchers

3Exceptions found in Likert, 1961; Turner and Lawrence, 1965;
Hackman, 1970; Hackman and Lawler, 1971; Sims and Szilagyi, 1974;
Hackman and Oldham, 1974; Koch, 1974; VWanous, ]974 Hackman and
Oldham, 1975; and Jenkins et al., 1975.
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assumed that the complex process of fitting people to tasks could
best be achieved by modifying the behavior of employees to meet the
demands of the tasks. Recently, great interest has developed in an
alternative viewpoint. Consequently, the investigation of individual
differences has received less emphasis that the general treatment
attempts of Jjob enrichment to change the.nature of tasks.

Hulin and Blood (1968) indicate that many problems and Qiffi-
culties exist in the current job enrichment=job enlargement theory.
Their arguments might be extended to the recent writings of job
design or redesign researchers, There seems to be a tendency on
the part of these Jjob redesign writers to overemphasize the common-
ness of task structure problems. The facets of task structure
are thought to be the most important variables, ﬁithout consideration
of individual differences. But, as Brown (1954) indicates:

Even under the existing conditions, which are far frbm

satisfactory, most workers like their jobs., Every sur-

vey of workers' attitudes which has been carried out,

no matter in what industry, indicates that is so. (p. 190~

191)

Farly research on selection and placement also emphasized the .
importance of performing good job analyses and more recently a num-
ber of motivation theories (Herzberg et al., 1957; Vroom, 1964;
Scott, 1966; Porter and Lawler, 1968; Schwab and Cummings, 1973;
and Lawler, 1973) have been concerned with the influence of the work
environment on various outcome behaviors. In addition, Lawler (1973)
has indicated that the nature of jobs and their characteristics

also play an important role in determining the qualitiy of work

life. Lawler has argued that little improvement can ke made in the
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quality of work environments until the characteristics and outcomes
of task structure are specified. In this same vein, Hulin (1971)
indicates that almost all job attitude, satisfaction, and perfor=-
mance research has been severely ". . .limited by our lack of a
definition of what we mean by 'task' or 'job'." (p. 182)

The measurement of task structure is important in at least
three areas of organizational research. First, current interest
in alienation from work (Shepard, 1969, 1970, 1973; Meissner, 1971{
and Susman, 1972, 1973) provides special impetus to research into
hoﬁ task structure influences satisfaction and performance. An
understanding of the effects of task structure will provide direc- .
tion for the job enrichment-enlargement advocates kho are advocating
mass Job redesign prograns regardless of individuval worker differ-
ences.

Secondly, work motivation, both at the worker and. maﬁagerial
level, is thought by some to be highly influenced by the facets of
task structure, For example, Scott's (1966) activation theory
indicates that the amount and variety of stimulation motivates the
worker and enables him or her to maintain a high level of perfor-
mance. In other words, high task structure (i.e., a nonrepetitive,
" ponroutine task) is likely to serve as a positive motivator of per-
formance (Hulin, 1971, p. 174). In a similar theory, Schwab and
Cummings (1973) indicate task structure to be related to an exﬁec—
tancy theory of motivation:

Information about the task scope on the variables in expec-

tancy theory could be useful, If these relationships could
be identified, then the probable impact of task scope could
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be predicted. That is, the independent variables in expec-

tancy theory can be viewed as intervening between task

scope on the one hand and employee performance on the other

“nand. (1973, p. 8)
In addition, Hackman and Lawler (1971) and Lawler (1973), along with
most of the expectancy-type theoreticians, agree that task struc-
ture is related to motivation and performance,

Thirdly, the study of leadership has been hampered by the lack
of information on the relationship between task structure and leader
behavior, subordinate satisfaction, and performance. A noteworthy
exception is House's (1971) path-goai theory of leader behavior
which attempts to provide insight into the influence of task
structure upon the supervisor-subordinate relationship. However,
House seemingly has the problem mentioned by Hulin above==the fail-
ure to properly define, operationalize, and assess.task structure
(Hulin, 1971, p. 165-167). House uses role ambiguity as a surro-

gate measure of task structure, a measure which possibly is related
to the specific facets of task structure. Fiedler's (1967) contin-
gency theory of leadership also lacks a proper measure of task struc-

ture,

Prior Bvidence Regarding the Facets of Task Structure

Although most social psychologists and sociologists acknowledge
the many benefits of increased work specialization, many 6f then
feel that low task structure has led to a decrease in job satis-
faction, Researchers such as Merton (194?), Krech and Crutchfield
(1948), and Katz (1954) have indicated the consequences of low task

structure., Recently Scott and Cummings (1973) specifically stated
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6. Predetermination of Tools and Techniques: The manner in
which individual employee performs his or her task is
determined by staff specialists. The worker may never

~ see, much less influence, these individuals. (pp. 71=
83)
Of course, these six facets of the job (or task structure)
~are characteristic of Frederick Taylor's ideas concerning a scienti-~
fic management approach to designing tasks. As Taylor (1911) sug-
gested more than sixty years ago:
The work of every workman is fully planned out by the
management at least one day in advance, and each man
receives in most cases written instructions, describing
in detail the task which he has to accomplish., . .This
'task specified not only what is to be done but how it
is to be done and the exact time allowed for doing it.

(p. 39)

The classic investigation of worker responses to simple,
repetitive, machine-paced jobs came from 180 interviews conducted
by Walker and Guest (1952) in an automated assembly plant. They
found job content (the six above-mentioned facets of the task
jtself) to be the chief factor workers reported disliking about
.their jobs. They determined that factors such as pay and security
were the most-liked features., |

Herzberg et al. (1957) came to the same conclusion while
studying the results of fifteen empirical studies involving over
28,000 employees, However, this conclusion is not consistent with
Herzberg and his associates' (1959) contention that task structure
can produce satisfaction but not dissatisfaction. Prior to
these findings, Walker's (1950) IBH/Endicott experiment appeared,

even though no quantitative data were reported, to decrease feelings
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of boredom and frustration, lower production costs, and improve
productivity by reversing the process of specializatiocn. Generally,
this reversal took the form of "job enrichment" as defined by

Hulin and Blood (1968) (see Chapter I).

Positive results from increasing an employee's task structure
(1.e., change programs) are reported for clerical jobs (Elliott,
1953), insurance type jobs (Cuest, 1957) and public sector jobs
(Goode, 1964; Pellissier, 1965).

Walker and Marriott (1994) report the existence of dissatis-
faction with simple, repetitive, and machine-paced work, They
measured the attitudes of three groups of employees: (1) two
different groups of workers in assembly 1ine‘plaﬁts, and (2) a
third group in a metal-working mill where the tasks had consider-
able variety and challenge. Feelings of boredom and dissatisfaction
were found in both groups of assembly line workers (36 percént in
one and 35 percent in the other). However, only 8 pexcent of the
nill workers expressed negative attitudes. Walker and Marriott fur—
ther indicate that workers on the main line were more likely to
express dissatisfaction than were workers off the line, where
assignments had more task structure.

In conjunction with satisfaction and higher task structure,
other quantitative factors have been uncovered. Kilbridge (1960a),
in what Filley and House (1969, p. 222) call one.of the most
persuasive and rigorous studies of job enrichment, indicates that
workers who performed a wider variety of tasks‘and were permitted

to set their own pace»and to vary their work methods were able to
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assemble a pump twenty-six seconds faster than those whose work
patterns were preestablished. The net result was a $2,000 cost
savings. |

Biganne and Stewart (1963) report substantial improvements
in work quality and major cost savings resulting from the appli-
cation of job redesign methods to assembly line Jjobs. Furthermore,
Herzberg (1968) and Ford (1969) indicate that job enrichment stems
from joﬁ enlargement and job rotation, They both advocate job
redesign wiﬁhout due consideration to personality variables.
Sheppard and Herrick (1972), influenced by Herzberg (1966) and Ford
(1969),'confirmed that dissatisfaction increases as tasks become
less challenging (p. 57). However, they confuse their results
by mixihg the samples together (a national sample of 1,533 employees
with a special sample of 101 auto workers from XKalamazoo, Michigan),
In addition, their methodology and scale development, lacking
internal reliability and validity, are suspect.

With little valid empirical data to support their contention,
Sheppard and Herricﬁ claims

e « o1t is possible that the same set of Jjob tasks may

be rated differently (in terms of its variety, for

example) by workers who differ in personality structure

especially regarding their degree of authoritarianism,

(2972, 2. 45)

In order to compare the studies done at Maytag (Kilbridge,
1960a; Biganne and Stewart, 1963), Conant and Kilbridge (1965)
contrasted the effects and attitudes associated with assembly

line and bench~type production. The self~report resulis indicate

the workers had a strong preference for the highly structured jobs,
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and that preference for either type of work (high or low task
structure) could not be related to personal or individual differ-
ences. However, as Filley and House (1969) indicate, "it is
interesting to note that, although 47 of the 61 workers indicated
that they liked the variety in the bench production jobs, a slighi
majority also favored line task specialization" (p. 223). In other
words, a slight majority of the workers favored low task structure.
Thus, the positive correlation between task structure and Satis-
faction appears to be more complex than reported by Walker and his
associates,

Recognizing this complexity and the possible interaction of
individual differences with variables other than task structure,
Turner and Lawrence (1965) devéloped operational measures of the
six facets of task structure used by Walker and Guest (1952).
Turner and Lawrence predicted six facets of task structure_to be
positively related to worker satisfaction and attendance: (a)
variety, (b) required interaction, (é) autonomy, (a) optimal'inter-.
action, (e) knowledge and skill required, and (f) responsibility,
This was the first empirical study to measure characteristics of
the task itself explicitly and scientificélly; Rating of each of
the six facets for each of 47 different jobs were obtained from
objective field observations and interviews by the researchers.
Examination of the interrelationships showed that the six facets
(or requisite task attributes (RTA) in Tuwrner and Lawrence's texms)
were closely related to one another, 'Specifically; Turner and

Lawrence found the following evidence in relation to task structure:
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1., Perceived task attribute scores were positively related
to RTA scores and to job satisfaction,

2, F-scale scores (authoritarianism) were positively related
to job satisfaction for city (and all) workers and to pay
for town workers.

3. The strong relationship between scores of task attri-
butes ' and worker perceptions of the characteristics of
their jobs tends to validate the usefulness in future
research, . «

L, The very strong relationship between worker's perceptions
of task attributes and their experienced Jjob satisfaction
suggests that how workers perceive their task may predict
how their ultimate satisfaction with their job moxe
accurately than how the Jjob attributes are sysematically
scored by someone else. (Turner and lawrence, 1965,

Pp. 109-112)

Generally, the expectation that employees working on high task
structure Jjobs would have high job satisfaction and lower absen-
teeism was not fully supported. It appears that the predicted rela-
tionship only held for workers from plants located in small towns.
Employees in urban settings reported lower satisfaction with their
tasks when their tasks were high on Turner and Lawrence's RTA Index.
Finally, the RTA Index was unrelated to absenteeism for urban
workers., However, Turner and Lawrence argue that the differences
obtained in response to good jobs (those with high task structure)
were substantially moderated by individual differences (cultural
backgrounds of workers).

Perhaps the most widely known study of task structure is
Hackman and Lawler's (1971) investigation of over 270 jobs in the

telephone industry. Hackman and Lawler revised and refined portions

of the Turner and Lawrence (1965) procedures, and added a number
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of attitudinal, motivational, and individual difference measures.

The instrument utilized by Hackman and Lawler tapped_the following

six dimensions of task structure:

1.

2,

Varietv: The degree to which a job requires employees
to perform a wide range of operations in their work and/
or the degree to which employees must use a variety of
equipment in their work.

Autonomy: The extent to which employees have a major Say
in scheduling their work, selecting the equipment they will
use, and deciding on procedures to be followed,

Task Identity: The extent to which employees do an entire
or whole piece of work and clearly identify the results of
their efforts, : :

Task Feedback: The degree to which employees receive
information as they are working which reveals how well
they are performing on the job.

Dealing with Others: The degree to which a job requires
employees to deal with other people to complete the work.

Friendship Opportunities: The degree to which a job allous
employees to talk with one another on the job and to
establish informal relationships with other employees at
work (p. 267).

Hackman and Lawler segmented these six facets into two categories.

The first four were labeled "core dimensions" of task structure;

Hackman and Lawler postulated that individuals would be able to

obtain personal satisfaction if they held Jjobs which they experienced

- as high in variety, autonomy, task identity, and task feedback,

The last two dimensions, dealing with others and friendship oppor-

tunities, were not viewed as central to task structure's relationship

to job satisfaction (pp, 265-269), and thus were grouped together.

Addressing themselves to the question of independence, Hackman

and lawler state:
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Although there is some ‘tendency for the six dimensions to

be positively related to one another, only two of the cor-
relations are of substantial magnitude: Jobs seen as having
high variety are also seen as being high in autonomy and
friendship opportunities. The level of interrelationship
among the six dimensions as measured in the present research
is lower than that reported by Turner and Lawrence (1965),

and does not mitigate against the use of the six dimensions
separately as descriptors of job characteristics. (p. 269)

Hackman and Lawler's empirical investigatioh of the need
strength of 208 employees and 62 supervisors in a telephone company
found that:

1. The nature of the relationships between task structure
(i.e., the four core dimensions) and employee reactions
to work (including satisfaction, pexformance, and absen-
teeism) will depend on the need states of the employees.

2. Specifically, positive relationships were obtained
between autonomy, variety, task feedback, and task
jdentity (i.e., the independent variables) and the depen~
dent measures of motivation, satisfaction, performance,
and attendance. '

3. The core dimensions are, as expected,'strongly and posi-

: tively related to .overall Jjob satisfaction and to the
degree that employees feel personally involved in their
work. ~

Lk, Jobs high in all four core dimensions tend to be more
substantial in magnitude and more statistically reliable
(S's were partitioned into three groups: (a) those who
described their jobs as being above the 60th percentile
on all four core dimensions; (b) those who described their
jobs as being below the 40th percentile on all four core
dimensions; and (c) the majority of S's who typically
describe their jobs as being high on some of the core
dimensions and low on others).,

5. The moderating effect of individual need strengths (self=-
esteem, security, pay, etc.) or higher order need strength
vas found to be positive and moderated the relationship
between individual differences and task structure except
for task identity.

6. The present findings and conclusions fit well with the
previous research of Turner and Lawrence (1965) and Hulin
and Blood (1968).



7. ‘Individual differences also moderate the relationship
between job level and satisfaction (as well as the
relationship between job level and other dependent
va;iables).

8. In summary, results substantially extend previous
results reporting the moderating effect of individual
differences upon satisfaction. (1971, pp. 271-280)

Miner and Dachler (1973) support the Hackman and Lawler job
characteristics article by noting it is a particularly significant
investigation with important conclusions for both job enrichment
researchers and organizations. WMiner and Dachler, commenting on
Hackman and Lawler's study, indicate:

« o othat the positive relationship between enlarged Jobs

(in terms of variety, autonomy, task identity, and feed~-

back) and favorable outcomes (satisfaction, high quality

work, and low absenteeism) is primarily a characteristic

of those who desire higher order need satisfaction strongly.

Thus, it would appear that individuals in whom such needs

are dominant will be most likely to respond favorably to

job enlargement, (1973, p. 394

Similarly, Kornhauser's (1965) Mental Health Studies with 655
urbtan~-industrial workers indicates the relationship between systematic
differences among the respondents and the level of skill and the
repetitiveness in the tasks performed. Kornhauser found that
workers employed at simple, short-cycle tasks responded negatively
which he concluded indicated poor mental health and that these
findings of poor mental health were task~related.

Similar results were reported by Argyris (1959) in a comparison
of the attitudes of 90 unskilled and semiskilled employees, with
those of 34 skilled employees. The low task structure employees

held lower estimates of their abilities, wanted to be left alone,

to be passive, and to have a routine, unvarying life style,
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In summary, there is evidence supporting the hypothesis
that high task structure will be positively related to the outcome
variables. This research study adds upward influence to thevfacets
of task structure under consideration (autqnomy, variety, task
feedbtack and task identity).

Upward Influence

Vroonm (1960, 1964), Strauss (1963), Litwin and Stringer (1968),
and Strauss and Rosenstein (1970) have indicated that “participation"
is an important variable, related to such dependent variables as
satisfaction,’ productivity, and turnover. French, lsrael, and As
(1960) indicate that participation, one of the five facets of task
structure, has been given a number of meanings and has seldom been
clearly defined. Generally, it refers to the degree to which a
pexrson takes part in a‘discussion or activity. An individual who
takes an active part in a given task is said to participate a great
deal, while one who plays a more passive role does not participate
to the same degree. Vroonm (1960) defines participation as the amount
of influence an individual has on decisions and plans, Participation
is defined here as upward influence, or the control or influence an
employee has on his or her job., This definition, like Vroom's (1960),
is somewhat more restrictive than either democratic leadership or
group decision making as used by Maier (1952). ‘'his definition of
upward influence should be distinguished from such concepts as con-
trol and democratic leadership. The latter terms also include con-

troi other than that which is inherent in an employee's tasks,
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Litwin and Stringer (1968), utilizing three important deter—
minants of work-related behavior (the need for achievement, the need
for power, and the need for_affiliation) presented a behavio:al
model tased on Atkinson's (1964) and McClelland's (1961) motiva=
tion model., Integrated with the McClelland-Atkinson model is |
Lewin's (1938) field theory model of behavior. These theories all
state that the tendency to act in a certain vay depends on the
strength of the belief that a certain act will lead to a particular
outcome. Recently, however, the expectancy theories of motivation
have drawn criticism (Behling and Starke, 1973). However, as
stated in Chapter I, the intent of this dissertation is not to
present a motivation model or argue with the pros and cons of expec-
tancy theory. The intent within this section is to provide priox
theory and empirical evidence from which specific hypotheses can be
investigated.

A related concept which is more inclusive than upward influence
is lorse and Reimer's (1956) organization control which describes
‘the role of various organizational levels in decision-making. In an
industrial setting, Morse and Reimer tested the hypotheses concerning
the role of rank and file employees in decision-making in relation
to satisfaction and productivity. The experimental design is sum-
marized by the authors as follows:

Using four parallel divisions of the clerical operations of

an organization, two programs of changes were introduced,

One program, the Autonomy program involving two of the

divisions, was designed to increase the role of rank-and-

file employees in the decision-making processes of the
organization. The other two divisions received a progran
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designed to increase the role of upper management in the
decision-making processes (the H1erarchlcally-controlled
program). (1956, p. 129)

According to their predictions, Morse and Reimer found that
satisfaction of employees increased in the Autonomy program and
decreased in the Hierarchical program., Both programs, however,
significantly increased productivity, with the Hierarchically-con=-
trolled program resulting in the greafer increase.

As part of the Morse and Reimer study, Tammenbaum (1954)
investigated the role of personality factors in determining worker
ad justment to'the two above-cited experimental programs, Tannenbaum
Tound that personé suited to the program in which they were placed
wanted their respective programs to last longer and were more
satisfied than persons who were less suited (according to a
surrogate satisfaction measure) to the progfam structﬁre_in which
they werevplaced. He concluded that the "social system cannot be
fully evaluated without an understandihg of the psychological make-
up of the individuals participating in that system" (1954, p. 222),

McGregor (1944) points to upward influence as an important |
meéns for directing the need for independence, defined as a pre-
desposition to strive for self-reliance or to do things without
help, into constructive channels:

One of the most important conditions of the subordinate's |

growth and development centers around his opportunities

to express his ideas and to contribute his suggestions

before his superiors take action on matters which involve

him. Through participation of this kind he becomes more and

more aware of his supervisor's problems, and he obtains a

genuine satisfaction in knowmng that his opinion and ideas
are given consideration in the search for solution. (p. 152)
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Although McGregor seems to regard need forAindependence as
a general characteristic which has implications for management, he
acknowledges individual differences in the variance of the strength
of this need:

There are vast individual differences in tolerance for the

inevitable pressures and insecurities attendant upon the

acceptance of responsibility. Some suboxrdinates seem to

be content to achieve a high degree of security without

independence, Others thrive on the risks and the dangers

of bteing "on their own." (p. 152)

The concept of authoritarian personality (Adorno et al., 1950)
might also be relevant for'predicting the need for upward influence.
Sandford (1963) found that an authoritarian personality preferred
an environment in which the degree of upward inflﬁence was low., On
the other hand, an equalitarian personaliiy (willing to accept a
low level of bureaucracy or low authoritaritarism) was found to
accept low upward influence only as circumstances demanded it., OF
course, Adorno et al. reported that a highly autboritarian person
is characterized by d tendency toward submission to parental and
“and authority figures. Thus, Sandford's findings give further sup-~
port to the possibility that a willingness to accept a high or low
bureaucratic orientation may be affected by certain amounts or
degrees of upward influence,

Vroom (1960), using a concept similar to Adorno's authoritarian
personality, postulated that participation in decision-making,
when allowed to vary with the personality of the individual and with

the environment of the organization will increase effective perfor-

mance. Concurrently, “the more an individual participates in
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decision-making’on his job, the greater will be his motivation
for effective ﬁerformance in that job" (p. 13).

Vroom found a significant but low positive correlation between
the amount of participation and an individual's attitudes tokard
his job. (p. 47-48) In addition, he found significant differences
in the correlation between participation and attitudes toward the
job for high and low authoritarian groups. Specifically, Vroom
verified his hypothesis that "the more authoritarian the individual,
the less the extent to which participation in decision-making in
his Jjob will result in his developing a more favorable attitude
toward that job." (1960, p. 17)

To summarize thé upward influence aspeci of task structure,
there is considerable evidence that a number of different behavioral
patterns effect upward influence or participation, Upward influence
is related to a large number of dependent variables including
attitudes, absences, productivity, satisfaction, and turnover
(Vroom, 1960).

There has been relatively little empirical research, however,
on personality variables which interact with upward influence.

That research which has been conducted on this problem has generally
produced positive results. The task remains, however, to determine
the nature and exact operational measures of the personality
variables and the nature of their interaction with upward influence.

Summary of Evigence‘Regarding¥Task Structure

From Table 1 on the following pages it is abundantly clear

that the relationship between task structure and the outcome variables



Table 1: Theory and Empirical Evidence

For and Against Task Structure's
Relationship with Outcome Variables
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Positive Relationship Between

Negative or Other

"Researcher Task Structure and Satisfac- Relationship Indi-
tion, Productivity and Turnover cated
1. Kornhauser positive (Turnover)
(1922)
2. Bills (1923) Theory, Other factors
3. Fryer (1926) negative
4. Wyatt, et al.
(1929a) positive (Productivity)
5. Wyatt, ct al.’
(1929b) positive (Productivity)
6. Wyatt (1934) positive (Productivity)
7. Wyatt at al.
(1937) positive (Productivity)
8. Hall & locke -
(1938) negative
9. Cain (1942) negative
10. Super (1939) positive (Satisfaction)
11. Walker (1950) Theory
12. Centers (1952) positive (Satisfaction)
13. Walker & Guest
(1952) positive (Satisfaction), Theory
14. Kriedt and
Gadel (1953) positive (Turnover)
15. Smith (1953) negative
16. Elliott (1953) positive (Satisfaction)
17. Ryan & Smith
(1954) negative
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Theory and Empirical Evidence for and

Against Task Structure's Relationship
with Outcome Variables - (continued)

(1962)

Researcher Positive Negatlve
18, Walker &

Marriot (1954) positive (Satisfaction) L
19.  Ash (1954) .posttive (Satisfaction)
20. Marks (1954) unclear
21, Smith (1955) nepative, Theory,

Other factors

22, Smith & Lem

(1955) negative, Theory
23, CGuest (1957) positive (Satisfaction)
24, Walker (14957) positive (Satisfaction)
25, Davis (1957) positive (Satisfaction)
26, Kennedy &

0'Neil (1958) negative
27. French (1958) positive other factors
28. Herzberg, et al.

(1959) positive (Satisfaction), Theory
29 Argyris (1959) positive (Satisfaction)
30, Kilbridge (1960a) positive (Satisfaction)
31, Kilbridge (1960bh) negative
32. Kilbridge (1961) negative
33. Likert (1961) positive (Satisfaction), Theory
34. Kornhauser (1962) positive (Satisfaction), Theory
35. Argyris (1962) Theory
36. Turner &

Miclette (1962) negative
37. MacKinney et al.

Theory, Other factors
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Theory and Empirical Evidence for and

Against Task Structure's Relationship
with Outcome Variables - {continued)
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Researcher Positive Negative
38. Biganne &
Stewart (1963) positive (Satisfaction)
39. Vroom (1964) negative, Theory,
Other factors
40. Blauner
(1964) curvilinear
41. CGoode (1964) positive (Satisfaction)
42, Davis (1965) positive (Satisfaction)
43. Conant &
- Kilbridge (1965) positive (Satisfaction)
44, Pelissier (1965) positive (Satisfaction)
45. Breer & Locke
(1965) Theory, Other factors
46, Turner & positive (Satisfaction) negative, Theory, Other
Lawrence (1965) factors, curvilinear
47. Kornhauser )
(1965) positive (Satisfaction), Theory
48. Davis (1966) positive (Satisfaction)
49, Scott (1966) Theory
50. Opsahl & Dunnette .
(1966) Theory, Other factors
51. Reif & Schoderbek
(19466) negative
52. Herzberg (1966) positive (Satisfaction), Theory
53, Crisera (1966) positive (Satisfaction)
54, Peltz & Andrews
(1966) positive (Satisfaction)
55. Stewart (1967) positive (Satisfaction)
56. House & Wigor

(1967)

positive

(Satisfaction)

Other factors
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Theory and Empirical Evidence for and

Against Task Structure's Relationship
with Outcome Variables - (contlnued)

57.

58.

60,
61.

62,

63.

67.
68.
69.
70.
71.
72.
73.
74.
75.

76.

Researcher

Positive

Negative

Lawler & Porter
(1967)

Blood & Hulin
(1967)

Smith & Cranny
(1968)

"Hulip & Blood

(1968)

Goldthorpe,
et al. (1968)

Walker (1968).

- Mann & Hoffman

(1968)
Shepard (1968)
Ford (1969)

Filley & House
(1969)

Shepard (1969)

Lawler (1969)

Meisnner (1969).

Hackman (1969a)
Hackman (1969b)

Hall & Lawler
(1970)

Hackman (1970)
Fullan (1970)
Lawler (1970)

Shepard (1970)

positive (Satisfaction),Theory

positive (Satisfaction), Theory

positive (Satisfaction)

positive (Satisfaction), Theory

unclear

positive (Satisfaction)

positive (Satisfaction)

positive
positive

(Satisfaction)

positive (Satisfaction)

Theory, Other factors
negative’

Theory, Other factours
Theory, Orher factors

negative, Theory,
Other factors

negative

Theary, Other factors

Theory, Other factors

Other factors

Theory, Other factors

Theory, Other factors
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Theory and Empirical Evidence for and
Against Task Structure's Relationship

with Outcome Variables -~ (continued)

Vi

77.

78.

79.
80,

81.

87.

88,

89.

90.

91.
92,

93.

94,
95.

96.

Researcher

Positive

Negative

Hackman & Lawler
(1971)

Cherrington, et
al. (1971

Meissner (1971)
House (1971)
Taylor (1971)

Levine & Weitz
(1971)

Saleh (1971)

Scott & Mitchel
(1972)

Thorsrud (1972a)

Sheppard &
Herrick (1972)

Thorsrud (1972b)

Work In America
(1972)

Susman (1972)

Wild & Kemper
(1972)

Tudor (1972)
Davis (1972)

Scwab &
Cumnings (1973)

Susman (1973)
Argyris (1973)

Form (1973)

positive
positive

Theory

pasitive

positive

positive

positive

positive

Theory

pesitive

positive
positive

positive

Theory
positive
Theory

positive

(Satisfaction)

(Satisfaction)

(satisfaction)

(Satisfaction)

(Satisfaction)

(Satisfaction), Theory
1

(Satisfaction)

(Satisfaction)

(Satisfaction)

{Satisfaction)

(Satisfaction)

Theory, Other factors

Theory, Other factors

Theory, Other factors

Curvilinear, Theory

Other factors



Table 1: Theory and Empirical Evidence for and
Against Task Structure's Relationship
with Outcome Variables - (continued)
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Researcher Positive Negative
97. Schuler (1973) Theory :
98, Lawler (1973) negative, Theory,
Other factors
99, Miner & Dachler
(1973) Theory, Nther factors
100. Lawler, et al.
(1973) positive Theory, Other factors
i
101. Steers & Porter i
(1974) - : positive i Theory, Other factors
102. Dickson (1974) negative, Theory,
) Other factors
103. Hackman & Oldham
(1974) Other factors, Theory
104, Robey (1974) negative, Theory,
Other factors
105. Sims and
Szilagyi (1974) t unclear
]
106. Kaufman (1974) positive (Performance) f
107, Fossum (1974) positive (Satisfaction) é Theory, Other factors
3
108. Pricchard & Peters! ;
(1974) positive (Satisfaction) i Theory, Other factors
109. Koch (1974) positive (Satisfaction) i negative, Theory,
H Other factors
110. Wanous (1974) negative, Theory,
Other factors
111. Stone & Porter
(1975) positive (Satisfaction)
112. Hill (1975) negative, Theory,
Other factors
113. Jenkins, et al.

(1975)

unclear
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become ﬁixed, at best, when the béfore-mentioned suggestions of
Katz and Kahn (1966), Likert (1961) and March and Simon (1958)
concerning the interaction of variables are investigated. Table 1
presents in chronological order thedretical and empirical studies
reporting the relationship of task structure and certain outcome
'variables in oiganizational research., Sixty~two of the cited
researchers have found a positive relationship between task struce-
ture and satisfaction, productivity,” performance, or turnover,
However, forty=-seven of the studies cited in Table 1 report
negative results and/or indicate that individual differences moder-
ate the various relationsﬁips and associations., Critically, most of
the recent studies (1971 through 1975) utilized both the task and
individual differences approach; or an appropriate surrogate such
as need strength. One might speculate as to whether the results of
the other sixty-two studies would have been different if they had
included individual differences in their conceptual framework.
Recent research (Hackman and Lawler,” 1971; Pritchard and Peters;
1974; Robey, 1974; Steers and Porter, 1974; Dickson, 1974; Wanous,
1974; Hackman and Oldham, 1974; and Hill, 1975), measuring both
task structure and individual differences; shows that individual
differences moderate the relationship between task structure
and outcome variables., Furthermore, ten of the studies in Table 1
present a combination of positive and.negative findings when con-
trolling for individual differences. Four of the studies are
unclear or undecided as to the effect of task structure.on satis=

faction, or of individual differences upon the outcome variables,
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It is clear that additional research of both task structure and
individual differences, utilizing éppropriate personality measures,
must be undertaken,

The next section of the chapter looks at the theoretical and

empirical support for the individuwal difference hypothesis.

Concept and Evidence Regarding Individual Differences

As indicated earlier in this chapter, theoreticians (such as
Katz, 1955; Cornbach, 1957; March and Simon, 1958; Likert, 1961;
Katz and Kahn, 1966) have called upon organizational psychologists
to investigate and test the interactional effects of individual dif-
ferences upon Job attitudes and outcomes., Recently, empirical |
studies regarding the relationship of task structure and certain
individual differences operationalized as need strengths (i.e.,
Hackman and Lawler, 1971; Pritchard and Peters, 1974; Robey, 1974;
Steers and Porter, 1974; Dickson, 1974; Wanous, 1974; Hackman and
Oldham, 1974; Hill, 1975; and Johnson and Stinson, in press) com=-
bined with other motivational type studies (i.e., Landy, 1971;
Johnsion,11974; Lawler, 1966, 1970; Downey, Hilliiegel, and Slocum,
in press; and Broedling, 1975) have tended to indicate that individual
differences moderate the relationships of certain independent and
dependent variables. In the present study, the five facets of
task structure are considered to be the independent variables, the
seven individual difference variables are moderators, and the four |
outcomes (the three facets of satisfaction and propensity to leave)

are the dependent variables.
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From a conceptual and operational viewpoint, Nunnally (1967)
proposes that the measurement of personality traits is mainly a
result of the study of individual differences. He states that
individual differences can be understood through the following
three broad aspects of personality:
1. Social Traits: The characteristic behavior of individuals

with respect to other people, Typical social traits are
honesty, gregariousness, shyness, dominance, and humor,
Social traits are often said to constitute the surface
layer of personality, the way that an individual appears
in society.

2, Motives: Individual differences in "needs" or "drives,"
particularly the “"non-biological" drives such as the needs

for affiliation, aggre§sion, and achievement. Motives
are often spoken of as constituting personality "“dynamics."

3. Adjustment versus Malad justment: The relative freedom
from emotional distress and?or socially disruptive
behavior, Maladjustment relates to the so-called neuroses
and psychoses, and adjustment relates to the oppesite of
these., (p. 470)

The present study classifies the seven individual difference
variables shown in Diagram I as Nunnally's "motives" and links thenm
through perceptions.

In recent years, increasing attention has been focused on demo-
graphic characteristics (age; sex, Job and company tenure, etc.;
Quinn et al, 197%4; and House and Wigdor, 1967), personal character-
istics (rural or urban socialization, plant location, occupational
level, etc.; Hulin and Smith, 1965; Turner and Lawrence, 1965; Hulin,
1966, 1969; Blood and Hulin, 1967; Hulin and Blood, 1968; Blood,
1969, 1973; Herman and Hulin, 1972; Wild and Kempner, 1972; and

Fossum, 1974), and individual differences (need for achievement,

internal~external (I-E) orientation, authoritarianism, etc.; Adorno



79

et al., 1950; McClelland et al., 1953; McClelland, 1961; Rotter,
1966; Korman, 1966, 1967; 1970; Lawler, 1968, 1970, 1973; Litwin
and Stringer, 1968; Kohn, 1969; Hermans, 1970; Friis and Knox,
1972; Gavin, 1973; Séuth, 1974; Koch,” 1974; Broedling, 1975; and
Johnson and Stinson, in press) affecting the relationships betwéen
sets of independent and dependent variables,

Recently, Porter, Lawler, and Hackman (1975) have attempted
to summarize the individual differences viewpoint and have indicated
why organizational theorists should expend more research efforts in
this direction. They state:

We believe that individual differences should be looked at
in a new way, by managers and behavioral scientists alike,
and that differences should be treated in a new way in
organizations. The evidence is increasing that individual
differences moderate the way people respond to various
aspects of organizations and to the practices of organi-
zations. . .particular job designs, leadership styles, reward
systems, training procedures, and the like simply do not

have the same effects for all people who work in an organi-
zation. (p. 520)

Moreover, Porter, Lawler, ahd Hackman make the three following

observations:

le .+ « It tends 10 be not only the skills and abilities
of the people that make the difference; instead, it is
also their personal psychological make-up that counts . . .

2. While the moderating effects of individual differences
are becoming increasingly well documented, much more
(and much more systematic) research needs to be done on
the nature and extent of the observed efforts . . .we
need to know exactly what it is about different people
that is responsible for the effect and the circumstances
under which it does and does not occur.

3. In pérticular, . « othe proceés of individualizing
organizations should begin at those points where organi-~

zational practices have direct and immediate effects on



the day-to-day work activities of the individual. These
include: the job itself., Protebly the single most

potent influence on what a person does at work is his
job. . .people with different psychological make-ups
do indeed respond differently to challenging versus
routine jobs, It would seem warranted, therefore, to
try assigning people to different types of jobs (assuming
sufficient skill to do the work) partly on the basis of
their personal psychological needs and not just their
abilities alone. (1975, pp. 520-521) ‘
To garner empirical evidence in support of these individual
difference propositions, the above authors call for the following
research strategy to be employed:
1. {Develop). . .complete knowledge of how individual dif-
ferences moderate employee reactions to organizational
practices. . .and

2. (Develop) valid measures of the individual differences
found to be important moderators. (1975, p. 523)

In order to test the above theoretical ﬁropositions empirically;
the conceptual framework indicated in Diagram 1 was developed as
a multivariate interactional model.indicating,that individuval 4if-
ferences act as moderators (Saunders, 1956; Ghiselli, 1963; Zedeck
et al., 1971; Zedeck, 1971; Abrahams and Alf, 1972;»and Andrews et
al,, 1973) of certain outcome behaviors. Specifically, internal-
‘external control, self—esteem, wi11ingness to accept a bureaucratic
orientation, need for achievement, and need for affiliation moderate
the relationship between task structure and the specific outcone
behaviors. These moderators are often called intervening, combining,
interactive, or interaction variables.

The following section deals with the theoretical and empirical

evidence to support the hypotheses presented in Chapter II1 regarding
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individuwal differences. This section presents each individual
difference variable in sequence and details each moderator variable,
Internal-~External Life Orientation (I-E)

Internal-external life orientation is defined as the extent
to which a person generally believes his life is a product of his
own behavior (internal éontrol) as opposed to f&te, change, Or non-
contingent control by others (external control). As Haas (1964)
indicates, the degree to which individuals have different internal
or external concepts of a particular role may be due to différences
in their own self-conceptions, their social class identifications,
occupational specialization and experiences, and the Jjob they h§ld.
An internally controlled person essentially feels in'control of the
events of his or her life; an externally controlled person believes
that his or her life is for fhe most part beyond his or her influence
or control,

Perceived internal~external control as measured by the I-BE
scale, a measure of a person's perception that the events in his or
her life are contingent upon his or her behavior has been related to.
numerous variables in hundreds of psychology'studies. A brief revieﬁ
of these are provided by Rotter (1966), Lefcourt (1966), and Joe
(1971).

The extensive research surrounding Rotter's (1966) I-E sca1e4

indicates considerable interest in perceived differences in the

YSee Lefcourt (1972) for an extensive review of the I~E
construst.



" consequences of one's own behavior., Rotter suggests that those
members scoring low on his twenty~three item forced-choice instru-
ment (internals) are said to believe they can significantly influ-
ence their outcomes by their own behavior whereas externals believe
their behavior to be much less decisive in this respect., The
theoretical background for Rotter's I-E concepts originates from
social learning theory (Rotter, 1954, 1955, 1960). Rotter (1966)
indicates:

In social learning theory, a reinforcement acts to

strengthen an expectancy that a particular behavior or

event will be followed by that reinforcement in the

future. Once an expectancy for such a behavior-rein-

forcement sequence is built up the failure of the

reinforcement to occur will reduce or extinguish the

expectancy. . . It follows as a general hypothesis

that when the reinforcement is seen as not contingent

upon the subject's own behavior that its occurence will

not increase an expectancy as much when it is seen as

contingent. Conversely, its non-occurence will not

reduce an expectancy so much as when it is seen as con-

tingent. It seems likely that, depending upon the

individuwal's history of reinforcement, individuals would

differ in the degree to which they attrlbuted reinforce-

ment to their actions, (p. 2

Recently, the I-E concept has been operationalized in several
ways: (1) as a personality variable relating to Valence-Instrumen-
tality-Expectancy (VIE) theory (Broedling, 1975); (2) interacting
with the antecedents and consequences of job behavior (Organ and
Green, 19742); (3) indicating individual differences in the con-
ditionability in organizations (Organ, 1975); (4) relating to both
role ambiguity and satisfaction (Organ and Green, 1974b); (5)
relating as a predictor of task effort and satisfaction (Weiss and

Sherman, 1973); (6) operating as a moderator between environmental
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ambiguity and satisfaction (Korman, 1971); (7) relating to work
variables (Valecha, 1972); and (8) relating to management style’
and satisfaction with supervision (Runyon, 1973)

Broedling (1975), in one of the rare studies finding any rela-
tionships between I-E and the VIE motivaiion model, fouﬁd signifi-
cant negative correlations between internal contrdl and instrumn-
tality, work motivation, job performance, and rank in organization.
- The test-retest.reliability coefficient computed for the sample was
.67. 1In addition, 2 multitrait-multirater matrix based on Campbell

and Fiske's (1959) multitrait-multimethod concept indicated
| validity for ratings by supervisors, peers, and the subjects.
Broadling found the negative direction of the correlation “"indicates
that internals (low scores on the 1-E) scale tended to scoie higher-
on all of the motivational model éomponents." (p. 67) Broedling's
findings tend to éupplement past evidence:

Internals as employees are more motivated to work than

externals, actually perform better, and see working hard

as being more instrumental in obtaining what they want.
(1975, p. 68)

Organ and Green (1974a) found that satisfaction with work was
related to tenure, internal-external control, and role clarity.
Rotter (1966), and Organ and Green indicate that those who believe
that they can control their own fates are more likely to seek and
make use of instrumental orientation. However, Kahn et al. (1964)
suggest that the role-stresé-role ambiguity situation causes a
person to feel powerless and produce a sense of futility on his

job.
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Organ (1975) uses I-E to indicate +that the power of a person=
ality variable is useful in predicting conditionability over and
above any common variance witﬁ ability measures. Yet, the
behavioral-operant modification or conditioning literature has gen-
erally ignored the interaction of individual differences in con-
ditionability and reinforcement. Skinner (1953, 1969, 1971) does
recognize the differences between species (history of reinforcement,
level of deprivation, etc.), but generally avoids the important
issue of whether or not these are stable dimensions of human per=-
sonality which moderate the effects of shaping. Korman (1971) sug-
gests that role ambiguiiy seems to be far 1e§s important as a
determinant of satisfaction than is the concept of locus of control,
Korman did, however, find role ambiguity and locus of control to
be an interactive influence on satisfaction. While the conceptual--
izations of the above researchers may differ, they all find evidence
to support the hypothesis that I=-E influences workexr perceptions
and 1s a determinant of certain outcome vafiables.

Runyon (1973) found satisfaction to be a function of the
interaction between management style (highly structured or partici- -
patory) and employee internal control., However, probably the most
important finding is that the significance of the personality
variable, I-E, was dependent upon the interaction between manége-
ment style and locus of control,

Organ and Green (1974b), studying scientists and engineers,
found extermal control to be positivély associated with ;ole anbi-

guity and negatively associated with work satisfaction, Valecha
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(1972) performed construct validation of the internal-external locus
of reinforcement concept and work-related variables and found inter-
nal whites to be more progressive in terms of yearly earnings, kinds
of job held, educational training related to the job and number of
hours worked per week, Organ'and Green's and Valecha's evidence
taken together further supports the contention that internals have
more knowledge of the world of work and supports Rotter's (1966)
thoery that "fhe individual who has a strong belief that he can
control his destiny is likely to be more alert to those aspécts‘of
the environment which provide useful information for his future
behavior." Furthermore, the above findings of Organ and Green
(19742 and 1974Db), Valecha (1972), and Korman (1971) seem to be
mutually supportive. |

In a laboratory study, Weiss and Sherman (1973) found that
the I-E concept was not related to job satisfaction. However, the
data indicated that most members were satisfied with their tasks.

Cherulnik and Citrin (1974), in a study involving college
studeﬁts, found internals to héve a significantly greater desire
for personal freedom, They indicated that the elimination of
behavioral freedom elicits behavior whose antecedent conditions
can reasonably be assumed to involve the motivational patterns of
individuals,

Heisler (1974), in a field study involving thé I-E construct,
found that members exhibiting greater external control experience

significantly less personal effectiveness (as indicated by the
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number of promotions, salary increases, awards, etc., that they
receive) than dp ﬁemters with an internal orientation. These are
consistent with the evidence reported by Gemmill and Helsler (1972)
that managers with more external control beliefs reported signifi-
cantly greater Jjob strain and less job satisfaction than did managers .
with an internal orientation,

Recently, Cherlin and Bourque (1974) féund evidenceAto dispute
Rotter's (1966) claim of the I-E scale's unidimensionality; Their
results were as follows: |

1. The I-E scale should not be considered unidimensionals

2. The characteristics of the population sampled nay

affect the structure of the factors obtained and also
the strength of the reliabilities of the various fac-
tor scales; and

3. Other items used with the I-E scale in thé same survey

instrument may affect the structure and reliability of

the resultant scales., (p. 565) |
This scrutiny of the I-E scales of Rotter (1966), and perhaps
Collins (1974), meets an important need. These critical éubjects
- of reliability and validity are addressed in Chapter IV. Exhibit
B indicates the items that comprise this study's I-E scale, |

- The above findings indicate that pedple;s pexrceptions. of their

environmental influence has an effect on their behavior. In sum-
mary, it seems clear that internal-external life orientation does
. influence work variables and is associated with different outcome
variables., Specifically, there is some evidence suggesting that

internals are more satisfied than externals and that internals may

have a lower propensity to leave the organization. In addition,
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the research evidence suggests that internal control members are
genexally more highly motivated to perform since they see a
stronger connection between their behavior and the goals they seek
(Broedling, 1975; Organ and Green, 1974a and 1974b; and Heisler,
1974). Therefore, it seems that internals are easier ito motivate
by the use of reinforcemenis that are contingent upon their . perfor-
mance,
Self-Lgteen

This study, like Kohn (1969), defines and segments self-esteem

’ \

into two parts:

1. Self-confidence. The positive component of self-esteem:
the degree to which people are confident of their own
capabilities.

2. Self-deprecation, The self-critical half of self~esteem:
the degree to which people disparage themselves. (This
empirical division of self~esteem accords nicely with the:
p0551b111ty that one can be simultaneously confident of

one's capacities and critical of oneself.) (Kohn, 1969,
(p. 81-82)

- Kohn's study, Class and Conformity: A Study in Values, is a

noteworthy piece of evidence because it shows that members of
society have clear self-conceptions,

Lawler (1973) indicates that self-esteem, along with past
experiences, the actual situation, and communications from others,
determines the expectancy medel of effort (E) leading to perfor-
mance (P}.' He suggests: |

There are large individual differences in self-esteem, Low

self~esteem people are generally poor estimators of their

own ability to successfully carry out certain behaviors,

They generally tend to underestimate the likelihoocd that
they will be successful, although sometimes they are un-~
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realistically high in their estimates. Not surprisingly,
people's self-esteem tends to be related to their E - P
expectancies; as a result, motivating low-self-esteem
people to perform well is difficult, since they are pre-
disposed to believing that they cannot perform well. On
the other hand, high-self-esteem people tend to have
realistic E > P expectancies; thus, they respond nore
redictably and realistically to their environment,

P. 54-55) |
Korman (1966) supports Lawler's argument that the E 5 P factor
is important and that people don't always choose the occupation that
is most attractive to them because they sometimes believe it is
beyond their abilities. Korman agrees that self-esteem is one of
the moderating variables (Saunders, 1956) influencing a pexrson's
expectancy that his effort will lead to successful performance,

Korman states:

The results of this investigation support quite strongly
the prediction that "self-esteem" operates as a moderator
variable in the process of vocational choice in that
those who are high on this variable use their self-per-
ceived needs differently from those who think relatively
poorly of themselves. (p. 485)

Korman's (1967) results suggest that members ". . .with high
self-esteem are more likely to seek out and accept the situations
which seem to be keeping with their own self-percept, that is, a
‘balance' situation." (p. 67) Korman indicates: |

Since one's own self-perceived abilities are related to
one's actual abilities to at least a modest level (Arsenian,
1942) and since self-esteem results from one's self-
perceived adequacy in given roles, an interesting possi-
bility for a closed~loop system presents itself here in
that the low self-esteem individual is more accepting of
~situations where he does not think he will be adequate

and where he actually will tend not to be adeaquate, This
will lower his seli'-esteem even further and lead him even
further to choose roles where he does not think he will be
adequate, However, Jjust the opposite would take place for
the high self-esteem person, (p. 67)
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Applying the talance theory and the above empirical field
research, Korman (1970) presents arguments that the-selfuconcept
of an individual in relation to the task at hand is a determinant
of the outcome which he or she will seek to obtain. In addition,
this self-concept and task at hand are associated wiih satisfaction.
Korman's evidence indicates that the "“self-perceived competence for
a task seems to facilitate performance on the task, particularly
if the task provides one knowledge of how close/far he is to goal
achievement. (p. 39)

Recently, Gavin (1973) found significant moderating effects of
self-esteem between job expectancies and performance, Gavin's
findings do not provide clear support for Korman's "workwbehayior
consistency” hypothesis. Gavin indicétes:

From a methodological point of view, the self-esteem

measure, while having been used in a number of studies

(Ghiselli, 1971; Korman, 1966, 1967, 1970), has relatively

little evidence concerning its construct validity. (p. 86)

However, self-esteem did have significant effects on the mem-
ber's job and education levels, Again fromua theoretical stand=-
point, however, Gavin states: |

« « othe consistency hypothesis appears to receive indirect

support from studies of achievement motivation, internmal-

external control of reinforcement, and risk taking. (p. 87)

In direct éupport of the present research, Gavin‘s study did
demonstrate the utility of studying the moderating effects of self-
- esteem on the relationships between job expectancies and performance.

In a laboratory study of college undergraduates, Greenhaus and

Badin (1974) supported Korman's (1966, 1967, l970)lcontention that
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performance tended to predict satisfaction only for high self-esteem '
subjects. Greenhaus and Badin found that task-specific self=-esteem
seems to be related to notions of VIE theory and to effective per=~
formance. These and .other findings (Porter and Lawler, 1968; Porter,
Lawler, and Hackman, 1975; and lLawler, 1973) indicates that sélf-
esteem is a personality variable influencing outcome variables,

Chapter 1V provideé the scale reliabilities, factor analysis,
and correlation matrix for the self-esteem scale, Exhibit B‘indi-
cates the items that make up the scale. The next section looks at
another individual difference variable=-acceptance of a bureau-‘

cratic orientation--and its supporting evidence.

Willingness to Accept a Bureaucratic Orientation

This study conceptualizes Adorno et al.'s (1950) concept of :
authoritarianism as a'member's willingness to accept a bureaucratic
structure., Members scoring high on the three facets of this pme-
sent study's measures of authoritarianism would tend to accept and .
| be quite satisfied with a highiy bureaucratic structure. On the
other hand, members scoring low would tend to reject and be quite
dissétisfied with that same structure. | ‘

Both Adorno et al.'s (1950) and Sandford's (1963) theory and
findings support the view that a personality characteristic--authori=-
tarianism-~influences how members will react to certain stimuli,

Past research on the authoritarian personality has usually
utilized Adorno et al.'s F-Scale, composed of forty-six items with
eight subfacfors, to measure whether a personality variable did

moderate the difference between certain independeht and dependent
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variables, Authoritarianism.in conjunction with self-esteem has.
been shown to modexrate workers' responses 1o many organizational
practices. '

Hall (1961) provides research data on bureaucracy and its
relation to other organizational characteristics, The following
six factors comprise his measure of bureaucracy:

1., Authority

2, Division of Labor

3. Rules for Incumbents

ly, Procedural Specification

5. Impersonality

6., Technical Competency
The first three facets of Hall's bureaucratic structure comprise a
"willingness to accept a bureaucratic orientation." This is very
similar to Adorno et al.'s F-Scale, but is being used because the
F=Scale is outdated.

Even though the above findings are weak or stem from a differ=
ent conceptual base, Adorno et al. (1950) and Vroom (1960) have |
indicated theoretically and empirically that individual difference
variables such as an authoritarian personality moderate the rela~
tionships between certain ihdependent and dependent variables,

The next section looks at two more individual differehce fac-
tors that moderate the xrelationship between task structure and out-

come -variables~«the need for achievement and need for affiliation.

Need for Achievement and Need for Affiliation

McClelland et al. (1953), McClelland (1961), and Atkinson
(1964) provide the theoretical and empirical basis for the following

discussion. Specifically, these researchers measured the presence
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and strength of certain motives (n Ach and n Aff) through the
thematic apperception test. Generally, the theory states that
members with a high need for achievement or affiliation usually
seek concrete feedback on performance, enjoy challenging activities,
and enjoy risk situations which allow maximum satisfaction. In
other words, a person is characterized as a high achiever if he is
concerned with achievement and derives considerable satisfaction
from striving for it. A person is characterized as having a high
need for affiliation through Moment and Zaleznik's (1963) descrip-
tion of "social specialists": |

People need each other for support. Feeling lonely, dis-

liked and disrespected by people i1s the worst thing that

could happen to a person. Living together in harmony is

the ultimate value., One must work hard and do a good job

in order to be accepted by others. But work should not

be allowed to interfere with harmony, respect and affece-

tion. ., . .Satisfaction is derived from being liked and

accepted in the group., Argument and conflict are frus~

trating and make for an unhappy experience. (p. 123-214)

McClelland and his associates (1953, 1961) have shown that
under certain conditions, need for achievement and need for
affiliation can be important motivators in work organizations.
Overall, research seems to suggest that need for achievement is‘
1ikeiy to stimulate workers to perform moderately challenging tasks.
The research of Murray (1938), on the potential moderating effects of
need for achievement on the attitude~performance relationship
provides the lead to this present research,

Jolmson and Stinson (in press), in a study of military officers,

clvil service personnel, and project engineers, indicate that need

for achievement moderates the relationships between interseﬁder
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role conflict and satisfaction, and role ambiguity and task assign-
ment and satisfaction, Specifically, they indicate that need for
achievement has a significant effect on the relationships between
ambiguity of task assignment and both overall and intrinsic satis-
faction. Johnson and Stinson's data were triéhotomized on the basis
of need for achievement and need for independence ratings, They
analyzed correlations between role and satisfaction scores; com-
parable correlations for groups with similar and dissimilar per-
sonality variables were tested for significance of individual dif-
ferences, Their study found no moderator effect between either
person-role conflict or feédback ambiguity and satisfaction., How=
ever, Johnson and Stinson's reéearch adds credence to the evidence
cited above that need for achievement acts as a moderator between
role~task variables and sdtisfaction.

In a study comparing need for achievement between college
students, small business managers, and corporation managers, Séuth
(1974) found that correlations were significantly lower for the
student sample. This suggested that the n Ach éonstruct may be
less differentiated among older managers, |

Litwin and Stringer (1968) found job satisfaction to be highest
in wo:kers with 2 high need for affiliation, low in workers wiﬁh a
high need for power, Findings such as these suggest that satis-
faction may be an outcome of different types of task structure
moderated by individual differences, | |

In support of the findings of Atkinson and Reitman (1956),
French (1958), Steers (1975b), and Steers and Porter (1974) who
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found that n Ach demonstrated moderating effects on facﬁors which
have been shown to affect job performance, Steers (1975a) found
tha£ need for achievement has an impact on the relationship between

attitudes and performance., Specifically, Steers found a positive
‘Ireiationship between job involvement and job satisfaction aﬁd two
performance dimensions for high n Acﬁ_subjects, and no relétionship
for low n Ach subjects.. These findings are consistent with Hackman
and Lawler's (1971) findings that individuals with high need
strength demonstrate stronger satisfaction-performance relationships
than those with lower needs, However, rather than using Maslow's
(1954) theory of motivation as a tase, Steers utilized Murray's
(1938) theory of need for achievement as an intervening or moderator
variable in'personalit§ terms. |

However, like Triandis (1959), Steers (1975a) points to the

fact that n Ach effects on attitudes and performance were weak but
significant; consequently, he suggests that other important inter-
vening variables affect the attitude-performance relationship.

-In summary, the need for achievement and affiliation has'been
shown to have a positive relationship:to outcome variables., In
addition, the data indicate that these two individval difference
variables moderate the relationships of various attitudes and per-
formance; however, they clearly are not the only intervening
variables,

Personal or Demographic Variables

Past research has indicated that personal or demographic

characteristics such as age, sex, type of socialization, plant
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1ocation,'etc. affect various outcome variables. A summary of this
research can be found .in Vroom (1964) and Quinn et al. (1974). Given
these sources, this section will provide a brief review of the demo-
graphic variables acting as intervening variables between the
independent and dependent variables. This study asserts that these
types of variables along with internai personality characteristics

of an individual are moderators. |

However, the theory linking demographic, personality, organi-
zational, and role~task variables is nonexistent. Many corrélational
studies have been shown (see Herman and Hulin, 1972; Herman et 2l.,
1975) that demographic variables are important indicators of organi=-
zational relationships. However, a weakness of such studies is the
s purious relationships which exist because of confounding vaiiables.
Due.to methodological limitations, it is presently impossible to |
investigate multiple gombinations of personality, demographic, and
task structure facets interactional relationships on outcomes.

In addition, the linking of demogravhic variables with other organi-
zational correlates is rarely practiced in organizational resedrch.

Conseguently, this study will employ partial éorrelation in testing

for significance of demographic variables,

Wild and Kempner (1972) found that members from urban settings
are more deposed to accept paced work than are those from rural areas.
Thus, they contend that urbans would respond less positively to job
enlargement methods.

White and Ruh (1973) did not find the hypothesized moderating

effects of personal values on the relationship between participation
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and job attitudes to be significant. In contrast with White and
Ruh, Hulin and Bloodv (1968), Blood and Hulin (1967), and Turner
and Lawrence (1965) cite eviden;é that demographic characteristics
influence outcome variables. White and Ruh indicate some method-
ological weaknesses on the part of this earlier research:

In these studies, however, employee value systems were not'

measured directly; individual differences in employee value

systems were inferred from characteristics of plant location
such as the degree of urbanization and the presence of slum
conditions. (p. 507) | |

Recently, Fossum (1974) found that rural persons tended to be
more satisfied with their pay and with performing a repetitive task
than were urban subjects. In support of Fossum, Hulin and Blood
(1968) found that rural workers were more likely to hold values of
the Protestant work ethic and were therefore more likely to be
more receptive to jpb enlargement programs that would result in
greater responsibility. On the other hand, urban workers viewed
their Jjobs as a means of financial gain only. ‘Turner and Lawrence's
(1965) findings are similar to those of Hulin and Blood, and Fossun,

Smith (1955) indicated that the tendency to perceive repetitive
tasks as boring was associated with such factors as youth, restless-
nessiin daily habits and leisure time activities, dissatisfaction
with personal, home, and plant situvations and was not directly con-
cerned with uniformity and repetitiveness of task structure,

Slocum and Topichak's (1972) results indicate that cultural
differences between Mexicans and their American counterparts had a
significnat effect on their levels of satisfaction. This cross~
cultural study found Mexican employees to be more satisfied than

Americans,
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Most psychological studies seem to indicate that older people
are generally more satisfied on their jobs than younger people
(Form and Geschwender, 1962; Rachman and Kemp; 1964), Salinas
(1964) found satisféction:with pay to be positively related to the
age of employees, Similarly, Hoppock's (1960) case study found
that after twenty-seven years of employment, people experienced

higher overall satisfaction than they did in earliexr working years,

Summary of Individual Difference Variables Acting as Moderators

Between Task Stiructure and Outcome Variables

This study's independent, moderator, and dependent variables
have been reviewed in a variety of studies (see Table 1). Howe&er,
these studies have not~genera11y included formal organizational
attitudes and behavior, Research approaches té the interﬁening role
of personality in organizations have been generally confined to
personality variables which are specifically organizationally related,
Particularly important among these variables are the motives which
bind an individual to a particular organization and affect his or
her output. These motivation or individual difference variables
have been examined in two distinct ways by various organizational
theorists.

Classical theorists, represented by Taylor (1911) and Gulick
and Urwick (1937), propose an administrative management theory of
personality which does not consider individual differences. Such
a theory assumes that the desired behavior may be obtained by deter-~

mining the one factor which determines all behavior, and gearing
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rewards to the "typical" organization member, March and Simon
(1958) comment on this assumed "constant" rather than “variable"
constructs

First, in general there is a tendency to view the employee

as an inert instrument performing the task assigned to him.

Second, there is a tendency to view personnel as a given

rather than a variable in the system.

Although there are some exceptions in the literature, the

grand theories of any organizational structure have largely

ignored factors associated with individual behavior and

particularly its motivational bases. (p. 29)

In contrast to those theories in which individual factors are
entered as constants are the newer and more complex approaches of
March and Simon (1958), Cyert and March (1964), Likert (1961, 1967),
Porter and Lawler (1968), and Lawler (1973). These theories give
. considerable emphasis to personality differences. But while the
importance of considering an individual membexr's pérticular combina=
tions of needs, traits, and perceptions is emphasized, little
attention is given to the particular dimensions or needs, traits,
or perceptions which are held to be relevant to such consideration.
In summary, it seems the search for the individual within the organi-
~ zatién has generally tended to bypass any systematic description
of organizationally relevant individual differences. An exception
is the testing and selection literature exemplified by Guion (1965).

In order to begin to study the interaction of different person-
ality variables with different job characteristics, the researcher

~is confronted with two poorly coordinates sets of data, Kahn et al.

(1964) characterize these as follows:



First, one possesses from personality psychology a numbexr

of reliably measnrable personality dimensions shown in

extensive research to be behaviorally relevant in a wide

variety of environmental settings.

Second, one possesses a variety of organizationally

oriented approaches to personality which have eschewed

these very dimensions in favor of considering constella-—

tions of individual motives for working. (p. 310)

Furthermore, Kahn et al. cite two fundamental techniques for

coordinating these available resources into a study of organizational
behavior:

1. . . .the wholesale appropriation by organizational
studies of those personality variables which have
previously proved fruitful in personality studies
carried on in other environmental situations,

2. ... sa& complementary technique, taking as its starting
point motivational variables suggested by an organi-
wationally slanted approach to personality. (p. 310)

This study agrees with the latter approach, that of taking

suggested individual needs, operationalized as personality variables,
based upon organizationally slanted approaches to personality, as
moderators of task structure and certain outcome variables,

The last section of Chapter II presents a limited review of

" the derivative outcomes,' the three facets of satisfaction and the
propensity to leave, associated with the interactional model pre-

sented in Diagram I,

The Outcome Variables

Over forty years of theoretical and empirical verification
support that certain facets of satisfaction (overall; P2y and job)

are legitimate, of practical importance to managers, and scientifi-
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cally important outcomes for organizational study; this study
utilizes these outcomes as dependent variables (Brayfield and
Crockett, 1955; Herzberg et al., 1957, 1959; Vroom, 1964; Schwab
and Cummings, 1970; Stogdill, 1972; and Porter, Lawler, and
Hackman, 1975). This study identifies these oxtcones as the
consequences of the interaction between the facets of task structure
and the seven individual differences. As mentioned previously, the
variableé originating from these satisfaction oulcome variables are
not part of this research.

The early Insiitute for Social Research studies of Katz, Maccoby,
“and Morse, 1950; Katz, Maccoby, Gurin, and Floor, 1951; and Morse,
1953 which identified-féur separate dimensions of satisfaction
[(1) intrinsic job satisfaction; (2) company involvement; (3)
financial and job status satisfaction; and (4) pride in group per=-
formance ] led Stogdill (1965) to develop his Job Satisfaction and

Job Expectations Manual, Stogdill performed a factor and reli=-

ability analysis and found three scales (overall satisfaction |
identified as satisfaction with management, company, and recognition;
pay; and job satisfaction) to exhibit high internal reliability and
be factorally independent.

Stogdill's scales of overall, pay, and job satisfaétion were
utilized in the investigation of this study's dependent variables,
Other researchers (Organ and Green, 1974a and 1974b) have supported
this use of these concepts as dependent variables in studying |

worker attitudes,
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In order to obtain a measure of turnover, this study defined
it as perceived behavioral outcome measured by a perceived pro=~
pensity to leave measure., This dependent variable is a theoret-
ically tased and empirically verified outcome variable in organi-
zational research (Vroom, 1964; Porter and Laﬁler, 1968; Rizzo,
House, and Lirtzman, 1970; Lyons, 1971; and Stinson and Johnson,
1975). Significant relationships between role conflict and role
ambiguity, perceived propensity to leave, and job performance
have been reported. Rizzo, House, and Lirtzman (1970) and Lyons
(1971) found significant relationships between role ambiguity
and expressions of the desirability and 1ikelihood of leaving the
job. Lyonsrobtained a significant relationship between role
ambiguity and voluntary turnover, and Johnson and Graen (1973)
obtained significani relationships between both role ambiguity and
role conflict, and voluntary turnover. Lyons stud& of 156 nurses
from several community hospitals found greater and significant
relationships between role clarity and Jjob satisfaction, propensity
to leave and voluntary turnover for individuals classified high
in need for clarity than individuals classified as low in need for
‘clarity.

Kerr (1972) used a similar measure (perceived ability and
willingness to leave) to show that individuals who claim‘high
ability and willingness to leave the organization will think and act
substantially as cosmopolitans, while those low in ability and

willingness to leave will behave 1like locals.
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A scale measuring propensity to leave the organization was
developed utilizing the concept of the above researchers. This
scale measures voluntary turnover as an outcome of the interaction
between the facets of task structure and the séven individual aif-
ference variables, |

As before, the scale reliabilities, findings from factor
~analysis, and inter-correlation between items are presented in
Chapter IV, Exhibit B details the iilems in the propensity to

leave scale,



CHAPTER III

HYPOTHESES AND DESIGN

The major concern of this chapter is the presentation of the
iesearch hypotheses that were derived from the theoretical and
empirical evidence discussed in the previous chapter and the design
of the field study. In addition, Chapter III will discuss the
design and construction of the questionnaire, sample sizes and
iheir characteristics, the conduct of thg field study and limita-

tions and assumptions of the study.

Research Hypotheses

Fron Diagram T presented in Chapter II, which specified the
conceptual interactional model, specific theoretical considerations
and empirical evidence have been presented in the remainder of
Chapter II to support the following hypotheses:

Null Hypothesis 1: There will be no individual differences

that moderate the association between task structure and
the facet satisfactions.

Alternate Hypothesis: The association between the different
facets of task structure and the facet satisfactions are
moderated bys:

laa: Internal-External Life Orientation
1-b: Self-Esteen
l-c: Willingness to Accept a Bureaucratic Orientation

1. Hierarchy of Authority
2. Division of Labor
3. Rules for Incumbents
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Need for Achievenent
Need for Affiliation

Null Hypothesis 2: Holding individual differences constant,

there will be no association between task structure and
the facet satisfactions,

Alternate Hypothesis: The positive association between task
structure and the facet satisfactions, holding individual
differences constant, will depend upon one or more of the

following:

2-a: Autonomy

2-b: Skill Variety
2=c: Task Feedback
2-d: Task Identity
2-g: Upward Influence

Null Hypothesis 3: Holding individual differences constant,

there will be no association between task structure and
propensity to leave the organization.

Alternate Hypothesis: The negative relationship between task
structure and propensity to leave, holding individual dif-
ferences constant, will depend upon one or more of the

following:

3-a: Autonomy

3-b: Skill Variety
3=c: Task Feedback
3-d: Task Identity
3~et Upward Influence

Null Hypothesis 4: Holding individual differences and task
structure constant, there will be no association between
the demographic variables and the outcome variables.

Alternate Hypothesis: The positive association between the

demographic variables and the outcome variables, holding
individual differences and task structure constant, will
depend upon one or more of the following:

beas
LD
bec:

Age
Sex
Socialization (Rural or Urban)
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L-d: Wage Classification (Job Level)
Jee: Education

b-f: Company Tenure

The Field Study

The data necessary for measurement of the sixteen variables
were obtained by means of a field study of two samples (industrial
and service) combined into one sample utilizing this dissertation's
pretested scales and other reliable scales from other empirical
research. The purpose of this section is to look at the study
désign, questionnaire construction and design of the pretest and
final questionnaire, sample sizes and their characteristics, con- |
duct of the field study, and limitations and assumptions of the

study.

Study Design

Two basic designs are availablé for social-psychological
investigation: experimentation versus nonexperimental research
and laboratory versus field research. From these twp general
classifications, research design may be divided further into four
additiocnal categories: laboratory experiments, field experiments,
field studies, and survey reseaxch (see Runkel and McGrath, 1972;
Weick, 1965; Evan, 1971; W. Scott, 1965; Seashore, 1971; and
Barnes, 1967). It seems, however, the most important distinction
is batween lab experimentation and field studies. According to
Barker (1965), a field study in which the researcher acts as a

"transducer" in order to observe true or natural behavior, is
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superior to a lab experiment, in which the investigator's intent
is to disturb the behavioral systemlth:ough control or manipula=-

" tion. Blau and Scott (1962) indicate that the field study is the
typical design employed to study social or psychological phenomena
within organizations and that it is particularly well suited "for
providing an overall picture of the organization and information
about the interdependence of its constituent parts" (p. 20). As
discussed later in this section, two organizations wefe involved
in the study with compari#ons between individual differences

in a combined sample affecting the generalizibility of the
findings,

Social-psychological research methodsvalso may be classified
as to the specific techniques used to gather the data. In general,
the retrieval or observation of phenomena within real-world
behavioral systems is restricted to three basic methods: direct
observation, analysis of documents and records, and inteiviews
(Blau and Scott, 1962, p. 20), Subdividing the interviewing
method, there are structured interviews and self-report question=—
naires. A self-report questionnaire (i.e., Exhibit A) was utilized
in this study. Thére have been many pros and cons ﬁritten con=-
cexrning the use of a self?report questionnaire, but Festinger and
Katz (1953) state the psychological view as follows:

In short, if the focal data foxr a research project are

the attitudes and perceptions of individuals, the most

direct and often most fruitful approach is to ask the

individuals themselves...Observational methods are less
1likely to be useful for the measurement of attitudes

and perceptions and are obviously unable to probe the
past or to determine an individual's intentions for the
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future. The criteria of directness and economy and the
ability to collect data about beliefs, feelings, past
experiences, and future intentions have widened the range
of the application of the interview...In summary, the
interview and the questionnaire appear as powerful instru-
ments for social research...Perceptions, attitudes, and
opinions which cannot be inferred by observations accessible
through interviews (p. 330~331).

The above statement in conjunction with Porter and Lawler's
(1968) statement below concerning correlational studies lends
strong support to the use of questionnaires and correlational
techniques for gathering and analyzing perceptual datas

The major disadvantage, from our point of view, of a cor-
relational study is its inadequacy to prove directly the
existence of the cause and effect relationships that are
specified in a conceptual model., A correlational study
can, however, establish whether iwo variables tend to be
related at a fixed point in time...On the other hand, if
no relationship were to be found where the model predicts
one should exist, then it is possible for a correlational
study to disprove part of the model. Thus, correlational
studies can sometimes disprove but never prove that a
causal relationship exists (p. 41).

Furthermore, Blalock (1964) indicates the following statements

concerning all social science investigations:

.ssWe can never actually demonstrate causal laws empirically.
This is true even where experimentation is possible, Causal
laws are working assumptions of the scientist involving
hypothetical statements of the if-then variety...The notions
of direct and indirect causes are defined as relative to the
particular variables included in the system. If other
variables were to be included, the causal model might have

to be changed. There is thus no single "correct" model that
can be demonstrated to be superior to all others (p. 172-173).

The above sets of statements are particularly important to this
study since the variables subject to investigation concern percep-

tions, involve correlational techniques, and offer only limited
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opportunity to infer causality because of the inadequacy to prove
directly the existence of the cause and effect relationship.
However, while there are a number of limitations to self-
report measures and correlational analyses, it may be cohclﬁded
that they are reasonably accurate and reliable methods for the
study of individual differences across on-going behavioral systems
at one point in time., Except, of course, where a certain variable

camnot influence the other (i.e.,_satisfaction cannot change age).

Questionnaire Construction and Design

As mentioned previously, a pretest quesfionnaire was adminis-
tered from January to April, 1974 in Ohio to 424 employees from
eleven different organizations, Within the pretest sample, eighty
(337) percent were hourly, eleven (48) percent were salaried-exempt,
nine (35) percent were salaried-nonexempt, and the remaining fouw
respondents were discarded because of insufficient information.

The pretest questionnaire was designed for the Ohio Quality of Work
Institute located in Columbus, Ohio, The writer was able to gather
pretest data and perform scale reliabilities and confirmatoxy
factor analysis (i.e., results shown in Chapter IV) through the
cooperation of this organization and its director, Mr. Neil Q.
Herrick. The average length of time to complete the total pretest
questionnaire was approximately forty-six minutes. The nine

(i.e., autonomy, skill variety, upward influence, internal-external
life orientation, hierarchy of authority, division of labor, rules

for incumbents, need for achievement, and need for affiliation)
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scales, their pretest reliabilitles, and their inter-item cor=-
relations among the scale items are depicted in Exhibit C, This
exhiblit indicates those items that were dropped from the pretest
questionnaire based upon Kuder-Richardson (K-R) reliability co-
efficient No, 3 (1937) which was modified by The Ohio State
University Data Center (19?3) to accomodate Likert-type scales,
In addition, the pretest scales were factor analyzed to investi=
gate scale independence or unidimensionality. Based upon these
two analysis techniques, the study's questionnaire (Exhibit A)
was constructed. In addition to the K-R reliability coefficients
and intercorrelations presented in Exhibit C, Chapter IV is
devoted to the question of pretest versus combined study sample
K-R scale reliability coefficienfs and unildimensionality of scale
construction,

Exhibit B (the variable 1listing) indicates the specific item
description of the five task structure scales, the seven individual
difference measures, the demographic variables, and the four out-
come variables, Exhibit E, a missing data correlation matrix,
is provided to show the inter-item correlations for each item
that comprises a scale, This exhibit divides the correlations
into three categories: 1) the pretest sample; 2) the XYZ Valves
sample; and 3) the Beth sample. From this exhibit, it is possible
to look at the change in the scale inter-item correlations from
one sample to another, It is of importance to note that there
was variance between the two samples in relation to inter-item

responses, Another missing data correlation matrix, Exhibit F,
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presents these same scales and their respective inter-item cor- '
relations for the combined study sample N of 1,409, As stated
within Exhibit B, seven scales (i.e., task feedback, task identity,
self-esteen, overall satisfaction, pay satisfaction, job satisfac-
tion, and.propensity to leave) were drawn from other empirical |
organizational research, All of these scales had proven in past
research that their items and their respective scales possessed
sufficient discriminatory power. .These scales, like the pretest
scales, are re-examined for confirmatory validity of their dis—

criminating power in Chapter IV,

Sample Size and Characteristics of the Sample

Data were gathered through the cooperation of two organizations.
The organizations were named the "XYZ Valves" sample and the "Beth"
sample for reasons of confidentialify of data. Thé XYZ Valves is
the industrial sample and the Beth organization is thevpublic
sector sample, |

The XYZ Valves sample is located in a large urban, South-
western portion of the United States with a sample N of 1,003
employees. - The following table provides an analysis of the work
 force at the Southwestern industrial plant by wage classification
and sex,

The XYZ Valves organization is a semi-skilled manufacturing
facility with unit and small batch technology (Woodward, 1965).
Most of the hourly Jjobs are Class IV, III, II, or I skilled

machine operators,



Table 2: Industrial Work Force Analysis
by Wage Classification and Sex

WAGE CLASSIFICATION

SEX Hourly Non=Exempt Exempt Executive Totals
No. % No, % No, % No, % No, %
Female 31 25% 8 0% 6 5% 0 O* 121 100
Male 576  65% 80 - 10%¥ 208 23% 18 2% 882 100
Total in .
Category 607 164 214 18 1003

*Percentage in the classification of total employment

Tt
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The Beth organization sample is a fourteen year old non-profit
‘hospital located iﬁ a medium size rural Ohio comﬁunity. The unit
is & 361 bed county non-profit hospital with 670 employees. The
following table provides an analysis of the work force at the |
public sector oréanization by wage classification énd SeX.

Beth respondents ranged from the chief administrator and his
seven associate administrators of the hospital through nurses,
technicians,' and aides.

The total possible sample size for the dissertation from. both
organizations was 1,682. It was considered nécessary that two
organizations, oﬁe from the private and one from the public sector,
compose the study to provide a variance across a number of different
jobs, Therefore, adding to}the potential generalizability of the
study's findings. This is an improvement over Hackman and Lawler
(1971), Wanous (1974) and other researchers ﬁhosé findings have
been limited to a small subset of jobs or levels. Eéch organi-
zation is to a certain extent unique at a single.point in time and
to that extent it may differ from other organizations concerning
a number of the interactional variables. Thus, a sample consisting
of more than one organization and from more than one sectér offers
greater potential opportunity for generalization of the research
findings. BExhibit K provideé the detailed demographic character-
istics of the combined study sample.

As mentioned previously, a study sample N of 1,409 was obtained

(861 from XYZ Valves and 543 from Beth). The response rate of 84%



Table 3:

Public Sector Work force Analysis
by Wage Classification and Sex

WAGE CLASSIFICATION

SEX Hourly Administration
Main=- _ Super=~
tenance Admin, Nursing Admin, visory Totals
Female 1 182 356 1 26 566
Male 19 62 11 7 14 113
Total in ‘
Category 20 244 367 8 40 679

€Tt
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is considered average for a study being conducted in tandem with
a study by the Institute for Social Research at The University of

Michigan.

Conduct of the Field Study and Administration of the Questionnaire

The initial contact with each organization consisted of dis-
cussion with the personnel manager and the operating head of the
organizational unit participating in the study. These discussions
focused on the research objectives, questionnaire item content,
the population sample, and the procedures for administration of
the questionnaire and on-site feedback of the.findings. Many fol-
low-up sessions were held in order to establish trust, questionnaire
administration schedules, and physical arrangements for taking the
the self-report questionnaire on company or hospital tinme,

The questionnaire was administered on-site to all subjects
in September and October, 1974 by the writer and his research
associates from the University of Michigan, Institute for Social
Research (ISR). The organizations provided on=-shift paid work time,.
a clean and noise free conference room, and complete cooperation.
The reseachers handed out the questionnaire and answered questions
pertaining to meéning, wording, etc., The questionnaires were col-
lected on-site-and the respondents were guaranteed complete con-
fidentiality as their individual employee identification number
was indicated on the front of the questionnaire. Before adminis-
tration of the questionnaire, the writer conducted interviews with

over three percent of the sample in connection with a parallel
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study being conducted by ISR, This added to the trusting rela-
tionships which developed between the study and the respondents.
In addition, the questionnaire was administered on a voluntary
basis and no one from the participating organizations participated
in the administration of the questionnaire. Fourteen question~-
naires from respondents were discarded for insufficient datahand
seven sﬁbjects were identified as being unable to read{ These
twenty-one questionnaires were not included in the data and are
exclusive in the total N,

Thé last section of Chapter III addresses itself to the

limitations and assumptions of the study.

Limitations and Assumptions of the Study

The major limitations of the field study are those associated

with the researéh design, including the scales utilized to measure
the vﬁriables; the population from which the data was obtained;
and the appropriateness of the statistical methodology to test
each of the hypotheses.

The first set of limitations address themselves to the weak-
nesses of the study design., Although the field study with ité
large N across two organizational boundaries from two different
sectors is from the real world making it strong on realism, pro=
viding psychological as well as practical significance, and is’
theoxry oriénted, it offers limited opportunity to infer causality.
Blalock (1964) indicates to have a cause and effect relationship

among variables, three requirements must be satisfied. To prove
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that X cauées Y, for example, it must be demonstrated that a ﬁigh
degree of association exists between X and Y, that X précedes Y in
time, and that all other potential causes of Y have been eliminated.
The research design provides the opportunity to satisfy the first
requirement, However, because of the likelihood of ¢onfounding
variables, the evidence provided by the study may be insufficient
to present a concrete case for existence of a certain time-order
relationship among variables. As mentioned previously, no pro=-
vision was made for eliminating all other potential causes of
variance in Y, the dependent variable, But as Blalock indicates,
researchers "can never actually demonstrate causal laws empirically"”
(1964, p. 172). While the field study is an improvement over past.
research, it does limit causality inferences.

Of course, the second limitation which is associated with all
self-report field studies concerns the use of questionnaires. How=-
ever, as previously mentioned, the use of questionnaires is the
nost useful method for collecting information relative to individual's
attitudes and perceptions. A major advantage of this dissertation'
questionnaire is its ability to measure the interactional effects
between personality and structural variables. In addition, the
internal reliabilities of all items pertaining to a particular
scale have been verified as being acceptable for research purposes
except for self~-esteem,

An additional limitation to the study coﬁcerns the sample from
which the data was obtained. The ability to genexalize the research

findings with a high degree of accuracy is limited to two organi-
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zations,. However,.the research design enabled the collection of
data from executive to an operative level. In addition, drawing
the research sample from different organizations in the private
and public sectors enables the findings to be applicable to other
levels and other organizations of a similar nature and environment.

The final limitation involves the critical assumptions upon
which the statistical techniques employed by this study are based.
}The findings of the'study are limited to the extent that these
assumptions are met.'lThe MCA technique, previously mentibned, can
be categorized as a combination of a complex analyéis of variance
with unequal cells specifically designed to detect interaction
effects and a special form of multiple regression utilizing dummy
variables. The program's two principle limitations are: the
anaiytical model and the interative procedure the program uses to
solve}the normal equations required by the model., Basically, the
MCA technique assumes that the dependent variable is predictable
from an additive combinatioﬁ of the predictor variables., Both of
the above limitations arise from the additive assumption of the
model.,

In addition to thg limitations connected with MCA, the other
statistical technique employed in this study=-=-that of partial cor-
relation—~has certain limitations associated with it. If inferences
are to be drawn from the statistics produced by partial correlation,
then it is necessary to assume that the variables are from a multi-
vériate normal distribution, This implies three important sub-

assumptions: (1) all variables are normally distributed, all pair=



118

wise joint events are bivariate normal, and so on; (2) the
variables are homogenous (i.e., they have equallvariances of ran=-
dom errors); and (3) the relationships among the.variables are
linear. Necessarily, to analyze any conceptual model is the
assumption that the same form of data (i.e., percéptions) is
interpretable from two or more persons or groups. Correspondingly
then, the data must be equivalent and interchangeable., Equally
relevant is the assumption of unidimensionality of dimension space,
That is~=-no more, no fewer--exactly one dimension is relevant to
the relations among the factors aﬁd variables,

For this study, the major limitation is the assumption that
members react to their organization on the basis of their percep-
tions of it, These perceptions aré based on individual membér's

needs, motives, and value systems.



CHAPTER 1V

MEASUREMENT OF THE VARIABLES IN THE INTERACTIONAL MODEL

Measurement of the Variables

This chapter is concerned with the explanation of how each of
the sixteen variables in the study were consitructed and measured.
Specifically, this chapter addresses the questions of scale
reliability, unidimensionality of scale construct, sampling adequacy,
comparabie scale results from other empirical research, and the
intercorrelations among the variables in the interactional model.

Of the sixteen variables in the interactional model depicted
in Diagram I and measured by the study's questionnaire (Exhibit A),
the following nine variables were pretested and analyzed for scale
reliability and independence of scale construct prior to adminis-
tering the study's questionnaires

A, TINDEPENDENT VARIABLE: FACETS OF TASK STRUCTURE "

1, Autonomy
2. Skill Variety -
3. Upward Influence

B, MODERATOR VARIABLES: INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES
L, Internal-External
5. Hierarchy of Authority
6. Division of Labor
7. Rules for Incumbents
8. Need for Achievement.
9, Need for Affiliation
The other seven variables (two facets of task structures +task

feedback and task identity; one individual difference: self-esteem;

1l¢
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and the four outcome variables: overall satisfaction, pay satis~
féétion, Jjob satisfaction, and propensity to leave) were taken |

- from past empirical research assuming scale reliability and indepen-
dence of scale construct. Exhibit J presents the sixteen variables,
their conversion computer index, and the items that were reflected.

A Kuder-Richardson (K-R) internal scale reliability analysis
utilizing a K-R No, 3 was performed on the nine pretest scales and _
the sixteen study sample scales (Kuder and Richardson, 1937). The
tasic K-R No, 3 formula was modified to accomodate multiple scales
with a version of Cronbach's coefficient alpha (Gronbach, 1951)
added by The Ohio State Data Center (1973), College of Adminis-
tration Science, Number C6,03.012, In addition, a separate coeffi~-
cient alpha program from the Institute for Social Research was
performed to add validity to the above K-R No. 3 findings. For
this study, like Nunnally (1967) and Guilford (1973), internal con-
sistency could contribute to the paucity of clear relatibnships
with that scale,

Beyond internmal scale reliability, a Principal Factor(s)
Solution, SPSS version, was performed on the ninefpretested scales.
For comparison purposes, a Principal Factor(s) Solution (Gorsuch,
197%, p. 85; Harman, 1967, p. 135t), which allows for communalities
to be determined interactively and eigenvalue of (1.0), was per-
formed on the sixteen study sample scales. This is shown in
Exhibit D,

More generally, by the method of Principal Factor(s) Solution

"is meant that the application of principal components to the
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reduced correlation matrix (i.e., with communalities) in place of
the ones 1ﬁ the principal diagonal” (Harman, 1967, p. 137). A
minimal eigenvalue (value K) was used as the minimum value which
an eigenvalue must attain in order for its associated factbr(s)
to be outputed. Harman (1967, p. 135+) indicates this method to
be correct. Hakel (1974) and Schneider and Alderfer (1973) add
credence to this method and decision rule.. The Principal Factor(s)
Solution performed on the pretest sample used (0.0) as the eigen=
. value. |
The next sections of this chapter take each independent,
moderator, and dependent variable separately and investigate its
scale reliability and construct validity.

Internal Scale Reljabilities of the Five Facets of Task Structure
Vroom (1960), Turner and Lawrence (1965), and Hackman and
Lawler (1971) provide the hasic scale construction and development

for the five task structure facets of autonomy, skill variety,
task feedback, task identity, and upward influence. More recently,
Hackman and Oldham (1974), Hackman and Oldham (1975), and Sims

and Szilagyi (1974) nave verified the adequacy of the intermal
reliabilities of four (excluding upward influence which was not
tested) of this study's facets of task structure,

" Table 4 on the following page presents the internal reliabilities
of the above researchers, who used similaxr if not exact items across
approximately 2,200 workers from various industrial and public
sector settings. These researchers' average internal reliabilities

for the Tive facets of task structure were: .74 for autonomy;



Table 4:

Five Facets of Task Structure

Internal Scale Reliabilitiles of the

Source of Ratings

Turner & Hackman & Sims & Hackman &

Vroom Lawrence Lawler Szilagyi Oldham Pretest Study
Task Structure Facets {1960) (1965) . (1971) (1974) 1974) Sample Sample
Autonomy - .89 .68 T4 .66 68 .66
Skill Varilety - .86 W91 .80 Jdl .65 W70
Task Feedback - .97 <75 .80 71 - .69
Task Identity - -95 077 177 .59 —— 162
Upward Influence .61% - - - - 87% .89

*
NOTE: Vroom's (1960) scale of four items modified into

the Pretest Scale Upward Influence of

fifteen items.

[£4!
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.82 for skill variety; .8l for task feedback; .77 for task identity;
and .61 for upward influence (not averaged). Results from the pre-
test sample and this study's sample of 1,409 are indicated in Table
kL,

The results are quite satisfactory for intérnal reliabilities
and compare quite favorably with pri&r research as indicated by
Table 4. Exhibit C presents thé inter-item reliabilities of the
complete pretest and reduced pretest scales. As a further basis
of comparison and internal scale comparability, Table 5 presents
the different characteristics of eaéh of the above researcher's
samples and their methods for obtaining intermal consistency.
Exhibit B provides the actual items that makeup the five facets
of task structure. To add further evidence pertaining to intermal
consistency of the five facets of task structure, Exhibit E and
Exhibit F respectively present the inter-item scale correlations
of the pretest versus the separate industiial and. hospital samples
with the combined study sample. Exhibit G provides summary scale
data regaxding the five facets of task structure, Exhibits E and
F support Hackman and Oldhan's (1974) and Hackman and Lawler's
(1971) findings that the individual items of task structure are

moderately to highly intercorrelated.

Independence of the Five Facets of Task Structure

As far as construct validity or unidimensionality of the five
facets of task structure is concerned, Hackman and Oldham (1974)

state the internal consistency reliabilities range'from 2 high of



Table 5: Characteristics of the Samples and Method
for Obtaining Scale Reliabilities for the
Five Facets of Task Structure

Y

Researcher

Sample N

Population Sector

Reliability Method

Vroom (1960)

108 (supervisory)

1 company (New York &
Chicago delivery firm)

Test-Retest reliability

Turner & Lawrence
(1965)

470 (hourly, super-
visory)

11 industrial companies
(47 jobs)

Estimated reliability of the
average of two judges cor-
related by Spearman-Brown

Hackman & Lawler
(1971)

270 (208 hourly, 62
supervisory)

1 company (telephone
operators, installers,
etec.) (13 jobs)

Spearman~Brown Prophecy
Formula Correction of Kuder-
Richardson No. 20

Sims & Szilagyi
(1974)

732 (administration,
professional, techni-
cal, clerical, ser-
vice classification;
79% hourly)

Medical-hospital com-
plex (one location in
Midwest)

Split-ﬁalf with Spearman-
Brown Prophecy Formula
Correction

Hackman & Oldham
(1974)

658 (hourly, super-
visory)

7 industrial and ser-
vice organizations

(62 jobs) East, Midwest,
and Southeast

Median inter-item correlation

. adjusted by Spearman-Brown

Pretest Sample

424 (hourly, super=-
visory)

Majority from indus-
trial section with some
from public service

(11 sites in Ohio)

Kﬁder-Richardspn No. 3 with
modification for mulitiple
scales

Study Sample

1,409 (hourly, non-
exempt, exempt,
exempt~-supervisory,
and executive

1 industrial firm in
Scutheastern Texas,
and 1 non~profit
hospital in Ohio

Kuder-Richardson No. 3 and

CronoachCoefficient Alpha

A
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.71 (skill variety and task feedback) to a low of .66 (autonomy).
The median off-diagonal correlations are: (1) skill variety - .19;
(2) task identity - .12; (3) autonomy - .19; and (4) task feedback -
.19 (p. 18). The median off-diagonal correlation is the median
correlation of the items scored on a given scale with all of the
items scored on different scales of the same type. Thus, the
median off-diagonal correlation for skill variety (.19) is the
median correlation of all items measuring skill variety with all
items measuring the other three facets of the task. Concerning
the intercorrelations of the four facets of task structure,
Hackman and Oldham state:

The job dimensions are moderately intexrcorrelated, as has

been previously found (Hackman and Lawler, 1971). Again,

this is to be expected if it is assumed that "good" jobs
often are good in a number of ways=-and "bad" jobs often

are generally bad. There is no a_priori reason to expect

that the Jjob dimensions would or should be completely

independnet, and a moderate level of intercorrelation

among them does not detract from their usefulness as

separate Jjob dimensions~~s50 long as the fact of their non-

independence is recognized and accounted for in inter-

reting the scores of jobs on a given job dimension
1974, p. 26). -

From the above data, Hackman and Oldham suggest the results
of the internal consistency reliabilities of-fhe scales and the
discriminant validity of the items are satisfactory.

Recently, Sims and Szilagyi (1974) investigated Hackman and
and Lawler's (1971) core dimensions of autonomy, skill variety,
task feedback, and task identity for construct validity and external

validity. The Tollowing techniques were utilized to determine

validity of scale construct:
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1. Construct Validity - Factor analysis using SPSS varimax
rotation with a factor congruency coefficient (Harman,
1967, p. 270) between the appropriate factors of the -
subgroups and the total population.

2. External Validation -~ Analysis of Variance and Spearman
Rank Correlation as indicated below:

a) Convergent and discriminant analysis (Campbell and
Fiske, 1959).

b) 'Multiple Discriminant Analysis (MDA) found in
Nunnally (1967). [ MDA is a statistical technique
used to classify an observation into one of several
a_priori groupings dependent upon the observations
individual characteristics. ]

Sims and Szilagyi (1974) findings concerning the four facets

(excludiﬁé upwaxrd influence) were:

1. Construct Validity: factor solution was readily inter=
pretable and meaningful loadings were obtained beyond the
cutoff level of .A40.

2., External Validity: a) all convergent validity coefficients
were significant at the .001 level; b) coefficient of con-
cordance,' w, was .25, which was significant at the .10
level; ¢) MDA was successful in demonstrating that the
Job dimensions can discriminate between occupational
groufs (p. 11~16).

In summary, Sims and Szilagyi found validity and reliability

for the four indicated facets of task structure to appear quite
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good. Generally, the scales were shown to possess acceptable
internal and external validity.

As part of the scale construction and measurement of the
facets of task structure, a Frincipal Factor(s) Solution was per-
formed on both the pretest and the study sample®s facets of task
structure.‘ Exhibit D presents the findings from the factor analysis,
In general, the pretest findings of multiple factors associated
with each scale construct indicates the facets are not independent,
Autonomy, skill variety, and upward influence had twd factors out=-
puted from each scale construct. However, as indicated in Exhibit
D, eéch study sample measure of the five facets of task structure
had one factor outputed and all the loadings wers above the cutoff
of .30 (Numnally, 1967, p. 303). Nunnally indicates that féctor
loadings below .30 are.uninterpretable, unstable, and non-replicable,
This study utilizes the cutoff of .30 as the minimum §dequate loading
for a sample variable or item on a factor.

It should be mentioned that the decision rule of (1.0) as the
Principal Factor(s) Solution's eigenvalue influences the factor
structure of the task structure facets unidimensionality. If a
(0.0) is used as the eigenvalue, only the facets of task feedback
and task lidentity cén be labeled independent scales or constructs,
The other three facets of task structure all load on two factors
under this eigenvalue criteria, |

In addition, the Kaiser=Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling

adequacy (Kaiser, 1970) was performed on each of the five facets
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of task structure. The Kaiser statistic provides an indication
of whether a particular vﬁriable(s) "belongs to the family"
psychometrically. The measure of sampling adeguacy lies between
zero and (1.0). The results of fhe Kaiser statistic indicating
sampling adequacy for the facets of task structure.is shown in
Table 16 located at the end of this chapter.

In summary, the results from:

1, ‘the Kaiser statistic indicating acceptable sampling
adequacy and

2, +the findings from the Principal Factor{s) Solution
with (1.0) used as the eigeavalue criteria presenting

a factor -solution that was readily interpretable and
' whose meaningful loadings were beyond the cutoff of

.30

seems to indicate the study's independence of scale construct.
Furthermore, it supports Sims and Szilagyi (1974) findings of -
construct validity. However, the fact that this independence rests
with the factor analysis method selected and its corrésponding
~eigenvalue must be observed. Nevertheless, this finding is based
upon the assumptions corresponding to the factor method selected
and should not detract from the usefulness of the five facets of
task structure as separate job dimensions.

Internal Scale Reliabilities of the Seven Individual Difference

Variables

Of the seven moderating variables in Diagram I, all variables
except self-esteem were pretested. The pretested intermal reliabil=-
ities and their inter-item correlations are shown in Exhibit C,

Exhibit B presents the actual items that comprise each of the scales.



129

The before mentioned K-R No, 3 internal consistency program was
utilized to determine the pretest and the study sample's internal
scale reliability coefficients. Exhibit D presents the pmefest
and study factor analysis findings. Exhibit E and Exhibit P
indicate the iﬁteruitem correlation matrix of each scale. Exhibit
H shows the summary scale data regarding each of the individual
~ difference scales. |

Even though some of these internal reliabilities are modest,.
the large size of the pretest sample (N-= L24), the study sample
size (N = 1,409), and the stringent method used (K-R No. 3) for
obtaining the reliabilities seems to.allow for their use., Kerr
(1972) obtained modest K-R No, 20 (less stringent test than K-R
No. 3 based upon assumptions of the data) reliabilities for other
scales to be used as moderators. He indicated that while'they
were not high,' certain predictions could be made employing them
directly.

Internal-External

A version of a scale developed by Collins (1974) compmiserthe
twelve items used to measure internal-external life orientation
(I-B). Collins, using a Likert-type format, found a high correla-
tion (.82) between a forty-six item instrument and Rotter's (1966)
twenty-three forced=choice format, Furthermore; the test-retest
reliability of the Likért-type items were .54 with median correla-
tions ranging from .18 to ,74.

This study utilizes Rotter's conceptualization and borrows

Collins' Likert-~type format and twelve work-related items to
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operationalize the I-E concept., The pretest scale reliability of
the items depicted in Exhibit B for the I-E construct was .58. The
study sample supports this internal consistency by finding a scale .
reliability of .62 for the same twelve items, Therefore, the I-E
scale is deemed acceptable for moderator aﬁalysis. o |

Self=kEsteen |

The measurement of selfeesteenm was adopted from Kohn (1969).
Cammann,' et al. (1973) support the internal reliabilities of Kohn's
scale (.88) by reporting internal consistency of .77 through a
Spearman-Brown Prophecy Formula cérrection of K-R No., 20, However,
the study's findings indicate an internal reliability of .38 for
the self-esteem scale. This is below the cutoff and suggests that
this lack of internal reliability could very well contribute to the
vaucity of clear relationships deemed from the sélf-esteem construct.

Acceptance of a Bureaucratic Orientation

Using three of Hall's (1961) subscales of bureaucracy modified
to allow for individual differences or acceptance of a bureaucratic
orientation, the pretest scale reliabilities'indicated an internal
consistency coefficient of .56 for hiexarchy of authority, .66 for
division of labor and .56 for rules for incumbents. Certain items
were dropped from the pretest scale. These are indicated in
BExhibit C, The study sample's acéeptance of a bureaucratic orienta-
tion coefficients are indicated in Table 6,

These coefficients are higher (except for division of labor)

than the pretest coefficients and are acceptable to indicate clear



Table 6:

Internal Scale Reliabilities of the

Individual Difference Variables

Friis & Cammann, Johnson &
. Hall Kohn Knox et zl. Collins Stinson Pretest Study
Individual Differences (1961) (1969) (1972) (1973) (1974) | (in press) Sample Sample
1. Internal-External Life
Orientation - - - - 5S4 - .58 .52
2. Self-Esteem - .88 - .77 - - - .38
3. Willingness to Accept
Bureaucratic Orien-
tation
a) Hierarchy of
Authority <90 - - - - - .56 .63
b) Division of Labor .80 - - - - - .66 .62
¢) Rule for Incum-
bents ' .83 —_ - ) - — 56 .61
4, Need for Achievement - - .53 - - .89 .60 .66
5. Need for Affiliation — - .43 - - - 50 53

TET
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relationships from the acceptance of a bureaucratic orientation
construct. The above reliability coefficients paxailei Hall's
internal consistency coefficients of .90,‘.80,‘and .83 for each
of the facets respectively. Howéver; it must be recognized that
the study utilized a different orientation of Hall's scales as -
mentioned eérlier. |
Need foxr Achievement and Need for Affiliation
This study utilizes Friis and Knox's (1972) instrument
modified slightly because of low inter-item correlation and reli-
ability. Friis and Knox's seven item scale was pretested (.60
for need for achievement and .49 for need for affiliation) and
items were dropped. The dropped items are indicated in Exhibit C;
- The study‘gample scale reliabilities were .66 for need for achieve=
ment and ,53 for need for affiliation. These are higher reliabil-
ities than Friis and Knox's non-college young adult sample of .53
for need for achievement and .43 for need for affiliation. However,
they are lower than Johnson and Stinson's (in press) .89 reliability
for need for achievement, Nevertheless, the study's internal con- |
sistency coefficients for need for achievement and need for affili-
ation meet acceptable standards even though they are modest. |
Summary of the Iggividual Difference Scale Internal Reliabilities
Tables 6 and 7 present the seven individual difference variables
used as moderators in this study. From Table 6'5 list of the six
other researchers utilizing these same scales or subsets of itens,

" the internal reliabilities reported for each scale, except for self-



Table 7: Characteristics of the Samples and Method
for Obtaining Scale Reliabilities of the
Individual Difference Scales

Researcher Sample N Population Secror Reliability Method
1. Hall (1961) 82 Population not Reliability Coefficient
gspecified method not published
2. Kohn (1969) 3,101 Males in and around Average Inter-judge
reliabilicy
3. Priis and Knox 500 Young adult education Spearman-Brown Prophecy
(1972) classes Formula Correction of Kuder-
Richardson #20 -
4, Cammann, et al. 270 Postal workers in Spearman-Brown Prophecy
(1973) Midwest Formula Correction of Kuder=-
Richardson No. 20
5. Collins (1974) 55 ) University under- Test-Retest
graduates :
6. Johnson & Stinson 90 : Military officers, civil Spearman-Brown Prophedy
(in press) : service personnel and Formula Correction of Kuder-
project engineers Richardson No. 20
7. Pretest Sample 424 (hourly and Majority were industry Kuder-Richardson No, 3 with
supervisory) with some public sector modification for multiple
. data within Ohio scales
8. Study Sample 1,409 (hourly, non- one industrial firm in Kuder-Richardson No. 3 and
- exempt, exempt, Southeastern Texas and Cronbach Coefficient Alpha
exempt-supervisory, one non-profit hospital
and executive in Ohio i

€eT
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esteen, éeem quite satisfactory, Table 7 indicates the character-
istics of each researcher's sample and method used to determine

~ their reliabilities.

Independence of the Seven Moderator Variables

The factor analysis findings for the pretest and study sample
loadings and the number of factors associated with each construct
is presented in Exhibit D, Generaily the findings from the pretest
and the study sample are conflicting. Table 8 depicts the number
of factors obtained from the pretest versus the study sample.

As shown, hierarchy of‘authority, division of labor, need foi
achievenent, and need for affiliation are single factors on both
the pretest and study sample factor analysis. The study sample
' factoi analysis seems to indicate that all the seﬁen moderator-
variables are readily interpretable as independent factors with
meaningful loadings on generally all items except i-E. The I-BE
construct has five items that load .26 or below., In addition,
self-esteem, hieraxchy of authority and need for éffiliation
each have one item loading .25 or less. Besides theée low
loadings on the self-esteem scale, the.scale did not obtain a
factor with an eigenvalue of (1.0). Consequently, an eigenv;lue
of (0.0) was utilized to obtain the one factor in Table 8. It
must be observed that with an eigenvalue of (0.0) for all of the
modérator variables,' only self-esteem and division of labor.can
be deemed unidimensional., However, with the‘before mentioned
criteria of (1.0) as the eigenvalue decision rule, all moderator

variables except self-esteem meet the test of unidimensionality.



Table 8: Simplified Version Depicting the
Number of Factors Ob;ained from
the Moderator Variables

Variables

Number of Factors Obtained

Pretest Sample

Study Sample

1. I-E

2. Self-Esteem

3. Hierarchy of Authority
4, Division of Labor

5. Rules for Incumbents
6. Need for Achievement

7. Need for Affiliation

Four

(see Exhibit B)

One

One

One
One¥*
One

One -

One

Onel

One

*Modified to accomodate an

eigenvalue of (0,0)

GeT
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In addition to the factor analysis findings, a Kaiser Statistic
of sampling adequacy was performed on all scales. The results of .
this sampling adequacy test are shown in Table 16 at the end of this
chapter. These coefficients of'samplihg adequacy are lower (especially
self-esteem) than desired, but are suited for use in moderator
analysis. They are not high nor modest; however, certain predictions

about interactions could be made by employing these constructs.

In summary, the results from the reliability analysis and the
factor analysis seems to indicate the individual differvence
variables with the exception of self-esteem to possess accepatable
internal reliability and construct validity.

'Internal Scale Reliabilities of the Outcome Variables

| Stogdill's (1965) scales of the three facet satiéfé.ctions:

(1) satisfaction with company, management and recognition (deemed
overall satisfaction); (2) satisfaction with pay; and (3) job con-
tent or job satisfaction were utilized to measure facet satisfaction,
Stogdill's scales have exhibited high internal reliability and are -
factorally independent. Other scales tappling the same constructé
had a large number of items and/or possessed questionable reli-
ability and validity. The propensity to leave the organization
scale is relatively new and has only been used by Stinson and
Jomnson (1975). These four outcome scales were not pretested;
however,’ there was sufficient prior research to deem these dependent
variables to possess high internal reliability and validity,

The results of the intermal consistency analysis suppprt

these past findings. The scale reliabilities for the three facet
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satisfactions were .92,' .81, and .84 respectively. Propensity

to leave was .73, These are excellent reliabilities and are mdre
than adequate to indicate clear relationships with the construct,
Exhibit I presents the summary scale data and corresponds almbst
pexfectly with Stogdill's (1965) report of the three facet satis-
factions, Tables 9 and 10 on the following pages present the
four outcome variables used as dependent variables in this study
.and characterizes each of the above researcher's population sample

and method used to obtain the scale reliability.

Independence of the Qutcome Variables

The three facet satisfaction scales were found to be factorally
independent, the factor solution was readily interpretable, and
high loadings were obtained, Specifically, loadings in the range
of .60 and .70 were obtained. These 1oadings'and factor solutions
are depicted in Exhibit D, Thé unidimensionality of scale construct
findings support Stogdill's (1965) findings. Propensity to leave
waslfound to have one factor with moderate to high loadings. It
is noteworthy, however, to observe that with an eigenvalue of (0.0),
only the consﬁructs of pay satisfaction and job satisfaction remain
unidimensional.

In addition to factor analysis, the Kaiser statistic was per-
forﬁed and these results are indicated in Table 16 at the end of
this chapter. These Kaiser statistics indicate the outcome variables

are also adequate for research purposes.



Table 9: Intefnal Scale Reliabilities of the Qutcome Variables

Source of Ratings

Stogdill Green & Organ Stinson & Johnson Organ & Green Study Sample
Cutcome Variables (1965) (1974) (1975) (1974b)
1. Facet Satisfaction
a) Overall Satis=~
faction .88 not reported - - .92
¢} Job Satisfaction «83 not reported - .80 .84
2. Propensity to Leave
' the Organization - - .90 - .73

8€t'



Table 10: Characteristics of the Samples and Method for Obtaining

Scale Reliabilities for the Outcome Variables

Researcher Sample N Population Sector Reliability Method
1. Stogdill (1965) 607 (hourly, clerical, Industrial and public Kuder-Richardson No. 8
supervigors and execu- service employees
tives
2. Green & Organ 94 Senior industrial Not reported
(1974) scientists
3. Stinson & Johnson 193 (telephone Telephone operators Spearman-Brxown Prophecy
€1975) operators) Formula Correction of Kuder-
Richardson No. 20 ‘
4, Orgaa & Green 94 Senior industrial 'Split-half with Spearman~
(1974b) scientists Brown Propheecy Correction
Formula ' '
5. Study Sample 1,409 (hourly, none one industrial firm in Kuder-Richardson No. 3 and

exXempt, exempt-super-
visory, and executive)

Southeastern Texas and
one non~profit hospital
in Chio

Cronbach Coefficient Alpha

66T _l
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Interrelations of the Variables in the Interactional Model

The relationships among the five facets of task structure
are presented in Table 11. Although all of the facets are posi-
tively related with one another, none of the correlations are of
substantial magnitude. This corresponds with Hackman and Lawler's
(1971) findings except with the level of relationship among variety
and autonony. In'fact, excluding Hackman and Lawler's high cor=-
relation of .67 among autonomy and variety, the'correlations pre-
sented in Table 11 are moderately higher than their reseaxrch. The
level of interrelationships among the five facets of task structure
as measured in this study are lower than that of Turmer and-
Lawrence (1965), and does not mitigate against the use of the five
dimensions separately as descriptors of task structure are signi-
ficant at the p < ,01 level,

The relationships among the seven individual difference
- variables are presented in Table 12, All of the correlations are
positive except for the relationship between rules for incumbents
and division of labor. Eighteen of the twenty-one correlations are
significant at the p < .0l or p < .05 level, Due to the original
nature of this :esearch,=comparisons with other researchers' |
individual difference measures and relationships cannot be made.
However, the seven individual difference relationships seem to
moderately correlate with one ancther except for I-E and need for
affiliation; self-esteem and division of labor, and need for

achievement and division of labor. The relationship among the six



Table 11: Correlations Among the
Facets of Task Structure

1. Autonomy 1.0
2. Skill Variety .1955% 1.0
3. Task Feedback .2730% .1306% 1.0
4, Task Identity ,2166% ,2532% .1502% 1.0
5, Upward Influence V3523% ,0325 ,1156% .1396% 1.0

1 2 3 b 5

N = 1,283
¥=p< ,01

™t .



Table 12: Correlations Among the Individual
Difference Variables

1. Internal-External 1.0
2. Self-esteem .181 5% 1.0
3. Hierarchy of Authority .2908% 2603% 1.0
4, Division of Labox 0696%% 0456  .0869% 1.0
5. Rules for Incumbents .2677% .1586% 1975% - ,2068% 1,0
6. Need for Achievement ..1592* W2239% 2159% .0027 L2731% 1.0 |
7. Need for Affiliation 0223 L1113% .1870% . L0611%% .lOlLP*‘ .3191%* 1,0
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
= 1,283
*¥*=p< .0l
¥ =7p4.05

et
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demographic variables in the interactional model are preéented in
Table 13. All relationships are positive except for the correla-
tions among age and sociaiization-rearing,'sex and education;'and
company tenure-seniority and. socialiﬁation—rearing. For verifi-
cation purposes,' the relationships among company tehure-seniority
and age of .58 and education and job level of .46 are significantly
high and correspond to past research (Vroom, 1964). Eight of the
Tifteen correlations are significant at the p< .0l level.

The relationships among the four dependent variables are pre-
sented in Table 14, The three facet satisfactions are highly
. positively related to one another. This supports Stogdill's (1965)
findings. Propensity to leave is highly negatively relatéd to the
ihree facet satisfactions. The research of Rizzo, et al. (1970),-'
Lyons {1971), and Johnson and Stinson (in press) are in agreement
with thesé negative relationships. All of the dependent variables
are highly related to one another and all are significant at the
P < .01 level. In summaxry, forty-one of the fifty-two relationships
among the variables in the interactional model are significantly
intercorrelated to a moderate or high degree. Exhibit N indicates
the intercorrelations among the twenty-two variables in the inter-
actional model,
Summary_of the Measurement of the Sixteen Variables

From the Principal Factor(s) Solution with an eigenvalue of
(1.0),* it has been determined that all the scales except for self-
esteem possess unidimensionality of scale construct. Table 15 ahd'

Table 16 on the following pages present a summary of the scale



Table 13: Correlations Among the
Demographic Variables

1. Age : 1.0

2. Sex . 0017 1.0

3. Socialization - 0260 L1161% 1,0

4y, Job Level .2516% .1689% L0427 1.0

5, Education .0006 - ,0303 ,0037 J636% 1.0

6, . Company Tenure .5843* 07U % - .0345 2ldidyx LO740% 1.0
1 2 3 o 5 6

N = 1,283

*= 1< Ol

L



Table 14: Correlations Among the
: Dependent Variables

1. Overall Satisfaction 1.0

2, Pay Satisfaction ool 1.0

3. Job Satisfaction 5R217% 340 5% 1.0

4, Propensity to Leave - 2% - ,2102% - ,3131% 1.0
1 2 3 4

N = 1,283

¥ = p < ,0L

SHT
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!
Table 15 :
: Scale Reliability Coefficients
Pre-Test
Variables Sample Study Sample

TASK STRUCTURE:

1. Autonomy

2. Skill Variety

3. Task Fee&back

4. Task Identity

5., Upward Influence

INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES:

1. Internal-External

2, Self-Esteem

3. Acceptance of Bureau-

cratic Orientation
a. Hierarchy of
Authority

b. Division of Labor

c. Rules for Incumbents

4.‘ Need for Achievemeut
5. Need for Affiliation
QUTCOMES :

1. Facet Satisfaction

a. Overall Satisfaction

b. Pay Satisfaction
c. Job Satisfaction

2. Propensity to Leave

.6770 (N=402)
L6478 (N=410)
(see Exhibit B)
(seé Exhibit B)

.8691 (N=270)

.5789 (N=403)

(see Exhibit B)

.5641 (N=415)
.6583 (N=408)
;5593 (N=408)
+5947 (N=413)

<4923 (N=417)

(see Exhibit B)

(see Exhibit B)

(see Exhibit B)

*Cronbach Alpha

(see Exhibit B)-

KR -~ #3
L6147 (N=1287) .6552
6667 (N=1281) |  .7006
6261 (N=1305) 6921
.5597 (N=1305) .6214
.8862 (N=1315) .8945
.5980 (N=1318) .6158
.3145 (N=1358) .3792
.5845 (N=1356) .6288
.5564 (N=1360) .6211
.5618 (N=1341) .6114
.6099 (N=1346) .6593
4659 (N=1346) .5312
.9195 (N=1296) .9236
.7693 (N=1288) .8063
.7936 (N=1355) .8367
6848 (N=1348) .7290

Note: Cronbach Alpha (N)

1

same as KR ~ #3 (N)
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Table 16: Summary of Kaiser's
Sampling Adequacy

TASK STRUCTURE:

Autonomy ‘ .40098
Skill Variety : T 49518
Task Feedback - .69769
Task Identity 47124
Upward Influence «79689

INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES:

Internal-External 32563
Self-Esteem : .15089
Hierarchy of Authority © 38367
Division of Labor .31833
Rules for Incumbents «30831
Need for Achilevement 39376
Need for Affiliation .41288
QUTCOMES :

Overall Satisfaction .80980
Pay Satisfaction .75274
Job Satisfaction - .70904

Propensity to Leave 47944
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reliabilities and Kaiser Sampling Adequacy tests. Botﬁ of these
measures add further evidence that these variables seem to possess
some instances of independence of scale and the necessary intermal
reliabilities for scientific research.

Exhibit N indicates the intercorrelations among the five facets .
of task structure, the seven personality characteristics, the six
demographic variables,. and the four outcome variables, To summarize,
this exhibit indicates that four hundred and two (out of a total of
four hundred and eighty~-four) of the intercorrelations were sigﬁifi-
cant at the p < .01 ox p < .05 level, For 2 detailed -investigation

of significance levels, refer to Exhibit N.



CHAPTER V

THE RESZARCH FINDINGS

This chapter is concerned with the presentation of the find-
ings related to each hypothesis defined in Chapter LTI, The parti-
cular hypothesis being tested is stated first. Then the statis~
tical test utilizéd to test the hypothesis is explained briefly.
After a particular hypothesis has been stated and the statistical
test discussed, the findings relevant to that.hypothesis are pre-
sented and discussed, The same basic reporting procedure is
utilized for each hypothesis., As with each hypothesis, the research
objective is to rejéct the null hypothesis and therefore accept the
alternate hypothesis,

Null Hypothesis 1: 'There will be no individual differencés

that moderate the association between task structure
and the facet satisfactions.

Alternative Hypothesis: The association between the dif-
ferent facets of task structure and the facet satis-
factions are moderated by:

l~a: Internal-external life orientation

1-b: Self-esteem ,

1-c: Willingness to accept a bureaucratic orientation
1, Hierarchy of authority
2. Division of labor
3. Rules for incumbents

1-d: Need for achievement

l-e: Need for affiliation

Statistical Test

Multiple Classification Analysis (MCA) was utilized to test
the hypothesis concerning the interaction effects (i.e., con~

ditioning effects, contingency effects, moderator effects, and

149
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specification effects) between each of the five facets of task
structure and each of the seven moderators or individual differ-
ence variables with each of the three facet satisfactions. The
significance of each MCA [i.2., *he difference beiween the MCA's

2 )
eta squared (Niz) and K] was tested by means of a "F" test.

Multiple Classification Analvsis (MCA)

There are three basic requirements that any explanatory model
should meet. One requirement is a convenient means of represen-
tation, such as that given by a linear prediction equation of the

form ¥ = f (A,B,C .,.) * e, where Y represents scores on the

criterion as a function of predictor variables A, B, C .., plus
ervor (e). A second requirement is that the predictability of each
~individual's criterion score is maximized using predictors selected
with a minimum change of including predictors that would prove
ineffective for a replication sample of respondents. A third
requirement is the minimization of the change of failing to include
as predictors those variables that do work consistently well in
explaining criterion variance,

One strategy for constructing empirically derived models
meeting these requirements has been suggested by Andrews, Morgan,
and Sonquist (1967) and Andrews, et al.(1973). This strategy,
usually involving the use of two complementary statistical pro-
cedures [(i.e., MCA and Automatic Intéraction Detector (AID)] for
identifying useful predictors and-examining their individual
and collective or pattern relationships to a criterion, appeared

ideally suited to answer the question regarding interaction of
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noderators between task structure and facet satisfactions.

Instead of utilizing AID to determine if there were any pos—
sible interaction effects present, this study proceeded empirically.,
From the theoretical and empirical findings presented in Chapter
II,.seven individuval difference variables were identifiéd and con=
structed as moderating the relationships among the different facets
of task structure and the three facet satisfactions., Consequently,
the study proceeded directly to MCA without eliminating any pos-
sible noninteraction effects through the use of AID,
| The statistical technique used to test this interaction
hypothesis was MCA from OSIRIS III as developed by Andrews, et al.
(1973) at the Institute for Social Research at The University of
Michigan., #CA éssumes that a cfiterion score consists of the sum
of a serles ﬁf main effects, These main effects aie coefficients
associated with membership in a particular response category of
each predictor. The model besed on MCA can be presented by the
k+"'+eﬁk
mean on the criterion and ay is the coefficient computed by MCA

equation Y = Y+ ay + bj + c s Where z is the sample

indicating the effect (to ;; added or subtracted from the ﬁean) of
being in é particular response category 6f predictor A. .Ei indji-
cates the effect én a particular score of predictor B, etc.

Other than their use of different algoithms and of predictors
that differ considerably in their scaling assumptions, MCA and
multiple rezressions have much in common, Both accommodate cor=
related predictors and show the effects of each predictor on the

criterion while holding constant the effects of other predictors,
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thereby enabling the detection and elimination of predictors

having spurious zero=order correlations with the criterion. Both
generate 2 R (the multiple correlation between the set of pre=
dictors and the criterion) and a RZ (an estimate of the propor-
tion of criterion variance explained by the main effects of allk
predictor variables operating simultaneously). For those unfamiliar
With this relatively new statistical bechnique, refer to Exhibit L
for.more detailed information.

Due to the large study N, the F test was calculated at F(16,«)
where a F value > 1,72 is necessary to reject the null hypothesis
at the .10 level of significance. A F value > 2,01 is required
for significance at the .05 level of significance. Finally, a F
value > 2,75 is required for significance at the .01 level of
significance.

Findings

The findings presented below regarding the interaction or
moderation hypothesis are segmented according to each of the three
facet satisfactions. Within each MCA analysis mode, a specific'
face£ of task structure and a specific individual difference
variable is taken independently to produce a Rz. The next step
is to combine the same facet of task structure andethe same
individual difference variable into a pattern variable (i.e.,
really a third predictor whose presence has not be accounted for
in the main effects) to produce Ni%, The differences between the
two Rz's is the amount of interaction or moderation due to combining

the two predictor variables into this third predictor variable,
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- Overall Satisfaction

With the '‘exception of self-esteem, all of the personality
variables at one time or another in the MCA analysis mode moderate
the relationship between task structure and overall satisfaction,
as noted in Table 17. For the total industrial and public sector
sample combined, the following eight relationships showed signifi-
cance at the .10 or .05 level:

1. Autonomy and need for achievement

2. Skill variety and need for affiliation

3. Task identity and hierarchy of authority

L, Task identity and need for achievement

5; Upward influence and internal-external life orientation

6., Upward influence and division of labor

7. Upward influence and rules for incumbents

-8, Upward influence and need for affiliation

The percent of variance in overall satisfaction explained by
the pattern variable(s) ranges from a low of five percent with
skill variety and need'for affiliation to twenty percent with up-
ward influence and rules for incumbents. Of the thirty-five pos=-
sible interactions between the facets of task structure and the
seven personality variables with overall satisfaction, the above
eight interactions were significant., As indicaﬁed by Table 17,
the multiple R ranges from a low of .19 with skill variety and
need for affiliation to .12 with upward influence and rules for
incunbents. It is noteworthy to look at the rank ordering of the

beta coefficients with each facet of task structure and each per-
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Table 17: Hesults of Testing for lnteraction
Hetween the Different Facets of
lTagk Structure and Individual Dif-
ferancas with Overall Satisfaction
Autonomy 3kill variety
DEPENDENT < MCA Analysis Beta 2 2 F Jata 2 2 F
VARTAMLE Mode Wt. R MR 15 Value Wt. i MR Ni© value
Facet of Task .27 .16
Structure
{-E 0?7 ,08035 09 .03161
o (Pattern) .29  ,10151 1.69 L6 Johzoh 092
v Facet of Task .28 .16
B Structure
Self-tateen Ol 07807 L5 L0269
H (Pattern) .27 .08939  1.05 W15 ,03900 .10
A A
Facet of Task .28 W6
L Structure
L Hierarchy of 05 .07806 03 02685
Authorlt :
(Fattern 27 09137  L.25 D8 03635 1,05
5 Facet of Task 28 .15
Structure
A “ivision of 20 .11667 .20 06255
T Ilabor
1 (Pattern) S 13018 1.31 2 07183 0.8
3 Facet of Task 26 W17
@ Structure )
; Rules for .28 14655 28 09590
A Incumbents
c (Pattern) I8 16009 1,20 .30 .10258 0.56
T Facet of Task 26 14
1 Structure
Need for A7 20437 A2 L05H65
Q Achievement
o (Pattern) ~ W32 .11612 1,13 W23 J0BhES 690
Facet of Task 27 .15
Structure
Need for 09 08359 100 L02995
Affiliation
(Pattern) 30 10331 l.ubvee 19 05237 2.014%
& p <.10 where: B m Multiple Correlztion Coafficlent Sguared
» p .05 Mg = Multiple R
Ni~ = Eta Squared-Correlation .iatio
F Value = F(16, = )
(Pattern) = Combination of particular task

structure and particular irdividual
difference variable
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‘fable 17: Results of Testing for Interaction
detwesn the Different Facets of
Task dtructure and Individual Dif-
ferences with Overall Satlisfaction

(continued)
Task Feedtack Taak Identity
DEPENDENT MCA Analysis Hata 2 2 F Beta 2 2 ¥
VARIAHLE Mode Wt R MR N3 Value We, R MR N Value
Facet of Task .30 .20
Structure
1=E 08 09993 .07 J04438
9 {Pattern) .30 .10117 0.71 200 J05AY7  L.12
v _ Facat of Task 30 .20
& Structure
. Self-Esteen B 08787 08 ,04039
i (Pattern) . W30 09973 1.15 J9 0 05214 1.0
A
Facet ol Task «J0 .20
L Structure
L Hierarchy of 05 05112 ' O L0B057
Authorit) .
(Fattorn W29 ,10213 1.0 TW21 06224 1.,95%w
. Facet of Tagk +29 .19
R Structure
A Division of 19 .12333 19 07491
Labor }
T (Pattern) HO12747 040 .26 L0B073 0.53
L
- Facet of Task .30 .17
S Structure
F Rules for 26 16609 27 11103
Incumbents
A (Pattern) L0 17623 0.91 .33 J12476 116
- Facet of Task .28 .18
T Stricture
1 “eed for 16 11278 .16 ,06538
Achievemant
0 (Pattern) 33 12678 1.35 27 J0B7H 2,05
i
Facet of Task «29 <19
Structure
Need for W09  .09298 W11 W04995
Affiliation .
(Pattera) 31 10355 0.59 .21 05814 0,73
- .10 where: Rz = Multiple Correlation Coefficient Squared

MR = Hultiple R

31% = Eta Squared-Correlation Ratio
F Value = (16, =)
(Pattern) = Combination of particular task
structure and particular individual
difference variable



Table 17: Results of Testing for Interaction
Between the Different Facets of
Task Structure and Individual Dif=-
ferences with Overall Satisfaction
(continued)
ce pward Influence
DEPENDENT MCA Analysis Beta 2 2 I3
VARIABLE Mode Wt. R MR 31 Value
Facet of ‘lask 29
Structure
1-8 06 08690
o (Pattecn) 30 2071 1,90%<
v Facet of ‘fask 29
B Structure
Self-Esteem SO L0H242 .
H (Pattern) .28  ,09137 0,83
A Facet of Task .29
L Structure
1L Hierarchy of .05 -.08287
Authorit
(Pa.tt.ern{ . .29 ,09084 0,74
Facet of ‘lask 29
S Structure
A Division of 22 .,12838
fabor
T (Pattern) 37 5179 2,33+
1 Facet of Task «30
3 Structure
- Rules for Sl 17611
) Incunbents
A (Pattern) 2 195 1,784+
¢ Facet of Task 28
T Structure
I Nead for A8 11321
Achievement
0 (Pattern) 330 268 1.3z
W Facet of Task .28
Structure
Need for 08 .09768
Affiliation
(Pattern) W30 10594 1,72+
** p <,10 wheres ﬁz = Multiple Correlation Coefficient Squared
. p < .05 Mg = Multiple R
Ni™ = Eta Squared-Correlation Hatlo
F Value = F(16, ©)
(Pattern] = Combination of particular task

structure and particular individval

difference variable

156
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sonality variable taken into consideration independently. In cer--
tain circumstances throughout the MCA analysis mode with overali.
satisfaction,' some personality beta coefficients are relaﬁively
more important than the facet coefficients of task structure,

Pay Satisfaction |

Uith the exception of hierarchy of authority, need for achieve=
ment and need for affiliation, the remaining four individuval dif=-
fereﬁce variables at one time or another in the MCA -analysis mode
moderate the relationship between task structure and pay satis-
faction,' as noted in Table 18, For the total combined sample, the
following five relationships showed significant interaction at the
.10, .05 or .01 levels.

1. Autonomy and rules for incumbents

2. Skill variety and self-esteem

3, Task feedback and internal-external life orientation

4, Task feedback and division of labor |

5. Upward influence and division of labor

The percent of variance in pay satisfaction explained by the
pattern variable(s) ranges from a low of three percent with skill
variety and self-esteem to eight percent with task feedback and -
division of labor., Of the thirty~five possible interactions between
the facets of task structure and the sevén personality variables
with pay satisfaction,” the above five interactions were significant.
As indicated by Table 18, the multiple R ranges from a low of .13
with skill variety and self-esteem to .25 with task feedback and

division of labor. Once again,' looking at the rank ordering of the
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‘able 183 Results of Testing for Interaction
Between the Different Facets of
Task Structure and Individual Dif-
ferences with Pay Satisfaction
Autonomy Skill Variety
DEPENDERT ACA Analysls Beta 2 2 F Eeta 2 2 P
JARLABLE Mode Wt R MR i Value Wi, R Hit n- Value
Facet of Task .09 .09
Structure
T-E .07 L01311 <OH 02402
(Fattern) W12 03210 L84 07 02190 0.68
“acet of Task .09 .10
) Structure
t Self-Esteen 05 L0095k 05 .01123
A (Pattern) .05 ,02040 0.91 W13 L03357 L Gese
tacet ot Task .09 »10
Structure
Hierarchy of 205 .09952 .05 L0110}
Authorit . .
3 (Patteren .09 02500 1.3 29 L0208 1,21
A Facet of Task .08 .09 '
T Structure .
Division of 19 04398 19 04475
1 Lalor i
3 (Pattern) 21 08833 1.32 2L ,05%82 1,25
v Facet of Task .09 .06
A Structure
Rules for 22 05015 22,0529
¢ Incumbents %93
T (Pattern) «23 07232 1.75%%+ 2070 ,05917  0.Lk
1 Facet of Task .08 09
I Structure
tieed for 05 .010%0 057 Lol224
N Achieverent
(Pattern) 07 01691 0.5+ 03 02297 0.92
vacet of Task .09 A0
Structure
tieed for 05 L00935 .05  .01162
Affiliation
(Pattern) W06 01767 1.51 W09 02483 L1
*** p < .,10 where: R = “ultiple Correlation Coeltficient Squared
o p< .05 Mlzf = Multiple R
f o< Ni™ = BEta Squared-Zorrelation Hatin
ps .ol F value = F(16, =) ’

(Pattern) =

Combination of particular task

structure and particular individual

difference veriable
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Table 18: Hesults of Testlng for Interaction
detween the Different Facets of
Task Structure and Individual Dif-
ferences with Pay Satlsfaction
( continued)
Yask Feedback Task [dentity
DEPRLDEDT MCA Analysis Beta 2 » ¥ deta 2 2 ¥
VARTABLE tode Wi, [ MR L Value i, i MK i Value
vacet of Task o113 Rl
Structure
1-2 07,0166 L 01073
(Pattern) A7 J08933 2,47 07 01777 0.60
tacet of Task o 1 07
Structure
¥ Self-Esteex .05 .02059 .05 00655
A (Pattorn) o L2788 0.62 I B LY S R )
{ Vacet ot Task L 07
Structure ,
Hierarchy of 05,0204 O 000
Authorit .
3 (Pa.ttem{ A1 L0314l 095 02 ,01390  6.93
A vacet of Task W13 05
T Structure
Division of 19 078 19 ,03911
1 Lator
5 (Pattern) 25 07590  2.01%+ 19,0572 1.20
d Facet of Tack S .07
A Structure
. Rules for .21 06610 22 05362
¢ Incunbents
T (Pattern) 23 0712 0.2 .20 ,06081 0.5
L vacet of Task 1% 37
U Structure
- Heed jor 06 02253 .05 .00759
i Achievenent :
(Pattern) A% 03727 1.27 06 02153 1,20
t'acet of Task 14 .07
Structure
ieed for O 01985 L 00638
Affiliation
(Pattern) .15 .03286  1.53 0201507 0.74%
st4 p < ,20 where: H® = Multiple Correlation Coe’ficient Squared
po<.05 MR = Jultiple ]
= Ita Squared-Correlation Tatio
‘ps.0l F Value = P16, » )
(Pattern) = Combination of particular task

structure ani particular individual
difference variable
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Results of Testing for Interaction
Between the Different Facets of
Task Structure and individual Dif-
ferences with Pay Satisfacticn
(continued) . .

Upward Influence

DUPELDENT HMCA Analysis Yata 2 5 ¥
YANTA-LY tode dt. K R Ny value
Facet of Tauk .08
Structure
P=i .07 01217
(Fattern) L1000 .02694 1,27
‘acet of Tashk 08
stoucture
self-istenn .05  .00871 )
(Pattern) 05 L0171 072
! Facet u: Yank 04
Structure
lterarchy of 04 .00864
Authority
3 (l'a'.turn)/ .05  .02017 0.%9
A vacet of Tauk 08
r Jtmicture
[ iivision of 19 ,03839
Labor )
3 (Pattern) 21 .05982  1.90%*+
F tacet cf Task .09
A Structure
" fules for .22 .05693
¥ Incunbents
T (Pattern) .22 06832 0.92
! Facet of Task .08
0 Structure
4 iiced for 06 ,01018
' Achisvement
(Pattern) 09 ,02%2 1N
facet of Task .08
Structure
weed for 03 .00765
Affiliation
(Pattorn) 03 01871 0.9
*e¥ p <.,10 where: R = Hultiple Correlation Zoefficient lguared
% p <.05 Hg = {lultiple R
“p <.m Hi Eta Squared-Correlation Ratie

F Velue » (16, =)
(Pattern) = Combination of particular task

structure and particular individual
difference variable
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.beta coefficients with each facet of task structure and each person-
ality variable taken into consideration independently is noteworthy.
As with overall satisfaction, some personality beta coefficients |
5n the MCA analysis mode are relatively more important than the
facet coefficients of task structure., Moreover, it is obvious that
task feedback is the most important of the five facets of task
" structure in regards to the interaction of individual difference
variables with one's task, Clearly,' however, the five facets of
task structure with their accompanying personality variable explain
more of the variance with overall satisfaétionvthan they explain
with pay satisfaction.

Job Satisfaction

With the exception of I-E;{self-esteem; need for aéhievement;
and need for affiliation, the remaining three personality variables
at one time or another in the MCA analysis mode moderate the rela=
tionship between task structure and job satisfaction, as noted in
‘Table 19, For fhe total sample, the following three relationships
showed significant interaction or moderation at the .10 level:

1l, Autonomy and division of labor

2. Skill variety and hierarchy of authority

3. Upward influence and division of labor

The percent of variance explained in job satisfaction
explained by the pattern variable(s) ranges from four percent
with skill variety and hierarchy of authority to ten percent with
upward influence and division of labor. Of the thirty-five possible

interactions between the facets of task structure and the seven
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‘lable 193 Results of Testing for Interaction
Vetwaen the Different Facets of
Task Structure and Individual Dif-
ferences with Job Satiafaction
Autonony skil) Varlety
DaPENDERT MCA Analysis Beta 2 2 B Heta 2 - £
YARTABLE Mode “t, R MR N Value at, H Nit N Value
Facet or Task 21 10
Structure
fef 0} 04551 K] L1090
(Fattern) W22 0638 1,62 L7 M7 vl
Facet of task .22 10
i Structure v
self=ksteen N7 05143 0600804
i (Pattern) 21 06123 0,7d 0 ORI fa'rs
i Facet of lask 22 .11
Structure , . .
Hievarchy of 07 05076 <05 L01383
Authority : _ .
3 (Pattern} 21 06217 1.03 W09 03512 LLnisass
A
racet of Task 21 .10
T Structure ) .
1 Division of W17 L0633 27 03376
Labor
3 {Pattern) W27 .08759 1,73 G L0 L
Facet of “ask .20 06
A ttructure
I} Rules for 22 L09113 22 0592
Incunbents ’ . > :
T {Pattern) 29 10370 1.04 .22 .U6725 0,98
{
0 Facet of Task .20 .07
Structure
i lieed for W19 07716 20 082
Achievenent
(Pattern) 28 09393 1.5 21 .085200 1,21
Facet of Task .21 .10
Structure
Meed for 06 04791 .07 01551
Affiliation
(Pattern) 21 L06167 1.2+ 1007 02600 0.7
*»s p <10 where: R2 = Multiple Correlation Coafficient 3quared
™ p <.05 MR = Multiple R
‘p <.o0 1% = Eta 3quared-Sorrelation Ratio

F Jalue = F(16, = )
(Pattern) =

Combination of particular task

structure and particular individual

difference variable



Table 19: Hesults of lesting for Intexaction
Zatween the Different Facets of
Tagk Structure and Individual Dif-
lersaces with JoT Satisfactlion
(continuedt)
Task Feedbeck Task Identity
JEpLnpeEst A Aniyals Sata 2 2 e bela 2 - F
PR ADLE Hoie Wt, d MR NL value i, R MR N1Y value
“acet of Task .20 B
Stracture ~ .
1-5 03 ,0h128 O o )
(Pattern) L2000 05727 Y a2 Lt Lokk 120
racet ot Task 21 .18
Structure )
3 Jelf- steen 05 WO CWUF 3755
; \Fattern) 20 L0551 0.8 9 .08115 1,20
El race’ of Task .21 Ay
Strizture )
iierarchy of .0d 04795 . L7 03914
Auttiority R
s (Pattern) 21 L0605 1.1) A9 050 L
A ) ¥aget of Task .20 18
e Structure P
Divicion of 17 .07053 Jd6 0 06077
I fAbor .
5 {Paitora) 26,0837 1,23 W20 07400 1,20
¥ racet of Task .18 15
A Strusture
Huies for .21 .03228 21 07595
¢ inoumbents X
1 (Pattern) .28 09443 0.99 W23 09515 1.5
Facet »f Task .18 .16
o Structure
. lleed {or A8 L0730 A9 (06938
» Achievenent
(Pattern) .26 08126 0,76 .25 Q7442 0.82
Facet of Task «20 W12
Struzture
teed for 07 J04S6k W07 034
Affiliation .
{Fastern) .20 L0586 1,16 J% L0437 0.95
‘v p ¢ .10 wheres RZ = Multiple Correlation Coeffi~ient 34arel
'™ . MR = Multiple B
p s .05 »
*pg.01 ¥i" = Eta Squarei-lorrelation katio

F Value = ¥( 15, =

(Pattern) = Combination of particular task
structure and particilar iniividual

difrference variable
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‘table 19: Results of Testing for Interaction
Yetween the Different Facets of
Task Structure and Individual Dif=-
ferences with Job Satisfaction
{continged)
Upward InFluence
DEPEIIIENY HMUA Analycls Beta 2 2
VARIABLE tHode Wt, ] MR Ni Value
ffacet of Task «21
structnre
-8 O L0432
(ratteen) .20 05830 1.29
Facet of Taghk W21
Structurs
J Self~kEnteen 06 04727
o (Pattern) 22 06481 1,56
] Facet of Task «21
Structure 3
Hierarchy of 06 L0457
Authorit
5 (Pa.ttern{ 19 05186 0.57
A Facet of Task »22
T Structure
Division of 19 07639
L Labor
5 (Pattern) 29 .09756  1.97*~*
3 Facet of Task .22
A Structure
fules for 24 10047
c lncumbents .
T (Pattern) .30 .10966  0.76
I fFacet ot Task .20
¢ Structure
tiged for .21 ,03531
N Achievement
(Pattern) .28 .0933% 0.75
Facet of Task .20
Structure
lieed for 05 04515
Affiliatlion
(Pattern) .21 05966 1.30
*:p g .10 where: Rz = [{ultiple Correlation Coefficient 3quared
** p < ,05 Mfzi = Multiple R
| 1" = Bta Squared-Correlation Ratio
*pL.Ot F Value = F(16, © )

(Pattern) = Combination of particular task

structure and particular individual
difference variable
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individual @ifference variables with job satisfaction,' the above
three interactions were significant. As indicated in Ta.”ble 19y
the multiple R ranges from a low of .09 with skill variety a.né._
hiera.rchy' of authority to .29 with upward influence and division
of labor. As with ovéra.ll satisfaction and pay satisfaction, it -
is valuable to look at the rank ordering of the beta coefficients
with each facet of task structure and each personality variable .
taken into consideration independently. As with both overall and
pay satisfaction, some personality beta coefficients are relatively
more important than the facet coefficients of ’cé.sk structure., It
is not clear which facet of task structure is the most important of
the five facets of task structure in regards to the in’ce;:a.ction of

personality variables with one's task and Job satisfaction.

Summary of Hypethesis 1-Findings

All of the individual difference variables af one time or
another in the MCA analysis mode interact or modexate the relation-
ship between the facets of task structure and the three facet satise
factions, as noted in Table 20. Therefore,' the null hypothesis is
rejected and the altermate hypothesis that individual differences
moderate the association between task structure and the three facet
satisfactions is confirmed. As indicated :fn Table 20,' sixteen of
the relationships are significant. All of the facets of task
structure and all of the personality variable combinations are
significant at least once during the MCA analysis mode with the
dependent variables, However, the percent of variance explained in

the dependent variables ranges from three percent to twenty percent.



Table 20: Summary of Statistical Significance
Sources
of Individual Differences as Moder-
ators in the Relationship Between

Task Structure and the Facet Satis-

of Tests of Hypothesis 1:

factions

Independent Variables
(Pattern Variable)

Dependent Variables

Overall Pay ' Job
Satisfaction Satisfaction Satisfaction

1. Autonomy and Need for Achievement p < .10

2. Autonomy and Rules for Incumbents P < .10

3, Autonomy and Division of Labor ' p< .10
4, Skill Variety and Need for Affiliation p< .10

5. Skill Variety and Self-esteem ' p< .10

6. Skill Variety and Hierarchy of Authority | p< .10
7. Task Feedback and I-E p< .01

8. Task Feedback and Division of Labor p< ,05

9. Task Identity and Hierarchy of Authority p< .10
10. Task Identity and Need for Achievement p < .05
11. Upward Influence and I-E p< .10
12, Upwaxd Influence and Division of Labor p< .05

9t



Table 20: Summary of Statistical Significance
of Tests of Hypothesis 1l: Sources
of Individual Differences as Moder=-
ators in the Relationship Between
Task Structure and the Facet Satis-
factions (continued)

Independent Variables

Dependent Variables

(Pattern Variable) Overall

Pay Job
Satisfaction Satisfaction Satisfaction
13. Upward Influence and Rules for Incumbents P < .10
14, Upward Influence and Need for Affiliation . p< .10
15. Upward Influence and Division of Labor p< .10
16. Upward Influence and Division of Labor p< .10

L9t
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It seems clear that the relationship of the five facets of task

structure with their accompanying personality variable explain

more of the variance in overall satisfaction than they explain with

either pay or Jjob satisfaction.

Null Hypothesis 2: Holding individual differences constant,
there will be no association between task structure and
the facet satisfactions,

 Alternmate Hypothesis: The positive association between task -
structure and the facet satisfactions,’ holding individual
differences constant, will depend upon one or more of th

following: :
a., Autonomy

b. Skill variety

c. Task feedback

d. Task identity

e. Upward influence

Statistical Test

Partial-order r or partial correlation coefficients were

utilized to test hypotheses 2,' 3,' and 4 concerning their relation-

| ships between each of the facets of task siﬁructure;‘! the demographic

variables and the outcome variables. The significance of each

partial-order r was tested by means of a "t" test. For more detailed

information pertaining to this statistical technigue,' refer to

Exhibit M,

For the values of the first~order partial r for the total sample,

application of the "t" test revealed that a partial r value > 1.28

(t = 1,280) is necessary to reject the null hypothesis at the .10

level of significance, A partial r value > 1.64 (t = 1,280) is

required for significance at the ,05 level, A partial r value >

2.33 (¢ = 1,280) is required for significance at the .0l level,
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Findings

The findings presented below regarding the relationship of the
five facets of task structure with the three facet satisfactions
holding constant individual differences are segmented accoxrding to
each of the facet satisfactions.

Overall Satisfaction

All of the five facets of task structure were demonstrated
to have a positive relationship and be significant with overall
satisfaction, as noted in Table 21. The variance in overall satis-
faction explained by the partial coefficients ranges from a low of
fifteen percent with skill variety to a high of thirty percent with
upward influence or parficipation. To discount possible so-called
spurious. correla.tidns so often encountered because of methodological
problems involved in the use of partial correlations,” Table 17,
referred to earlier in relation to hypothesis 1, indicates the MCA
beta coefficients are almost identical throughout the five facets
of task structure with overall satisfaction,

Pay Satisfaction |

With the exception of upwaxd influence,' four of the facets of
task structure were shown to have a positive relationship and be
significant with pay satisfaction,' as noted in Table 22, However,'
the individual variance explained in pay satisfaction by autonomy,’
skill variety and task identity is véry low. They are probably
significant at the .0l level due largely to the large sample N,
In contrast to these low explai;xed varié;nces,' the variance in pay

satisfaction explained by task feedback is fourteen percent. This
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170

The Relationship Between the Facets of
Task Structure and Overall Satisfaction
with the Individual Differences Held
Constant

Facets of Task Structure

Partial Correlation Between
Task Structure and Overall
~Satisfaction with Individual
Differences Held Constant

Autonomy

Skill Variety
Task Feedback
Task Identity

Upward Influence

.278%
WJh5%
.289%
217%

«303%

N = 1,283
*=1p <.,01



Table 223

The Relationship Between the Facets of
Task Structure and Pay Satisfaction
with the Individual Differences Held
Constant :

171

Facets of Task Structure

Partial Correlation Between
Task Structure and Pay

Satisfaction with Individual

Differences Held Constant

Autonomy

Skill Variety
Task Feedback
Task Identity

Upward Influence

-095%
.076%
«135%
. 066*

023

N = 1,283
* = p < ,01
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significant relationship with pay satisfaction is demonstrated by
Table 18,' referred to earlier in xelation to hypothesis 1,' in which
the MCA beta coefficients for task feedback are almost identical to
the partial coefficient. |

It is of inte:best to suspect the va.lidit_y of the nén—signifi—
cant relationship of upward influence% association with ;éa.y
satisfaction on the basis of the beta coefficients indicated in
Table 18, The MCA analysis mode in this table indicates that up=-
ward influence explains approximately eight ;dercent of the variance
in pay satisfaction. |

Job Satisfaction

A1l of the five facets of task structure were demonstra.ted to
- have a positive relationship and be significant with job satis-
faction as noted in Table 23, The variance in Job satisfaction
explained by the partial coefficieﬁts ranges from a low of ten
percent with skill variety to a high of twenty-one percent with
autonony, task feedback, and upward influence., As a validation of
these significant relationships, Table 19, referred to ea.rliéf in
relation to hypothesis 1, indicates the MCA beta coefficients axe
very similar throughout the five facets of task structure with job
satisfaction,
Summary of Hypothesis 2 Findings

With the exception of upward influence with pay satisfaction,
the other fourteen relationships between the facels of task struc~
ture and the three facet satisfactions are significant at the ,01

level and in the hypothesized direction,' as noted in Table 24,
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Table 23: The Relationship Between the Facets of
Task Structure and Job Satisfaction
with the Individual Differences Held

Constant
Partial Correlation Between
Task Structure and Job

Satisfaction with Individual
Facets of Task Structure Differences Held Constant
Autonomy «207%
Skill Variety . 102%
Task Feedback . ‘ .208%
Task Identity L201%
Upward Influence .205%

N = 1,283
* = D < .Ol



Table 24: Summary of Statistical Significance
of Tests of Hypothesis 2: Relation-
ship of the Different Facets of Task
Structure with the Facet Satisfaction
Holding Individual Differences Constant

Dependent Variables

Facets of
Task Structure Overall Pay Job
Satisfaction Satisfaction Satisfaction
Autonomy : p <.01 p <.01 p <.01
(.29) (.10) (.21)
Skill Variety P <.01 P <.01 p <.01
(.15) | (.08) (.10)
Task Feedback | p <.01  p <.01 p <.01
(.29) (.14) (.21)
Task Identity ' p <.01 p <.01 p < .01
(.22) (.07) (+20)
- Upward Influence ' P <.01 n.s, ‘ p <.01
(.30) (.02) (.21)
N = 1,283

Figures in parentheses represent the partial correlation.

n.s., = nonsignificant relationship

HT
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Therefore, null hypothesis 2 is rejected and the alternate hypo-

. thesis is accepted. Rank ordering the amount of variance explained
by the facets of task structure according to the facet satisfactions
indicates task structure explains more variance in overall satis-
faction than job or pay satisfaction. In addition,' task structure
seems to be more important in the explanation of job sétisfaction
variance than pay satisfaction variance,

Null Hypothesis 3: Holding individual differences constant,
there will be no association between task structure and
propensity to leave the organization.

Alternate Hypothesis: The negative relationship between task
structure and propensity to leave, holding individual dif-
ferences constant,’ will depend upon one or more of the
Following: :

a. Autonomy
b, Skill variety
c.. Task feedback

d, Task identity
e, Upward Influence '

Findings

A1l of the five facets of task structure were shown to have a
negative relationship and be significant with propensity to leave
the organization,' as noted in Table 25, The variance in p:opensity
to leave explaired by the partial coefficients ranges from a low of
four percent with skill variety to a4 high of seventeen percent with
task identity and upward influence.

Therefore,’ null hypothesis 3 is rejected and the alternaie
hypothesis is accepted indicating that the five facets of task
structure have a negative influence with propensity to leave the

organization,



Table 25¢
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The Relationship Beiween the Facets of
Task Structure and Propensity to Leave
with the Individual Differences Held
Constant
Partial Correlation Between
Task Structure and
Propensity to Leave with
the Individual Differences
Facets of Task Structure Held Constant
Autonomy - 142%
Skill Variety -,038%*
Task Feedback -, 1%
Task Identity - 17h%
Upward Influence -.173%

N = 1,233
K = p < .10
p < .01

*
!
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Null Hypothesis 4: Holding individual differences and task
structure constant, there will be association between the
demographic variables and the outcome variables,

Alternate Hypothesis: The positive association between the
demographic variables and the outcome variables,' holding
individual differences and task structure constant, will
depend upon one or more of the following:

a, Age

b. Sex

¢. Socialization

d. Wage class = Jjob level

e. Education
f. Company tenure - seniority

Findings _
The findings presented below regarding the:relationship of the

six demographic variables with the outcome variables, holding the

pattern variable--task structure and individual differences-—constant,’

are segmented according to each of the four dependént variables,

The combination variable éomposed of the facets of task structure

and the individuwal differences make the partial correlatiéns a first-

order correlation. These findings are probably spurious in nature

because of the existence of many confounding Qariables that were not

measured or uncontrollable in the study.

Overall Satisfaction

Three of the six demograﬁhic variables were demonstrated to
have a significanf relationship with overéll satisfaction, as noted
in Table 26, However, age and job level or wage class were negative
correlations. The variance in overall satisfaction explained by
the partial coeffidients ranges from a low of nineteen percent with -

sex to a2 high of twenty-six percent with job level.
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Table 26t - The Relationship Between the Demographic
Variables and Overall Satisfaction with
the Pattern Variable =~ Individual Differ-
ences and Task Structure - Held Constant

Partial Correlation Between
the Demographic Variables
and Overall Satisfaction

with Individual Differences
and Task Structure Held

Demographic Variables Constant
Sex ‘ . 192%
Socialization .015~
Job Level - =.2060%
Education -,029
Company Tenure : - -.006
N=1,283

¥ = 1p < ,01
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| These partial r's iegarding age and job level must be inter-
preted with caution. They are indicating that the older people axe,
thg less overall satisfaction these people have with company, recog=-
nition, etc. In addition, the partial coefficient associated with
Job level indicafes that the higher the wage classification (i.e.y
(1) hourly; (2) non-exempt; (3) exempt—nonsuperﬁisory; and (&)
exemﬁt - supervisory), the less overall satisfaction these people
have; This is contrary to past}research studies investigating the
relationship between age and job level and overall satisfaction
(Vroon,' 1964; Herman,' et al., 1972; Herman, et al., 1975). As-
mentioned previously, a possible explanation of this phenomena is
methodological problems involving partial correlation resulting in
'spurious correlations. However, the zero~order correlation between
age and overall satisfaction is -,20, Likewise, the zero-order
correlation between job level and overall satisfaction is =.24. For
a more detailed understanding of these intercorrelations, refer
to Exhibit N,

Another possible reason to suspect the relationship betﬁeeh
age and job level with overall satisfaction might be due to the
bi~-modal age distribution shown in Exhibit K.

Pay Satisfaction

With the exception of age and socialization,’ the other four
demographic variébles were shown to have a significant and positive
relationship with pay satisfaction, as noted in Table 27. The
vaiiance in pay satisfaction explained by the partial coefficients

ranges from a low of five percent with Jjob level to a high of



Table 27:

The Relationship Between the Demographic
Variables and Pay Satisfaction with the
Pattern Variable =~ Individual Differences
and Task Structure - Held Constant
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Partial Correlation Between

the Demographic Variables

and Pay Satisfaction with
the Individual Differences
and Task Structure Held

Demographic Variables Constant

Age

Sex -
Socialization
Job Level
Education

Company Tenure

-.004
. 175%
00k
Ol gxx
.121%

172%

N = 1,283
*¥% p < .05
¥=1p < ,01

-
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eighteen percent with sex. The correlations ':cega.rding Jjob level,
" education and company tenure or senliority are consistent with other
research. In addition, it is intez'esting to note that the demo-
graphic variables account for more of the explained variance in
ray satisfaction than the facets of task structure .(i.e. ,' with
the exception of task feedback) as demonstrated with hypothesis
2, Table 22, |

Job Satisfaction

With the exception of socialization aﬁd company tenure," the
other four demographic variables were demonstrated to have signi-
ficant relationships with job satisfaction, as noted in Table 28.
Like the éi.tua.tion involving overall satisfaction, however, age and
job level had significant negative correlations., The variance in
Jjob satisfaction expla.inéd by the partial coefficients ranges f:cém
2 low of six percent with education to a high bf fifteen pexcent
with age. |

The zero-order correlation between age and Job satisfaction
is =,14, Like#ise; the zero-c;xder correlation between job level
and job satisfaction is =-,10, As with overall satisfaction, inter-
pretation of these coefficients must be made with caution due to
f.he possible spurious nature of these relationships.

Propensity to Leave

~ A1l of the demographic variables were' shown to have a signi~-
ficant relationship with propensity to leave the organization, as
noted in Table 29. The variance in propensity to leave explained

by the partial coefficients ranges from a low of four percent with
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Table 28: The Relationship Between the Demographic
Variables and Job Satisfaction with the
Pattern Jariable - Individual Differences
and Task Structure - Held Constant

Partial Correlation Between
the Demographic Variables
and Job Satisfaction with

the Individual Differences

and Task Structure Held

Demographic Variables ' Constant
Age -1 5%
Sex : J176%
Socialization .029
Job Level : ~-.101%
Education : .0 58%%
Company Tenure - -.036
N = 1,283

¥¥% &= P < .05

*=p<.01
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The Relationship Between the Demographic

Table 293 .
Variables and Propensity to Leave with
the Pattern Variable ~ Individual Differ-
ences and Task Structure - Held Constant
Partial Correlation Between
the Demographic Variables
and Propensity to Leave
with Individual Differences
and Task Structure Held
Demographic Variables Constant
Age 1 59%
Sex =-.201%
Socialization -.084*
Job Level -105%
Education L038#%*#
Conpany Tenure .070%

N = 1,283
*¥*¥% = p < ,10
*=7p <,01
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education to twenty percent with sex., However, sex andusocializa-
tion's coefficients were ih the negative direction.

It is interesting to note that age, sex,' and job level's
significant relationship with propensity to leave is sometimes
greater than that of the variance explained by the faceﬂs of task
structure as shown in hypothesis 3,' Table 25.

Summary of Hypothesis 4 Findines

With the exception of socialization and company tenure,' the
remaining four demographic variables were shown to have significant
relationships with three or more of the outcome variables as noted
in Table 30. Company tenure is significant with pay sétisfaction
and propensity to leave while socialization is significant with
only propensity to leave.' The null‘hypothesis is therefore rejected
and acceptance of the alternate hypothesis is confirmed. However,
the directionality of the alternate hypothesis canhot be accepted
across all four outcome variables,

Tt should be noted that the intent of the six demographic
variables-in the interactional model as shown in Diagram I was to
emphasize thét variables other than psychological correlates effect
respondents relationships with their work environment. Table 30
demonstrates that the demographic variables must be added to the
'1ist of variaﬁts that affect people's satisfactions and propensity
to leave the organization,

One woxd of caution needs to be added., Due to the probable
spurious nature of the intercorrelations mentioned earlier with the

use of partial correlation, these results must be interpreted with



Summary of Statistical Significance of Tests
of Hypothesis 4: Relationship of the Demo=
graphic Variables with the Outcome Variables
Holding Constant the Pattern Variable -
Individual Differences and Task Structure

Table 30:

Dependent Variables

Overall Pay Job Propensity to

Demographic Variables Satisfaction Satisfaction Satisfaction Leave

Age < .0l N.S, P < .0l - p < W01
(-2 (Zo00) (-25) (116)

Sex p < .01 P < W01 p S .01 S .01
(.19) (.18) (.18) f-.zo)

Socialization n.s. n.s, n.s. Ps .01
(.02) (.01) (.03) (.08)

Job Level < .01 P < ,05 ¢ .01 p< L0l
f—.z6) (.05) -.10) (.12)

Education n.s. p < ,OL P < .05 D < .10
(=.03) (.12) (.06) (.04)

Company Tenure n,s. P < .01 n.s, p < .01
(<.01) (.17) (~.04) (.07)

N = 1,283

Figures in parentheses represnet the partial correlation
n.s. = nonsignificant relationship

S8t
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care, However,' fourteen of the twenty-four total possible rela=-
tionships with the four outcome variables were found to be signi-
ficant at less than the .01 level. Exhibit N, the intercorxelaiioné
among the twenty-two variables in the interactional model,’ should
be referred fo in determining relationships.

The next chapter,: the summary and conclusions seciion of this
multivariate study, preéents a2 sumnarized review of the findings,:
reassesses the interaction model, draws limited implications and
generalizations from the findings,' presents future research needs,

and recomnends certain suggestions for organizational practice.



CHAPTER VI
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Chapters I through 11l réspectively presented the problem
area involving the controversy between the advocates of job enrich- |
ment and individual differences in relation to job redesign, job
enlargemenﬁ; etc., provided an extensive and complexlliterature
review of the interrelationships among the éixteen variables in
the model, and stated four relevant research hypotheses derived
from the theory and empirical evidence concerning individual dif-
ferences and task structures relationship with the four outcome
variables; Chapters IV and V respectively indicated the reli=-
ability and validity of thg measures utilized in the multivariate-
interactional model and presented thé specific research findings
related to each hypothesis. This chapter will present a summarized
review of the findings, review and reassess the interactional model
provided in Diagram I, provide some implications and generalizations
of thé findings from this cross=-sectional study involving an
industrial and public sector organization, indicate future research
directions, and list some recommendations and suggestions for
organizational practice. ‘

A Summarized Review of the Findings

The mﬁltivariate-interactional model predicts that individual

differences interact or moderate the relationship between the

facets of task structure and the three facet satisfactions. That

187 -
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is, where certain individual differences and task structure facets
are measured indepéndently and where certain combinations of
individual differences and task structure facets are combined with
one another to form a pattern variable, then this third variable
will moderate the relationship between task structure and facet
satisfaction. Essentially, this is the nature of the findings
involving individual differences., The finding from hypothesis 1
indicated that selective individual difference variables interacted
or moderated the relationship between all five facets of task
structure and overall satisfaction, py satisfaction and Jjob satis~-
faction., Specifically, sixteen selective interactions out of one
hundred and five were found to be significant. Rank ordering the
frequency of the ihdividual differences as moderators between task
structure and facet satisfaction, the following high to low pattern
takes shape:

Table 31: Rank Ordering the Frequency of

Individual Differences as Moder=-

ators Between Task Structure and
Facet Satisfaction

Individual Difference Frequency of Significant
Variable Relationships

Division of Labor Five

Need for Affiliation Two

Need for Achievement Two

Rules for Incumbents Two
Internal-Extemal Two

Hierarchy of Authority Two

Self-Esteen One
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From Table 31, the degree to which an individual willingly .
accepts task specialization and departmentalization (division of
labor) is the most important of all of the seven individual dif-
ference variables. This supports other research (Muné.terberger,'
1913; Bills,' 1923; Adorno,' et al., 1950; Smi‘bh,'— 1955; and Vroom,
1960,' 196%4) findings which found that selected individuals prefer
tasks that are specialized and deparfmenfalized. Ijb is of critical
importance not to mistake Table 31 as indicating the significance
level of individual difference variables,’ For example, Table 31 |
indicates that division of labor in combination with one of the
five facets of task structure forming a pattern variable was signi-
ficant as a combination variable five times. It is important to-
look at Tables 17, 18, and 19 at the same time. GCenerally, the
results from these three tables indicates |

1. Division of labor, as a moderator or individuval difference

variable, has a low beta weight of .17 and a high beta
weight of .22 across all of the facets of satisfactions
and all facets of task structure,

2. Upward influence,’' as an independenf variable or a facet

of task structure, has a low beta weight of .08 and a
high beta weight of .30 across all of the facet satis~
factions and all individual difference variables,

The relative influence (not significance) of the varying and
selective impact of the beta weights of the independent and the
moderator variables on the outcome variables are indicated in

Exhibit O. 1In interpreting Exhibit O, it is helpful to read across
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from one facet of task structure with one individual difference
variable, In addition, it is useful to view the five facets of
task structure and the one individual difference variable at the
same time to ascertain the pattern and nature of the relationships.

It is also important to view the rela.tidnship pf selected
individual differences with selective task structure facets. This
complexity of interrelationships can be seen by Table 32.

Table 32 indicates that upiand influence is the most important
of the facets of task structure and is significant a total of six
different times with the moderators of division of labor (three
times), need for affiliation (once), rules for incumbents (once),
and internale-external (once), Upwaxd inf luence and. a moderatox
was significant with overall satisfa.cﬁion four times. -This pattern
relationship was significant with pay and job satisfaction once each,
Next in orxder of importance of a facet of task structure with an
individual difference was autonomy and skill variety with three
each. Task feedback and task identity each had two instances
in which they emerged in the relationship between individuwal dif-
ferences and facet satisfactions,

In relation to the frequency of variance explained by the
combination of a facet of fask structure and an individual differ-
ence, overall satisfaction is the leader with eight relationships
shown to be significant. Pay satisfaction and jo’b satisfaction
had five and three respectively. From these data,' it seems that

individual differences and task structure are more important in
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Table 32: Selective idature of the Relationships
Between Task Structure and the Facetl
- Satisfactions with Individual

Differences

Moderator Variable - Task
Structure Relationshipl

Facet Satisfactions

DIVISION OF TABOR

Autonomy

Task Feedback
Upward Influence
Upward Influence
Upward Influence

NEED FCR ACHIEVEMENT

‘Autonony
Task Identity

NEED FOP AFWILIATION

Skill Variety
Upward Influence

RULES FOR INCUMBENTS

Autoncny
Upward Influence

1-E

Task feelback
Upward Intluence

HIERARCIY OF AUTHORITY

Skall Variety
Task Identity

SELF ~ESTE1H

Skill Variety

Job Satistfaction
Pay Satisfaction
Overall Satisfaction
Pay Satisfaction
Job Satlsfaction

Overall Satisfaction .

Overall Satisfaction

Overall Satisfaction
Overall Satisfaction

Pay Satisfaction
Overall Satisfaction

Pay Satisfaction
Overall Satisfaction

Job Satisfaction
Overall Satisfaction

Pay Satisfaction
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the explanation of overall satisfaction than pay satisfaction or
job satisfaction.

In summary of the personality findings, it has been shown
that individual characteristics moderate the relationship between
task structure and facet satisfaction. Therefore, it seems that
the general treatment assumptions made by the advocates of Job
enrichment and Job redesign do not always hold. These assumptions
- must be modified to allow for the interaction of individual 4if-
ferences within experimental situations involving the redesign.of
one's task.: Possibly more important, these interactions are
selective in nature and do not hold across the facet satisfactions.

The next major set of relationships examined in the model,
holding individual differences constant, predicted that the facets
of task struéture would be positively associated with the three
facet satisfactions and negatively related to provensity to 1eavé.
The findings from hypothesis 2 indicate this is indeed the case,

The association explained bj upwaxd influence with overall
satisfaction was the highest with autonomy and task feedback second
in iﬁportance. The association with job satisfaction was the next
most important with pay satisfaction the least amount of influence
explained by the facets of task structure, All relationships were
in the positive direction and fourteen of the fifteen predicted
relationships were confirmed. The findings from hypothesis 3
indicate that the five facets of task structure were negatively
and significantly related to propensity to leave, Upward infiuence

and task identity were identified as the two most important coeffi-
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cients for individuals leaving an organization with skill variety
explaining the least amount of association. The validity and signi-
ficance of these coefficients are substantiated by the béta weights
from hypothesis 1 in Tables 17,' 18 and 19. o

The final set of relationships dealt with by the model concern
demographic variables. The model predicts ihat the six Personal
characteristics of individuals would be related to the four out-
come variables. The finding derived from hypothesis 4 showed that
job level and sex was related to the three facet satisfactions and
propensity to leave, Age was found to be significantly associated
with all outcome variables except for pay sétisfaction,*while
education was related with pay and job satisfaction and propensity
to leave. Company senioxrity was found to be related to pay satise-
faction and propensity to leave while socialization was only related -
to propensity to leave,

To summarize the findings resulting from the multivariate-inter-
actional model,' it is confirmed that individual differences and
demographic variables are important correlétes along with the facets
of task structure in exflaining the psychological responses of the
worker at work.

A Reassessment of the Interactional Model

In this section the concern will be with a broad overview
of the conceptual model in relation to an extended interactional
model to performance over time., Taken as a whole,' the findings
generally confirm the interactional nature implied by.the model,

What is needed,' however, is to extend the model beyond the four
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- outcome vaxiab&es into hard measures over time of absenteeisﬁf
turnover, 6utput;'Quality of output, etc, This extended version
of the interactional model would make it more multivariate and more
complex, However,' as this research has demonstrated,’ the relation-
ship between task structure,” individual differences,=demqgraphic
variables, and outcomes is already complex. Exhibit O further
verifies this complexity of relationships.

Another part of the model which needs future revision is the
concern about direction of causﬁlity. The present model predicts
certain patterns of the relationship among the variables, but it
does not pmédict the direction of the cause~effect relationships.
For this feature, the present model is only indirectly relevant
because the findings aré of an associative nature. Nevertheless,
an extended interactional model must be investigated and developed
along the lines of a complex and interactional-multivariate design,
With such a model included in the design of job enrichment or Jjob
redesign experiments, possible cause-effect relationships might
emerge. |
Implications of the Findings

The results of this study suggest that there are important
interactions and interdependencies among the personality and demo-
graphic characteristics of individuals and the characteristics of
Jjobs which must be taken account of in the development and design
of any full understanding of the impact of job enrichment or job
redesign experimentation. The advocates of both scientific manage=-

ment and job enrichment or job design seem to have given insufficient
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_ smportance to the interaction or moderation of individual differ-
ences and personal characteristics in relation to task structure

in determining reactions to jobs and work outcomes. The proponents
of the scientific management school havevtended to assume that
individuals will be content with payment for services rendered
regardless of personal or personality characteristics, Contraxy

to this approach,’ the job enrichment advocates assume all individualsr
want and desire self-actualization and will work hard and effec=-
tively when they have a challehging task to perform. Thié present
research, involving over fourteen hundred respondents from two
different types of organizations, suggests that depending upon the
characteristics of the individuals involved, the scientific manage=-
ment and job enrichment approaches noted above are dependent upon
the individual differences of workers and their Jjobs. This is
contrary to the general research findings'from 1922 to approximately
1970, but supports the findings from approximately 1971 through 1975
as shown in Table 1, The studies from 1922 through 1970 appear
genexrally to support the job enrichment thesis and these are the
same studies which "a number of deviations from normally accepted
research practice" exist (Hulin and Blood, 1968, p. 218). It
becomes apparent from these methodological weaknesses that a number
of factors can interact to determine the consequences of Jjob eniich-
ment studies, The latter studies in Table 1, 1971-1975,' have gener-
ally been unsupportive of the general treatment assumption

advocated by the Jjob enrichment proponents,
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Studies that are multivariate in design seem to report results
suggesting two important implications for researchers and organi- .
zational theorists:

1. Scientific manégement and job enrichment-redesign

changes or experiments are appropriate some of the
time and inappropriate at other times because of the
moderating effects of individual differences.

2, Behavioral scientiéts and organizations must'be care-
ful not to overlook the characteristics of the vexy
people whose tasks they are forever'trying to change,

The present findings’and conclusions fit well with the previous
research of Turner and Lawrence (1965), Hulin and Blood (1968),
Hackman and Lawler (1971), Argyris (1973), Robey (1974), Steers
and Porter (1974), Stone and Porter (1975), and Stinson and Johnson
(1975). 1In all of the above studies, individual differences (i.e.,
need strength, soéiological variatﬂes such as urban~rural back-
grounds, demographic variables, and personality measures) were
shown to moderate the relationship between the fécets of task struc-
“ture and employee satisfaction. The present studylindicates that
individual differences interact or moderate the relationships of
task structure with overall satisfaction, pay saiisfaction,'and Job’
satisfaction, In addition, all five facets of task structure were
significantly related to the three facet satisfactions and propen-
sity to leave except for the relationship among upwaxd influence

and pay satisfaction,
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This study's results are similar to Stinson and Johnson (1975)
in which they found that the relationship between task simplicity
and satisfaction to be moderated by need for achievement and need
for affiliation. In their study of four hundred and fifty-four
workers from both industrial and public samples, externality (i.e.,
scoring the Rotter I-E scale as revised by Collins (1974) toward
externality as this study did also) did not moderate the task-satis=
faction relationship. However, Stinson and Johnson (1975) utilized |
Saunders (1956) moderator regression analysis technique which
assumes the relationship between the task variable and the person-
ality variable (Ri = Rm) is multiplicative. In contrast, the MCA
utilized in the interactional model assumes an additive relationship
and utilizes a one=-way analysis of variance design to investigate
the interaction among task structure and individual differences.
However,' the Stinson and Johnson study does support this present
research in texrms of the selective nature of the moderating effects
of individual differences on task structure. In this present study,
certain individual differences and certain facets of task structure
interact selectively. Therefore, the moderating effect from one
facet of task structure to one individual difference with a‘facét
of satisfaction is selective in nature. Moreover, the moderating
effects varies from one individual difference to another as the
relationship from one satisfaction moves to another satisfaction.

Another implication drawn from this study is the importance
of a multivariate design. It seems that the days of simple bi~

variate designs are about gone due to the complex nature of



198

individuals' psychological responses to work, orgénizations, and
their enviromment, Moxre positively, sinple designs are no longer
needed, The evidence is increasing that individual differences
moderate the way people respond to various aspects of organizations
and to work practices of organizations, As this study has émpha-
 sized,' people do not respond according to # set pattern. The impli-
cations for job design, reward systems,' training,’ leadership styles
and the like are tremendous since they would not have the same
effects for all people who work in organizations, To make things
even more complicated, it tends to be not only the skills and
abilities of the individual that make the difference, but their
psychological makeup that counts.

This view opposes the theory of scientific management and job
enrichment. Then, too," it also runs contrary to the traditional
bureaucratic organization. Supposedly,' a large organization cannot
be managed if everyone responds differentl&. But scientific reseaxch
'and organizational practice has indicated that this is not true.
Many people react differently to the same organizational practice.
As Porter, Lawler, and Hackman (1975) indicated a new way of looking
at individual differences may cause the potential for "innovative
and exciting types of 'individualized' organizations which accept
that people react differently to the same practice and events and
that people must be treated differently if both organizational goals

and individual needs are to be met." (p. 520)

Future Research Needs
This research is intended to provide a contribution to the

developing field of individual differences and, more specifically,
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to‘ par:esént an a.nalysis of individual difference variables which
appear to moderate or interact between the facets of task structure
and psychological outcomes, While many questions have beén at least
partially answered, this research and the review of related research
offer numerous areas for further investigation. The recommendations
concerning future research avenues presented in this section merit
further scientific investigation and would benefit from alternative
research designs and statistical approaches.

The analysis of the relationship between individual differences
and task structure with psychological outcomes suggests that there
are additional variables which should be investigated. While there
are a multitude of variables which can e considered for this purpose,’
individual need strengths (Turner and Lawrence, 1965; Hackman a.ndv
Lawler, 1971; Wanous, 1974; and Hackman and Oldham,” 1975) should be
added as modera.tors‘ of employee reactions to their task and work
envirvonment to determine which set of predictors explain more of the
variance in psychological outcomes. At the present time, no pub-
lished research findings incorporate both personality and individual
need strength variables into the same research design. With
additional reliability and validity findings of both need strength
and personality variables available across organizations,' the answer
to the questionz "What is it about different people that is respon-
sible for the effects and the circumstances under which certain kinds
of :éarticipation,' reward systems, task structure, leadership styles

and the like does and does not work?" might become clearer. '
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Together with this study and others (Turner and Lawrence,
1965; Hackman and Lawler, 1971; Wanous, 197%; Stinson and Johnson,
1975), it is pretty well documented that individual differences
moderate the way people respond to various asﬁects of the formal
organization and to the practices within them; however, few studies
have utilized multiple predictors within each set of independent,
moderator,,'and dependent variables, This is due mainly to the
difficulty of testing for possible interaction and the methodologi~
cal and analytical complexity of the problem stemming frbm multiple
predictors within each set. There is a dire need with organi-
zational and psychological research for more multivariate designs
utilizing more complex analytical techniques. With the use of
these complex multivariate approaches that allow for interactions
among different‘sets of predictors (e.g., canonical‘analysis and
MCA), it is possible to test for the interaction between age, need
for achievement, and upward influence with overall satisfaction.
It is possible that these multiple sets of predictors might
account for fifty percent of the variance in overall satisfaction.
Cohen (1968) suggests that such multivariate methods seem warranted .
for the examiﬁation of interaction effects among many sets of pree
dictors. Only through the use of multivariate designs with multiple
sets of predictors will it be possible to completely understand how |
individual differences, demographic variables and task structﬁre
moderate employee responses to organizational practices,

The.third area for future research involves the investigation

of employees' own perceptions of their objective task structure
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versus objective observation by outsiders or other researchers,
"It can be argued, of course, that when thé intent is to predict or
understand employee attitudes of»behavior at work, employee ratings
of.the Jjob dimensions-should be used, since it is the employee's
own perception of the objective job that is causal of his reactions
to it" (Hackman and Oldham, 1975, p. 169). In concise terms, regard-
less of the actual amount of upward influence or autonomy a worker
has in his job, a worker's reactions to that job will be affected
~ by how much he actually perceives he has., Nevertheless, objective
ratings of the job are important too (Jenkins, et al., 1975). If
quality of work or other experimental projects involving job redesign
are to be planned on the amount of participation or autonomy a worker .
perceives he has, it is important to rate by observation those same
Jjobs to know the amount of correlation between the itwo separate
measures of the same job, Jenkins, et al. (1975) found 32 of 59
measures to exhibit empirical agreement between observers when objec-
tive job ratings were made at the same time. Two recent studies
involving similaxr facets of task structure (London and Klimoski;
l975kand Brief and Aldag, 1975) utilize self=-report measures and
fail to mention how the relevancy of perceptual versus objective
ratings might be resolved,

Another research trail needing investigation is comparative
studies between two organizations (e.g., XYZ Valves and Beth),
Even though the present research involved a large sample.with over

two hundred jobs from two different organizations, it is still
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necessary to investigate the differences betﬁeen an industrial and
public sectoi sample. Such differences such as sex, amount of task
structure, rural-urban, task feedback and task identity might further
the needed conceptualization and understanding regquired before more
theories of job eﬁrichment or Jjob redesign are advanced. Then,
too, such a comparative study over time might further the questioh
of causal prediction'involving expectancy theories and othef
theories of motivation. Controlling for unwanted variances and
increasing the number of multiple predictors, through the use of
nmultivariate designs that might possibly interact {o determine
the satisfaction-performance dilemma, the various theories of moti-
vation might be able to validate the effects attributable to causation.
However, organizational and psychological research need to pull
away from studies relating attitudes to attitudes. Future meaning~-
ful research must relate attitudes and behaviors to performance out-
éomes.
Recommendationg for Organizational Practice
| Even though the development of limited prescriptions forx
organizational practice was not the primary aim of the theoretical
conceptualizations or the collection of empirical findings that
have been described in this study, it is felt necessary to try to
see where the theory and empirical findings would lead us if they
~ Were utilized for organizational practice. In this concluding |
section, the following list of recommendations are offered as sug=

gestions for organizations to consider:
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1. Formzl organizations should press for "individdalizing"

the organization along these lines.

a. The Job, If organizations are able to match people

to the tasks they perform,: an improvement in organi-

zational effectiveness might result. This involves

organizations being committed to personnel testing

and selection procedures plus periodic survey assesse-

ment of:

1.

2,

3.

5.

The values, beliefs, and perceptions people

hold as "truths”.

Individual differences and their interactions
with task structure, technology, organizational
structure, leadership, demographic variables,

and work group behavior.

The facets of overall, job and pay satisfaction.
Specific hard measures of absenteeism, voluntary
and non=-voluntary iurnover,‘fardiness, accidents
and illnesses, grievances and strikes.

Performance measures such as amount of output and

- quality of output.

b. Reward Systems., If different people respond differ=

ently to different organizational practices, financial

and non=financial reward systems tied to pexformance

might possibly stimulate increased satisfaction and

improved performance.
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'¢. Leadership and the Work Group. If different people
within a work group respond to different styles of
leadership (e.g., democratic versus authoritarian),
it might behoove organizations to find out the appro=-
priate method of managing given certain personal and
personality characteristics of the work group and the
leader,

2. Organizations should not automatically conélude that all
employees want and desire enlarged or enriched jobs that
are less specialized and have less departmentalization.

This study should be viewed as linking the areas'of research |

and theory with the applied area of job design. It has shown

that man is complex and therefore future research studies will need
‘to concentrate on multivariate research designs allowing for intexr-
actions among variables or sets of variables.‘ Together with more
complex research designs and valid measures of "hard" or key
variances (absences, turnover, productivity, etc.), the behavioral
science literature and organizational practice will be more able

to work as a team in oxrder to advance the quality of working life

and to affect governmental policy making;
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ANN ARBOR,
MICHIGAN 43106

EXHIBIT A: STUDY QUESTIONNAIRE

e ' October, 1974

Deac Beth Employee:

This questionnaire is designed to {ind out how people in the hospital feel
about their jobs, their co-workers, their pay, their supervisors and the working
conditions in the Ohijv facility. The results of this questionnaire will be used
to help the people at the hospital to learn about the current perceptions and
feelings of pcople here. If it is to be useful, it is important that you answer cach
question frankly and honestly. There are no right or wrong answers; only best
answers, those which accurately reflect your true feclings,

Beth hospital is sponsoring this project and is encouraging its employees
to fill out the questionnaire on hospital time. In addition, the administration has
committed themsslves to feeding back the results of this questionnaire to ajl
employees in the near future.

The answers to the questions in this .questionnaire will be processed by com.
puters and summarized in statistical form so that your responses will remain con-

- fidential. No one at the hospital will have access to any information about any

individual employee or to your answers on this questionnaire. All individual
questionnaires will be collected by University of Michizan rescarchers and returned

to Ann Arbor, Michizan. The questionnaires will remain there under the confidential
safeguards of the Institute for Social Research and The University of Michigan.

A number is attached to the following page. This number is an identification
number assigned to you by us. The one and only list which matches vour name
and this number is in our confidential files at The University of Michigan. No one
at Beth will ever see that list of your questionnaire. The sole purpose of these
identification numbers is to enable us to make comparisons of your responses on
this questionnaire with the responses you may make to future questionnaires. They
will not be used to identify individuals for any other purpose. At no time will we
ever discuss your individual answers with anyone.

This is a long questionnaire. Some of the questions may seem repetitive.
Questions which appear to be similar are designed to measure different aspects of
an issue and the degree of your feelings. When a question or a statement rcfers
to “your hospital” or *this organization”, we are asking about Beth hospiial.
Please think about the organization whete you. presently work when you answer
these questions.

Thank you in advance for your cooperation. We hope that you will find
this questionnaire interesting and thought provoking.

Sincerely,

Barry A. Macy
Study Director
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EXHIBIT A (continued)

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

This questionnaire contains a number of questions and statements about you, your
job, and related issues at the Beth Hospital. Please answer the following questions
keeping in mind the kind of work you do and the experiences that you have had working
here.  Most of these questions ask that you check one of several numbers or letters
that are offered in an answer scale next to the question. You are to choose the one
number or letter that best matches the description of how you fecel about this question.
For example, if you were asked how much you agree with the statement, *1 enjoy
the weather in Ohio,” and you feel that you strongly agree, you would check the
number [7] under “strongly agree™ like this:

v %
X &
<& < < g
K9 & S & &
Q) & Gb(, C? €y
Q & v ¥ v
o S
N el S &
F ¥ S Fe & e
OB S NN R )
O ¥y &SP & -
<& & v & ~ [ &
& & & T ¢ v &
I enjoy the weather in Ohio. [ty 21 B! 4 B 6] W{ .

P

If you feel that you disagree with the statement, you would then check number [2}
under “disagrec.” . :

Please note that the scale descriptions may be different, in different parts of the
questionnatre.  For example, they may ask not whether you agree or disagree, but
perhaps whether you are satisfied or dissatisfied, or whether you think something to be
likely or not likcly to happen, etc. So, be sure to read the special instructions that appear
i boxes beforc each set of quesuons and the answer scale descriptions before choousing your
answers. :

When you have finished, please place the questionnaire in the envelope, remove
-your name from the outside, and return the envelope to the designated place or person.

VROES LSRR RPR BN RERPUB RS

This is your Michigan Identification Number:

1:01-05

These codes are for Michigan use only:

Project Number 06: 1:06-07
Deck: 1:08
Label: 1:09-19

999 . 1:20-22




by anyone within this organization.

PART 1
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EXHIBIT A (continued)

The following information is needed 1o help us with the statistical analysis of this
survey. This information will allow comparisons among different groups of cmployees and
comparisons with similiar employces in other organizations.

Al of your responses are strictlv_confidential; individual responses will not be scen

" information . . .

3.

We appreciate your help in providing this important -

Remember please to completely blot out the response that applies.

What is your classification?
[L]  Full-time hourtly
l2l  rpact-time hourly
131  salericd - nonsupervisory

lul Sularied - supervisory

How long have you worked for
Beth Hospital?

J3] Less than 30 days
j2] 1 - 3 months
{3l 4 - 11 months
juip 1 - 3 years

Is{f 4 -5 years

ful 6 - 10 years

{721 11 years or more

What was the sizc of the community in
which you spent the lasgest portion of your

1:23

1:24

life wp to the time you finished high school? 1:25

'].[ A farm, ranch, or hone in the country (cural acca)

l2] A smalt town in the country (rural area)

i3} A suburban town near a city
l“l A small city (less than 100,000 people)

15l A large city (more than 100,000 people)
»

4.

What was your age on your last
birthday? ) ) 1:26

I3l " Under 20

12l 21 - 25 years

131 26 - 30 years
lu} 31 - 35 ycars
Ist 36 - 40 years
|6 41 - 45 years
]| 46 - 55 years
iat 56 years or older

How long have you been in your
prcsent job at _Beth Hospital? 1:27

il Less than 30 days

121 1 - 3 months

al 4
jul 1 -3 years

11 months

151 4 - 5 years
1at 6 - 10 years

1?21 11 - 19 years

|8l 20 years or more
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EXHIBIT A (continued)

6. What is the size of the community that best 9. Are you - (blot out one) 131
describes the location of your current home . »
or residence? . 1:28 131 Black
{3l A farm, ranch or home in the country (rural area) lel Oriental
|2| A small town in the country (rural area) |3‘ Ametican Indian
j3] A suburban town near a city dul Spanish surname
Jul A small city (less than 100,000 people) Isl White
{S§ A targe city (more than 100,000 people) . Il None of the above
1. Wh;t is );gur cducaliolnal dlcvel'? 1:29 10. How many howrs do you usually
(indicate highest completed) work per week? 1:32
Some clementary school (grades 1 - 7 ' )
13l y @ ) 1.1 30. 34

Complcted elementary school (8 grades
2l P @ grades) lal  35.39

Some high school (9 - it years)
I3l e 131 40 . 44

lul Graduated from high school or G.E.D,

Some college or techmical training beyond high tul 45 - 49

sl school (I - 3 years) : isi 50 - S4
Graduated from colicge (B.A., BS., or

1Y) other bachelors degrec) . IB' 55 . 59
Some graduaste school

121 8 {71 60 - 068

Graduate degrec (Masters, Ph.D., M.D,, etc)
ial . i8] 65 and over

8. Which of the following ranges is nearest to your

total income from your job last year? 1:30 Il Ae you: 1:33
J2] Under $4,000 In! Female -
la' S4,000 - 5,999 ) . lel Mﬂle

13l %6000 - 7,999

I4] $8.000 - 9,999 12. 1Is your income the primary source

of finuncial support for your

}s} $:0000 - 12999 immediate family? ‘1134

Ib] $13.000 - 15999 it e
316.000 - |9|999 c
I 2 I ' - i No

'al $20,000 or more



EXHIBIT A (continued)

13. Which of the following shifts do you regularly

woik?

13 First shift
J2l Second shift
131 Third shifn

14. What classification are you?

131 ks

12l vews

131 Aids

Iyl Orderly's

{8l Technician's

Il Clerical andfor Secretarial

{71 None of the above

15. What is your mirital status?
J3 | Married
l e l Widowed
131 Separated
(4] Divwrced
IS] Never Murricd

16. How old were you on your last
birthday?

1:35

1:36

1:37

1:38-39
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EXHIBIT A (continued)

PART 1l

HERE IS A LIST OF STATEMENTS WIHICH COULD
BE MADE ABOUT YOUR JOB. FOR EACH STATE-
MENT, PLEASE BLOT _QUT THE APPROPRIATE
RESPONSE.

TO WHAT EXTENT IS THE STATEMENT TRUE OF
YOUR JOB NOow'?

17.

18.
19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,
25,

26.

27.

28.
29.

30.

31.

32.

33.
34,

35.

The opportunity to complete the work 1 start, ...

I do the same things on my job. ciiciiieiennns

My job requires me to work with many

different peeple. v e

How often do you sce pmjcus or jobs through
to completion, .. .

The fecling that T Know whclhu 1 am pcrl’urmmg
my job well or poorly.

1 work in the same spot all day. .vceciecninicns

§ do o lot of different things in a day. coeeereceneee
To what extent do you find owt how well you

are doing on the job us you are working, ...
The opportunity to find out how well | am

daing in wmy jub. ...
The opportunity to do a job from the beginning
to end (i.c., the chance to do a whole jub)...

My supervisur cheeks on e while 1 am working.

My supervisor lcaves me uslone wnless 1 want help.

I have a lot of say over what happens on
iy joh. e :
My job requires me to repeat the same activities
OVEE Al OVEF. i s ssbcsnene
My supervisar tells me exactly how to do
my job. ..

To what extent do you do o “whole™ picee of
work (as opposed to dving part of a job
which is finished by some other employec). ...

There are numy different ways of doing my job....
On my job [ make a ot of decisions on

MY OWIL e en bbbt e encrasseesseena s eneressass
My supenvisor fets me set my own woik

I)UL'\.‘. .................................................................... veee

ALw,“,s

lal

Ial

fal
fal
[al
(Al
ial
[al

Ial

¥y
(Al
Ial
fal
Ial

lal
lal

1l

1Al

IF|
IFl
IF|

IFl
IFl

IF]
e d

s ©
_O— CCASIONALL
Y

fol
fol
lol
lol
lol
jol
fol
lol

lol

lol
fol
lol
lol
lol

iol
lol

lol
fof

SELDOM

Isl
Isl
isi
Ist
Isi
Isl
Isl
Isl
Isl
Isi
Isi

sl

Isl
Is]

Isl

Isl

Isi

Is]
Isi

In}

CInd

Inl
Ini
Int
inl
Ini
Int
InI

Inl

In|
IN|

Inl

Ini

INT
INI

In{
inj
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1:40
1:41

1:42
1:43
1:44
1:45
1:46
1:47
1:48

1:49
1:50

1:52
1:53

1:54

1:55
1:56
* 1:57

1:58



EXHIBIT A (continued)

HERE IS A I.I..S"l' OF DECISIONS WHICH GET
MADE AT WORK. FOR EACH DECISION,
PLEASE INDICATE:

HOow MUCH OF A -SAY DO YOU HAVE IN
MAKING THESE DECISIONS NQW?

36.

37.

33.
39.

41.

42.
43,

45.

Deciding how equipment and resuurces will be

allocated.
Establishing your scheduled hours of work, ............
Deciding how fast the. work shouid be done. ...

Sclecting new workers to {ill vacancies in the
BIOUD.coirae
Determining the work policies that directly affect
tRE BIOUP. eiviriririsaesesssossesssintssessnsssanerensersassensones
Deciding how the work task/s will he divided up
©among people in your work Broup. ..eevienns

Deciding who works overlime. ..eeveeeceeereceeseeneecee

Deciding how the work will actually be performed,
the methods used, €1C, v,

Deciding how muich work should be done, .evevenne

Setting quality standadds. ........ recansnernesisas e sesstsraasenere

-
~
<
&~
<
>
&
o
Z

By
111
2]
11}
{11
i1l
B Y
21
(Y]
By

A
LlTrL E sa
Y

2l
el
el
lal

iel

lal
jal
lal
lal
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>
> s g
¥ 4§
a g @&
X Q X &
o ~ ~ &
u x w &
§ 4 ¥ X
£ 3 o g’;
< . ~
i3l tul sl 1:59
i3l lul sl 1:60
I3l 1yl sl 1:61
3t 1yl Isl $:62

|3l I"ll ISI ' 1:63
(ET R U I £ 1:64

13l lul Isl 1:65
(3l Iul Isl- 1:66
fal 14l sl 1:67
13t Iul sl 1:68
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EXHIBIT A (continued)

PART 1lI
&
HERE ARE SOME STATEMENTS REGARDING HOW YOU & o o
MIGUT FEEL ABOUT YOURSELEF OR YOUR WORK. hy -] P
THERE IS NO RIGHT ANSWER: EACH PERSON WILL N e Q
FEEL SOMEWHAT DIFFERENTLY.  PLEASE INDICATE F X é’ & ]
HOW MUCH YOU AGRLE QR DISAGREE WITH THE 5 5 X o g g
FOLLOWING STATEMENTS BY BLOTIING OUT THE = s £& g g
APPROPRIATE ANSWER. d < % q %
46. I tuke a positive attitude toward mysell, .o Isal tal Inl 1Ipl 1spl 1:69
47. People should be allowed to do their job with
minimal supervision. 'SA'. Ial Int Inl Ispl 1:70
48. 'In gcncml,'l try (o make every minule count. Isat 1Al Inl 12l |Isp} 17
49. Often 1 attend social gatherings just to be ’ ’
with others, Isal 1al Inl Idi  Ispi 1:72
5$0. It never bothers me to go into a room by myself
when other people have already pathered and
are talking. ........ Isal 1al Inl Ipl )spi 1:73
$1. 1 would quit this job at onee if 1 could get any- :
. thing clse to do, Isal 1al Inl ol Isol 1:74
§2. I almost always feel that 1 must do the best at '
what 1 am doing. s Isal 1al Int 1ol Ispl 1:75
5$3. I consider myself 2 good MIXCE .vvcrccrnrnrsinnnsiranses Isal 1Al inl ipl Ispi 1:76
54. 1 prefer to make my own decisions without checking
with anyonc eclse, Isal 1Al Inl I» I Isol 1:77
55. 1t doesn’t usually bother me 10 mcct strangers. .. Isal LAl Inl 1ol Isol 1.78
56. When | do my work | prefer to do it according
tu the hospital rules. . |SA| lA' INI lDI |$D| 1:79
§7. 1 have often thought about taking a job with . ’
another hospital. ... isal 1al Inl “Ip] Isp| 1:80
56. Most people don't realize the extent to which their =
lives are controlled by accidental happenings. . Isal fabt Inl Ipl Ispl 2:09
§9. Every day 1 try 1o accomplish something
worthwhile, ...... . Isal 1al Inl Ipl Ispl 2:10
60. I know cxactly what 1 want out of life. .cvvererrne isal 1al Inl Ipl  Ispl 2:11
61. 1 always do my best whether 1 am alone or with
SOMICONE, ceecrrsessessrsessessesmstssssssassesssissssssnssasasssassnsssan Isal fal Int 'Dl Ispl 2:12
62. 1 wish I could be as happy 85 Others. .owecrrvens Isal 1Al In} Ipl ispl 2:13
63. 1 would take any other job in which  could ' .
carn 3s much a5 1 am caming noW. cueceevenns Isal 14l IN' Ipl {spl 2:14
1 think 1 am 1o good at all. ...cceeervrecersesecssenseens isal 1Al INP Ipl  Isdl 2:15

64,



EXIUBIT A (continued)

(cont'd). AGREE OR DISAGREE . . .

65.

67.

69.
70.

1.

72.

3.

74.

5.

76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

81,

82.

83.

84.

85.

87.
8s8.

89.

1 prefer to decide how my work should be done
rather than having someone tell me how to
do it.

Written orders from higher ups should be followed
URQUESHONINGLY. rvevireiicenerneriaein :
Going through proper channels helps to make sure
a job is done right.

1 like o great deal of varicty in my work., e

I would not chanuge my job for any other job......

1 think even small matters should be referred to
sumcone higlier up fur a final answer. .o,
It is impossible for me to believe tivnt chance
or luck plays an important role in my life. ..

! find a repetitivus jub very monotonous. ...
Many of the unhappy things in people’s lives
are partly due to bad Juek. enienn veeresenens
I don’t Jike to do the same job in the same
way cvery day. ...
I am uot coger to change jubs, but 1 would
it 1 could get a better job, .vvrvevrisisnreernoneas

What happens to me is wy own doing. ... rovereaenns

Somctimes | feel that § don’t have enough control
over the direction iy life is aking, oo
I gencrally have confidence that when | ke plans
1 will be able to carry them out. ....ccvvierinnnnn
Any decision T omake should have my boss’
approval. .
Rules should be wiitten to prevent cployees from
feaving *heir work arcas without permission. ...
Who gets to be the boss often depends on who was
lucky cnough to be in the right place first. ..

I like doing a different job every few days. .........

I have often found that what is going to happen
will happen. ...........
People’s misfortunes result from the mistakes
they miake. coeevevveennaes
Becoming a success is a matter of hard work, Juck
has little or nothing to do with it, e
Supervisors should constantly check for rule
violativus.

There is really no such thing as luck. ...

Most mistortunes are the result of lack of ability,
ignorance, laziness, or all three. .oivcccrnircninene

In the fonyg run, people get the respsct they deserve
in this world. :

i
-
X
)
<
>
g
=
3
I
(]

Isal
Isal
Isal
Isal

Isal
- Isal

Isal
Isal
Isal
Isal
Isal
Isal
Isal
Isal
Isal
Isal
Isal
Isal
Isal
Isal
{sal
Isal
Isal
isal
Isal

lal
Al
lal

1Al

&l

Ial

fal
1Al
[al
ry
Ial
ry
1Al
1Al
fal
1Al

w0,

Int 2]
Inl Il
Inl  Ipl
Inl 1Dl
inl Il
inl Ipd
Inl ipl
Int 1Dl

IN]
Ini
Inl
inl
Inl
Inl
Inl
inl
Int
Inl
Ini
Inl
Inl
INl

IN|

Ini
Inl

il
Ipl
il
inl
Il
inl
il

2:16

2:17
2:18
2:19
2:20
2:21
222
2:23
2:24
2:25
2:26
2:27
2:28
2:29
2:30
2:31
2:32
2:33
2:34
2:35
2:36
2:37
2:38
2:39

2:40



- EXHIBIT A (continued)

HOW IS YOUR JOB AT _THE PRESENT TIME? - DO YOU
THINK 1T IS UVERY GOOD ., (OOD, FAIR, POOR, OR
VERY POOR! PLEASE REAND EACH OF THE FOLLOW-
ING RESPONSES THAT DESCRIBES SOMETIHING ABOUT
YOUR JOB. BLAT OUT THE SYMBOL THAT BEST
DESCRIBES YOUR JOB.

90. Management’s inteiest in welfure of employecs, ...
91. This ‘llospilal as 3 place 10 WOIK. eecevecssssuscsannanns
92.  Appseciation shown hiere for my work. ..cnnee .
93, TFair treatment of cmployces by management, ...
94. This hospital’s rcpulation in the comununity. .........
95, Feeling Umt my job is icpurded as important. ...
96. Management’s planning for the future. .iieennen

97. Communications from hospital to its employees. ...
98. Credit given by my supervisor for doving a
good job. ..

99. Management’s understanding of workers’ problems. ..

100. My pride in working for this hospital coerviernennecnne
101,  Credit given by hospital for good work. ...
HOW IS YOUR JOB IV COMPARISON WITH WHAL _YQU

JUINK _IT _SHOULD B2 IS IT MUCH BETTER THAN
YOU EXPECT, BETTER THAN YOU EXPECT, ARQUT
THE SAMLE AS YOU EXPECT, POORER THAN YOU
EXPECT, OR NUCH POORER THAN YOU EXPECT?

102.  Satisfaction with my preset job. enencicienenne
103, The amount of money b oam paitl. i,
104,  Pay here compared with my friends” jubs. ...
105.  Liking for the work | am doing here. e
106. 'l:llc Py FUT OVEIUINE. e nessessens

107.  Interesting worh 1o do, i

108. My huppiness in aiy work compared to ‘most peeple.

109. Pay compared to what my work is worth, ... )

lel IFl Irl
lel IFl Ipl
lel IFl Irl
il IFl Ipl
lel IfFl Irl
lel IFl _Irl
lel IF] Ipl
tct IFl Ipl
lel 1Fl el
fcl IFl frl
el IF] Iprl
lel IFl Ipl
£ .8 f8
fs of §F
& b3 g
isl Isl Irl
lsl Isl Ipr}
sl Isl lpl
lel Isl Iel
isl Isl |prl
el Isl [Ipl
tel Isl el
il Ist ipl
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2:41
2:42
243
2:44
2:45
2:46
2:47
2:48

2:49

- 2:50

2:51

2:52

2:53
2:54
2:55
2:56
2:57
2:58
2:59

2:60
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EXHIBIT A (continued)

September, 1974

Dear XYZ Valves Employee:

This questionnaire is designed to find out how people in the Valves organi-
zation of XYZ fcel about their jobs, their co-workers, their pay, their supervisors
and the working conditions in the Texas facility. The results of this question.
naire will be used to help the people at the organization to learn about the current
perceptions and feelings of people here. If it is to be useful, it is important that
you answer each question frankly and honestly. There arc no right or wrong
answers; only best answers, thuse which accurately reflect your true feelings.

XYZ is sponsoring this project and is encouraging its employces to fill out the
questionnaire on company time. In addition, the Valves organization has committed

themsclves to feeding back the results of this questionnaire to all employees in
the near future. .

The answers to the questions in this questionnaise will be processed by computers
and summarized in stutistical form so that your responses will remain confidential.
No one at the organization will have access to any information about any’ individual
employees or to your answers on this questionnaire. Al individual questionnaires
will be collected by University of Michigan researchers and returned to Ann Arbor,
Michigan. The questionnaires will remain there under the cunfidential safeguards of
the Institute for Social Rescarch and The University of Michigan.

A number is atiached to the following page. This number is an identification
number assigned to you by us. The one and only list which matches your name
and this number is in our confidential files at The University of Michigan. No one
at XYZ will ever see that list or your questionnaise. The sole purpose of these
identification numbers is to enable us to make comparisons of your responses on
this questionnaire with the responses you may make to future questionnaires. They
will not be used to identify individuals for any other purpose. At no time will we
ever discuss your individual answers with ariyone. .

This is a tong questionnaire. Some of the questions may secem repetitive.
Questions which appear to be similar are designed to measure different aspects of
an jssue and the degree of your feelings. When a question or a statement refers to
“your company” or “this organization”, we are asking about XYZ Valves. We are
not asking about the corporation. Please think about the organization where you
presently work when you answer thesc questions.

Thank you in advance for your cooperation. We hope that you will find
this questionnaire interesting and thought provoking.

Sincerely,
.ﬂ oy~ /VI @?/

Barry A. Macy
Study Director

sC
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EXHIBIT A (continued)
GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

This questionnaire contains a number of questions and statements about you, your
job, and related issues at the XYZ facility. Please answer the following questions
keeping in mind the kind of work you do and the experiences that you have had working
herec. Most of these questions ask that you blot out one of several numbers or letters
that are offered in an answer scale next to the question.. You are to choose the one
" number or letter that best matches the description of how you feel about this question.
For example, if you were asked how much you agree with the statement, I enjoy
the weather in Texas,” and you fecl that you strongly agree, you would blot out the
number [7} under “‘strongly agree™ like this:

“ C &
& &
3
$ § g8 & &
2 Y o & %)
RS O O o 1 3
Q Q !"\fqv v Ky
Rl G R &
é" & A I e &
O > Lo X 2 ~)
S g F&HEE & &
& & & ¥ ¥ v o
I enjoy the weather in Texas. {1} 21 1331 4] (51 1{6)

If you feel that you disagree with the statement, ybu would then blot out number [2]
under “‘disagree.”

Please note that the scale descriptions may be different, in diffcrent parts of the
questionnaire, For example, they may ask not whether you asree or disagree, but
perhaps whether you are satisfied or dissatisfied, or whether you think somcthing to be
likely or not likely to happen. etc. So, be sure to read the special instructions that appear

i boxes before cach set of questions and the answer scale descriptions before choosing your
answers.

Your responses will be read by an optical scan reader. It is important that you
blot_out your response and that no other pencil markings appear on the questionnaire.
So, please follow these few simple directions:

~ Use a No. 2 black pencil

Blot out the number or lctter chosen

Stay within the brackets surrounding the number or letter
Make no other markings

Erase cleanly any answer you wish to change

Do not fold the questionnaire

!

When you have finished, please place the questionnaire in the envelope, remove
your name from the outside, and rcturn the envelope to the designated place or person.

Blank 1:01-07
Deck 1:08
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survey.

4 ’ . EXHIBIT A (continued)

PART 1

comparisons with similiar employees in other organizations,

217

The following information is uneeded to help us with the statistical analysis of this
This information will allow comparisuns among different groups of employees and

All of your responses are strictly confidential: individual responses will not be scen

by anyone within this organization.

information ., . ,

Il
lal
i3]
Tyl
isl

L. What is your wage classification? 1:09
11} Hourly
J2] Salaried, nonexempt {paid for overtime)
] 31 Sataried, exempt (not paid for overtime)
Jul Salaried, exempt - supervisory
2. How long have you worked for
XYZ Valves? 1:10
[1] Less than 30 days
fal - 3 months
13] 4 - 11 months
Jy] 1t -3 years
{5] 4-5 yan
Il 6 - 10 years
[?] 11 years or more
3. What was the size of the cbmmunily in

which you spent the Jargest portion of your
life up to the time you finished hich school? 1:11

On a fatm or ranch

In the country, not on a farm or ranch
A suburban town nesr a city

A small city (less than 100,000 peuple)

A large city (muore thun 100,000 people)

4.

We appreciate your help in providing this important

Remember please to completelv blot out the response that applies.

What was your age on your last
birthday? 1:12

1l Under 20

lel 21 - 25 years:

{31 26 - 30 years

fut 31 - 35 years

Isl 36 - 40 years

lal 41 - 45 years

I?2l 46 - 55 years

lal 56 years or older

How long have you been in your
Jpresent job at XYZ Valves? 113
13]  Less then 30 days '
lal 1 - 3 months

fal 4 - 1t months

fuil 1 -3 years

Isf 4 -5 yers

Ial 6 - 10 years

ki 11 years or morc

Are you married? 1:14
Yo

lal N

“w vajesa
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7.

What is the size of the community that best
describes the location of yvur current home
or gusidence? 1:15
131 Ona a farm or ranch
j2} In the country, not on a farm or ranch
|31 A subutban town nzar a city

Jul A small city (less than 100,000 people)

15] A lasge city (more than 100,000 people)

What is your educational levei?
(indicate highest completed) 1:16

|3] Somc elementary school (grades | - 7)
j2} Completed elementacy schoot (8 grades)
j3] Some high school (9 - 11 years)

l'l' Graduated from high school or G.ED.

Some cvllege or technical training beyond high
|5l school (1 - 3 years)

Graduated from college (B.A,, BS., or
Il other bachelors degree)

|71 Some graduate school

la} Graduate degree (Masters, Ph.D.,, M.D,, etc)

Which of the following ranges is nearest to your
total income from your jub last year? 1:1

{1l Undzr $4,000
{21 $4,000 - 5999
jal s6000 - 799
J4| $8000 - 9999
15] s10000 - 12999
ful 513,000 - 15999
[7] 516000 - 19,999

fa] $0.000 or more

EXHIBIT ‘A (continued)

10. Arc you - {blot out one}

12.

13.

RHY

la)
K]l
byl
Isl

- How many houts do you usually

Black

Oriental *
American Indian
Spanish surname

None of the above

work per week?

Is your Income the primary source
of financial support for your

dl 30.34
lal  35.3
13} 40 -4
Iyl 45 .49
151 50 - 54
It 55 . 59
I?1 60 .64
1a] 65 and over
Are you:
1ul Female
lal Mt

immediate family?

i1l
et

Yes

No

218

1:18

1:19

1:20

1:21

e sarexy
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14.

1S. What shop éhssiﬁalion are you?

16.

EXHIBIT A (continued)

Which of the foliowing shifts do you reguladly

work?

131 Fist shin
B Second shift

131 Thisa shin

121 Fiest classification
lal second classifieation
131 Thidd classification
141 Fourth classification

15] None of the above

What department sre you in?
depactinent name on the line below and also blot

out the appropriate numbers below)

NAME

(Please write your

lol
134
121
131
Jul
Isl
Iul
.
lal
LY

lol
I3l
2l
131
I}
Isl
1Y
(k]|
-3
CY

iol
13}
lal
13l
4l
Isi
{9}
21
fal
sl

219

1:22

1:23

1:24-26

e vareze
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PART It

HERE IS A LIST OF STATEMENTS WHICH COULD
BE MADE ABOUT YOUR JOB. FUR EACH STATE-
MENT, PLEASE BLOT QUT THE APPROPRIATE
RESPONSE.

TO WHAT EXTENT IS THE STATEMENT TRUE OF
YOUR JOB NOW?

17.

18.
19.

20.

21

22.

23.
24,

25.

26.

27.

28.
29.

30.

31.

3
34.

1s.

The opportunity to complete the work I stust. ...

I do the sanie things on my job. .vveeevicniinennee

My job requires me to work with many

different people.

How often do you see projects or jobs through
to conpletion.

The fecling that | know whether 1 am performing
my job well or poorly.

f work in the same spot all dsy. .ccvcveccsncrienninane

I do 3 lot of different things in a day. .overeeen
To what extent do you find out how well you
are doing on the jub as you acte working. ...
The opportunity to find out how well [ am
doing in my job.
The opportunity to do a job from the beginning
to end (i.e.,, the chance to do a whole job).....

My supervisor checks on me while | am working.

My supetvisor leaves me alone unless § want help.

I have a lot of say over what happens on

my job.
My job requires me to repeat the same activities
over and over. ;

My supecvisor tells me exactly how to do
my job.

To whrit exteat do you do a “whole” picce of
wotk us oppused 1o doiny part of a job
which is Finished by some other employee). ...

There are many  ditferent ways of doing my job...
On my b | oniake a lot of dectsions on

IV VIWHL st mine e ess ot mts e e sesebsaovsssnn e rbannose
My v lets e set an wwn work

EXHIBIT A (continued)

I 3 Ys

Ial
1al
ial
fal
Al
fal
lal
fal

Ial

1al
1A}
jal
1Al
Ial

1Al
fAl

fal
lal

F'REOUENTL v

Il
IFl
IFl
IFl-
IF|
et
IFl
{Fl
IFl
el
IFl
IF|
IFi
IFl

IFl
IFl
IFl
IFl

lol
lol
lol
jol
lol
lol
lol
lo]
lol
lol

lol

fol
fol-
lol
lol

loi
lol

ol
lol

0
tmslom Ly

SZL00,,

Isl

Isl

isi
Isl
Is!
Ist
Isl

isl -

Isl

Isl

Is]
Isl
Isl
Ist

Isi
Ist
Isl
isl

"EVE,;

Ini
Inl
In}
Inl
inl
Inl
Inj
Inl
ind
Inl
Ini
inl
In}

Ing

Inl
{nd
Inl

vl

220

1:27

1:28

1:42
1:43
143

145
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Y EXHIBIT A (continued)

HERE IS A LIST OF DECISIONS WHICH GET
MADE AT WORK. FOR EACH DECISION,
PLEASE INDICATE:

HOW MUCH OF A SAY DO YOU HAVE IN
MAKING THESE DECISIONS NQW?

w
o

37.

38.
39.

40.
4l.

42,
43,

T YR T I A

4s,

Dcciding how equipment and resources will be
allocated,

Establishing your scheduled hours of work. ....ee.

Deciding how fast the work should be done. ...
Selecting new workers to fill vacancies in the

group
Determining the work policies that directly affect

the group.

“Deciding how the work task/s will be divided up

among people in your work group. ...

Deciding who works OVErtiMe. .......c.cemresssesnersisncnsssnes

Deciding how the work will actually be performed,
the methods used, etc.

Deciding how much work should be done, ...

24 e

Setting quality

PART 1l

HERE ARE SOME STATEMMENTS REGARD!NG HOW YOU
MIGHT FEEL ABOUT YOQLRSELF OR YOUR WORK.
THERE IS NO RIGHT ANSWER; EACH PERSON WILL
FEFL SOMEWHAT DIFFERENTLY. PLEASE INDICATE
HOW MUCH YOU AGREE OR DISAGREE WITH TIHE
FOLLOWING STATEMENTS BY BLOTTING QUT THE
APPROPRIATE ANSWER.

48,
49.

50.

I take a positive attitude toward myself. ...

Pcople should be allowed to do their job with
minimal supervision.

In general, § try to make every minute count. ...

Often 1 attend social gatherings just to be
with others,

It never bothers me to go into a room by myself
when other people have alreudy gathered and
are tulking.

-~
~
<
&~
<
>
5
o
L3

sl

121

b))

1l
2]
12l
Y|
fal
111
111

Isal
Isal
Isal
Isal

isal

>
o5
5
&~
s
9
-
<

21
lel
lal
el
l21
lel
lal
lal
el
lel

[al
Al
VY
Al

1Al

I3l
i3l
I3l
131
131
13l

Int
Inl
inl
inl

I

1yl
tut

Inl
Ini
inl
v}

inl

Ispl
Isp]
fspl
spl

fspl

221

k46
1:47
1:48
1:49
1:50
1:5)
1:52
1:53
1:54

1:55

1:56
1:57
4:58

1:59
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feemt'dd] AGREE OR DISAGREE . . .

Sk

52

53.
54.

55,
6.
57..
58.
$9.

60.
6l.

62,
63.

65.

67.

68.

69.
70.

7.

73.

I would quit this job at once if 1 could get any-
thing else to do.
{ almost always feel that 1| must do the best at
what 1 am doing.

1 consider ‘mysell 8 good mixer. ......cccomvrairrrenens -

1 prefer to make my own decisions without checking
with anyone clse, :

It doesn’t usually bother me to meet stangers, ...
When | do my work I prefer to do it according
to the pany rules,
1 have often thuught about taking a job with
another company.
Most people don’t realize the extent to which their
lives are contevlled by accidental happenings. .
Every day I try to accomplish something
worthwhile.

1 know exactly what 1 want out of life. ............
1 always do my best whether 1 am alone or with

1 wish 1 could be as happy as others. ......ccceennne

1 would take any other job in which I could
earn as much as [ am earning fow. ....ovcvceneans

I think 1 am no good at all, ......ccvcvrcvesennninnne -

1 prefer to decide how my work should be done
rather than having someone tell me how to
do it.

Written orders from higher ups should be followed
unquestioningly,
Going through proper chunnels helps to make sure
a job is done right.

I like a great deal of variety in my work. ...

I would not change my job for any other job.....,

I think even smull muatters should be referred to
someoue higher up for a final answer. e
it is hmpussible for me to belicve that chance
or fuck plays an important role in my life. ...

1 find a repetitious jub vory monotonous. ...

Many of the unhappy things in people’s lives
are partly due 0 bud luch. ...

4 EXHIBIT A (contioued)

Isal
sal
Isal
Isal
Isal
sal
Isal
Isal
1341

ial
[A}
1Al

1l

1al
1Al
1al
{al
ial

1al

1atl
1Al

{al

lal
lal
tal
Ial
1al
lal
Ial
lal

inl
In}
inl
Inl
Inl
Ini
Inl

INi
Inl
int
Inl
Inl
inl
Inl
Inlt
il

153
Inl
Inl
il
ol
Ip}
inl
Inl
Inl

Is»l
isol
ispl
Ispl
Ispl
ispl
Ispl
Ispl
Ispl

222

1:61
1:62
1:63
1:64
1:65
1:66 -
1:67
1:68

1:69

17
172
1:73

1:74

1:78
1:76
177
1:78
179
1:80
2:41

212

[
L]

s vareLy
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fecont'd) AGREE OR DISAGREE . . .

74.

7s.

79.
80.
81.
82,
83.
84,
8s.
86.
8%.
88.
89.

1 don't like to do the same job in the same
way every day.
1 am not eager to change jubs, but 1 would
if 1 could get a better job, .......cvcemceceseensereares

What happens to me is my own doing. .cvvevrrerennns

Sometimes 1 feel that | don't have enough control
over the direction my life is taking. ......cwmnee

I generally have confidence that when I make plans
I will be able to carcy them out, weccccverrsnnnnnne

Any decision I muke should have my boss’
approval.

. Rules should be written to prevent employees {rom

leaving *heir work areas without permission. ...,
_Who gets to be the boss often depends on who was
lucky enough to be in the right place first. ...

I like doing a different job every few days. ...

I have often found that what is going to happen
will happen.
People’s misfortuntes result from the mistakes
they make.
Becoming a success is a matter of hard work, luck
has little or nothing to dv with it. .c.ceversenns
Supervisors should constantly check for rule
violations.

There is really no such thing as Iuck. ..c.ccccvemvevenene

Mot misfortunes are the result of lack of ability,
Ignorance, laziness, or all three. .....cecvvnennnenne

In the long run, people get the respect they deserve
in this world.

EXHIBIT A (continued)

;' AGREE

1Al
1Al
ial
l1at
1al

1Al

1Al
Iat
fal

1al

1al
1Al
1A}
1Al
1Al

Ini

Ind

Ini
Ini
inl
In}

223

2:14
2:15
2:16
2:17
2:18
2:19
2:20
2:21
222
2:23
2:24
. 2:25.
2:26
2:27
2:28

2:29

e vQruia
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D303a Y EXHIDIT A (continued)

HOW IS YOUR JOB AT THE PRESENT TINE? DO YOU
THINK IT IS VERY GOOUD, GOUOD, FAIR, POOR, OR
VERY POOR? PLEASE READ EACH OF THE FOLLOW-
ING RESPONSES THAT DESCRIBES SOMETHING ABOUT
YOUR JOB. BLOT QUT TIHE SYMBOL THAT BEST

P A B

DESCRIBES YOUR JOB, g 5
S o ks
> o /3
& o &
S § £ 2 H
90. Management’s interest in welfare of employees. ...... lvel 16l IFi el lvel 2:30
91. This company as a place t0 WOIK, .ousseorseseersenee tvel 16l IFl lrl Ivprl 231
92. Appreciation shown here for my WOrK. ....coecoerome Ivel lel Irl el lvpl 2:32
93, Fair treatment of employees by management. ... ivel 16l 1Fl 1rl lve] 2:33
94. _ This company’s reputation in the community. ........ ivet lel IFl . el Ivel . 234
95. Feeling that my job is regarded as important. ....... fvel 16} fF1 1Pl lvel 2:35
96. Management’s planning for the future, ......co...... fvel el IFl el lvel 2:36
97. Communications from company to its employees. .. fvel el IFl {el lvp] 2:37
98. Credit given by my supervisor for doing a
good job. lvel el IFl el |vel 2:38
99. Management’s understanding of workers” problems, .. lvel lal IfFl el lvpl 2:39
100. My pride in working for this cOMPuURY. .cocvernrennse Ivel |G| IFl  Iel lvri 2:40
101. Credit given by company for good WOrK. .ceeeruvesns tvel 16l IfFl el 1{vel g 2:41
2 .
HOW IS YOUR JOB IN COMPARISON WITH WHAL YOU §.9 = 5’ E 5 5:
THINK IT SHOULD BE? IS IT MUCH BETTER THAN fs 5‘ ..:5 F3 8 £ 2 5 A
YOU EXPECT, BETTER THAN YOU EXPECT, ABOUT 508 T8 9f JF §a
THE SAME AS YOU EXPECT, POORER THAN YOU FIid fy w& €8 %
EXPECT. OR MUCH POORER TIIAN YOU EXPECT? 2k & > s ¥ 20 & ; ~
102. Satisfaction with my present .job. sesssassassaastossesiasins insl Isl Isl el [npl 2:42
103. The amount of money | am paid. ......ccceecceemmenceecnne Inel 18l Ist Irl Inpl '2;43
104, Pay here compared with my friends® jubs. ............. Il I8l Isli |pi Inp} 2:44
105. Liking for the work 1 am doing here. ..veeneeee insl I8l Isl el Inel 2:45
106, The pay for overtime. ingl sl Isl el [npl 2:46
107. Intcresting work to do. inst sl Ist Ipl (inel 2:47
108. My happiness in my work compared to most people. ingl sl Isl Iel 1Inel 2:48

109. Pay compated to what my work is worth. ... IHBI lBl Is}) 'Pl IﬂPi 2:49

e vIrure



EXHIBIT B (continued)

Independent Variable: Facets of Task Structure=(Part II)

Note: K=R #3 modified to handle multiple scales with Crombach's cocefficient alpha (0.S.U, data center - C 6,03,012)

variety of things

Variable Scale Definition ltems Religbility Method N Reference Variable No,
1. AUTONOMY Always The degree to which the 1. My supervisor lets me 6770 K=R =3 402 Macy Pre-test 145
Frequently job provides substantial set my own work pace. (pre-test) (See Exhibit
Occasionally freedom, independence, 2. 1 have a lot of say over C for item 139
Seldom and discretion to the what happens on my job, analysis)
Never employee in scheduling 3. My supervisor lets me 138
his work and in deter- alone unless I want help.,
mining the procedures to 4. On my job I make a lot 144
be used in carrying it of decisions on my own.
out. 5. My supervisor checks on 137
me while I am working.
6. My supervisor tells me 141
exactly how to do my job.
2. SKILL Always The degree to which a job 1. There are many different 6478 K-~R #3 410 Macy Pre-test 143
- VARIETY Frequently requires a variety of ways of doing my job. (pre-test) (See gxhibit
Occasionally different activities in 2. My job requires me to C for item 140
Seldom carrying out the work, repeat the same activities analysis)
Never which involves the use of over and over.
a number of different 3, My job requires me to work 129
skills and talents of the with many different people.
employee, 4, 1 work in the same spot 132
all day.
5. 1 do a lot of different 133
things in a day.
6. I do the same things on 128
my job. —_
Items dropped
2. SKILL VARIETY 7. My job allows me to do a aaa

922



EXHIBIT B (continued)

Reference Variable No.

Variable Scale Definition Items Religbility Method N
3. TASK Always The degree to which 1. To what extent do you (1) above (1)Split-half (1) 732 (1) Sims & 134
FEEDBACK Frequently carrying out the work find out how well you are .70 Szilagyi, 1974
Occasionally activities required by doing on the job as you (2) .75 (2)Speerman- (2) 270  (2) Hackmon &
Seldom the job results in the are working? . Brown Prophecy Lawler,1971
Never employee obtaining infor- 2. The opportunity to find Formula Cor- 135
mation about the effec- out how well 1 am doing on rection of
tiveness of his perfor-"  my job. K-R #20
mance, 3, The feeling that I know T3
whether 1 am performing my
job well or poorly.
4, TASK Always The degree to which the 1, To what extent do you (1) above (l)Split-half (1) 732 (1) Sims & 142
IDENTITY Frequently job requires the comple- do a "whole" piece of work .70 Szilagyi,1974
Occasionally tion of a "whole'" and (as opposed to doing part (2) .77 (2)Spearman-~ (2) 270 (2) Hackman &
Seldom identifiable piece of of a job which is finished Brown Prophecy Lawler, 1971
Never work--i.e., doing a job by some other employee)? Formula Cor~ 130
from beginning to end 2, How often do you see rection of
with a visible outcome. projects or jobs through K-R #20
to completion? 136
3. The opportunity to do
a job from the beginning
to end (i.e., the chance to
do a whole job). 127

4, The opportunity to complete

work 1 start.

dee



EXHIBIT B (continued)

Variable Scale Definition Items Reliability Method N Reference Variable No.
5. UPWARD No Say The degree to which 1. Deciding how equipment .8691 - K-R #3 270 Macy Pre-Test 146
INFLUENCE Little Say the job provides the snd resources will be ( (See Exhibit C
pre-test) X
Moderate employee control and allocated. for item analysis)
Say influence over others. 2. Deciding how the work 151
Creat Deal tasks will be divided up
of Say among people in your work
1 make the group.
decision 3. Deciding how the work will 153
myself actually be performed, the
methods used, etc.
4, Establishing your scheduled ) 147
hours of work. ‘
5. Deciding how much work should 154
be done. ‘
6, Setting quality standards. 155
7. Deciding how fast the work 148
should be done.
8. Deciding who works overtime. ' 152
9, Selecting new workers to fill ) . . 149
vacancies in the group. ’ .
10, Determining the work policies 150
that directly affect the group.
Items Dropped
5. UPWARD INFLUENCE 11, Selecting your own superior. bbb
12, Deciding who gets pay increases. cce S
13. Deciding who is to be laid off,
dismissed or fired. ddd
14, Deciding who should be promoted. eee
15, Deciding when you work overtime, fff

Note: K-R #3 modified to handle multiple scales with Cronmbach's coefficient alpha (0.S.U, data center - C 6,03,012)

8ee



MODERATOR VARIABLES:

EXHIBIT B (continued)
INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES (Part III)

Variable Scale Definition Items Reliability Method N Reference Variable No.
1, INTERNAL- SA The degree to which in- 1. What happens to me .5789 K=-R #3 403 Macy Pre=-test 216
EXTERNAL LIFE A dividuals have different is my own doing. (pre~test) (See Exhibit C

ORIENTATION NA or D concepts of a particular
D role because they, them-
SD selves, may differ from

each other in terms of
their own self-conception,
their social class iden~
tifications, occupational
specialization: and exper=
iences, and the positions
they occupy.

for item
analysis)

2, It is impossible for me to
believe that chance or luck
plays an important role in

my life.

3. I have often found that

what is going to happen will
happen.

4, There is really no such
thing as luck,

5. In the long run, people

get the respect they deserve

in this world.

6. Who gets to be the boss

often depends on who was

lucky enough to be in the

right place first,

7. Most people don't realize

the extent to which their

lives are controlled by
accidental happenings.

8, Most misfortunes are the
result of lack of ability,
ignorance, laziness, or all
three.

9, Sometimes I feel that 1

don't have enough control over
the direction my life is taking.
10. Many of the unhappy things

in people's lives are partly due
to bad luck. .
11. People's misfortunes result
from the mistakes they make.
12, Becoming a success is a matter
of hsrd work, luck has little or
nothing to do with it.

Note: K=R #3 modified to handle'multiple scales with Cronbach's coefficient alpha (0.S.U. data center - C 6.03,012)

211

223

227

229

221

168

228

217
213
224

225

622



EXHIBIT B (continued)

7. An employee should be free to take an
action even though his supervisor has not
approved the decision.

Variable Scale Definition Iltems Reliability Method N Reference  Variable No.
2, SELF- SA The degree to which indivi= 1, I generally have con- .77 Spearman-Brown 270 Cammann, et al. 218
ESTEEM A duals are confident of their fidence that when 1 make Prophecy For- 1973
NAor D own capacities (i.e., self- plans [ will be able to mula Correction
A confidence) or are critical carry them out. K=-R #20
SA of one's self (i.e., self- 2. I wish I could be as 172
deprecation) happy as others.
3. I take a positive attitude 156
toward myself.
4, I think I am no good at all. 174
3. HIERARCHY SA The degree to which sn indi- 1. Any decision I make «5641 K=R #3 415 Macy Pre-test 219
OF AUTHORITY A vidual willingly accepts & should have by boss'approval (pre-test) (See Exhibit C
Na or D rigid separation of legiti- 2, I prefer to decide how for item 175
-D mate power, power which is my work should be done rather analysis)
SD vested in a higher orgsniza=~ than having someone tell me
tional level. how to do it,
3. People should be allowed 157
to do their job with minimal
supervision,
4, 1 prefer to make my own 164
decisions without checking
with anyone else.
S. I think even small matters 180
should be referred to someone
higher up for a final answer.
4, DIVISION SA The degree to which an indi- 1, I like doing a different ,6583 K-R #3 408 Macy Pre~-test 222
OF LABOR A vidual willingly accepts task job every few days. (pre-test) (See Exhibit C
NA or D specialization and depart- 2, I find a repetitious job for item 212
D mentalization, very monotonous. analysis)
SD 3. I like a great deal of 178
variety in my work,
4, I don't like to do the 214
same job in the same way
every day,
Items Dropped
3, HIERARCHY OF AUTHORITY 6. There should be controls so that 888
) no one can get work supplies without
special permission. hhh

0£2



EXHIBIT B (continued)

Variable Scale Definition Items Reliability Method N Reference Varigble No.
5. RULES FOR SA The degree to which an in- 1, Written orders from .5593 K=R #3 408 Macy Pre-test 176
INCUMBENTS A dividual willingly accepts higher ups should be followed (pre-test) (See Exhibit T
NA or D a ripid set of rules and unquestioningly. . for item
D penalties regarding his 2, Going through proper chan- analysis) 177
SD work conduct. nels helps to make sure a job
is done right.
3. Rules should be written to 220
prevent employees from leaving
their work areas without per-
mission,
4, When I do my work I prefer 166
to do it according to the
company rules. 226
5. Supervisors should constantly —
check for rule violations.
6. NERD FOR SA The degree to which an in- 1. I know exactly what I want . 5947 K=R #3 413 Macy Pre-test 170
ACHIRVEMENT A dividual has goals, striwes out of life. (pre=test) (See Exhibit C
NA or D to accomplish tasks as 2. Bvery day I try to accomplish for item 169
D quickly as possible, at- something worthwhile analysis)
sD tempts to exert one's best 3. I almost always feel that 1 must 162
efforts, do the best at what 1 am doing.
4, In general, I try to make 158
every minute count,
5. 1 always do my best whether 1 171
am alone or with someoune,
7. NBED FOR  SA The degree to which indi- 1, Often I attemt social gather- .4923 K-R #3 417 Macy Pre-test 159
AFFILIATION A : viduals desire to be with ings just to be with others. (pre-test) (See Exhibit C
NA or D other people even if they 2, It doesn't usually bother me for item 165
D are strangers; the desire to meet strangers, analysis) 163
sSD to share common opinions 3, I consider myself a good mixer,
with others, 4. 1t never bothers me to go into 160
a room by myself when other people
have already gathered and are talking,
Ltems Dropped (from page No. 9) 5. I would rather do one job and do it well. iii
4. DIVISION OF LABOR 6. Things work out better if everyone has a - 333
specific job to do.
7. 1 think a person should learn to do more kkk

than one job,

Note: K~R #3 modified to handle rmultiple scales with Cronbach's coefficient alpha (0,5.U, data center = C 6,03,012)
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RXHIBIT B (continued)

DEPENDENT VARTABLE: SATISFACTICM (Part IV)

Variable Scale Definition Items Reliability Method N Reference Variasble No.
1. SATISFAC- Very Good The degree to which employees 1. Management's interest .88 K-R #8 607 Stogdill, 1965 230
TION WITH Good ‘are satisfied with the com- in welfare-of employees.
COMPANY, Fair pany, management, and recog- 2, This company as a place 231
MANAGEMENT, Poor nition (i.e., similar to to work
AdD RECGG- Very Poor overall satisfaction. 3. Appreciation shown here 232
NITION for my work
4, Fair treatment of employees 233
by management
5. This Company's reputation 234
in the community
6. Feeling that my job is re- 235
garded as important,
7. Management's planning for 236
the future
8. Communications from Company 237
to its employees.
9. Credit given by my super- 238
visor for doing a good job,
10, Management understanding of 239
workers' problems
11, My pride in working for 240
this Company.
12, Credit given by Company for 241
good work,
2. SATISFAC- MD The degree to which emplo- 1. The amount of money I am .73 ¥~R #8 607 Stogdill, 1965 243
TION WITH B yees are satisfied with the paid. . .
PAY S money, fringe benefits, and 2. Pay here compared with my 244
’ P other commodities that have friends' jobs, -
MP financial value which organ- 3. Pay compared to what my work 249
izations give in return for is worth, .
their services, 4. The pay for overtime, 246
Items Dropped(from page 10) ) )
5. RULES FOR INCUMBENTS 6, 1 don't mind going through some 111
red tape to get a job dome,
7. They should be able to design or- mmm

ganizations so you don't have so many
rules.
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EXHIBIT B (continued)

variable Scale Definition Items Reliability Method N Reference Variable Nc.
3. SATISFAC- MB* The degree to which employ~ 1, Satisfaction with my .83 K-R #8 607 Stogdill, 1965 242
TION WITH JOB B ees are satisfied with the present job, ' .
CONTENT S experienced-objective char- 2. My happiness in my work 248
P acteristics of his job (i.e. compared to most people,
MP task structure; autonomy, 3. Liking for the work I am 245
variety, task feedback, doing here.
task identity, and upward 4, Interesting work to do. 247
influence) -
4. PROPENSITY SA The degree to which employees 1, I would quit this job at .90 Spearman=-Brown 193 Stinson & John- 161
TO LEAVE A are voluntarily willing to once if 1 could get anything Prophecy For- son, 1975
NA or D leave the organization else to do. mula Correction
D (i.e., perceived voluntary 2, I would take any other job of K-R #20 173
sD turnover), : in which I could earn as much
as 1 am earning now.
3. I have often thought about 167
taking a job with another company.
4. I would not change my job for 179
* any other job.
Note: MB= Much Better Than You Expect 5. I am not eager to change jobs, 215
B = Better Than You Expect but I would if I could get a better
S = Same as Expected job.
P = Poorer than Expected
MP= tuch Poorer Than Expected
Ltems Dropped (from page 10) 6, I try harder to be content with myself non
6. NEED FOR ACHIEVEMENT than to be successful,
7. I very often find myself doing or saying 000
something for the pleasure of it,
7. NEED FOR AFFILIATION 5. In many ways my ideas of right and wrong PP
) differ from those people with whom I associate.
6. Most of the time I see things differently qqq
than others do.
7. If at all possible, I avoid being alone, rrr
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EXH1BIT C: Scale Reliabilities of Complete Pretest snd
) Raduced Pretest Questionnaire ltems
Pre-Test Complete Scale Pre-Test Questionnaire Reduced Scale

Variable Inter-item Variable Iuter~item
. No. Correlatfon Variance N Reliability No. Correlation Variance N Reliability
I. FACETIS OF TASK STRUCTURE -~
(Independent Variable) 402 6770 .- - same == - -
a. AUTONOMY . 145 L4941 1.6060
139 .3847 1.5744 - - same ee  oe .
138 5242 1.4293 : ame
144 4034 1.2778
137 4758 1.2314% .- - peme == - --
141 »3970 1.2803 . .
b. SKILL VARIETY 409 .5519 ’ 410 .6478
ELE ) ~+.5053 1.513% aaa dropped
145 .3031 1.8044 145 .3849 1.8082
140 .5336 1.1284 140 4612 1.1283
129 L2470 1.5615 129 L2843 1.5607
132 L4030 2.3648 132 L4109 2,3702
133 . 3679 1,5132 133 4946 1.5146
128 L4448 1.3317 128 . W4B36 1.3327
¢. TASK FEEDBACK (multiple measures of the same scale or subset)
1. Sim=s & Szilagyi (1974) - - -~ - - -- : - - 732 .80
2, Hackman & O0ldham (1974) .- ~- -~ -- - -- .- -~ 658 !
3. Hackman & Lawler (1971) -~ .= - - - - | - - 270 75
4, Turner & Lawrence (1965) - ~- - -- - - - ~ 470 .97

d. TASK IDENTITY (multiple measures of same scale or subset) . .
1. Sims & Szilagyi (1974) - - - - . L .. ~e 732 .17

2, Hackman & Oldham (1974) .- -~ - - -- . -~ .. 658 .59
3. Hockman & Lawler (1971) - - - - e .- - - - 270 77

&4, Turner & Lawrence (1965) .- .- -- - - - i .- .- 470 .95




EXHIBIT C (continued)

Pre-Test Complete Scale Fre=Test Questionncire Reduced 3cale
Variable Inter-ltem Variable Inter-Item
No, Correlation Variance N Reliability No. Correlation Variance N Reliability
-e, UPWARD INFLUENCE 262 .8862 270 .8691
146 .5673 1.3030 146 .5979 1,3013
151 .5668 1.3767 151 .5851 1.4026
153 T .5239 1.4095 153 5671 1.4277
147 .5286 1,2897 147 L4819 1.3061
bbb .5306 0.5676 ) bbb -- dropped ==
cce 3311 0.6482 cce -- dropped = -~
ddd .5112 0.8985 ddd -~ dropped ~--
eee .5597 0.6117 eee : -- dropped -~
154 .6826 1.3296 154 .6876 1.3097
155 .6854 1.6484 155 .6972 1.6564%
(3% .3804 2,0590 (3384 -- dropped ~-
152 .6336 1.6175 . 152 .5526 1.6368
148 5770 1,7385 148 .6232 1.7389
150 .7392 0.9845 150 . 7059 1.0139
149 .6459 0,8683 149 .5849 0,8574
I11. INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES - '
(Moderators)
a., INTERNAL-EXTERNAL LIFE ORIENTATION 403 .5789 -- -- ~= same -
216 L1716 0.9675
211 .3014 1.2846 )
223 . .0760 0.9278 - . ©T same -
227 + 3845 0.9431
229 . . 1801 1.0984 - - == sgme -
221 .2736 1.2575
168 - 42462 ©0.8440 .. . 2 aame e
228 .1937 1,1899
217 L2122 1.1505
213 .3672 1,0131 -- - -= sgme -
224 . 1984 0.8045
225 L4193 1,0442
b, SELF-BESTEEM (multiple measure of same scale)
1. Cammann et al, (1973) . - -- - ~- . e - .- 270 . W77
2. Kohn (1969) - - ‘ - .- -- -- - -=- 3,101 .88

1154



EXHIBIT C (continued)

Pre~-Test Complete Scale

Pre-Test Questionnaire Reduced Scale

Variable Inter-Item Variable Inter-Item
No. Correlation Varisnce N Relighility No. Correlation Variance N Religbility
¢, WILLINGNESS TO ACCEPT BUREAU-
CRATIC ORIENTATION 410 3730 415 5641
1. HIERARCHY OF AUTHORITY 434 1738 1,1399 441 - dropped -- )
219 .3793 0.9630 219 .3328 0,9584
164 4107 0.9749 164 4436 0.9661
175 .3451 0.7161 175 .3861 0,7107
157 3174 0.5949 157 L3251 0.5931
hhh .2488 00,9229 hhh - dropped ==
180 4063 0.9220 180 . 3660 0,9178
2. DIVISION OF LABOR 401 6185 7 B T T T 408 "~ ,6583
iii . 1845 1.0999 iif -- dropped --
222 4747 1,0065 222 4874 1,0161
i3 .2163 0.7148 ji3 -- dropped --
212 4682 0.9945 212 .5429 1.0063
178 .5560 0.6933 178 .5811 0,6923
214 4229 0.9230 214 L4315 0.9396
kkk . 1425 0.3156 kkk .- dropped «-
3. RULES FOR INCUMBENTS ) 407 .5196 ) 408 .5593
176 L3611 0.9866 176 L4077 0.9844
177 L2971 0.8293 177 .2578. 0.8281
220 .3559 1.0355 220 4019 1.0535
111 L1463 0.7452 111 -- dropped =~
mmm . 0436 0.8552 mmm -- dropped ==
166 .3814 0.6775 166 .3807 0.6767
226 .3584 0.9917 226 ,3813 0.9906
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EXHIBIT € (continued)

Pre-Test Complete Scale Pre-Test Questionnaire Reduced Scale

Variable Inter-Item Variable Inter-Item
No. Correlation Variance N Reliability No. Correlation Variance N Reliability
d. NEED FOR ACHIEVEMENT 412 L4580 413 .5947
nnn =.0243 1.1664 nnn -- dropped ==
170 .2399 0.9347 170 .2900 0.9386
169 .3142 0.4956 169 3524 0,4975
162 .3592 0.5495 . 162 .4090 0.5500
158 .3903 0.7496 158 .5376 0.7534
000 .1501 0.9484 oao - dropped ==
171 3438 . 0.6598 171 L4191 0.6613
e. NEED FOR AFFILIATION 411 L4215 417 .4923
159 .2689 1,1777 . 159 L2185 1.1676
165 .3010 0.7770 165 JAl161 0.7871
PPP .0526 0.9317 PPP .- dropped ==
163 .3954 0.6626 163 4537 0.8121
qqq .1071 0.8502 qqq .- dropped =-
rrr L1151 0.9020 rrr - dropped --
160 2721 0.9525 160 .3384 0.9474
111. OUTCOME VARIABLE
a. FACET SATISFACTIONS
1, MANAGEMENT, COMPANY AND
RECOGNITICON (Overall Sat~
isfaction) .
a) Stogdill (1965) - -- - - - -~ -- - 607 .88
2. PAY SATISFACTION ‘ '
a) Stogdill (1965) - - - - -- .- -- .- 607 .73
3. JOB CONTENT (Job Satisfaction) :
a) Stogdill (1965) .- -~ .- .- .- .- -- -- 607 .83
b, PROPENSITY TO LEAVE THE
ORGANIZATION
1, Stinson & Johnson (1975) e - - .- -- .- - -- 193 .90

Note: Refer to Exhibit B for Variable No. and Item Correspondence
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EXHIBIT D:

FACTOR_ANALYSIS RESULTS - PRE-TEST VERSUS STUDY SAMPLE

" T 3
t
? PRE-TEST SAMPLE STUDY SAMPLE
VARIABLE
No. of Loadin c litie No. of Loadings - c litd
Factors gs _ ommunalities Factors oadings ommunalities
| Factor 1 Factor 2
1. TASK STRUCTURE
A} Autonomy TWO ONE
Ttems: ; Items:
137 -.4418 .0690 .7265 17 .4395 .1932
138 : -.5872 .2992 .4343 18 .4091 .1674
139 ! -.0902 .6723 .4602 19 .5291 .2800
141 : -.4418 2048} .2389 20 .4223 .1783
144 ; -.8495 .5137 .2948 21 .6157 .3791
145 | -.3571 .4915 .3691 22 .5326 . 2837
B) Skill Variety: TWO ONE
Ttems: ' : Ttems:
128 .6571 .2312 .4852 23 .4397 .1833
129 -.0226 .5839 .3415 24 ,4368 .1908
132 .2493 .4342 .2507 25 .6000 . 3600
133 .247 .6164 .4409 26 .6145 .3778
140 .9267 .0746 .8643 27 .5621 .3159
143 .3162 - L3431 2177 28 .5433 . 2952




EXHIBIT D: FACTOR ANALYSIS RESULTS - PRE-TEST VERSUS STUDY SAMPLE {CONT'D)

von o

|
PRE-TEST SAMPLE

STUDY SAMPLE

VARIABLE
No. of . L. : '
Factors Loadings Communalities gg&tgis Loadings Communalities
Factor 1 Factor 2 '
C) Task Feedback ONE
(See Eghibit B) Items:
29 .3577 L1279
30 .8529 L7275
31 .7847 .6157
D) Task_Identity ONE
(See Exhibit B) Items: '
32 .5241 .2746
33 .6193 .3835
34 .7997 .6395
35 .3336 111
E) Upward Influence THO ONE
{tems: Items:
146 . 2587 .7364 .6no2 36 .6231 . 3945
147 .2524 5177 L3317 37 .5809 .3375
148 .6564 .2544 -.4956 38 .4906 . 2807
149 .5428 .3196 .3968 39 .7115 .5062
150 .6053 .4494 .3684 40 .7656 .5861
151 27114 .6888 .5481 41 .7866 .6187
152 -.6283 . 1797 L4272 42 .6992 .4889
153 .4451 L4074 .3641 43 .7000 .4990
194 .6905 .3221 .5805 44 .7535 .5677
155 .7165 | .3126 6111 45 .14 .5062

(%



EXHIBIT D: FA.CTOR ANALYSIS RESULTS - PRE-TEST VERSUS STUDY SAMPLE {CONT'D)

PRE-TEST SAMPLE STUDY SAMPLE
VARIABLE
ggc.:tgis Loadings Communalities ggétgis Loadings Communa'li#ies
Factor 1 | Factor 2 rFactor 3 | Factor 4 '
I1. INDIVIDUAL
DIFFERENCES _ .
A) 1-E FOUR ONE
Items: Items:
168 .4228 .0229 .0553 .0203 .1828 . 46 o7zn .2982-1
2N .0586 .0742 .5268 .1287 .3030 47 .4019 .1615
213 . .6787 .2482 .1827 -.1835 .5892 48 .3673 .1349
216 -.0180 .1817 .1256 .2465 .1099 49 . 3236 . 1047
217 .5104 -.2313 -.0272 .4727 .5384 50 .29526 ] .6380-1
22) .4319 | -.0363 .1524 .0985 .2208 CY] . 2466 ] .6081-1
223 o217 -.0897 -.0049 -.0104 .0825 52 . .1962-1
224 .0364 .5699 .0660 .0796 .3368 53 .3421 AN
225 . .1261 .3338 .3829 .2465 .3346 54 .5918 .3502
227 .1767 .1181 .6164 .0690 .4208 55 .5653 .3197
228 .0516 .5500 -.1276 .1016 .3319 56 .4374 L1913
229 -.0130 1333 .1249 3144 L1324 57 [ 26197 .6858-1
B) Self-Esteem ONE
(See Exhibfit B) Ttems:
156 .5692 .3240
172 .3877-1
174 . 3897 .1519
218 . .4037 .1629

Note: Boxes indicate loadings with « .30 are uninterpretable, unstable, and non-replicable (Nunnally, 1967, p. 303).




EXHIBIT D: FACTOR ANALYSIS RESULTS - PRE-TEST VERSUS STUDY SAMPLE (CONT'D)

i 1
PRE-TEST SAMPLE ' STUDY SAMPLE
VARIABLE
No. . ey
cmtg:s ' Loadings Communalities ggétgis Loadings Communalities
Factor 1 Factor 2
C) Hierarchy of ONE ORE
Authority :
Items: v Items:
157 ' -.4303 .1852 62 . | .6545-1
164 -.6315 NONE .3988 63 : .5048 .2549
175 -.5398 Y .2914 64 .5876 .3452
180 -.4575 ! .2093 65 6027 -3633
» 219 -.4100 .1689 66 .5495 .3020
D) pivision of ONE - ONE
Labor
Items: . Items:
178 - -.7349 .5401 67 .5152 .2654
212 -.6719 T L4514 68 . 5784 .3345
214 -.6047 NONE .3656 ’ 69 5721 L3272
1222 -.5114 l .2615 70 .5144 .2646

Note: Boxes indicate loadings with € .30 are uninterpretable, unstable, and non-replicable (Nunnally, 1967, p. 303).
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EXHIBIT 0: FACTOR ANALYSIS RESULTS - PRE-TEST VERSUS STUDY SAMPLE {CONT'D)

PRE-TEST SAMPLE STUDY SAMPLE
VARIABLE
:’{g;:tgtfs Loadings Communalities gg{:tg:s Loadings Communalities
Factor 1 Factor 2
_ E) Rules for '

Incumbents TWO . : ONE
Ttems: Items:
166 .3630 .2999 .2217 I : .4769 .2274
176 .4695 i .2031 .2617 72 : .5499 .3023
177 .0883 .8871 - .7948 73 .4976 .2476
220 .5725 .0934 .3364 74 .4594 L2111
226 .6406 1 .0135 .4105 75 .4958 .2458

F) Need for '

Achievement ONE ONE
Items: Items: :
158 -.5138 .5233 76 .5317 .2827
162 -.5138 T . - ,2640 77 .5047 . 2547
169 -.4500 NONE . 2025 78 ,6003 .3604
170 -,3596 . 1293 79 .3986 . 1596
171 -.5713 l ., 3263 80 .6746 .4551

e



EXHIBIT D: FACTOR ANALYSIS RESULTS - PRE-TEST VERSUS

STUDY SAMPLE (CONT'D)

Note:

Boxes indicate loadings with £ .30 are uninterpretable, unstable, and non-replicable (Nunnally, 1967, p. 303).

PRE-TEST SAMPLE STUDY SAMPLE
VARIABLE :
No. of . . . s
Fgctgrs Loadings Communalities gg&tg:s Loadings . Communalities
Factor 1 Factor 2
) Need for
Affiliation ONE ONE
Items: o Items:
159 -.2918 T .0851 81 .2966-1
160 -.5027 NONE .2527 82 4747 .2248
163 -.6519 l - .4249 83 .6160 .3795
165 -.6152 .3784 84 .7379 .5445
111. OUTCOMES
A) Overall ONE
Satisfaction
— Items:
{See Exhibit B) 85 .7753 ,6011
86 .7324 .5365
87 .7810 - .6100
88 .7902 .6244
89 .6281 .3945
g0 .6215 .3862
) .6096 .3716
92 .7006 .4909
93 .6548 .4287
94 .7858 L8175
95 .6816 .4646
96 .7651 5854
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EXHIBIT D: FACTOR ANALYSIS RESULTS - PRE-TEST VERSUS STUDY SAMPLE (CONT'D)

PRE-TEST SAMPLE

STUDY SAMPLE

VARIABLE
“F'Z; t‘,f’;s Loadings Communalities ﬁ:&tgis Loadings Communalities
Factor 1 Factor 2
B) Pay Satisfaction ONE
(See Exhibit B) Items:
97 .8390 .7039
98 .7859 6176
99 .4727 .2234
100 .7675 .5890
C) Job Satisfaction ONE
(See Exhibit B) Items:
101 .7088 .5024
102 .7939 .6303
103 .7579 .5745
104 .7401 .5477
D) Propensity to Leave
(See Exhibit B) ONE
Items:
105 .6313 .3986
106 .6794 4615
107 .5645 .3187
108 .5685 .3233
109 .5158 . 2661

e



EXHIBIT £: INTER-ITEM CORRELATION MATRIX OF PRETEST, INDUSTRIAL AND SERVICE SAMPLE SCALES
FRE-TEST XYZ VALVES BETH
TASK_STRUCTURE
Autonomy . 437 133 139 . 141 144 145 137 138 138 141 144 45 37 38 39 a1 4 45
137)1.0 137{1.0 37f1.0
132 .4989 |1.0 138} -.3198 | 1.0 381-.2218 | 1.0
139] 422 | 2173 1.0 13|-.2357 | .2035{1.0 398-.0716 | .0790 {1.0
141] .4271 | .3058 | .1742 | 1.0 141] .3502 | -.2365 | -.1526 | 1.0 41} 2731 | -.0300 {-.0838 1.0
1441 1571 | L2239 | .3645 | .3039 {1.0 146 -.2002 | .2155 1 .4544 | -.3062 | 1.0 44|~.0908 | .0817 | .4322 |-.2381 {1.0
125] .3380 | 4514 | (3797 | .2a46 | .2849 1.0 145|-.2750{ .3051| .2969{-.2437 | .3441 [1.0 45j-.1280 | .za7v | 2412 |-.1231 ] L3141 |10
Skill Varfety ..o 459 73z 133 140 143 128 129 132 133 140 143 28 29 32 33 0 43
128 |1.0 128{1.0 28[1.0 ’
X 129 | 1230 1.0 129} -.1000 | 1.0 29| L0141 |1.0
ek 132 | .3104 | .3042 {1.0 132] .2748 1 -.3296 1.0 32| .2747 {-.0802 (1.0
133 | .2843 | .3427 | .2839 |1.0 133}-.2392 | .3123 | -.4407 | 1.0 33{-.0968 | .2094 {-.1858 1.0
140 | .g283 | .0268 | .2502 | .2700 {1.0 140{ .3097 | -.1800 | .3836 | ~.3130}1.0 40| .4731 }-.0312 | .2930 |-.0818 1.0
143 | 2596 | .1304 | .1830 | .3816 | .3242171.0 143l-.2388| .29401-.3476| .41421-.3668 11.0 43|-.2038 | .0557 |-.2384 | .2515|-.2550 {1.0
Task Feedback 131138 135 31 34 35
1311.0 31{1.0
(See Exhibit B) 134] .2914{ 1.0 34] .3301 [1.0
135 .2498| .6492 1.0 35| .3270 | .7131 [ 1.0
Task Identity 127 130 136 142 27 30 36 42
127[7.0 271.0
‘(See Exhibit 8) 130 .2926 | 1.0 30| .3192 {1.0
136| .3935] .4722 |1.0 35| .4988 | ,4133 }1.0
142] .0826| .2416 | .2862 |1.0 a2| 0491 | L2311 | .2248 1.0




EXHIBIT E: INTER-ITEM CORRELATION MATRIX OF PRETEST, INDUSTRIAL AND SERVICE SAMPLE SCALES (CONT'D)

PRE-TEST ‘ . ’ XYZ VALVES

Upward Influence _

146 147 148 149 150 151 152 153 164 155 146 147 148 149 150 151 152 153 154 155
146, 1.0 146 11.0
1471 .4515 11.0 147 | .4275 11.0
1481 .3434 | .2675|1.0 148 | .4304 | .4716{1.0
149 .3567 { .3770} .3639 {1.0 - 149 | .4787 | .4071| .2686 |1.0
150§ .2920 | .3978 | .5132 | .5440 |1.0 150 | .5025 | .4654 | .3003 § .6855 1.0
1511 .5606 | .4416| .3711 ] .3303 } .4577 {1.0 151 | .5395 | .4448 | .3317 § .6560 | .7364 |1.0
152 .2920 | .3080 | .4577 | .4740 | .4804 | .2613 1.0 152 | .4546 | .4096 | .2621 | .6219 | .6380 { .7302 |1.0
153 | .4477 | .2461 | .4724 | .3438 | .4207 | .4302 | .2972)1.0 ) 153 | .4406 | .3727 | .4346 | .3874 | .4441 | .4787 | .4336|1.0

. 154 . .4016 | .3240 | .5325 | .4789 | .5280 | .4459 | .4721 ] .4357 1.0 154 | .4624 | .4487 | 5337 | .4470 | .4596 | .4848 | .4648 | .6629 |1.0

155 .4328 | ,3094 | .5684 | .4401 | .5519 | .4113 | .4805 | .4798 | .6425|1.0 155 | .4816 | .3935 | .4395 | .4646 | .4772 | .4887 | .4591 | .5465 | .64111.0

INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES PRE-TEST

Internal-External

163 21 213 216 217 221 223 24 225 227 228 229
183§ 1.0
2111 .C333 (1.0
213] .3020 | .1243{1.0
216 .0500 | .1657 | .0137 |1.0
2171 ,1926 | .0376 { .0248 | .0730 |1.0
221} .2000 | .1560 | .2952 | .0075 | ,2847 [1.0
223 .162) |-,0329 | 1417 |-,0007 | ,1533 | ,081%1 [1.0
2241 .0086 | .0855 ) .11G2 | .1533 | .1339 { .0055}=-.0512 |1.0
2251 .Ce64 | .2372 | .1877 | .1748 | .0839 { ,1170| .2237 | .2103 |i.0
227] .C836 | .3503 .2582 | .0700 i .0936 | .1495 .0502 .1287 | 337071 1.0
2281 -.0154 | .1073| .1140 | .1130 {-.0912 |-.0229 | -.0939 | .3295 | .2751] .1463 {1.0
229| .0234 1 .1109 |-.0227 | .0885 ; .1130 | .0228 | -,0047 | .0050 ! .1829] .1200{ .1102|1.0

ote



46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55

EXHIBIT E: INTER-ITEM CORRELATION MATRIX OF PRETEST, INDUSTRIAL AND SERVICE SAMPLE SCALES (CONT'D)

68
81
83
86
87
9
93
94
95
97
98

- BETH
Upward Influence
' 46 47 48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55
1.0 '
L4004 | 1.0 ‘
.3225 | .3201 (1.0
41521 ,4145 | .2145] 1.0
4470 | .4110 | .2475) .6679 {1.0
4131 .3589 | .2757 | .5377 | .6465 {1.0
.3242 | .4023 | .1712| .5995 | .5210 | .5266] 1.0
.4444 | 3884 | .3920| .4376 | .5085 | .5973| .4193 1.0
L4255 | .4244 | .4186| .4615 | .5130 | .6178| .4636| .7027] 1.0
.4180 1 .4081 1 .3906| .4371 | .4701 | .5265| .3971| .6225| .7020{1.0
INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES
Internal-External
68 81 83 86 87 91 93 94 .95 97 98 99
1.0
-.0622 {1.0
.0306 | -.1729 |1.0 _
-.0082 | .1061 |-.0807 {1.0
.1525 {-.0085 | .1801( .0126 [1.0
-.0188 | -.0669 | .1300 |-.0888 | .2232 {1.0
.1700 |-.1073 | .1478 | -.0210 | .1242 { .0285 [1.0
-.0840 | .0807 { .0135| .2134 { .0605{ .0334 {-.0132 (1.0
0045 | .2318 {-.2239}{ .1091 |-.0430 {-.1699 | -.0210| .2410} 1.0
-.1231 | .3213 |-.2678 | .0259 |-.0950 |-.0745 |-.1353 } .0743| .2519 {1.0
.0694 | ,1311 |-.0690 | .1925 |-.0302 |{-.0345 | -.0111 | .3478 | ..2351| .2136{1.0
-.0186 | .0399 |-.0542 | ,2181 |-.1093 |-.1428 | .0677 | .15021 .2306 | .0447 | .1939 |1.0

99

24



EXHIBIT f: INTER-ITEM CORRELATION MATRIX OF PRETEST, INDUSTRIAL AND SERVICE SAMPLE SCALES (CONT'D)

XYZ VALVES

INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES

Internal-External ‘

168 211 213 216 217 221 223 224 225 227 228 229
1681 1.0 '

211 -.2586 } 1.0
213 .1204 { -.1651 | 1.0
21o{ -.0471 .1031 | -.048211.0
2174 .1748 | -.0765 | .2763 | ~.02181 1.0
221{ .1066 {-.0996 | .2026 | -.0045| .1365[1.0
2231 .1257 1-,0909 | .1439 .0130! .1811} .i286 (1.0
224 .0477 | .0146 |-.064961 .30371-.0028| .0113| .0972 {1.0
225 -,0341 1 .1845 {-.2018 | ,212}} -.,1755| -.190% |~-.0750 | .2977 {1.0
227 | -.0812 | ,3060 }-.3040| .1734)-.1432{-.0930 [-.1176 | 1701 .3883 {1.0
228 1 -.0228 | .1603 {-.0844 | ,1734{-.0086 | -.0181 | .0262 | .3624 | .2675 | .2551 (1.0
.0442 | .0406 | .0478 | 0875} -.0821|-.3039 | .0055 | .1360 | .1531 | .0669 | .2656 {1.0

ny

~N

0
]

8#2



EXHIBIT E: INTER-ITEM CORRELATION MATRIX OF PRETEST, INDUSTRIAL AND SERVICE SAMPLE SCALES (CONT'D)

PRE-TEST

INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES
Self-Esteen

(See Exhibit B)

ACCEPTANCE OF BUREAUCRATIC ORIENTATION
Heirarchy of Autharity
157 164 175 180 219

157{1.0
164| .2550 1.0
175{ .2868 | .3881 {1.0
180! .1392] .2880 | .1961 [ 1.0

219 .1948 | .2171 | .1448 | .3160 {V.0

Division of Labor
178 212 214 222
178}1.¢
2121 .4831 {1.0
214} 4795 | .3811 {1.0
222{ .3495 | .3883 | .2913 |1.0

Rules for Incumbents
166 176 177 220 226

166 (1.0
176 .2191 {1.0
1771 .3022 | .2238 1.0
. 220) .2190§ .3076 | .1346 (1.0
2261 .2599 | .2924 | .0637 | .3628 {1.0

Need for Achievement
158 162 169 170 171
158 [1.0 '
162 .3024 {1.0
169 .3527 | .2461 1.0
170 .3041 | .1982 | 1600 |1.0
1711 .4274 | .3608 | .2103 | .1388 1.0

M ~ ~N W,

XYZ VALVES
156 172 114 218
156/1.0
172|-.0772 { 1.0
174|-.2015 | .0770{1.0
218( .2205 | -.1093 | -.1369] 1.0
157 164 175 180 219
157§1.0 :
164} .1451 {1.0
175{ .2013 [ .3601 {1.0
180|-.1750 | -.2414 |-.2581 } 1.0°
219-.0920 { -.1741 [-~.2496 | .3700{1.0
178 212 4 222
178{1.0
212| .3316 {1.0
214] .2536 | .3456 {1.0
222f 287 | .2115 {2939 {1.0
166 16 177 220 226
166/1.0
176] .2130 {1.0
177{ .28%0 | .2598 {1.0
220| .0943 | .1944 | .0932 |1.0
226| -1619 | .2077 | .1450 | .3387 | 1.0
158 162 169, 170N
158/1.0
162 .2713 |1.0
169{ .3566 | .2522 1.0
170 .2105 | .1428 | .2507 |1.0
1711 .29m | (3359 | .3612 ) .3439 1.0

BETH
56 72 74 88
1.0 1
-.0556{ 1.0
-.2539| .1232 |1.0
.2607 -.0896 | -.1115 | 1.0
57 64 75 80 89
57{1.0
64l .1142]| 1.0 .
750 1731 .3355 {1.0
ol .0s38) -.1742 |-.3261 |1.0
891 .0516| ~.2158 |-.2160 | .4930 11.0
7882 84 92
78{1.0
82| .2396{ 1.0
84| .2800] .3409 1.0
92| .2969] .2558 | .2309 1.0
66 76 77 30 9
66 (1.0
76| .2694| 1.0
771 .3607| .3869 1.0
90} .1678} .2101 | .2528 {1.0
96| .1474| .29m | .2322 | .3768 |1.0
58 62 69 10 7N
58(1.0
62| .4001] 1.0
691 .3553| .3153 1.0
70| .1455] .1196 | .3330 1.0
71} .3963] .4391 | .4020 | .2934 |1.0

642



EXHIBIT E: INTER-TEM CORRELATION MATRIX OF PRETEST, INDUSTRIAL AND SERVICE SAMPLE SCALES (CONT'D)
PRE-TEST : XYZ VALVES  BETH

ACCEPTANCE OF BUREAUCRATIC ORIENTATION (cont;d)
Need for Affiliation

159 160 163 165 159 160 163 165 59 60 63 65
159 |1.0 159]1.0 5911.0
1601 .1003 [1.0 160§ .1485 | 1.0 . 60} .0500]1.0
163 | .2352 | .3227 { 1.0 163) .1784 | ,2380 |1.0 631 .1147 § .2946 {1.0
1651.1695 | .3361 1 .3844 1.0 ©o1esl 1222 3402 ] L4108 [1.0 65| .0314} .3760 | .5220}1.0

CUTCOMES
Overall Satisfaction - XYZ Valves :
230 23 232 233 234 235 236 237 238 239 240 24}
2304 1.0
2311 .5825 |1.0
2321 .5724 | .4765 |1.0
233| .6479 | .5798 | .6094 1.0
2341 .5211 | .587% | .4529 | .5585 {1.0
235] .3996 | .4143 | ,5374 | .4462 | .4086 |1.0
236 .4461 | .4439 | .3640 | .4384 | .4522 } .3987(1.0
237} .5131 1§ .4707 | .4764 | .5161 | .4803 ; 3969 .4934 |1.0
2387 .4870 | .3665 [ .6708 | .4513 { .3631 | .4504{ .3158 { .4155 (1.0
239 | .5972 | .5592 | .5159 | .6059 | .4855 | .4411| .4358 | .5686 | .493) [1.0
2407 .5049 | .6073 | .4634 | .52B3 { .3382 | .5057| .4058 | .3868 | .3836 | .5246 |1.0
281 | 5547 | .4570 1 .6829 | .5837 | 3448 | 43511 .3643 | .5101 .6542 5696 § .4851 11.0

Overall Satisfaction - Beth
00 101 102 103 104 105 106 107 108 109 110N
100 1.0
101} .5981 |1.0
102 .6223 | .5724 (1.0
1031 .6732 | .5966 | .6450 |1.0
104 | .3867 | .5024 | .3463 ; .3981 {1.0
1051 .4192 | .4694 | .5702 | .4593 | .3538 {1.0
106 .5306 | .5008 | .4874 | .5814 { .3949 | .4497 | 1.0 .
107| .5316 | .4421 | .4934 | .5179 | .3476 | .4467 | .5776 |1.C
108 .4702 | .3745 | .6626 | .5247 | .2120 | .3718 | .4089 | .4249 (1.0
109| .6709 | .5570 | .6477 | .7214 | .3733 | .4613 | .6015 | .6040 | .5849 1.0
110 .4309 | .6234 | .4549 | .4365 | .4386 | .5257 | .4481 | .4237 | .3345{ .4510)1.0
1M1} .5650 | .4866 | .6412 | .5439 | .3190 | .4842 | .5367 | .5678 | .5851 L6291 1 .4619 {1.0

052



EXHIBIT E:

INTER-ITEM CORRELATION MATRIX OF PRETEST, INMDUSTRIAL AND SERVICE SAMPLE SCALES (CONT'D)

PRE-TEST

QUTCOMES {cont'd
Pay Satisfaction

(See Exhibit B)

Job Satisfaction

(See Exhibit B)

Propensity to Leave

(Sea Exhibit B)

NOTE:

Pretest (reflected)
XYZ {unreflected)
Beth {unreflected)
Sample Size (N)

a) Pretest = 424 (Ohio Service & Union sample; Jan-April, 1974}

243
244
246
249

242
245
247
248

161
167
173
179
215

XYZ VALVES

243 244 246 249
1.0

64431 1.0

43701 .4160 1.0

.6300| .5743 ] .4016}1.0

242 245 247 248

1.0

5766 11.0

5051 § .5911 | 1.0

51411 5198 | 5408 1.0

161 167 173 17 215
1.0

4445 11.0

4339 | 3722 1.0
-.2536 |-.3817 |-.1736 |1.0

L1956 | .2581 | .1286 |-.3430( 1.0

b} XYZ Valves = 361 {Texas Manufacturing plant; Sept., 1974
c) Beth = 543 (Ohio mon-profit hospital: Dct.. 1374) " )

113
114
116
119

112
115
n7
118

61
67
73
79
85

BETH
N3 14 16119
1.0
.6694 |1.0
.3659 | .3901 [1.0
6793 1 .5971 | 3511 [1.0
M2 N5 N7 s,
1.0
.581 [1.0
.5098 | .6152 1.0
.5668 | .5963 | .6056 |1.0
8 67 73 79 85
1.0
.4214 }1.0
L5217 | .3951 1.0
-.3636 |-.3026 | -.3334 1.0
.400s | .3072 | .3074 1-.4011 11.0

62



262

TASK STRUCTURE

FXHIRIT F:  INTER-ITEM CORRELATION OF STUDY SCALES

Autonomy
17 18 19 20 21 22
17}1.0
18 .2818 1 1.0
19 .1766 L1595 1.0
20 .3226 16041 .,1306]1.0
21 .1609 L1509 1 .46551 .28344 1.0
22 | .2145 .2821 1 .27521 .19503 .3290i 1.0
Skill variety
23 24 25 26 27 28
231 1.0
241 .0182 (1.0
25 .2372 | .2733 | 1.0
26 L1326 | .4877 .3760 1.0
271 .4999 | .1152 3317 .2ns .0
28 L2190 | .2199 L3015 1 .3490 ) ,324411.0
Task Feedback
29 30 31
291 1.0
39 L3038 1.8
31 .2748 1 .6671 1 1.0
Task Identity
32 33 34 35
32{ 1.0
33 L3193 1.0
34 L4376 1 .4281 | 1.2
35 .0894 | ,2552 2R421 1.6

{N = 1409}

Upward Influence

16 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45
36 | 1.0 )
37 | .a81] 1.0
38 | .3772] .4167| 1.0
39 | .4563] .4094] .2456]1.0
a0 | .a819| .4456] .2810| .6756]1.0
a1 | .a851] .4077] .:22| .5993| .6975{1.0
42 | .a080] .4069| .2261] .6149{ .5937 .6410] 1.0
43 | .aa21| .3767| .4148] .4065| .4662| .5151) .4299) 1.0
as | .ass6| .4395| .4875| .4523| .a791| .5326| .4649| .67801.0
a5 | .4s558) .3973] .4230] .4488] .4745| .5068] .4318] .5683| .6609) 1.0



EXHIBIT F: IMTER-ITEM CORRELATION OF STUDY SCALES (CONI'D)
(N = 1409) . .
INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES
Internal-External
46 47 48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 57
46 1.0
47 .1845 | 1.0
48 .0890 } .1675¢ 1.0
"ag| .0301| .1057| .0593|1.0
50 .1643 | (05317 .2425 | .0114}1.0
51 L0569 } .0902) .1755| .0387| .16%4 | 1.0
52| .1481 | .0890{ .1440|-.0084} .1521 .0778 1.0
53 .0047 | .0359| .0274 ! .2653]-.0229 { -.0260| -.0403}1.0 -
54} .0135 ] .2036f .2064 | .1813} .1342 L1906 .0356] .26391 1.0
551 .0925 { .3132) .2900| .1217; .1277 .0933) .18} .1287] .3438)1.0
56 | -.0076 | .1475 | .0791 17771 .0146 .0203] -.0047 | .3595| .2482 ) .2360{ 1.0
57 .0339 | .0594{-.0114 | .1358| .0923 L1861 -.0295| .1398! .1802| .05931 .23801 1.B
Self-Esteem
58 59 60 61
sg | 1.0
59 .0686 | 1.0
60 .2335] .09674 1.0
6! .2440 | 10221 .1302] 1.0
Acceptanca of a Bureaucratic Orientation
Hierarchy of Authority Division of Labor
62 63 64 65 66 67 68 89 70
62 1.0 67} 1.0
63 .16641 1.0 68 .30204 1.0
64 .2152 ) .37471 1.0 69 .27291 ,3634] 1.0
65 1021 .24591 .30681 1.0 70 L2979 .26061 ,29701 1.0
66 .0768) .23581 .2689| .44411 1.0 Rules For Incumbents .
' A 72 73 74 75
110
72| .2584}1 1.0
. 73§ ,3258f .3164}1 1.0
74 1 15741 23781 .1673] 1.0
751 .18141 ,26911 .18s0l .37851 1.0

¢cz



EXHIBIT F:

INTER-ITEM CORRELATION OF STUDY SCALES (CONT'D)

. (N = 1409)
INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES {Cont'd)
Need for Achievement
76 77 78 79 80

76 11.0

77 .3161 1.0

78 .3491 § .2745 11.0

79 724 1 1302 .2822 }1.0

80 | .3269 | .3707 | .3747 | .3232}1.0

Need for Affiliation

81 82 83 84

81{ 1.0

82 .10681 1.0

83 513 .2599) 1.0

84 .07671 36041 .4557| 1.0

CUTCOMES

{verall Satisfaction

. 85 86 87 88 89 90 9] 92 93 94 95 96
85 1.0

86 .5936} 1.0

87 .59581 ,5207 {1.0

88 ,6598} .5887| .625311.0

89 L4724 ,5702 ) .4244 | .4948 11.0

90 .4130f .4437| .5427 ) .4552 | .3976 [1.0

91 .4672] .4439| .3973 ) .4801 ] .3635 | .4065} 1.0

92 ,5255( .4715§ .4900 ) .5201 | .4509 | .4228| .5067}1.0

93 ,8847] ,3759) .6702 | .4817 | .3199 | .4256| .3414} .4247 |1.0

94 .6281] .5617| .5600 ) .6509 | .4421 | .4533| .4896| .5848 | .5298 | 1.0

95 .4855| .6234] .4695} .5005 | .5393 | .5182) .3903} .4126 | .3741{ .5022} 1.0
96 .5648] .4829| .67251 .5719 | .4319 | .4622) .4087| .5407 .6308 L607%| ,493911.0

%2



QUTCOMES (Cont'd)

Pav Satisfaction

CEXHIBIT F: INTER-ITEM CORRELATION OF STUDY. SCALES (CONT'D)

97 98 99 100
97 { 1.0
98 .66251 1.0
99 | .3844| .3810]1.0
100 .6563| .5918| .3613 1.0
Job Satisfaction A
101 102 103 104
101 1.0
102 58411 1.0
103 51481 .6115] 1.0
104 .5413} .5524! .5781| 1.0
Propensity to Leave
105 106 107 108 109
1051 1.0
106 | .4178] 1.0
107 46811 .3915] 1.0
108 .2952| .4105| .2608} 1.0 .
109 .2804 | .3451| .2264| .4222} 1.0 -

(N = 1409)

gge
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Exhibit G: Scale Means, Standard Deviation, Variances,

and Reliability Coefficients for

Task Structure

TASK _STRUCTURE

Summary
Scale Skill Task Task Upward
Data Autonomy Variety Feedback Identity Influence
Mean 22,37 18.14 10.97 15.72 22.28
Standard , ~
Deviation 3.97 4.46 2.48 2.97 9.07
Variance 15.72 19.86 6.14 7.65 82.30
K=-R#3 . 6147 .6667 ~ .6261 .5597 .8862
Cronbach
Alpha .6552 .7006 . 6921 .6214 .8945
N 1287 1281 1305 1305 1315




Exhibit H: Scale Means, Standard Deviation, Variances,
. and Reliability Coefficients for Individual

452

Differences
INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES

Summary Hierarchy Division Rules Need Need

Scale Self- of " of for for for

Data I-E Esteem Authority Labor Incumbents Achievement Affiliation
Mean 37.40 15.99 17.53 15.00 13.82 20.50 14.04
Standard
Deviation 5.30 1.83 3.29 2.54 3.15 2.51 2.57
Varlance 28.06 3.34 10.80 6.42 ' 9.90 6.31 6.60
K-Ri#3 .5980 .3145 . 5845 .5564 .5618 . 6099 .4659
Cronbach

Alpha .6158 .3792 +6288 .6211 - .6l114 .6593 .5312
N 1318 1358 1356 . 1360 1341 - 1346 1346




gq2

Exhibit I:

Scale Means, Standard Deviation, Variance,

and Reliability Coefficients for Outcomes

OUTCOMES
Summary \ ‘
Scale Overall Pay Job Propensity
Data Satisfaction Satisfaction Satisfaction To Leave
Mean 42.17 10.89 13.88 13.77
Standard
Deviation 8.52 2.91 2.86 3.74
Variance 72.64 8.45 8.20 13.99
K~-R#3 ,9195 .7693 . 7936 . 6846
Cronbach
Alpha ,9236 .8063 . 8367 .7290
N 1296 v 1288 1355 1348




EXHIBIT J: STUDY SAMPLE - CONVERSION ITEM INDEX

September-October, 1974

I. Industrial Sample

A. Total Hourly

B. Total Salaried
1. Non-Exempt
2. Exempt-Supervisory
3. Missing Data

1i. Hospital Sample

A. Total Hourly

B. Total Salaried
1. Non-Exempt
2. Exempt-Supervisory
3. Missing Data

ITI. Total Sample

259

. Total Study

Possible Sample Sample
Size N
1003 861
607 530
396 331
164 145
232 182
- 4
679 548
605 474
74 70
21 19
53 51
-- 4
1409

1682
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EXHIBIT J: STUDY SAMPLE - COMVERSION ITEM INDEX (CONT'D)
DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES

Original
. Computer Variable Conversion
Variable Name XYZ Valves Beth Computer Variable
WAGE CLASSIFICATION 109 21 1
XYZ Valves Beth ‘
HourTy - 1) Full-time hourly; 2) Part
time hourly
2) Salaried - non-
exempt
3) Salaried - 3) Salaried - non
' exempt supervisory
4) Salaried - 4) Salaried -
supervisory supervisory
WORK TIME ' 110 24 . 2
1) Less than 30 days '
2) 1-3 months
3) 4-11 months
4) 1-3 years
5) 4-5 years
6) 6-10 years
7) 11 years or more
COMMUNITY SIZE - REARING 1M 18 3
1) On farm or ranch
2) In the country, not a farm
3) A suburban town near a city
4) A small city (less than 100,000 people)
5) A large city (more than 100,000 people)
AGE 12 13 4
1) Under 20 :
2) 21-25 years
3) 26-30 years
4) 31-35 years
5) 36-40 years
6) 41-45 years
7) 46-55 years
8) 56 years or older »
PRESENT TENURE ON JOB 113 : 25 5

1) Less than 30 days
2) 1-3 months
3) 4-11 months
4) 1-3 years
Sg 4.5 years
6-10 years
7) 11 years or more
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. EXHIBIT J: STUDY SAMPLE - CONVERSIOM ITEM INDEX (CONT'D)
DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES (cont'd)

Original
Computer Variable Conversion
Variable Name AY¥Z Valves Beth Computer Variable

MARITAL STATUS 114 12 6
XYZ Valves Beth :
1) Yes Married
2) HNo Widowed
Separated
Divorced
5) Never Married

0N —
e S St S

COMMUNITY SIZE - CURRENT 115 19 7
1) On a farm or ranch
2) In the country, not a farm
3) A suburban town near a city
4
5

A small city (less than 100,000 people)
A large city (more than 100,000 people)

EDUCATION LEVEL 116 15 8
1) Some elementary school (grades 1-7)
2) Completed elementary school (8 grades)
3) Some high school (9-11 years)
4) Graduated from high school or G.E.D.
5) Some college or technical training
beyond high school (1-3 years)
6) Graduated from college (B.A., B.S., or
other bachelors degree)
7) Some graduate school
8) Graduate degree (Masters, Ph.D., M.D., etc.)

TOTAL INCOME | 17 20 : 9

1) Under $4,000

2) $4,000-5,999

3) $6,000-7,999

4) $8,000-9,999

5) $10,000-12,999

6) $13,000-15,999

7) $16,000-19,999 -

8) $20,000 or more

RACE . 118 16 10
XYZ Valves Beth
1) Black 1) Black
2) Oriental 2} Oriental
3) American Indian 3) American Indian
4) Spanish Surname 4) Spanish Surname
5) None of the 5) White
above 6) None of the
above



DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES (cont'd)

262

EXHIBIT J: STUDY SAMPLE - CONVERSION ITEM INDEX (CONT'D)

Variable Name

O~NATHWN —
et et S S o " et e

0N =t
et N

WORK HOURS PER WEEK
30-34
35-39
40-44
45-49
50-54
55-59
60-64
65 and over

SEX
Female
Male

PRIMARY SOURCE OF INCOME

Yes
No

SHIFT
First Shift
Second Shift
Third Shift

HOURLY CLASSIFICATION
“{skill Tevel)
XYZ Valves

Original
Computer Variable Conversion
Computer Variable

XYZ Valves Beth
119 26 1

120 1 12
121 17 13

122 23 14

123 22 15
Beth

1st Class-Maintenance 1) RN"s

2nd Class-Tool Control 2)

3rd Class-Machine 3)
Operator

4th Class-Tool Grinder g;

6)
None of the above 7)
SITE STRATA NUMBER

Hospital
Industrial

LPN's
Aid's

Orderly's
Technicians
Clerical and/or
Secretarial
None of the above

16
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EXHIBIT J: STUDY SAMPLE - CONVERSION ITEM INDEX (CONT'D)

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES - TASK STRUCTURE®

Original Conversion
Computer Variable Computer
Variable Name : Code Number XYZ Valves Beth Variable Reflections
Autonomy 4 B1 137 37 17 ---
B1 138 38 18 R
B1 139 39 19 R
B1 : 141 41 20 —
B1 144 a4 21 R
BI 145 45 22 R
Skill Variety B2 128 28 23 ---
: B2 129 29 24 R
B2 132 32 25 -—
B2 133 33 26 R
B2 140 40 27 -—
B2 143 43 28 _ R
Task Feedback B3 131 31 23 R
’ B3 134 34 30 R
B3 135 35 31 R
Task Identity B4 127 27 32 R
" B4 130 30 33 R
B4 136 36 34 R
B4 142 42 35 R
Upward Influence B5 146 46 36 ~——-
: B5 147 47 37 ---
B5 148 48 38 -—-
B5 149 49 39 -——
B5 150 50 40 - ---
B5 151 51 41 ---
B5 152 52 42 -
B5 153 53 43 ---
B5 . 154 - 54 44 ---
B5 155 55 45 ---
MODERATORS - INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES
Internal-External C1 v 168 68 46 ==
a1 2n . 81 47 R
c1 213 83 48 -=-
C1 216 86 49 R
Ci 217 87 50 ---
c1 221 91 51 -=-
1 - 223 93 52 -=-
Ci 224 94 53 R
c1 225 95 54 R
C1 227 97 55 R
€1 228 98 56 R
19 I 229 99 57 R



© EXHIBIT J: STUDY SAMPLE - CONVERSION ITEM INDEX (CONT'D)

MODERATORS - INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES (cont'd)

Original Conversion
Computer Variable Computer
Variable Name Code Number XYZ Valves Beth Variable Reflections
Self-Esteem c2 156 - 56 58 R
c2 172 72 : 59 - ---
c2 174 74 60 -—
c2 218 88 61 R

€3 = Acceptance of Bureaucratic Orientation

Hierarchy of Authority C3a 157 57 62 R
C3a 164 64 63 R
C3a 175 75 64 R
C3a 180 80 65 -
C3a 219 89 66 . ---
Division of Labor . C3b 178 78 67 R
: C3b 212 82 68 R
C3b 214 84 69 R
C3b 222 92 70 R
Rules for Incumbents C3c 166 66 ' 7 -
. C3c 176 76 72 .-
C3c 177 77 73 -
C3c 220 920 74 ---
C3c 226 96 75 -—--
Need for Achievement - C4 158 58 76 R
(o} 162 62 77 R
Cc4 - - 169 69 78 R
C4 170 70 79 R
(o) 171 71 80 R
Need for Affiliation c5 159 59 81 R
; cs 160 60 82 R
C5 163 63 83 R
C5 165 65 84 R
DEPENDENT VARIABLES - OUTCOMES
Overall Satisfaction Dl 230 100 85 R
D1 231 101 86 R
D 232 102 87 R
D1 233 103 88 R
D1 234 104 89 R
D1 235 105 90 R
D1 236 106 N R
D1 237 107 92 R
D1 238 108 93 R
D1 239 109 94 R
D1 240 110 95 R
D1 241 m 9 R



EXHIBIT J: STUDY SAMPLE - CONVERSION ITEM INDEX (CONT'D)

DEPENDENT VARIABLES - QUTCOMES (cont'd)

Original Conversion
Computer Variable Computer
Variable Name Code Number XYZ Valves Beth Variable Reflections -
Pay Satisfaction D2 243" 113 97 R
D2 244 114 98 R
p2 246 116 99 R
D2 249 119 100 R
Job Satisfaction - D3 242 112 101 R
D3 245 115 102 R
D3 247 17 103 R
D3 248 118 104 R
Propensity to Leave D4 . 161 61 105 R
D4 167 67 106 R
D4 173 73 107 R
D4 179 79 108 == e
04 218 - 85 109 R
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BExhibit K ¢ Sample Characteristics -
Job Level or Wage Class

Classification N Percent
Hourly 1004 71.7
Salaried - Non exempt 145 10.3
Salaried - Exempt, Non supervisory 120 8.6
Salaried - Exempt, Supervisory 132 9.4

Missing
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Exhibit K

Sample Characteristics =~
Seniority or Company Tenure

{ continued)

Company Tenure N Percent

Less than 30 days Ly 2.9
1 - 3 months 99 7.1
It - 11 months 226 16.2
1 - 3 years 356 25.5
Iy - 5 years 191 C 13,7
6 - 10 years 234 16.7
11 years or more 251 18.0
Missing‘ 11
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Exhibit K ¢ Sample Characteristics -
Socialization or Community
Size (Rearing) - (continued)

268

Socialization
(Rearing) N Percent

On a farm or ranch 265 19.0
In the country, not on a farm 184 13.2
A suburban town near a city 129 9.3
A small city (less than 100,000

people) 397 28.5
A large city (more than 100,000

people) 418 30.0
Missing 16
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Exhibit K ¢ Sample Characteristics =~
Age - (continued)

Age N Percent
Under 20 126 9.0
21 - 25 years 4 357 25.4
26 = 30 years 273 19.5
31 ~ 35 years 164 _ 11.7
36 - 40O years | 123 8.8
k1l - 45 years 107 7.6
Lé -~ 55 years | 172 12.3
56 years or older » 81 5.8

Missing 6
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Exhibit K ¢ Sample Characteristics -
Job Tenure =~ (continued)

Job Tenure N Percent
Less than 30 days _ 72 _ 5.2
1 - 3 months 194 13.9
Ly - 11 months 306 | 21.9
1 - 3 years ' Tole 29.3
. 44 -~ 5 years 145 10.4
6 - 10 years | - 154 11.0

11 years or more 104 7,4

Missing | 25
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Exhibit K: Sample Characteristics -
Marital Status - (continued)

Marital Status N Percent
Married 989 73.0 -
Widowed 201 o 4.8
Separated ' 7 o5
Divorced . | b5 3.3
Never Married . 113 _ 8.3

Missing S




Exhibit K : Sample Characteristics =
Socialization (Current)

(continued)

Socialization
(Current) N Percent

On a farm or ranch 165 11.8
In the country, not on a farm 147 10.5
A suburban town near a city 189 13.5
A small city (under 100,000

people) 331 23.7
A large city (more than 100,000

people) 565 40.4
Missing 14
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Exhibit K ¢ Sample Characteristics =
Education - (continued)

273

Eduecation N Percent

Some elementary school

(grades 1 - 7) 13 .9
Completed elementary school

(8 grades) 28 2.0
Some high school (9 - .11 years) 159 11.5
Graduated from high school

or G.B.D. 561 40.5
Some college or technical training

beyond high school (1 - 3 years) Lol 35.7
Graduated from college (B.A., B.S.,

or other bachelors degrees Vi 5.3
Some graduvate school 31 2.2
Graduate degree (Masters, Ph.D,

M.D., etc.) 24 1.7
Missing 25
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Exhibit K : Sample Characteristics =
Income - (continued)

Income N - Percent
Under $4,000 / 232 | 16.5
$4,000 ~ 5,999 285 20.2

© $6,000 - 7,999 200 TS
$8,000 ~ 9,999 205 4.5
$10,000 - 12,999 305 21.6
$13,000 - 15,999 - 89 6.3
$16,000 - 19,999 27 1.9
~ $20,000 or more 26 1.8

Missing 40
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Exhibit K ¢ Sample Characteristics -
Race ~ (continued)

Race N | Percent
Black 121 8.7
Oriental AL .- 1.0
American Indian | 23 1.7
Spanish Surname 108 7.8
White 1,118 80.8

Missing 25
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Exhibit X ¢ Sample Characteristics -
Work Hours Per Week

(continued)
Work Hours
Per Week N Percent
30 - 34 67 - k9
35 - 39 - 8 ‘ .6
Lo - 4k ' v 759 ' 55.6
L5 - H9 379 27.8
50 -~ 9 6.7
5559 ' s 3.3
60 - &4 9 7

65 and over 6 I

Missing : b5
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Exhibit K : Sample Characteristics =-
Sex - (continued)

Sex N Percent
Female 587 42.0

Male | | 809 58.0

Missing ‘ 13
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Exhibit K ¢ Sample Characteristics -
Primaxry Source of Income

(continued)
Primary Source
of Income N Percent
Yes ' 891 64,2

Missing 21




"BExhibit K .

Sample Characteristics =
Shift - (continued)

279

Shift

N Percent
First - 912 67.6
Second 283 21.0
Third 155 11.5
Missing 5




. 280

Exhibit K : Sample Characteristics -
‘ Site - (continued)

Site N Percent

Beth S48 38.9

XYZ Valves | 861 - 6L




Exhibit L: Multiple Classification
Analysis (MCA)

The main advantage of MCA is when sgspected predictors are
combined into a single “"pattern" variable (i.e., a speéific facet
of task structure combined with a specific irdividval personality
variable)., MCA uses this pattern variable as the control in
‘predicting the same criterion measuie as was predicted in the R2
step. This particular MCA analysis mode generates an unadjﬁsted
Eta squared (NiZ), which is an unbiased estimate of the fraction
of criterion variance explained by the pattern variable. The dif-
ference between Rz and Ni2 indicates the fraction of explained
variance which is.lost to the additivity assumption.

In othey terminology, the use of MCA allows the researcher
to sort out the relative contributions of predictors. The main ;
effects of task structure, personality, and the outcome variables
plus their interactions can be studied independent of one .another,
For the purposes of making an MCA analysis mode pattern variable,
“interaction terms of each facet of task structure X each individﬁal
difference variable were formed. This was done by quinchotomizing
each predictor variable (i.e., each facet of task structure and

each personality variable) so that it was scored 1 to 5, and by
adding the two. predictors (e.g.;! autonomy X I-E) together to
form a 25-point scale ranging from 1 (1 X 1) to 25 (5 X 5).
Adding the two predicﬁors together formed the pattern variable

(the main effects Plus the interaction effects) and produced the

281 -
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Exhibit L: Multiple Classification
Analysis (MCA) -~ (cont'd)

Ni%. In addition, the prosram produces a Beta’ which is the
relative importance of each predictor independent of the others.
In this instance, Be-ta.2 is not a proportion of variance and must
be interpreted with caution, The Beta.2 is actually a partial beta
coefficient for each predictor. "The rank oxder of these~betas
indicates the relative importance of the various p:edictors in |
their explanation of the dependent variable if all other predictors
were 'held constant'".(Andrews, et al.,” 1973, p. 47). The square
of the beta coefficient is the sum of the squares attributable to
the predictor after holding all other predictors constant relative
to the total sum of the squares.

Utilizing a combination or pattern variable in'this so~called
"super analysis" of variance can assist a MCA user in detecting
predictor interactions. Andrews, et al. (1973) recommends the fol~-
lowing five=step procedure tc detect interactions or moderators:

1. Determine a set of suspected interacting predictors.

2, Form a "combination variable" using these predictors.

3. Run one MCA analysis using the suspect predictors to
get adjusted RZ, '

Lk, Run one MCA analysis with the "combination variable"
as the control in one-way analysis of variance to get
adjusted eta squared, which will be > adjusted R,

5. Use the difference, adjusted eta squared--~adjusted R
(the fraction of variance explained which is lost due
to the additivity assumptionj, as a guide to determine
whether the use of a combination variable in place of
the original predictors is justified (p. 21-22),
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Exhibit L: Multiple Classification
Analysis (MCA) - (cont'd)
- For a more detailed explanation of the interaction effects
and the making of a pattern variahle throﬁgh MCA, see Andrews,
et al. (1973) rages 17-22.
Although there are several alternative methods for calculating
the various statistics utilized in.MCA, they are derived from the

following basic statistical model:

Y.q (X X} n=Y+a.+b.+e.-ao.n
1J i 7] iJ
where: Yij ves. N = The score on dependent variable
Y = Grand mean on dependent variable
a, = The effect of the membership in the iih
' category of predictor A
bj = The effect of membership in the ji'}:-'1

category of predictor B

€. ..eenn = Error term
ij**

MCA calculates an Rz unad justed which is thé multiple correlation
coefficient squared, before making allowance for the degrees of
freedom, It is the actual proportion of variance explained in a
given run of MCA, It is cémputed by mears of the following
formulias

R® = E/T

i

where: X = explained sum of squares

!

T = total sum of squares
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Exhibit L: Multiple Classification
Analysis (MCA) - (cont'd)

The MCA R is identical to the R® which could have been obtained

from a multiple regression utilizing the appropriate dummy variables.

In order to check for interaction, the MCA program préduces
an unadjusted eta squared which is often called the correlation
ratio., It is the percent of variance in the depéndent variable
that can be explained by the combination of two predictors into

a pattern variable, It is computed by the following formula: |

where: BSS = the between means sum of squares

TSS = the total sum of squares

The Beta squared statistic for each predictor is calculated

by the following formulas

Biz = Di/T

il

sum of squares over an individuals score (k)
on the dependent variable, of adjusted
deviations for each predictor

- where: Di

T = total sum of squares

Once again, the Beta squared is the sum of squares attri-
butable to the predictor, after "holding other predictors constant,"
relative to the total sum of squares. The formula for the calcu~

lation of 3Beta is:
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Exhibit L: Multiple Classification
: Analysis (MCA) - (cont'd)

tern variable) between unadjusted R® and Ni°, Darlington (1968)
and Cohen (1968) suggest the difference between R® and Ni% or any
interaction due to any increment to an Rzy.A because of the
addition of B can be tested by the F ratio, Specifically, Cohen

(1973, p. 435) provides the following formula:

2 2
ro Ry.aB-R y.A)/b
(1-B2.A, B) /(n-a=b-1)
where: af = b and (n-a-b—l) '

Rzy.A,B = the incremented R based on a + b indepen-~

dent variables, that is, predicted from the
combined sets of A and B variables

Rzy.A = the smaller RZ based on only a indeﬁendent

variable, that is, predicted from only A
set,
a and b are the number of original (a) and

added (b) independent variables, hence the
number of degrees of freedom each takes up

Cohen indicates his F ratib "is much more general in its appli-

cability than the present narrow context, and its symbols have

been accordingly given quite general interpretation." (1973, p. 435)
Following Cohen's suggestion, his F ratio was reduced to the

following formula to be compatible with the MCA derived statistics:
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Exhibit L: Multiple Classification

F Ratio

where: Niz =

RY =

=
1

Analysis (MCA) - (cont'd)

(Rzy.A,B-Rzy.A) /b

=

(1-R2y.A,B)-/(n-a-b-1)

= N3Z-R% (n=a~b,-1)

.2 _
1~Ni t?

uwmad justed eta squared

unad justed multiple correlation coefficient
squaxed.

number of cases
original predictor variable degrees of freedom
pattern variable degrees of freedom

pattern variable degrees of freedom minus
the original variable degrees of freedom



Exhibit M: Partial-Oxrder r

Partial-Order r

When only one variable is held constant, 2 firstjorder partial
correlation is the outcome., A first-qrder partial correlation
"between two variables is one that nullifies the effects of a third
variable (or a number of other variables) upon both the variables
being correlated" (Guilford, 1973, p. 312). With the use of a
partial correlation coefficient, it 1s possible to.control for the
interaction effects found from the findings of hypothésis 1 and
ﬁo partial them out. By straightforward generalization, a first-

order r may be expressed as the following formulas

12 (rl3 rz3)
\/kl - r213) (1 - 1223)

T12+3

The above.%ormula is referred to as a partial r of the first-order
based upon three zero-order r's,

'The specific formula utilized iﬁ testing hypotheses 2, 3, and
Lt was the following statistic from OSIRIS I1I, Institute for Social

Research, The University of Michigan:

Tiserle... = N Bijert...Biient...

1t

the weight applied to variable j in  the regres~

where: B,
13 sion equation for predicting variable i

It

B

51 the weight applied to variable i1 in the regres=-

sion equation for predicting variable j
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Exhibit M: Partijal-Order r - (cont'd)

These partial correlation coefficients are computed as the square
root of the product of the two regression coefficients., These co~-
efficients may be defined in the ordinary fashion as the square
root of the proportion of the variance of the dependent variable
explained by the independent variable in the equation,

The Sisgnificance of Partial r

Before using the partial r and testing for significance by
means of a "t" test, a standard error of the partial r must first
be calculated. The standard error of a partial coefficient of |
correlation is the same as that for a Pearson r except that the
- number of degrees of freedom in the denominator of the formula for
the standard error is a bit smaller (Guilford, 1973, p. 313-314).
Guilford indicates the significance of an obfained paitial r may

be obtained by the following formulas

2
1= 934, ..m

[e)
¥12+34...m

\/ N-m

where: mn = the number of variables involved

N = numkter of cases
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Exhibit Mt Partial-Order r - (cont'd)

Utilizing a simple transformation of the standard error of
the partial r to accommedate a "t" test, the following formula is

derived:

£12-34

t = -
V/(l - r12.342)/(N—m)

The above "t" test formula was used to test the significance
of the first-order partial r. Since hypotheses 2, 3, and 4 each
indicated directionality (i.e., r > 0); the test of significance
is a one-tail test. In order to accept a given hypothesis, the
_ pértial correlation coefficient must be of sufficient size to reject
the null hypothesis (Ho). 1In this case, the null hypothesis
assumes a value for r < 0. The degree of freedom of the significance

test is N = 3,
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Exhibit O: Effects of the Relative Importance
of Individual Difference Variables
and the Facets of Task Structure
Beta Weight's on the Outcome Variables

Beta . Beta :
Independent Variable Weight Moderator Variable Weight Dependent Variable
Autonony 27 Internal~External .07 Overall Satisfaction
Skill Variety 16 Internal-External .09 Overall Satisfaction
Task Feedback .30 Internal-External .08 Overall Satisfaction
Task Identity .20 Internal=External : .07 Overall Satisfaction
Upward Influence «29 Internal-External .06 Overall Satisfaction
Autonomy .28 Self-Esteem L4 Overall Satisfaction
Skill Variety .16 Self-Esteen .05 Overall Satisfaction
- Task Feedback «30 Self-Esteen .05 Overall Satisfaction
Task Identity 20 Self-Esteem JO4 Overall Satisfaction
Upward Influence 29 = Self-Esteen , O4  Overall Satisfaction
Autonomy 28 Hieraxrchy of Authority .05 Overall Satisfaction
Skill Variety - .16 Hieraxrchy of Authority .03 . Overall Satisfaction
Task Feedback «30 Hierarchy of Authority .05 Overall Satisfaction
Task Identity «20 Hierarchy of Authority +O4 Overall Satisfaction
Upward Influence . " 429 Hierarchy of Authority 05 Overall Satisfaction
Autonomy .28 Division of Labor .20 Overall Satisfaction
Skill Variety 15 Division of Labor 20 Overall Satisfaction
Task Feedback '29 Division of Labor .19 Overall Satisfaction
Task Identity 19 Division of Labor - «19 Overall Satisfaction

Upwaxd Influence «29 Division of Labor 22 Overall Satisfaction



Exhibit Os

Effects of the Relative Importance
of Individual Difference Variables
and the Facets of Task Structure Beta

Weight's on the Outcome Variables - {cont'd)

‘ Beta Beta
Independent Variable Weight Moderator Variable Weight Dependent Variable
Autonomy .26 Rules for Incumbents .28 Overall Satisfaction
Skill Variety J12 Rules for Incumbents .28 Overall Satisfaction
Task Feedback 30 Rules for Incumbents 26 Overall Satisfaction
Task Identity .17 Rules for Incumbents 27 Overall Satisfaction
Upward Influence <30 Rules for Incumbents .31 Overall Satisfaction
Autonomy .26 Need for Achievement .17 Overall Satisfaction
Skill Variety 14 Need for Achievement .18 Overall Satisfaction
Task Feedback .28 Need for Achievement .16 Overall Satisfaction
Task Identity .18 Need for Achievement .16 Overall Satisfaction
Upwaxd Influence .28 Need for Achievement .18 Overall Satisfaction
Autonomy 27 Need for Affiliation 09 Overall Satisfaction
Skill Variety - 15 Need for Affiliation .10 Overall Satisfaction
Task Feedback 29 Need for Affiliation .09 Overall Satisfaction
Task Identity .19 Need for Affiliation 11 Overall Satisfaction
Upward Influence .28 Need for Affiliation .08 Overall Satisfaction
Autonomy .08 Internal-External .07 Pay Satisfaction
Skill Variety .09 Internal-External .08 Pay Satisfaction
Task Feedback 013 Internal-External 07 Pay Satisfaction
Task Identity .06 Internal-External .09 Pay Satisfaction
Upward Influence .08 Internal-External 07

Pay Satisfaction
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Exhibit O: Effects of the Relative Importance
of Individual Difference Variables
and the Facets of Task Structure Beta

Weight's on the Outcome Variables ~ (cont'd)

Independent Variable

Beta
Weight

Moderator Variable

Beta
Weight

Dependent Variable-

Autonomy

. Skill Variety
Task Feedback

Task Identity

Upward Influence

Autonomy

Skill Variety
Task Feedback
Task Identity
Upwaxd Influence

Autononmy

Skill Variety
Task Feedback
Task Identity
Upward Influence

Autonomy

Skill Variety
Task Feedback
Task Identity
Upward Influence

.09
.10
Q4
07
.08

.09
.10
.14
07
.08

.08
.09
13
06
.08

.09
.06
14
.07
.09

Self-Esteem
Self-Esteen
Self=Esteen
Self-Esteen
Self=-Esteen

Hierarchy of Authority
Hierarchy of Authority
Hiexarchy of Authority
Hierarchy of Authority
Hieraxrchy of Authority

Division of Labor
Division of Labox
Division of Labor
Division of Labor
Division of Labor

Rules for Incumbents
Rules for Incumbents

Rules for Incumbents

Rules for Incumbents
Rules for Incumbents

.05
.05
.05
.05
.05

.05
05
05
No
'OLF

19
19
.19
.19
.19

22
22
W21
22
22

Pay Satisfaction
Pay Satisfaction
Pay Satisfaction
Pay Satisfaction
Pay Satisfaction

Pay Satisfaction
Pay Satisfaction
Pay Satisfaction
Pay Satisfaction
Pay Satisfaction

Pay Satisfaction
Pay Satisfaction
Pay Satisfaction
Pay Satisfaction
Pay Satisfaction

Pay Satisfaction
Pay Satisfaction
Pay Satisfaction
Pay Satisfaction
Pay Satisfaction
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Exhibit O: Effects of the Relative Importance
of Individual Difference Variables
and the Facets of Task Structure Beta
Weight's on the Outcome Variables - (cont'd)

Beta Beta
Independent Variable Weight Moderator Variable Weight Dependent Variable
Autonony .08 Need for Achievement .05 Pay Satisfaction
Skill Variety .09 Need for Achievement .08 Pay Satisfaction
Task Feedback 5L Need for Achievement .06 Pay Satisfaction
Task Identity .07 Need for Achievement - .05 Pay Satisfaction
Upward Influence 08 Need for Achievement .06 Pay Satisfaction
Autonomy : .09 Need for Affiliation .05 Pay Satisfaction
Skill Variety .10 Need for Affiliation .05 Pay Satisfaction
Task Feedback 14 Need for Affiliation . Ok Pay Satisfaction
Task Identity 07 Need for Affiliation Ol Pay Satisfaction
Upward Influence .08 Need for Affiliation .03 Pay Satisfaction
Autonomy 21 Internal-External .03 Job Satisfaction
Skill Variety .10 Internal-External : Ok Job Satisfaction
Task Feedback «20 Internal-External .03 Job Satisfaction
Task Identity .18 Internal=-External 04 Job Satisfaction
Upward Influence W21 Internal-External Ol Job Satisfaction
Autonomy W22 Self-Esteen ‘ 07 Job Satisfaction
Skill Variety .10 Self-Esteen .06 Job Satisfaction
Task Feedback 21 Self-Esteem .05 Job Satisfaction
Task Identity .18 Self-Esteen .07 Job Satisfaction
Upwaxrd Influence - 21 Self-Esteen .06 - Job Satisfaction
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Exhibit O: Effects of the Relative Importance
of Individual Difference Variables
and the Facets of Task Structure Beta
Weight's on the Outcome Variables - (cont'd)

Beta Beta :
Independent Variable Weight Moderator Variable Weight Dependent Variable
Autonony ' 22 Hierarchy of Authority ) 07 Job Satisfaction
Skill Variety 11 Hierarchy of Authority 06 Job Satisfaction
Task Feedback .21 Hierarchy of Authority .08 Job Satisfaction
Task Identity , .19 Hierarchy of Authority .07 Job Satisfaction
Upward Influence .21 Hierarchy of Authority .06 Job Satisfaction
Autonomy 21 Division of Labor ’ 17 Job Satisfaction
Skill Variety .10 . Division of Labor 17 Job Satisfaction
Task Feedbtack .20 Division of Labor W17 Job Satisfaction
Task Identity .18 Division of Labor 16 Job Satisfaction
Upward Influence .22 Division of Labor ' .19 Job Satisfaction
Autonomy .20 Rules for Incumbents 22 Job Satisfaction
" Skill Variety : .06 Rules for Incumbents 22 Job Satisfaction
Task Feedback .18 - Rules for Incumbents 21 Job Satisfaction
Task Identity .16 Rules for Incumbents .21 Job Satisfaction
Upward Influence 22 Rules for Incumbents 24 Job Satisfaction
- Autonomy «20 Need for Achievement 19 Job Satisfaction
Skill Variety 07 . Need for Achievement «20 Job Satisfaction
Task Feedback .18 Need for Achievement .18 Job Satisfaction
Task Identity .16 Need for Achievement W19 Job Satisfaction
Upward Influence .20 . Need foxr Achievement 21 Job Satisfaction -
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Exhibit O; Effects of the'Relative Importance

of Individual Difference Variables
and the Facets of Task Structure Beta
Weight's on the Outcome Variables - (cont'd)

_ Beta Beta
Independent Variable Weight Moderator Variable Weight Dependent Variable
Autonomy 21 Need for Affiliation .06 Job Satisfaction
. Skill Variety .10 Need for Affiliation .07 Job Satisfaction
Task Feedback 20 Need for Affiliation .07 Job Satisfaction
Task Identity .18 . Need for Affiliation - .07 Job Satisfaction
Upward Influence .20 Need for Affiliation .05 Job Satisfaction
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